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Abstract

This thesis explores a previously neglected period in American public broadcasting history, that of
the early- to mid-1950s. Engelman (1996) has described the 1950s as 'The Foundation Years', a
time in which large philanthropic foundations - most prominently the Ford Foundation - invested in
non-commercial broadcasting. While the importance of the Ford Foundation to the development
of public broadcasting has been noted in the literature, it has never been explored in any detail.
Where it is discussed, the focus tends to be on the practical support that the foundation offered,

funding the production and distribution of programmes.

My focus is not on the practical support offered by the Ford Foundation, but rather on the
contribution that the foundation attempted to make to the philosophical debate regarding the
place of broadcasting in American public life. | argue that the Ford Foundation intended, in the
early 1950s, to breathe new life into the media reform movement that had been advancing the
cause of public broadcasting throughout the 1930s and 1940s. Following the Federal
Communications Commission's (FCC) 1952 decision to reserve a portion of the broadcast spectrum
for educational television, and at the behest of Robert M Hutchins, the Ford Foundation
established a Television Advisory Committee (TAC). The purpose of the TAC was to undertake a
wide-ranging, critical review of the place of television in American society, similar to that
undertaken by Hutchins' own Commission on the Freedom of the Press. One of America's pre-
eminent media scholars, Paul F Lazarsfeld, was appointed to Chair the TAC, yet its original aims
would never be realised. In this thesis, | argue that Lazarsfeld himself was largely to blame for

impeding the work of the TAC, to the long-term detriment of American public media.
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Preface

This thesis began, as | suspect many do, with a question entirely different to the one that |
eventually answer. Having settled that | was interested in examining Public Service Broadcasting
(PSB) in its international context, | began to work my way through the relevant literature,
eventually finding Hallin and Mancini's (2003) Comparing Media Systems. In this work - which | will
return to later - the authors argue that the media in Western Europe and North America can best
be understood as a series of related media systems, where the media of individual nations are
grouped together according to common traits. In Hallin and Mancini’s work, the United Kingdom -
my primary area of interest - was grouped alongside Ireland, Canada and the USA in the 'North
Atlantic' system. On first reading this, my natural reaction was to stop and ask: "really?". How
could you group together the UK - home of the BBC, and arguably the birthplace of an entire public
service tradition - with the USA, that had done so much to commercialise the media, both at home
and abroad? Surely these were two opposing poles, when it came to the media in liberal-
democratic states? How could you argue that the UK and USA were more closely related than the

UK and Germany, say, or France?

It was in pursuit of this question that | first set off, and my initial aim was to dig down into what |
thought of as the inherently flawed model proposed by Hallin and Mancini. My plan was, at first,
to undertake a comparative case study of the UK and USA, with the focus on PSB. Wanting to set
the case studies in their context, | began to write a short background chapter outlining the
historical development of PSB in Britain and America. Little did | know that this short chapter was
the cuckoo in my nest. Over the next few years, it grew uncontrollably, devouring everything
before it. What began as a contemporary comparative study of the UK and USA soon became a
historical comparative study, looking at the intertwining paths of British and American media
history from the 1920s to the 1960s. Soon, it became apparent that | would not be able to do
justice even to this subject, and the focus shifted from the comparative to the singular; this would
be a history of the early years of public media in the USA, but with one eye on developments here
in the UK. And even then, | was forced to narrow my remit even further. Where | have eventually
arrived is at a pre-history of American public broadcasting, from the early days of radio to the years

in which television hammered down the stakes, and became central to American life.



While much of the material that | gathered for earlier iterations of this thesis has been discarded —
or at least, stored in a drawer for future use — each previous version has left its mark on this final
draft. | am, by now, less inclined to scoff at Hallin and Mancini; stepping back, taking a broader
view of the British and American systems of broadcasting has made me much more aware of their
deep-rooted similarities. Yet, having started out from similar points of origin, there is no doubt that
the UK and the USA took different paths, each claiming to operate in service of the public, but
employing starkly different means of doing so. So, while the focus of this thesis has narrowed
dramatically during its writing, it is a desire to better understand this difference that remains the

driving force.

Researching American broadcasting while living in Wales brings with it a particular set of
challenges. While | have been able to access some documents online, the bulk of the archival work
that makes up the backbone of this thesis demanded that | travel to the USA. My original insights,
found in Chapter 5, are the result of long hours spent poring through documents held in various
archives in New York and Washington DC. Each trip to the archive had to be funded, and | had to
contest with flight delays, and jet-lag, and homesickness and all of the other minor privations of
global travel. Yet | believe that the transatlantic perspective that | bring to the material enriches
the arguments that | make, even when that is more implicit than explicit. The new conclusions that
| draw regarding the nature of public media in the USA are derived from American evidence read

with Welsh eyes.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction
1.1 Introduction
1.2 Literature Review
1.3 Research questions
1.4 Methodology

1.5 Structure of the thesis

Broadcast media have been at the centre of public life for a century, and throughout this period,
governments in Western democracies have sought to define the relationship between the public
and the media. In most of Western Europe and Canada, governments have historically assumed
responsibility for the provision of broadcast content, and have seen this as the preferred means of
protecting and fostering the public interest. The overwhelming majority of Western European pre-
war democracies instituted systems of public broadcasting in the 1920s and 1930s, with similar
systems being adopted immediately following the Second World War in nations that had
previously been ruled by authoritarian dictatorships. In the United States, however, it took until
1967 for the Federal Government to pass legislation creating a public broadcasting system, broadly
analogous to the one found across the Atlantic. This is despite the fact that the USA shared a
strong cultural, political and intellectual tradition with Western Europe. Indeed, during the period
in which British broadcasters and policy-makers were working to establish the British Broadcasting
Corporation (BBC), their American counterparts were engaged in discussions that closely mirrored
those in the UK. Yet, while the discussions in Britain and America revolved around the same
questions, and often drew the same conclusions, the answers that they arrived at were starkly
different. Where Western European governments assumed responsibility for providing a
programme service for their public, early American policy-makers saw their role not as provider

but as arbiter.

Over the past century, the Western European model of Public Service Broadcasting has proved to
be remarkably consistent. New media have emerged to compete with the old for audiences, yet
the organisational structures of many of the Public Service Broadcasters (PSBs) that were
established in the 1920s and 30s have remained the same. What is produced by the BBC has
changed beyond recognition over the past 90 years, but the shape of the BBC itself has largely

remained the same. The abolition of the Board of Governors and its replacement with the short-
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lived BBC Trust in 2003 represented the first substantial change to its governance structures in 75
years. New broadcasters emerge periodically, chipping away at the BBC’s audience, but the
corporation remains the same. It is a rock, solid and permanent among the swirling currents of the

media.

American broadcasting history could hardly be more different. As | discuss in Chapter 3, five years -
between 1922 and 1927 - were spent attempting to come to a consensus on the legal and
regulatory framework that would govern the use of broadcast radio. Yet by 1935, there were
voices questioning whether it was fit for purpose; in one of the first critical reflections on 'The
American System of Broadcasting', campaigner Armstong Perry pointed to those who asked
whether any "amount of reform can convert a business dedicated to the motives of private profit
into a satisfactory vehicle for the promotion of the public benefit" (1935: 28). This question would
be asked time and again over the following decades. Thirty years after Perry's paper, Lyndon B
Johnson's presidential administration would include broadcasting in its Great Society policy
programme, leading ultimately to the passage of the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967. The fact that
the same issues that dominated the Radio Conferences of 1922-27 were still being debated in 1967

is testament to the unsettled, ever-changing nature of the American System of Broadcasting.

1.2 Literature Review

How America got from 1922 to 1967 is one of the questions that drive this thesis. Parts of this
period in American broadcasting history have been the subject of much recent, high-quality
research. The foundational work in this area is McChesney's 1993 study, which argues that media
reform was an issue that emerged following the passage of the the Radio Act of 1927, and
remained on the political agenda until 1935. The passage of the Communications Act of 1934,
according to McChesney, dealt the reform movement a fatal blow. More recent scholarship has
built upon the work of McChesney, but has also challenged this periodisation. Slotten (2009)
begins the history in an earlier period, placing greater emphasis on the importance of the Radio
Conferences organised by Herbert Hoover in the 1920s, and also looking in greater detail at the
development of educational broadcasting during radio's infancy. Pickard (2011, 2012, 2015), on the
other hand, has concentrated on the period following 1935. While he largely concurrs with
McChesney that the Communications Act of 1934 was a weak and ineffectual piece of legislation,

he argues that the reform movement did not die with its passage. The late-1930s to the late-1940s
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saw the reformers aided by allies within government, particularly progressive New Dealers
appointed to the Federal Communications Commission. Balas (2003) then goes on to locate the
FCC hearings of 1948 to 1952 in the context of the media reform movement, although, like Pickard

she does not offer an account of why the movement did not survive beyond the early 1950s.

While the history of public broadcasting from the 1960s onwards has not been scrutinised in as
much detail, Engelman (1996) has written a comprehensive and authoritative institutional history,
while Ouellette (2002) provides a critical overview. These academic texts can be read alongside
more polemical, journalistic accounts (see Ledbetter, 1998) and insider histories (see Day, 1995;
Mitchell, 2005), providing a coherent historical account of the period from 1967 onwards. Between
these two bodies of scholarship, however, there lies something of a Dark Age. My aim within this

thesis is to shed some light on this neglected period in American broadcasting history.

So,the story told by the historians of early media reform comes to an end in the early years of the
1950s, and the history of public broadcasting proper doesn't begin until the mid-1960s. In the
middle sits an account of American broadcasting that is almost exclusively concerned with the
development of commercial broadcasting. Boddy (1993) argues that the period in question saw
the entrenchment of the commercial model of Amercian broadcasting that had first emerged in
the 1920s. He emphasises the significance of the Federal Communications Commission hearnings
of the 1940s, and argues that the hearings of 1948 to 1952 (see Chapter 4) had the effect of
entrenching the dominance of the commercial networks for a generation. Yet Boddy's account
focuses almost exclusively on the commercial networks themselves, and has little to say about
those who sought to build alternative structures. Like Balas (2003) he sees the FCC hearings as
being the final chapter in the story, without offering any explanation as to why the reform

movement did not survive into the 1950s.

| can only guess as to why the history of American television in the 1950s is almost exclusively the
history of commercial television, but | am inclined to think that it can be explained in one of two
ways. The first is that it was an era in which nothing happened. The media reform movement, to all
intents and purposes, fell into a deep slumber in 1951 when the FCC decided to allocate television
spectrum to educational broadcasters (see Chapter 4), and did not awake again until it was roused

by the Carnegie Commission in 1965. McChesney, whose work on the pre-war media reform

14



movement is so central to our understanding of the period, seems of the view that the movement
had come to an end by the close of the 1940s, and that “the television system was gift-wrapped
and hand-delivered to Wall Street and Madison Avenue without a shred of public awareness and

participation” (2008).

The other possible explanation is that the work of the media reform movement continued
throughout the 1950s, but has remained hidden from view. This is, to a certain degree,
understandable. The 1950s were the years in which commercial television emerged not simply as a
new medium, but as a cultural and artistic forum that would, alongside cinema, define the post-
war American experience. Commercial broadcasting grew in power, and that power was co-opted
by government in service of its own interests at home and abroad. As Wall (2009) has
demonstrated, the advertising industry was instrumental in building the post-war American
consensus — the ‘American Way’ — and advertisers need commercial media to distribute their
commercials. Media reformers found it increasingly difficult to make their voices heard, and as

their power diminished, so did their place in American media history.

However we account for the gap in scholarship, it is difficult to deny that it exists. It is, perhaps,
best illustrated by the work of Engelman (1996), whose political history of public radio and
television recognises that the story of the medium did not begin in 1967. While his main focus is
the years after the passage of the Public Broadcasting Act, he begins by arguing that American
broadcasting has "public origins", and that the establishment of public broadcasting proper, in the
late 1960s, can be understood only by looking at the development of both radio and television in
preceding decades. Yet, while Engelman argues that the 1950s were of crucial importance to this
development, particularly in the case of television (1996: 135), his account does not delve into the
details of this period. Having established the importance of the Federal Communications
Commission hearings of 1954 - 1952 (see Chapter 4), Engelman's account (1996: 140) then moves
immediately on to 1958, and the appointment of John F. White as head of the Educational
Television and Radio Center (ETRC). This omission is understandable in a single-volume work
primarily dedicated to the history of public broadcasting post-1967. Yet there has been no attempt

to fill in this gap, to build upon the work of Engelman, in this area.

Of particular interest is Engelman's assertion that the period from the early 1950s to the mid-
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1960s can be understood as 'The Foundation Years'. Borrowing the phrase from the Network
Project - a group based at Columbia University that offered a radical critique of the American
media - Engelman argues that two large philanthropic foundations, the Carnegie and the Ford
Foundations "controlled - indeed orchestrated - the rise of public television at each stage of its
development up until the passage of the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967" (1996: 135). Enormous
philanthropic foundations such as these are not, by and large, a feature of British public life; in the
USA they have played a central role in the development of public policy, particularly in the post-

War era. Yet their role in the development of media policy has received little academic scrutiny.

This thesis shares many of the assumptions that inform Engelman's work. Fundamentally, | share
his view that the story of public broadcasting in the USA does not begin in 1967; if we are to
understand how and why federally-funded public broadcasting emerged as it did, then the
developments of the mid-1960s onwards need to be viewed in the context of the four decades
that preceded them. To do this, we can make use of some excellent research that has already been
published, particularly regarding the 1930s and 1940s. But the picture is incomplete, and the
relationship between calls for media reformer in the pre-War period, and advocacy for public
broadcasting in the post-War period - often being made by the same people - is unclear. My aim in
this thesis is to build upon Engelman's work by looking in greater detail at the work undertaken by
the Ford Foundation in the early and mid-1950s. This research is informed by a main research

question, accompanied by a number of related, but supplementary questions.
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1.3 Main research question:

How did public broadcasting policy develop in the USA during the early 1950s?

Supplementary research questions:
1. How does this period relate to earlier development in American broadcasting history,
particularly earlier debates surrounding the public interest in broadcasting?
2. What role did the philanthropic foundations play in this history?
3. What implications did this period have for the later development of federally-funded public

broadcasting?

1.4 Methodology

Corner (2003) identifies five different aspects of television history* that can be the subject of
academic research: institutions, professional cultures, representation and form, television as a
sociocultural phenomenon ('television in public life' or 'television in everyday life') and television as
technology. While there is arguably some overlap between these categories, this thesis is primarily
concerned with public service broadcasting as an institution. In Chapter 2, | outline in detail what is
meant by the term "institution", and how it applies specifically to PSB. In the concluding section of
Chapter 2, | argue that PSB can be understood as a broadcasting institution dedicated to the
advancement of three sets of core values (parity of access, pluralism and serving the public
sphere). These values are embedded in three areas: the content produced by the broadcaster;
professional norms that inform working practices; and regulation, legislation and other formally

documented policies.

When deciding on which methodological approach to adopt, | briefly considered the possibility of
looking at the public-service programmes produced during the era in question. While my focus is
primarily on norms and principles, it is entirely reasonable to argue that television and radio
programmes are the outcomes of broadcasting policy, and that by looking at programming we are
able to make judgements regarding the efficacy of policy. In the context of this thesis, for instance,
it would be possible to undertake a detailed analysis of the television series Omnibus - funded by
the Ford Foundation, and broadcast on commercial television during the period in question, 1951

to 1961. In analysing the programme, it might be possible to draw conclusions regarding the aims

"Corner's focus is on television, but his arguments apply equally to broadcasting in general.
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and objectives of the Ford Foundation, and its vision for television. To approach the research
guestion in this manner would be to employ a more inductive approach; beginning by observing
the programming being produced, and using those observations to draw conclusions regarding the
Ford Foundation's policy priorities during this period. However, | am not convinced that this is the
most suitable approach in this case. While the work of the Ford Foundation is central to my
research, my interest goes beyond a single programme. This thesis is concerned with American
public broadcasting on a macro-level, and narrowing the focus so dramatically runs the risk of

obscuring the broader picture.

Another methodology that | briefly considered was one rooted in what Scott (1990, 2013)
describes as the normative pillar of the institution. This approach looks at the professional practice
of those working in PSB, and seeks to understand how they incorporate normative values into their
daily lives. As is discussed in Chapter 2, there exists a body of research into PSB that makes use of
this approach, but it remains relatively uncommon. Such studies usually rely on collecting data
from human subjects, through interviews or ethnographic observation, and demand a high level of
access to the research subject. The best of these, such as Born (2005) are longitudinal - usually
gathering data over a period of years - and have a large sample size, drawing data from a cross-
section of workers. Applying this approach to the history of PSB is extremely problematic, and the
problems only increase as time passes. Were this a contemporary study, this methodology would
have been given far greater consideration, as it is a method that has the potential to deliver
significant insights. However, the passage of time has made this an impractical methodology for
this particular thesis. To be able to apply this approach, | would need to interview individuals
involved in discussions regarding the public interest in broadcasting during the 1950s. Few of the
key players are alive today, and it is unlikely that any still living would be able to recollect the

events of 65 years ago with the detail and clarity required.

As a result, both programme content-based and interview-based methodological approaches have
been eschewed in favour of looking at written documentation. Deacon et al (2007: 16) argue that
there are four situations that justify the use of document analysis as the main research tool: When
studying historical situations that preclude the use of other methods; when access to subjects is
restricted; where the purpose of the research is to re-analyse material collected by other

researchers; and finally when carrying out textual research that is focused on the documents in
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guestion. Bertrand and Hughes emphasise the changing nature of social science methodologies,
arguing that while “sociologists have been traditionally wary of documents” (2005: 132) this
tradition has come under sustained challenge since the 1960s, and research that is primarily
focussed on the analysis of existing documentation is now accepted as methodologically sound.
They argue that by the 1980s, “ethnographers were routinely acknowledging the value of
documentation” citing the examples of Burgess (1993) and Hammersley and Atkinson (1983) to
make their case. Hodder argues in The Interpretation of Documents and Material Culture that
document analysis is key to closing the gap between “what people say” and “what people do”
(2007: 393); that is, Hodder argues that research methods which rely on discussions with
individual are flawed by the participants' tendency to subjectively self-report findings that reflect
better on their own reputation. In Chapter 5, | look in detail at the work of the Ford Foundation
during the early- and mid-1950s; central to this chapter is my analysis of the work of the Television
Advisory Committee (TAC) that existed within the Ford Foundation between 1952 and 1954. The
work of the TAC is used as a qualitative case study, of the kind that Bowen describes as being
particularly well suited to a document analysis approach: “intensive studies producing rich

descriptions of a single phenomenon, event, organisation, or program” (2009: 29).

In selecting documents for analysis, consideration was given both to the significance of the
documents to the policy making process, but also the extent to which the documents reflected the
range of competing views that formed part of the policy-making process. Bovens (2007: 457-458)
describes the “problem of many hands” when analysing public policy, noting that while individual
policies are ultimately adopted by single organisations or institutions, their formulation is the work
of a number of individual policy actors and often represent a consensus (or sometimes majority)
position arrived at by the collective work of those actors. Overly emphasising the most significant
documents — laws, executive orders, articles of incorporation, and charters — risks that the work of
the “many hands” in creating those documents is marginalised. In selecting documents, therefore,
| have sought out both official documentation, as well as the personal papers of key individuals
involved in policy discussions. My hope is that in bringing together these sources | am able to

present a rounded picture of the policy-making process.

| am fortunate that some of this personal correspondence has been retained in the archives that |

visited in the USA, alongside the official documentation. Other personal papers were held in
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archives that were relatively easy to access. However, it is important to note that when deciding
which documents to examine, selection of source material is not always a matter of researcher
choice. Thumin (1998: 99) notes that "it is a truism that as historical researchers we can only gain
access to items which at the time were considered sufficiently valuable to be preserved" [emphasis
in original]; some material, particularly less formal documentation of events (personal notes, as
opposed to official memos, for instance) may simply be lost to history. Of the material that has
been preserved, not all of it is readily available. Duff, Craig and Cherry (2004) surveyed 600
Canadian researchers regarding their use of archives, asking specifically about barriers to access.
Listed among the problems encountered were a number of restrictions placed deliberately on
material by donors or rights holders. Private donors (or their executors) may demand that
researchers ask permission before examining sources, often refusing permission for research that
they perceive to be harmful to the reputation of the donor. Public records are often placed under
blanket restrictions; in the UK, the Public Records Act demands that government provides the
public with access to material only after a specific time period has elapsed - originally 30 years,
recently reduced to 20. Other archives place administrative barriers between the public and the
materials they hold, failing to update their finding aids, offering finding aids that are too detailed

or complex, or often not providing a finding aid at all.

Of the barriers to access listed by Duff, Craig and Cherry (2004), the most commonly cited was that
of geographical distance. Some archives have moved to digitise material for online viewing, but
this is a labour intensive process that has enormous cost implications. The ethics of archival
preservation demands that digital preservation involve the making of high-quality long-lasting
copies (Conway, 2010: 70). Many archives will provide researchers with online access to lower-
quality digital copies, but this is usually on an ad-hoc basis, with the researcher responsible for
meeting the (often significant) cost of retrieval and scanning. In the overwhelming majority of
cases, archival research involves travelling to the archives themselves, incurring costs. Cost has
proved the greatest barrier to access in the case of this thesis, and has been an instrumental factor
in the selection of primary sources. During the course of my research, | have secured travel grants
that have enabled me to undertake three separate research visits to the USA. Since the focus of
the original research in this thesis is the work of the Ford Foundation, | naturally prioritised
resources to allow me to spend time at the Ford Foundation archive, which is currently held at the

Rockefeller Foundation in Sleepy Hollow, NY. Fortunately, | was able to combine my visits to the
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Ford Foundation archives with visits to the Carnegie Corporation of New York archive, which is held
at Columbia University in New York City, where Paul F Lazarsfeld's personal papers are also kept.
During one research visit, | was able to travel to the Public Broadcasting Archive at the University
of Maryland, although the material viewed at this archive proved less relevant to the thesis than

expected.

Having made the case for document analysis, and outlined how | have selected documents, | am
left to explain how these documents will be used. My hope is that | am able to address this
without becoming entangled in arcane epistemological debates. The vast majority of the
documents that | rely upon as primary sources in this thesis are written texts, and | am concerned
with their content. While | appreciate the argument - made, for instance, by Hodder (1994) - that
archival research can involve examining the materiality of sources, my focus is the words on the
page, rather than the pages themselves. The documents that | rely upon to make my argument are
usually dated, and attributed to a specific author. The majority have been written in an official
capacity, usually by the permanent staff of the Ford Foundation, or by other individuals working for
the Ford Foundation on a specific project, or individuals whose views have been canvassed by the
Ford Foundation or its employees. In places, the line between professional and personal
communication is blurred; many of the individuals involved with the Television Advisory
Committee enjoyed personal friendships. The failure of key individuals to clearly distinguish
between personal and private is addressed in the text of the thesis, and my conclusions reflect
upon these relationships. Similarly, where there is lack of clarity regarding the provenance of the
documents, this again is noted in the body of the thesis. Where | have made assumptions

regarding authorship or date, | have explained my reasoning in the body of the thesis.

1.5 Structure of the thesis

Since the subject of this thesis is public broadcasting policy, it begins with a review of the relevant
literature on this subject. Chapter 2 attempts to outline what is meant by the terms "public
broadcasting" and "Public Service Broadcasting", both in a broad, trans-national context, and

specifically in the American national context.

The remainder ofmy thesis is structured chronologically, tracing the historical development of

public broadcasting in the USA from 1922 to 1954 over the course of three chapters.
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In Chapter 3, | look at the early years of American broadcasting, dating from 1922 to the end of the
1940s. This chapter relies heavily on existing historical research into the media reform movement.
However, | supplement this existing research with some original analysis of primary documentation
produced during the Radio Conferences of 1922 to 1927. In addition, | set the conclusions drawn
by McChesney (1993), Pickard (2011, 2012, 2015), Slotten (2009) and others in their international
context, drawing comparisons between the work of the policy makers in the UK and the USA

during this early period.

While Chapter 3 presents a broad overview of a period that stretches over two and a half decades,
in Chapter 4 | begin to narrow my focus, concentrating on the events of the so-called 'television
freeze' of 1948 to 1952. During this period, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC)
declined to award new broadcast licenses while it considered the arguments for reserving a
portion of the broadcast spectrum for non-commercial broadcasting. Existing research into the
history of this period is relatively thin on the ground, but it falls outside the limits of my primary
archival research. The conclusions that | draw in this chapter are based on the small amount of
existing scholarship on the period, accompanied by analysis of a limited number of primary
sources that | was able to access - including autobiographical accounts, as well as an edited version

of original testimony given to the FCC during the 1948 - 1951 hearings.

The original contribution to knowledge can primarily be found in Chapter 5. Here, | look in detail at
the work undertaken by the Ford Foundation between 1951 and 1954. My main focus is on the
Television Advisory Committee (TAC), a Ford Foundation initiative that was founded by Robert
Maynard Hutchins. Following its founding, responsibility for the TAC was given to Paul F Lazarsfeld,
the eminent media scholar based (primarily) at Columbia University. In this chapter, | provide a
critical analysis of Lazarsfeld's contribution to the development of public media policy during the
early- and mid-1950s. Based upon primary documents held both at the Ford Foundation archive
and the Columbia University archive, my conclusions challenge the existing account of Lazarsfeld's
involvement with the Ford Foundation, found in the work of his biographer, David Morrisson

(2000, 2006, 2008).

Chapter 6 contains my conclusions. In this final chapter | argue that the intervention of Lazarsfeld
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in the Ford Foundation's work on television may have a significant impact on the development of
public television policy in the USA. | suggest that greater scrutiny be given to this period, in order
to deepen our understanding both of the development of public television history, and of
Lazarsfeld himself. This chapter, and the thesis, ends with proposals for further research that might

be undertaken to further scrutinise and substantiate the initial conclusions that | draw here.
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Chapter 2: Theoretical Framing: Public Service Broadcasting

2.1 Introduction
2.2 Why PSB? Public Service Broadcasting and media systems
2.3 Institutional approaches to PSB

2.3.1 The Normative Pillar

2.3.2 The Regulative Pillar

2.4 Conclusions

2.1 Introduction

The aim of this thesis is to examine the early development of broadcasting in the United States of
America, with a view to explaining the significant differences that exists between Public Service
Broadcasting (PSB) in the USA and PSB in similar European nations. Before going on to look in
detail at the the specific historical context which takes up the remainder of the thesis, it is
important that | first offer an overview of the concept of PSB. There is broad consensus within the
academic literature that PSB is a concept often eludes attempts at definition. Tracey describes an
“elegant vagueness” that typifies “so much of the discussion about public service broadcasting”
(1998: 22), while Curran and Seaton describe the principle of PSB as “always...fought over and
continually reinterpreted” (2010: 341). Lund (1988), Scannell (1990), Hoynes (2003) and
Jacubowicz (2011) have all made major contributions to the study of PSB, while at the same time
cautioning that to attempt to settle on a single, transnational and ahistorical definition would be a
futile exercise. Chapters 3 -6 of this thesis one focus on a single nation - the USA - and a specific
time frame, beginning with the early 1920s, and ending in the 1960s. This relatively narrow focus
does not, however, justify adopting a blinkered view. While this chapter does not attempt to come
to a single, universal definition of PSB, | do intend to take a broad view of the concept, looking at
major currents that have typified its development both in the USA and Western Europe. In this
chapter, | have organised my discussion of PSB around two different themes, or approaches to the
concept. The first section looks at PSB as a feature of specific media systems. Here, | look not at the
specific qualities of PSB, but rather at the broader philosophical aims that drive the demand for
PSB; it is about why PSB exists at all. The second, longer, section then goes on to look at PSB as an
institution, as defined by Scott (1990, 2013), looking at its normative and regulative pillars. The
Normative pillar of an institution (discussed in 2.3.1) is based upon the values and norms that

make up the institution. Closely related is the Regulative Pillar of an institution (discussed in 2.3.2)
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which focuses on the codification of these values and norms in regulation and legislation. In the
concluding section of this chapter, | will offer a brief definition of PSB that will then be used to

inform the historical analysis found in later chapters.

2.2 Why PSB? Public Service Broadcasting and media systems

Within media studies, systems approaches have generally been used to look at the media from
what McQuail (1992) describes as the macro level. This approach often seeks an overview of a
range of different media, as they are organised on a national, or even transnational level. The
researcher looks for features that are common across the entire system, meaning that the focus
tends to be on similarity rather than difference. As a result, systems approaches can tend to draw
conclusions that are general and lacking in detail. They are useful, however, in providing a broad
theoretical context within which other, more detailed, studies can be located. A comparative case
study approach is often used to draw out large trends in the way in which media is structured
within individual nations, with these nations then being grouped together into types that share
common attributes. In these transnational media systems studies, PSB is often one of the variables
that is analysed, More importantly in the context of this thesis, media systems analysis are often
strongly normative, and have an institutional focus. There is a tendency to look at the values and
norms that are at the foundation of the system, and how they are used to construct and justify

specific broadcasting institutions.

One of the earliest, and most influential media systems studies written from a transnational
perspective, is Siebert, Peterson and Schramm's 1956 Four Theories of the Press’. Despite first
being published 60 years ago, and clearly bearing the imprint of the Cold War, Four Theories
remains a highly influential study of media systems, and offers a framework for understanding
media that scholars still draw upon today - albeit in modified form. From a contemporary
perspective, the Four Theories can seem a little unsophisticated. Siebert, Peterson and Schramm
offer little in the way of evidence to support their assertions, and their theories can be descriptive
in nature; there is a tendency towards casual observation, rather than methodologically sound

empiricism. This weakness is particularly pronounced in their discussion of the Authoritarian and

21t is worth noting that while the book is titled Four Theories of the Press, the theories that it proposes include
broadcast as well as print media.
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Soviet Totalitarian theories of the media, which are based on alien systems, viewed from
considerable distance. As a piece of research on non-Western media, the Four Theories is of little
value. Indeed, Sparks (2000) goes as far as to argue that the Soviet Totalitarian model is more than
a historical irrelevance, and that its flawed conclusions can be held partly responsible for a failure
to anticipate major problems in the transition to post-communist rule in Eastern Europe and the

former Soviet republics.

The problems with the Authoritarian and Soviet Totalitarian theories do not detract from the
usefulness of the Four Theories in the context of this thesis, however. Part of its usefulness comes
from the fact that it is rooted in the historical context that | am examining. As | will show in the
following chapters, educational institutions - and indeed individual educators - are a vital part of
the history of early American broadcasting, and the development of radio and television were
shaped in part by academics involved in the development of media policy. Siebert, Peterson and
Schramm's work is located at this nexus between academia and policy-making; their work is
informed by their experience of the media reform movement of the 1940s, but it also went on to
have a very direct influence on the historical context that | discuss in Chapters 4 and 5. In fact,
Wilbur Schramm contributed directly to the work of the Ford Foundation on television during the
mid-1950s, and his correspondence with Paul Lazarsfeld regarding the direction of policy research
at this time is discussed in Chapter 5. If the analysis of authoritarian and totalitarian media found
in the Four Theories suffers from a lack of familiarity, then the opposite is true of its analysis of the
Libertarian and Social Responsibility theories (Siebert, Peterson and Schramm, 1955); here, the
authors provide keen insight into the precise social, cultural and political world that was occupied
by American broadcasters and policy-makers. It is important, however, to stress that the usefulness
of the Four Theories is not exclusively as a framework for understanding mid-20th Century
American broadcasting. The fact that it continues to inform contemporary academic analysis of
media systems - it is cited as a major influence on both Hallin and Mancini (2003) and Hardy (2008)
- is testament to the enduring value of its core arguments. The value of the Four Theories lies in the
way in which two of the four theories - the Libertarian and the Social Responsibility theories -
identify and describe two major philosophical currents that are at the heart of liberal-democratic

systems of broadcasting.

Despite its name, the Libertarian theory outlined by Siebert, Peterson and Schramm is rooted in a
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classically liberal philosophical tradition; the authors identify John Milton, John Erskine, Thomas
Jefferson and John Stuart Mill as four key figures in the development of the thinking which
underpins Libertarian media systems. The theory of the media which is derived from this classical
liberal tradition is one which evolves in opposition to political absolutism. A minimum of state
interference in the media is the defining quality of a libertarian system, with the press being given
the greatest possible freedom in order to maximise its potential as a check on over-mighty
government. The libertarian model recognises that this approach will deliver “a barrage of
information and opinion, some of it possibly true, some of it possibly false, and some of it
containing elements of both” (1963: 51). However, a diversity of views is seen as being of central
importance to this model, and government should do nothing to regulate media content. The
public is given the freedom to compare the cases put forward by the various producers of content,
and to choose that which best serves the public interest. For proponents of this theory, this model
is a Miltonian “self-righting” one, where the consumers of the media act as regulators by exercising
market choice. Siebert, Peterson and Schramm concede that in practice, this level of libertarianism
does not exist. They point to Chafee's extensive list of executive, legislative and judicial examples
where supposedly libertarian systems intervene in individual market choices (ibid.: 54). Key areas
where the libertarian media model chooses to limit freedoms include defamation law, obscenity
law, and the broader suppression of information in cases of “clear and present danger” to the

safety of the state (i.e. in times of war or revolution).

The alternative to the Libertarian model described by Siebert, Peterson and Schramm is the Social
Responsibility model. This is described in terms of a corrective designed to mitigate against some
of the worst excesses of the Libertarian model. It is here that the ideas found in Four Theories are
most closely linked to the historical context in which they were written, drawing heavily on the
work of the Commission on the Freedom of the Press (sometimes called the Hutchins Commission,
after its Chair, Robert Hutchins of the University of Chicago). The Commission was established in
1942 to examine the role of the press in a modern democracy, and published its final report in
1947. Following the publication on the report, Hutchins would go on to work for the Ford
Foundation, and his work for the foundation is of central importance to the development of
broadcasting policy discussed in Chapter 5. It is important to emphasise, however, that while their
arguments emerge from a specific historical context, the conclusions that they draw are not limited

to this context. The Social Responsibility Theory is grounded in events and debates which were
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contemporary at the time of writing, but the principles of social responsibility that it lays out are

far-sighted and long-lasting.

Siebert, Peterson and Schramm distinguish between the Libertarian and Social Responsibility
theories by drawing upon Isiah Berlin's notion of negative and positive freedoms (1956: 93).
Within the Social Responsibility Model, the emphasis is moved from a purely negative conception
of individual liberty to a conception of liberty which is more positive (“freedom to” instead of
“freedom from”), and where the collective needs of society are at least a consideration when
exercising freedom of the press. The essential purpose of the press — to inform the citizenry so that
they can participate in the political process, to convey the views of the same citizens to the
powerful, and to act as a watchdog against government tyranny — remains the same, but the Social
Responsibility Theory argues that the Miltonian process of Self-Righting has not operated as it
should, and that positive steps are needed to ensure that these ideals are protected. It is argued
that the press in the America of the 1940s and 1950s has failed in its essential duty in a number of
specific ways. It is seen as self-serving, propagating views and opinions which are favourable to the
interests of its owners, advertisers, and the “business class”; it is inherently conservative, opposing
social change; it is sensationalist, and “has endangered public morals”; and it is responsible for
invading the privacy of individuals (Siebert, Peterson and Schramm, 1962: 78-79). It is suggested
that an independent agency be established to report on the state of the press, and that civil
society take a greater role in both producing media, and training those who would become
journalists. Government intervention would only be warranted where there is a clear failure of
self-regulation and self-righting, with Siebert et al warning that “Any agency capable of promoting

[positive] freedom is also capable of destroying it” (ibid.: 95).

The Four Theories offer a model of media systems that is far from perfect. While it presents an
excellent analysis of the currents of mid-20th Century American media policy, its purported
internationalism is somewhat limited. It treats the Social Responsibility theory as an almost
exclusively American innovation; the authors make reference to the "Anglo-American" (ibid.: 74)
nature of the work, but only in that there existed a British Royal Commission on the Press
operating at around the same time as the Hutchins Commission. The influence of European models
of PSB on the Social Responsibility is not discussed at all, and the Four Theories does not give any

consideration to alternative models of pursuing Social Responsibility, other than the limited self-
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regulatory one proposed by Hutchins. In this sense, the Four Theories is not only focussed on the
situation in America, it also sees American broadcasting through a narrow ideological lens. The
presumption that runs through the work of Siebert, Peterson and Schramm is that Libertarian
Theory is the foundation of American broadcasting, with Social Responsibility theory offering a

limited corrective as a response to market failure.

Later attempts to develop the Four Theories have recognised these weaknesses in the original
work, offering amendments and additions. Hachten (1981) presents valuable revisions, but their
primary purpose is to address the narrow national focus of the original, by offering different
models or theories for geopolitical regions, making it less relevant to this thesis.

More closely related to the original Four Theories approach are those proposed by Merrill and
Lowenstein (1979) and Picard (1985). Merrill and Lowenstein first attempted to build upon the
Four Theories in 1971, making relatively minor revisions to Siebert, Peterson and Schramm's
original typology. Soviet Totalitarian became Social Centralist under their original system, divorcing
it from its specific national context. Likewise, the Social Responsibility model was re-named Social
Libertarian, recognising the limited role given to government in Siebert, Peterson and Schramm's
theory, and emphasising its closeness to the Libertarian Model. The effect of these revisions was to
place the four theories on a single unified continuum, with Authoritarian and Libertarian as two
polar opposites. In doing this, Merrill and Lowenstein allowed for a greater freedom for those
using his system to identify degrees of difference between individual national contexts. Their 1979
revision of the system changed the name of the Social Centralist (previously Soviet Totalitarian) to
Social Authoritarian, and used Social Centralist to describe a social-democratic model, in which
government intervention and ownership was used as a corrective in liberal-democratic systems.
The result of this was to introduce a system made up of five models, again existing on a single

continuum (see fig. 2.1)

Authoritarian----- Social Authoritarian----- Social Centrist----- Social Libertarian----- Libertarian

Fig. 2.1 Theories proposed by Merrill and Lowenstein
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Merrill and Lowenstein's addition of the Social Centrist theory was significantly expanded by
Picard's Democratic Socialist model of the press. Picard, like Lowenstein, locates his model
between the Social Responsibility and the Soviet Totalitarian (or Social Authoritarian) model, but
explicitly links it to the question of public ownership. The crucial distinguishing factor of Picard's

model is his insistence that the media in a Democratic Socialist model

are not instruments for private owners......or are they instruments of the state or
party......... Instead, under democratic socialist theory, media are viewed as instruments of
the people, public utilities through which the people's aspirations, ideas, praise and
criticism of the state and society may be disseminated. (1985: 68)

Picard is not clear about the exact nature of how the public would own the media in his model,
arguing for the use of “foundations, non-profit corporations, journalist-operated cooperatives, and
other collective organizations” (67) —the model used for Public Broadcasting in the United States —
but neither expressly prohibiting or advocating state ownership. What is interesting in Picard's
Democratic Socialist model is the extent to which he sees it as a method of protecting largely the
same set of norms as those that underpin Siebert et al's Libertarian model. Picard argues that the

Democratic Socialist model is the best way of guaranteeing the existence of media that

provide an avenue for expression of the public's views and to fuel the political and social
debates necessary for the continued development of democratic governance. Under such
an approach, the state acts both to ensure the ability of citizens to use the press and to
preserve and promote media plurality. (1985: 67).
While the Four Theories and its antecedents are in some ways limited, they are also offer valuable
insight into the functioning of media institutions on a macro level. The original work of Siebert,
Peterson and Schramm (1964 [1956]), developed by both Merrill and Lowenstein (1979) and Picard
(1985) identify the broad cleavages within liberal-democratic media policy in the mid- to late-20th
Century. While they are not sufficient, in and of themselves, to explain the precise nature of policy-
change, they prove useful in explaining the fundamental philosophical tensions that often drive the
actions of policy makers. So, as | will go on to argue in greater detail over the following chapters,
the development of American public broadcasting can broadly be understood as the result of
contesting policy initiatives that are, respectively, rooted in the Libertarian and Social

Responsibility theories.
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Before moving on to look in more detail at PSB, however, | think it important to briefly discuss
another highly influential work in the media systems tradition, that is of relevance to this thesis.
Hallin and Mancini's 2004 study, Comparing Media Systems: Three Models of Media and Politics, is
in many ways a post-Cold War attempt to update and improve the models proposed by Siebert,
Peterson and Schramm. Where the Four Theories is normative, and rather vague, the Three
Models is far more precise, and empirical in nature. The primary aim of Hallin and Mancini's Three
Models is to move on from thinking about the broad principles that underpin Western media
systems, concentrating instead on the individual qualities of national media systems in Western
Europe and North America. To do this, they have designed their research around a 'most similar
system' approach —that is, an approach where a large number of cases are selected with relatively
few variables between them?. Hallin and Mancini compare four key qualities of each of the media
systems that they analyse: the development of media markets, political parallelism (the degree
and nature of the links between the media and political parties), the degree of journalistic
professionalism, and the degree and nature of state intervention. (2004: 21). These qualities are
then located within a broader national political context, including the nature of civil society, with
distinctions being made between “liberal” and “welfare state” democracies (ibid.: 49), “consensus”
and “majoritarian” constitutional systems (ibid.: 50-53) and “rational-legal authority and

clientelism” (ibid.: 55-59).

Having placed 18 countries into this framework, Hallin and Mancini propose 3 new models for
differentiating media systems. France, Greece, Italy, Portugal and Spain are classed as belonging to
the Mediterranean or Polarized Pluralist model. This model is broadly characterised by an elite
orientated, small circulation press; media which are closely allied to political parties, and take a
strong advocacy position; and a central role for the state “as owner, regulator and funder of the
media” (ibid.: 73). The second model proposed is the Northern European or Democratic
Corporatist Model, which is used to classify Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Germany, the
Netherlands, Norway, Sweden and Switzerland. In contrast to the previous model, countries which
operate within the Democratic Corporatist model tend to have high circulation newspapers which
include a diminishing tradition of newspapers allied to political parties. This is complemented by

professionalised journalism, and a high degree of press freedom. The media is well-supported and

% It should be noted that Hallin and Mancini have sought to extend their model beyond the Western European and

North American context in later work, notably Hallin and Mancini (Eds.)(2011)
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well-regulated by the state, but Public Broadcasting often includes parliamentary or
civic/corporatist elements, where civic interest groups are represented by (and on the boards of)

specific broadcasters (ibid.: 31).

The final model, and the one which includes Britain (along with the USA, Canada and Ireland), is
the North Atlantic or Liberal Model. This model, like the Democratic Corporatist, is rooted in
national contexts which have a long tradition of a free, mass-circulation press and which have
market-dominated economies. Commercial rather than party-political newspapers are the norm,
and journalism is highly professionalised. The role of the state is limited, although this varies
greatly from country to country (ibid.: 75). Indeed, Hallin and Mancini take great pains to
emphasise that each model represents a broad category, and that there are significant variations
between most national systems. One of the major problems with Hallin and Mancini, from the
perspective of this thesis, is its failure to truly encompass the degree of variation that exists within
each model. Anyone primarily interested in PSB who looks at America and Britain will first be
struck by the enormous differences between the two nations. While the UK may have a
commercial television sector that shares many of the qualities of the American one, the gap
between American and British PSB is enormous. In the UK, the BBC is the dominant force,
unsurpassed in terms of both domestic and global reach. Across the Atlantic, public broadcasting,
on the whole, has marginal impact on the popular audience, and none of the worldwide clout of

the BBC.

Not only is Hallin and Mancini of limited use because of its approach to PSB, but it is also stymied
by a lack of adaptability, particularly when attempting to take an historical view of media systems.
While their model is more precise and detailed than that offered by the Four Theories, it also more
rigid. Admittedly, Four Theories is very much a product of a specific point in time, but its emphasis
on two contrasting philosophical trends or impulses allows for greater flexibility. This allows us to
think historically, to understand the development of PSB as the product of an ebb and flow of
ideas. The Three Models is much more of a snapshot, an image of national and transnational media
systems as they were at one particular point in time. Indeed, as they themselves note in the final
chapter of their study, the conclusions that they draw are already diminishing in relevance. While
they argue that the three models outlined in their study help to understand the historical

development of the media in Western Europe and North America, they also concede that two of
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the Three Models that they identify — The Democratic Corporatist and Polarized Pluralist — are
already in the process of breaking down, victims of the ascendency of the Liberal Model (Hallin
and Mancini, 2003: 251-254). This is due to a number of diverse factors, including the influence of
American news values and practices, the rise of secularism, and the commercialisation of the
media (lbid: 251-295). While Hallin and Mancini are keen to stress the limits of homogenisation,
and avoid any sweeping conclusions about the triumph of the Liberal Model, their comparative

framework must be understood within its changing historical context.

Hallin and Mancini's work represents an attempt to step in from the global comparative
perspective adopted by their predecessors. Yet, while they work within a narrower frame of
reference than Siebert, Peterson and Schramm it is the older, less sophisticated work on media
systems that is of greater use here. While it does not provide a coherent and comprehensive
theoretical frame by which to understand the early development of PSB in the USA, it outlines the

philosophical currents that inform this particular chapter in American broadcasting history.

2.3 Public Service Broadcasting as institution

The media systems approach to broadcasting is of use to this thesis in that it identifies the
philosophical currents that drive media policy in Western media systems generally. This thesis,
however, is not an analysis of an entire media system, but rather a critical history of the
development of one aspect of one system, namely Public Service Broadcasting (PSB) in the USA. To
do this, | must shift perspective, from macro to meso-level analysis. Throughout chapters 3 and 4, |
will outline the development of broadcasting policy in America between the 1920s and the late
1940s, focusing on questions related to the idea of the public interest. This will be followed, in
Chapter 6, with a more detailed examination of one element of television policy development
during the 1950s, a period that has historically been neglected in the scholarship. Before doing
this, however, it is essential that | set out the meaning of the term Public Service Broadcasting. In
doing so, | approach PSB not as an abstract concept, divorced from its use in practice; rather, what
| intend to do is look at PSB as an institution, using the work of Scott (1995, 2013) and other

scholars of 'new institutionalism'.

The term institution is often used within the literature on PSB and media policy generally, usually

as a means of eliding differences in models of ownership. So, in the UK, the term 'PSB institution' is
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sometimes used to describe the BBC, Channel Four, and ITV and Channel Five, despite the fact that
each is a legal entity quite different from the other. The BBC, for instance, is a public corporation
that receives the majority of its funding from the public purse (in the form of the license fee), and
has strict limits on its ability to generate commercial income. Channel Four is, likewise, a publicly-
owned corporation, but it is not awarded any money from the public purse, and has significant
latitude in how it generates commercial income. Finally, ITV and Five are Public Limited Companies
(PLCs), and therefore entirely commercial entities. However, as holders of television broadcast
licenses for Channels Three and Five respectively, they are expected to produce programming that
is much more tightly regulated than other broadcasters who hold purely commercial broadcasting
licenses. So, 'PSB institution' is sometimes used as an umbrella term to describe all of these
different corporations and companies, presumably for the sake of brevity and simplicity (for some

examples of this usage, see: Tambini, 2015; Enli, 2008; Biltereyst, 2004; Moe, 2011; Brevini, 2013).

My use of the term 'institution' differs from that outlined above, and draws on the work of public
policy scholars that research the role of institutions in areas other than the media. Scott describes
institutions as “multifaceted, durable social structures, made up of symbolic elements, social
activities and material resources that enable or impose limitations on the scope for human agency
by creating legal, moral and cultural boundaries” (2001: 49). Within this context, the public
broadcasting companies and corporations listed above are organisations, the institution is Public
Service Broadcasting itself. This distinction between institution and organisation is rooted in a
school of thought sometimes labelled 'new institutionalism', which sees institutions not only as
legal entities, but also as sets of rules and norms that govern action within a specific domain. John
describes new institutionalists as approaching institutions as "belief systems and habits of decision
making" (2012: 48), while Bjorck (2004: 2) writes of institutions as being made up of actors

following a "script" of patterned behaviour within a social setting.

Scott (1995, 2013) argues that there is tendency for researchers interested in institutions to
approach them from one of three ways, and that the institutions themselves can be understood as
consisting of three "pillars": the regulative, the normative and the cognitive (1995) or cultural-
cognitive (2013), that are enacted through three carriers: cultures, social structures and routines

(see Fig. 2.2).
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Fig. 2.2 Institutional Pillars and Carriers (Scott, 1995: 52)

Research into PSB as an institution tends to focus on questions of regulation and ownership, and
the values that inform both. In Scott's model, the first two (regulation and ownership) belong to
the Regulative Pillar, while the third (values) belongs to the Normative Pillar. It is worth noting,
however, that these are tendencies rather than strict, mutually exclusive categories. Although Scott
warns against attempts to blend all three pillars together into a "single, complex, integrated model
of an institution" (1995: 60), it is reasonable to look for ways in which insights into one of the
pillars influence the other two. So, the principles that inform the Normative Pillar may be
enshrined in the laws and regulations of the Regulative Pillar, while influencing behaviour in the
Cognitive Pillar, and so on. The remainder of this chapter looks at key ideas within the existing
literature on PSB from the perspectives of Regulative and Normative institutionalism. That is to say,
the focus is on two related areas of research: the legal and regulatory frameworks that govern PSB,
and the normative values that relate to (both influencing, and being influenced by) those

frameworks.

2.3.1 The Normative Pillar of PSB

When looking at institutions from the perspective of the normative pillar, the emphasis is on two
aspects of institutional life: values and norms. Values are "conceptions of the preferred or the
desirable " while norms "define legitimate means to pursue valued ends" (Scott, 2013: 64). Much
of my focus is on the first of these, PSB values, since this is an area where there already exists a
significant body of academic work. The majority of this work is written from an European

perspective, and discussions of British PSB dominate, but the insights regarding the institutional
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nature of PSB remain a valuable tool for understanding PSB in its North American as well as
European setting. Raboy (a French-Canadian) argues that the dominance of the UK within the
academic and policy literature can be explained by the fact that “the ideal [of PSB] (or a certain
conception of it) originated in the experience of the BBC and...the BBC still stands as the
quintessential model of public service broadcasting worldwide” (1995: 6). While there is a danger
in over-stating the importance of the British experience when studying PSB, there is no denying
the vital role that British broadcasters, policy-makers and scholars have had in developing PSB
values. More importantly, while there are strong links between European and North American
broadcasting, the relationship between the UK and USA has historically been close and mutually
influential to a far greater degree (see Hilmes, 2012). While conclusions drawn about the
European, and specifically British, models of PSB may not map directly on to the American context,

they have been a formative influence on its development throughout the history of broadcasting.

While this is a historical study, primarily concerned with the 1950s, much of the work on PSB
values that | discuss in this section was published during the 1990s. On the surface, this may seem
anachronistic, based neither in the period that | examine, nor reflecting the most recent
developments in the field. However, much of the work produced in the 1990s is, in my estimation,
particularly suitable when offering a comprehensive overview of PSB as a concept. What the
scholarship published in the 1990s does is critically summarise and synthesise a body of theoretical
work developed during a distinct period in media history. This period, broadly between the end of
the Second World War and the 1980s - described by Ellis (2002) as The Age of Scarcity - was one of
relative stability, typified by incremental change in the nature of broadcast media. If we take the
1920s as the starting point in the history of broadcasting, then it is accurate to describe its first
three decades as ones of turbulent change, both technological but also political, social and
economic. The emergence of two new media - radio and television - within these first three
decades were accompanied both by economic collapse in Europe and the US, and a brutal war

inflicted on a global population still in the process of recovering from the previous one.

The post-war period, by contrast, can be understood in terms of stability and continuity.
Economically, this was a period of rapid growth; politically, it was an era of consensus. Similarly, it
was a period of relative technological stability, typified by gradual, incremental improvements in

existing technology - colour television, FM stereo radio - rather than the emergence of new media.
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This relatively stable, consensual context worked its way into some of the academic research and
policy discussions of the era. There is a long history of semi-formal co-operation between
European public broadcasters that goes back to the early 1950s, and the establishment of the
European Broadcasting Union (see Gripsrud, 2007). This pan-European approach to PSB was given
additional impetus in the 1980s, when the emergence of satellite television - with its ability to
broadcast across national borders - led to attempts by the European Union (or the European
Economic Community - EEC - as it was then) to create a transnational regulatory framework for
broadcasting, initially through the Television Without Frontiers directive, and later through the
Audio-visual Services Directive. In doing so, the EEC pushed to the fore questions regarding the
relationship between citizens, consumers, government, regulators and broadcasters, public and
private - what Donaldson (1996) describes as an attempt to reconcile "Liberal Free Trade and
European Cultural Integrity". In embarking on this regulatory initiative, the EEC motivated a more
detailed, expansive and critical discussion of the philosophical underpinnings of PSB*. Some of this
work was undertaken in the policy arena, but much of it took place in an academic context, leading

to a rich body of work on public broadcasting by European scholars.

By the turn of the century, however, the issues raised by satellite television and transnational
broadcasting seemed less urgent in the face of the rise of online media. Both academics and
policy-makers began to question whether PSB had any meaning in a world of decentralised and
largely deregulated peer-to-peer communication. This is not to say that the academy abandoned
the study of PSB in the 21st century. Quite the contrary, the emergence of these new questions led
to an intensification of the debate, and the emergence of new conceptual models. The European
Council disposed of the term PSB in 2002, replacing it with the platform-neutral Public Service
Media (see Jakubowicz, 2010). In the UK, Ofcom (2007) took a different route, proposing a model it
called the Public Service Publisher; this time, the focus was not on the content, but on new
methods of funding and distribution. As Freedman (2009) argued, this model was not only a
response to technological change, but also an attempt to frame PSB in neo-liberal terms. There is a
wealth of material published on public broadcasting (or public media) over the past decade and a
half, but it has tended to be concerned with the current state of the institution in the context of

online media.

* For a concise account of the development of pan-European broadcasting legislation, see Burri (2007)
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This is what makes the work published during the 1990s and early 21st century of particularly
useful to this study. It represents an overview of the development of public broadcasting values
that is rooted in the stable consensus of the post-war but pre-digital era. Much of this work is
explicitly historical, employing a perspective that stretches back to the earliest years of
broadcasting. Michael Tracey (1998) for instance, acknowledges his debt to a long list of thinkers

stretching from the 1920s to the 1990s.

My discussion of PSB values draws upon on six main publications, that have been chosen because
of the way in which they synthesise other, earlier work. Their views are broad in scope, and by
combining their work | am able to present a set of PSB values that while not universal, do
represent the broad consensus found in Western liberal-democratic writing on the subject. While |
am aware that attempting to create a definitive list of values risks being reductive, in this case | feel
that it is possible to draw together and crystallise a number of differing historical and ideological
viewpoints in a coherent whole. Differences between the authors that | cite here are minor. Some
are more detailed than others, and there are, of course differences in how ideas are articulated.
But there is no real ideological or theoretical disagreement that would justify separating them into
differing schools of thought, and a narrative account of the main points found in each source
would be repetitive. For ease and clarity, | have grouped the main points according to author in the

table found in Fig. 2.3.
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Fig. 2.3 Public Service Values
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Based upon the arguments presented in the work of the authors listed in the table above, | would
argue that the Normative Pillar of PSB is made up of three key values. Public Service Broadcasting

should:

1. Offer parity of access, at low cost
2. Feature programming that is comprehensive, pluralistic and of high quality

3. Demonstrate a commitment to the public sphere

1. A service that offers parity of access, at low cost

This principle broadly corresponds to comprehensiveness in Blumer (1992), Universality of Access
in Tracey (1998), Scannell (1994) and Freedman (2008) and Universality in Born and Prosser (2001).
Tracey describes it as ensuring "that no one should be disenfranchised by distance or accident of
geography" (1998: 26), yet | would argue that it needs to be understood as involving more than
simple geographical concerns. In order to be able to view, listen to, or read content produced by
PSBs, some specialised equipment is needed; ensuring ease of access often involves making
judgements about the financial commitment that the audience needs to make before it can access
the service in their geographical area. This question of technological access is one that has become
far more important in the past two decades, due to the proliferation of media technologies (Born
and Prosser, 2001: 677). There is, for instance, room to question the extent to which the BBC has
ensured parity of access to its television services in recent years; between 1998 and 2010-12 some
BBC television services were not available to viewers of analogue television, despite the fact that
they paid the same flat rate license fee for access to the service. Similar concerns could be raised
about DAB digital radio, and other platform-specific digital services (i.e. smart-phone apps) where
users are unable to access the whole range of BBC services without significant investment in
equipment. It should be noted, however, that the question of technological barriers to access is
not exclusively a 21st century issue. Changes from black-and-white to colour television, and the
emergence of FM radio have all raised similar questions about how PSBs can ensure parity of

access to its services across socio-economic groupings, as well as geographical area.
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2. A service that features programming that is comprehensive, pluralistic and of high quality

Of the three sets of values, this is the one that is most theoretically problematic. The emphasis
here is on the kind of content that PSBs should produce, and it is an area where discussions of
broadcasting emerge from earlier debates surrounding culture more generally. Not only do these
debates have a long history that pre-dates the invention of broadcasting, they also link into more
recent controversies regarding the nature of culture that come to the fore as a result of social
change that occurs after the establishment of radio and television. While there is consensus within
the literature that quality, plurality (or diversity) and comprehensiveness are all recognised

features of public broadcasting, a precise understanding of each term remains somewhat elusive.

Hendy (2013: 13), drawing on Cardiff and Scannell (1991) and Williams (1962), argues that part of
the impetus for the development of 'quality' as a core value of PSB can be traced back to the mid-
19th Century. He places particular emphasis on Mathew Arnold's 1869 book Culture and Anarchy,
and the Victorian middle-class' desire to provide the working-class with 'improving' cultural
products. In response to the extension of the franchise and increased literacy rates, Arnold saw
that a properly functioning democracy relied upon establishing a sense of purpose amongst the
lower-middle class and working class men. Arnold rejected the notion that culture should be
equated with the abstract philosophical study of classical texts; the preamble to Culture and
Anarchy, takes issue with the view professed by Frederic Harrison MP that:

the active exercise of politics requires common sense, sympathy, trust, resolution and enthusiasm,
qualities which your man of culture has carefully rooted up, lest they damage the delicacy of his

critical olfactories (Harrison in Arnold, [1869] 2013: 43)

Culture, for Arnold, was a means of freeing men from the purely mechanical and individualised
existence that had been created during the Industrial Revolution; allowing them to move from
simply “a having and a resting” to “a growing and a becoming”. This process of development and
growth was a communal one, where the individual had a duty to improve the intellectual lot of all:
to carry others along with him in his march towards perfection, to be continually doing all he can
to enlarge and increase the volume of the human stream sweeping thitherward (Arnold, [1869]

2013: 50)
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For culture to play this corrective role it was necessary for it to be embraced by all men, yet Arnold
recognised that this was not a practical prescription. His immediate answer was to call for the drive
towards culture to be led by men like himself — dubbed “aliens” (Arnold [1869] 2013: 118) - that
had broken free of the intellectual restraints of their class. These men would serve the state, and
help create the conditions that would draw their fellow men away from the mechanically
individualistic and help them to “grow and become”. Arnold's emphasis on the leadership role
given to these “aliens” has led to charges of authoritarianism and elitism being levelled against
him. Marxist critic Terry Eagleton (2008) argues that Arnold's work is written against a background
of crumbling religious power, and that his notion of culture is designed as an instrument of middle-
class ideological control to replace that of the church. Another Marxist, Raymond Williams, has
criticised Arnold for what he perceives to be authoritarianism cloaked as liberalism. Arnold’s
defence of culture was, for Williams, merely the defence of the status quo “not excellence but
familiarity, not the knowable but only the known values” (2005: 8). Unlike Mill, Williams saw

Arnold as an enemy of freedom, rather than its friend.

During its early, formative phase — particularly in the UK — it was the Arnoldian “aliens” that would
dominate the discussion regarding the purpose of broadcasting, and would help form the early
values that underpinned it. Men such as John Reith, the first Director General of the BBC, who
would leave an indelible mark on PSB, in the UK, Europe and the USA. Reith came to broadcasting
largely by accident, joining the British Broadcasting Company following a career in military
engineering and armaments manufacture. During his period in the military Reith had convinced
himself that he had leadership qualities, and his growing interest in the purpose of broadcasting
would be informed by a keen sense of paternalism that drew heavily upon a late-Victorian,
Arnoldian, sensibility. Reith himself conforms closely to the characteristic post-Victorian identified
by Mandler and Pedersen; supportive of an “enabling state” that sought to improve the lot of the
poor only through public institutions firmly under the control of the educated upper-middle
classes (1998: 7). Indeed, Avery (2006: 7) has drawn attention to tendencies within Reith's thinking
- “a sneaking envy for the 'efficiency' of German authoritarianism” (Mandler and Pedersen, 1998:

7) - that reflects the illiberal nature that was part of this post-Victorian character.

Such is Reith's influence over PSB that this paternalistic, post-Victorian approach is now named

after him: Rethianism. This was a philosophy laid out by Reith himself in evidence to the Crawford
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Committee in 1925; not content to discuss mere questions of organisation and structure, Reith
outlined to the committee the ideas that he had proposed a year earlier in Broadcast Over Britain
(Reith, 1923). Scannell and Cardiff describe the approach to content found within Reith's "brief and

trenchant manifesto"; Reithian broadcasting

had a responsibility to bring into the greatest possible number of homes in the fullest
degree all that was best in every department of human knowledge, endeavour and
achievement. The preservation of a high moral tone, the avoidance of the vulgar and the
hurtful was of paramount importance. Broadcasting should give a lead to public taste
rather than pander to it (Scannell and Cardiff, 1991: 7)

Others have put it more bluntly. The literary critic Harold Nicolson had been commissioned to
write and present a radio series on contemporary literature in the early 1930s. Nicolson describes
a dinner that he shared with Reith, where the Director General attempted to enlighten him as to

the precise nature of Reithianism, saying:

He believes firmly in the ethical mission of the BBC and tries to induce me to modify my
talks in such a way as to induce the illiterate members of the population to read Milton
instead of going on bicycle excursions (Nicolson, quoted in Dawkins, 2016: 7)

This example illustrates how ill-suited Reithianism was to the age into which it was born. While the
BBC is an institution that would dominate British cultural life during the 20th Century, Reithianism -
in its original sense - would decline in the post-War era. Its paternalism and aversion to vulgarity
would fall out of step with a world in which distinctions between high culture and mass culture
were being eroded. Raymond Williams is, perhaps, the most important figure in tearing down the
wall between the two, arguing, in 1962 that "This distinction between art and entertainment may
be much more difficult to maintain than it looks. At its extremes, of course, it is obvious. But over
the whole range, is there any easy and absolute distinction?" (Williams, 1962: 71). After Williams
came entire movements dedicated to destroying the distinction, in academia and within the

culture itself.

Yet while Reithianism in its original, unbending form would not survive long into the second half of

the 20th Century, vestiges of it would remain in this notion of 'quality' as a core PSB value. Despite

the Cultural Turn within the academy, despite Post-Modernism, concerns about the "Crisis in
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Culture" (Arendt, 1993 [1961]) would resurface time and again, with newer media frequently seen
as a threat to the old. This was not simply a product of post-Victorian British snobbishness; Federal
Communications Commission (FCC) Chair Newton Minnow's famous speech described mid-century
American television as "A Vast Wasteland" (see Minnow and Cate, 2003), reflecting long-held
beliefs within some American intellectual circles that television was a corrupting influence, largely

due to the lack of 'quality' programmes.

Despite the fact that elitism has been in decline throughout the 20th Century, concerns regarding
'quality' programming have proved to be extremely resilient. Even today, in an age where media
professionalism has given way to a democratic cult of the amateur, public broadcasters still cling on
to notions of 'quality'. Look, for instance at the current BBC Charter, and the public purposes that
define the corporation's remit; the third of five purposes is to "stimulate creativity and cultural
excellence" (Department for Culture, Media and Sport, 2006: 2). Yet almost a century after Reith
first articulated his ideas, the notion of what represents "cultural excellence" remains unsettled,
still batted back-and-forth between high and mass culturalists. It is arguable more of a problem for
American public broadcasters than British ones. Attempts to argue that PSB should function as a
guarantor of quality programming - "an oasis of the vast wasteland", to borrow from Outlette
(2002: 23) - can be found throughout its history, but have never managed to adequately address
the question of subjectivity. Oulette (2002), Balas (2003), Ledbetter (1998) and Smith (2002) are
among those who have argued that American public television has lost sight of its core purpose by
appealing to an increasingly narrow range of viewers that reflect the make-up of those

contributing to and controlling the stations, rather than the public itself.

Rather than allying themselves with either the 'high' or the 'mass' culturalists, many public
broadcasters have favoured an alternative approach. A comprehensive programme offering might,
once upon a time, have involved making a programme that the whole family could watch together.
Were each family identical, this approach might still hold sway; programmes featuring nothing that
would scare the children or embarrass their parents could be all that the audience needed. But few
such ideal families ever existed, and after the Second World War they became rarer still. The
notion that broadcasting could cater to everyone together soon had to step aside to in favour of
the notion that broadcasting had to cater to everyone apart. Many public broadcasters still prize

the collective viewing experience, where vast swathes of the nation tune in to watch a programme
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at the same time. But they also realise that this alone does not make a comprehensive offering,

and that they must also cater to the tastes of those who are not at home in the great collective.

This approach is described as the "full portfolio" model by Jakubowicz (2003), where PSBs treat
their viewers not as a single coherent audience, but rather as a collection of different audiences,
each with its own preferences for different forms of content. Even this approach is not without
problems however, particularly when broadcasting to a population that is culturally
heterogeneous. Offering a full portfolio three decades ago might have been fairly straightforward;
the audience would have remained relatively homogeneous, by today's standards. But since the
end of the 1970s, traditional socio-cultural boundaries have become less distinct. Gender is a fluid
concept, sexuality no longer merely a private matter, but a question of social identity. The nature
of education has shifted, as has the cultural and ethnic make-up of most communities. There is
scarcely a better example of the 'full portfolio' model, however, than the BBC. It now
(domestically) broadcasts five national television services® (with some limited regional variation),
ten national radio services, 39 local radio services, and also maintains an extensive online
presence. Criticisms are levelled at the BBC's content not for being overly narrow, but by providing
too much. Commercial broadcasters now complain that they are forced to compete in a

marketplace that is distorted by the very fullness of the BBC's portfolio.

Yet ensuring a pluralist offering is about more than simply increasing the number of different
programmes available. Pluralist, as | use it here, is different to diverse, and draws in part on the
work of Freedman (2008, 2013) and Karppinen (2013). As Freedman argues, there has been a
failure, at times, within media policy debates to distinguish between diversity and pluralism. Of
late, this has been seized upon by neo-liberal proponents of structural deregulation, who argue
that reducing the barriers that restrict their access to the market would lead to an increase in
media plurality. As both Freedman and Karppinen argue this market-based approach is divorced
from questions of power, and would likely become "a lens through which the structural
inequalities that are present within the media are further cemented" (Freedman, 2013: 82).
Karppinen proposes a different understanding of media pluralism, one that does not simply equate

more voices with increased plurality. Instead, he argues for a pluralism that is "guided by the aim

5

This does not include BBC Three, recently moved online; S4C which it substantially funds, but does not
control; or BBC Alba, which it funds and owns in partnership with MG Alba.
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of questioning prevailing truths and including as many social perspectives as possible" (Karppinen,
2013: 71) and as "a critical concept that refers to the recognition and challenging of existing power
relations" (ibid.: 72). This notion of pluralism, therefore, includes not only providing for the needs
of well-established and clearly-defined social, cultural and ethnic groups, but also demands that
PSB gives a voice to the voiceless, and to some extent challenges the prevailing order. It is not a
matter of making a list of socio-cultural groups, and giving them a programme each. Providing a
pluralistic content offering involves giving consideration not only to who these groups are, but also

how they relate to each other, and to prevailing power structures.

3. A service that demonstrates a commitment to the public sphere

Questions of pluralism also inform the third of the three core values that are identified in the
literature, commonly described as being related to the 'public sphere'. Academic work on PSB,
particularly that published during the 1990s and early 2000s, tends to make use of the broad
concept of "the public sphere", but demonstrates a reluctance to engage with the detail of
Habermas' (1989) work on the subject. Tracey describes this distinction in terms of PSB "serving
the public sphere" (Tracey, 1998: 28), clearly drawing upon (although not directly referencing)
Habermas. Similarly, Scannell says that he recognises his debt to Habermas, but that he does not
"accept the particular theoretical lines of enquiry that he [Habermas] pursues" only that "the
issues he addresses and the problems he poses seem....... fundamental to the study of modern

societies and the contributory role of modern media" (1989: 136).

This reluctance to engage with Habermas in detail may be due to the perception, articulated by
Keane that he "curiously ignored the public service broadcasting model" (1995: 3) in his writing.
This is not entirely accurate; Habermas does refer to the process by which government "turned
private institutions of a public composed of private people into public corporations"® (Habermas,
1989: 187), but it is an aside, rather than a central part of his argument. As Dahlgren argues,
Habermas' public sphere is a curious mixture of a "normative ideal to be strived for and as a
manifestation of actual historical circumstances in early bourgeois Europe" (1995: 10) - and PSB
scholars have tended to favour the former over the latter. While he does discuss the development

of the public sphere within the Social-Welfare State (Habermas, 1989: 222) what Habermas' work

& Whether this clumsy formulation is in the original German, or the result of poor translation, | do not know. His

meaning hopefully comes clear after repeat reading; he is discussing institutions that communicate with the public,
being taken from private into public ownership.
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provides is not analysis of PSB, but an historical framework that helps explain how the conditions
that render PSB necessary were created. His argument is that within the liberal model of press
freedom, private ownership was originally a protection "from interference by public authority"
(ibid.: 188), but that the process of "economic, technological and organizational concentration" has
moved the media out of the public sphere "and re-entered the once private sphere of commodity
exchange" (ibid.). PSB, therefore, offers the opportunity to create a public sphere of sorts, based
on the principle of "equal access ... through the state's guarantee of active interference to this
end" (Habermas, 1989: 227). Some have offered a detailed analysis that bridges between
Habermas' early-modern historical perspective and the world of late-20th Century PSB (Garnham,
1990; Dahlgren, 1995; Price, 1995) but the general tendency within work on PSB is, like Scannell, to
seize on the broad normative thrust of Habermas' work, without worrying too much about the
precise historical detail. So, the public sphere can be understood to be a "space for rational and
universalistic politics distinct from both the economy and the State" (Garnham, 1990: 107). The
"great strength" (ibid.: 109) of the PSB model, for Garnham, is that it is based on this Habermasian
notion of being located somewhere that is equally apart from the (implicitly capitalist) economics

and the State.

However, Garnham's (1990) work on Habermas not only links PSB to the public sphere, but also to
the concept of Ideal Speech found in Habermas' work on communicative action and discourse
ethics (1984 [1981]), 1987 [1981]). This work was written after the first German-language
publication of The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere (1989 [1962]), and in some ways
can be understood as a more detailed articulation of how a truly effective public sphere might
function. Here, however, he concentrates not on the historical development of macro-level
institutions, but on epistemological questions - a focus on how people debate ideas, rather than
the forum in which they debated. Central to the development of the Ideal Speech Situation is a
concept of knowledge formation that is neither coldly empirical, or wholly discursive or
interpretive in nature. For Habermas, ideas cannot be divorced from the social contexts in which
they are produced and - crucially - communicated. The ability to form knowledge through a
process of social communication relies on a set of basic assumptions that bind all communicators
together, and allow them to both present ideas and challenge them on an equal footing - the Ideal
Speech Situation. In essence, in the Ideal Speech Situation, each speaker is bound to present

arguments that have a basis in fact, to assert that they have authority over those facts, and their
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motives are transparent when presenting those facts. Both speaker and listener must agree to this
as the basis of "communicative rationality" (Habermas, 1984 [1981]: 10), but must also be free to
guestion the veracity of the other. For Habermas, this framework, a "consensus-bringing force of
argumentative speech" (ibid.) was the ideal means of unifying supposedly objective, empirical

claims with individually subjective views.

Arguments regarding PSB's commitment to "the public sphere" often focus on the production of
news and current affairs content. It is in this area that Habermas' concept of communicative
rationality as the basis of Ideal Speech is particularly relevant. Public broadcasters place great
emphasis on their status as a facilitator or guarantor of ideal speech, through notions of balance,
objectivity and impartiality. Differing voices are given the opportunity both to present views, but
also to challenge the views of others. The broadcaster plays a role in testing both the authority of
those invited to participate in public debate, and the claims that they make. This is not to say that
public broadcasters make use of Ideal Speech exactly as articulated by Habermas. While they do
emphasise elements that can be found within his notion of communicative rationality, they also
invoke other standards that frame speech that they broadcast. Questions related to privacy,
consent, harm and offence etc. all play a role in governing speech on PSB. But it remains a fact that
PSBs favour a framework of regulated speech that is closer to Habermas' Ideal Speech than it is to

more libertarian notions of a 'marketplace of ideas'.

When academics and policy-makers discuss PSB in terms of the public sphere, they tend to
extrapolate from key principles, rather than offer a detailed discussion of the complex theoretical
arguments that he presents. | would argue that the public sphere, as a value that it at the heart of

PSB, can be understood as a combination of two different ideas, both found in Habermas' work.

1. PSB serves the public sphere by creating and maintaining platforms for communication that
are distanced both from direct state interference, and also from commercial interests
2. PSB serves the public sphere by ensuring that discussions which take place on these

platforms are governed by notions of rational legitimation (or ideal speech).
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From values to norms

Values only represent one aspect of the Normative Pillar of PSB however, and to understand the
institution it is essential that we also consider the norms that are associated with those values.
Scott distinguishes between the two by describing norms as the "legitimate means to pursue
valued ends" (Scott, 2013: 64). In the context of PSB, these norms are of crucial importance; many
of the values that underpin PSB are actually shared with many commercial media companies. The
difference between the Normative Pillar of PSB and the Normative Pillar of commercial media is

often in the differing norms that are adopted.

Take, for instance, the three values that | have outlined in the previous section. Drawing on the
academic literature, | have argued that the institution of PSB is based upon a commitment to
quality of programming, plurality of programming, and ideal speech in news and current affairs.
The problem is that many commercial broadcasters would argue that they are equally committed
to these values. Despite the assumptions of some 20th Century broadcast reformers, few
commercial television broadcasters deliberately produce programmes of low quality, and no-one
sets out with the aim of creating a 'vast wasteland'. Commercial producers are keenly aware of
their position in a competitive market, where their ability to sell advertising relies on being able to
attract an audience. The networks, historically, may not have been prepared to take too many
risks, sometimes retreating into Paul Klein of NBC's model of 'Least Objectionable Programming'
(Pearson, 2005: 13) - but neither were they engaged in a race to the bottom. In fact, commercial
broadcasters often pride themselves on the quality of their output; it is, to return to Siebert,
Peterson and Schramm, a libertarian system, which seeks to "advance the interests and welfare of
human-beings by continuing to place its trust in individual self-direction" (1956: 71). The audience
will be the arbiters of quality, by flocking to the best programmes offered by the commercial
broadcasters, leaving less worthy fare to wither on the vine. As later chapters will show, this idea
that quality is as important to the commercial broadcasters as it is to PSB can be found throughout
the history of American broadcasting. In fact the very idea "that broadcasting represents a job of
entertaining, informing and educating the nation and should, therefore, be distinctly regarded as a
public service" comes not from John Reith, but from David Sarnoff (1968 [1922]: 41), of the Radio
Corporation of America (RCA) - father of the two commercial networks National Broadcasting
Company (NBC) and the American Broadcasting Company (ABC). And it is not an exclusively

American argument, or one that is specific to the early years of broadcasting. Hilmes talks of a
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"long history of oppositional rhetoric" (2012: 3) that typifies the Transatlantic relationship between
British and American broadcasters - each thinking itself superior to the other, while remaining
under its influence. And throughout this oppositional history, it has rarely been a clear-cut case of
high quality public television versus low quality commercial (or even quality Brits and trashy
Yanks). More often than not, it is a matter of differences in taste and style. Even today, almost a
century later, the distinction between Reithianism and Sarnoffism (if such a thing exists) is vague.
British public broadcasters are these days criticised for not achieving the heights of quality that are
reached by American commercial cable networks such as HBO or AMC - producers of The Sopranos
and Mad Men. In the USA, public broadcasters turn to programmes imported from British
commercial broadcasters - most notably Downton Abbey, dismissed in the UK as melodramatic and

trashy - in order to meet its commitment to quality content.

Similar arguments can be made about the way in which values overlap between public and
commercial media in the field of current affairs and news, specifically the notion of Ideal Speech.
Journalists, whether they work for public or commercial media, pride themselves on good ethical
conduct, based around the same fundamental values as the Ideal Speech model that PSB utilises -
objectivity, balance, veracity, transparency (see Smith, 2011; Sanders, 2003; Harcup, 2015). Indeed,
a number of writers on journalistic values (Golding and Elliott, 1979; Merritt, 1995; Kovach and
Rosenstiel, 2001; Hallin and Mancini, 2004) argue that a commitment to public service is one of

the values cherished by journalists, whether they work in the public or private sector.

The distinction is not necessarily between public and commercial values, but rather between
public and commercial norms - the ways in which these values are embedded into the professional
practices of those working in the institution. This is an area where there is a dearth of research;
while there is a long tradition of newsroom sociology and ethnography’ that critically examines the
relationship between the individual and the broader institutional context, this approach tends to
be dominated by questions that are specific to the field of journalism. There are also a number of
studies of working practices within broadcasting and the wider creative industries (see, for
instance: Caldwell, 2008; Hesmondhalgh and Baker, 2013; Mayer, Banks and Caldwell, 2009;
Havens, Lotz and Tinic, 2009), but these do not look specifically at the question of working within

PSB, as opposed to commercial broadcasting. There are, however, a small number of good quality

7 Cottle (2007) provides an exhaustive overview of research into this field

51



studies on working practices within public broadcasters that do shed light on professional norms,

and the degree to which they are based in the values of PSB.

Of the small number that exists, three major studies of stand out: Burns (1977), Tunstall (1993) and
Born (2004). The first of these, Burns' The BBC: Public Institution and Private World was published
between the third and fourth volumes of Briggs' (1970, 1979) history of British broadcasting, but
bought an entirely different perspective to field, using methods taken from "social
anthropologists" (1977: xi) to look at the corporation from a perspective that neo-institutionalists
would immediately recognise. His aim was not simply to tell the story of how the BBC had
developed as an institution, but also to understand the "interests and objectives" that drove the
individuals working within the BBC. Where Briggs' history had tended to focus on the great men
that had been responsible for leading the corporation, Burns took a more rounded view. His
account of the BBC examines the motives and attitudes of a range of workers at the BBC, as well as
"the different social systems which are built up out of these commitments" (ibid.) - what would be
understood by Scott as institutional norms. During the early 1960s, Burns interviewed some three
hundred members of staff across a wide range of areas: creative, technical and administrative.
Having delivered a report to the BBC in 1964, his work was placed under embargo, until he was
invited to return a decade later to undertake more interviews, and the embargo lifted. His 1977
book combines findings from both field studies, with historical material gleaned from Briggs and
others to provide not only an overview of the BBC in the 60s and 70s, but also an account of how it

had come to take on the shape that it had by those years.

Burns' work reveals a BBC populated by men and women who often held dramatically different,
often antagonistic, views of how the organisation should operate. But even within this variety, he
found a surprising degree of overlapping attitudes, particularly within distinct settings (such as the
production studio). He talks of a commitment that bind together "work, colleagues and career", a
long list that includes an attachment to the corporation and its ideals, but also a sense of
collegiality (Burns, 1077: 106). While "a direct and simple identification of personal and
organisational goals....... is reserved for a small minority" of top-level managers (ibid.: 109), there is
a much broader sense of attachment to public broadcasting as an ideal, larger and more valuable
than that encompassed by an individual's daily working practice "a 'para-dedication’, a

commitment to the BBC as a public service, together with a critical dissociation from the
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Corporation as it is" (ibid.: 111). Burns identifies a strong comprehension of, and attachment to
traditional public service values, but that were articulated and reinforced by this sense of
collegiality. Working at the BBC during the 1960s and 1970s was about a common purpose that,
while often divorced from (and even critical of) the specific mission being pursued by the
organisation's management, was understood to be distinctive, of high quality, and in pursuit of

social goals.

While Tunstall's (1993) work is different from Burns', it is possible to trace the historical
development of the institution by reading them alongside each other. Tunstall does not set out
specifically to look at the question of public service values, but it examines a professional context -
British television pre-1990 - where public service values were an inescapable aspect of professional
practice; to work in television, during this period, was to work in public broadcasting by default. He
describes British broadcasting as being modelled on the civil service, with producers historically
working for one of two "two large cultural bureaucracies with an occupational hierarchy" (1993: 4).
Within these hierarchies, producers working practices were informed by organisational values,
rather than by the demands of the market that would later come to dominate. Individual
producers remained largely insulated from commercial pressures, producing programmes
according to universal values. The notion that they should produce programmes for a particular
segment of the audience (or the market) is alien to the producers that feature in Tunstall's work,
who are guided by an ideal, abstracted audience. Creative producers were insulated from financial
concerns. Not only are they kept at arms length from discussions regarding the finance of their
broadcaster - whether with government or commercial sponsors - they are also often completely
unaware of the costs of productions that they themselves work on. Access to resources (labour,
equipment, space) is rarely quantified in cash terms, with producers having little regard to fiscal
prudence when planning or producing programmes. Tunstall's work is very much rooted in its
national and historical context, and both the BBC and ITV would undergo radical change during the
1990s, that would arguably diminish the importance of PSB values to the working practices of their
employees. Fitzwalter (2008), writing about Granada Television, traditionally one of the most

influential ITV franchises, talks of the reforms of the 1990s in terms of a "dream that died".

The dwindling importance of PSB norms in working practices at the BBC has been extensively

charted by Born (2004), who undertook a detailed ethnographic study of the BBC during the final
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years of John Birts' tenure as Director General, and much of the period in which his successor, Greg
Dyke, was in charge. She describes the BBC as "a cultural state", one with "its own distinctive
ethos, language, and its own quasi-tribal structure of loyalty, identification and division" (2004:
67). Three decades after Burns first began to observe life at the BBC, Born finds an organisation
that has continually re-invented itself, but where the central tension between management and
creativity remained unresolved. The approach to finances and the audience had changed radically,
under John Birt's reforms, and there was a greater understanding of other public broadcasters as
rivals, rather than as colleagues. But running throughout the organisation, even in the market-
driven 1990s, was a sense of working to a set of public service ideals. Like Burns, Born finds that
this identification with PSB ideals is not driven by the corporation's management, but is socially

constructed and reinforced by programme-makers. In Born's study, this occurs at genre-level:

staff have a powerful belief in the central importance of and the contribution made by that
genre to the BBC's public service mission. This is accompanied by a palpable sense of rivalry
towards adjacent genres (2004: 77)

During the 1990s, the tendency for PSB values to be articulated through working practices on an
individual and social level took on a new impetus. As discontent with Birt's approach increased,
Born found that criticism of management was often articulated in terms of Birtian failure to
appreciate the meaning of those values. There was a perception that management paid lip service
to PSB ideals - put "Reithian icing on the new managerial cake" (ibid.: 81) - but that its initiatives
were contrary to the fundamental ideals of the institution. Lower-level staff, particularly those
involved in programme-making engaged in "informal re-workings of the Reithian ethos" (ibid.:84)
through the performance of their professional duties in accordance with ethical and aesthetic
norms that they perceived to be in accordance with PSB values, rather than according to

management strictures.

The influence of Burns (1977), Tunstall (1993) and Born (2004) can be seen in the small number of
more recent research on working practices within PSB. Nissen (2014) divides the organisational
development of public media organisations into three periods: The Age of Monopoly (1920s to
1990s), a New World of Market Competition and Tighter Public Regulation (1990s to 2010s), and
The Digital Era (2010s onwards). Throughout each era, public broadcaster organisations contained

two professional cultures - one creative, the other managerial - that were distinct from, and
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sometimes antagonistic towards, each other. While his description of the Age of Monopoly lacks a
clear evidence base, its conclusions concisely and cohesively draw together many of the arguments
found in earlier research. Organisations were often based on administrative arrangements found in
government or public utilities, and managers were often drawn from these professional areas.
Creative workers were often organised in groups that had strong bonds of loyalty (a finding that
echoes Burns, 1977), but which did not facilitate effective cross-organisational working -

"autonomous principalities in a loosely-knit kingdom" (Nissen, 2014: 90).

Ytreberg (2002) offers a more detailed categorisation of workers that may be found (or are
assumed to exist) within British and Scandinavian public broadcasters. Rather than looking at the
organisational structures of public broadcasting, Ytreberg approaches the subject from the
perspective of self-presentation; how people conform to "ideal types" that are constructed and
reinforced within social settings. His work draws attention not only to the way in which people
working in public broadcasting understand their own role, and the role of their peers, but also
perceptions of how those working within the institution should (or shouldn't) perform their roles.
He discusses four "ideal types" - the Paternalist, the Bureaucrat, the Charismatics and the Avant-
gardists - and offers arguments that, again, reinforce and update some of the earlier, more
substantial studies on public broadcasting working cultures. For Ytreberg, there are questions
regarding how genuinely paternalistic PSB was in its early years, but he argues that in recent years
paternalists have given way to charismatics, with familiarity now dominating on-screen. His
discussion of the Avant-gardists has similarities with Burns' (1977) discussion of close-knit working
communities within the setting of the studio, and Ytreberg also reinforces the notion of PSB
organisations as possessing divided cultures, where bureaucrats are categorically differentiated

from creatives.

Running throughout this body of research on working practices in PSB organisation is a set of
norms that evolve over time, but which are anchored in the core values of public broadcasting.
Organisational roles are sharply demarcated, with a clear distinction between groups of worker
that are dedicated to the production of content, and workers that take on managerial or
administrative roles. Creative work is structured around relatively small, self-contained units,
based on content genre, or medium. While there tends to be a high degree of centralisation (of

budgeting, for instance) and a hierarchical management structure, these production units have
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traditionally been given a significant amount of freedom. Management culture defines some of the
organisational goals, but these are often less important than goals which are set by individuals, in
collaboration with their fellow workers within production units. This organisational structure can
be understood as putting into practice some of the values that | have described as belonging to the
"public sphere" set of PSB values (above); not only does the PSB organisation need to be distanced
from both commercial and political pressures, but individuals working within the organisation also
adopt working norms that distance the process of producing content from that of managing the
organisation. The reliance on self-contained production units that work towards self-defined aims
based on institutional values rather than organisational goals can also be related to PSB's pursuit of
'quality programming'. Insulating programme-makers from audience responses (particularly pre-
1990s) was understood to be a means of encouraging innovation, of helping to prevent
programme-makers from falling into patterns of comfortable, crowd-pleasing behaviour. Tracey
(1998: 31) describes this in terms of creating a "secure living space, arena for action, for
broadcasters with all kinds of interests in possible programmes and possible varieties of audience".
Fundamental to all working practices is a sense of purpose that extends beyond simply attempting
to achieve personal or financial goals. Working in public broadcasting is more clearly vocational
than working in commercial media, and individual working practices are often based upon an
appeal to a set of values that are principled and long-term, rather than based upon meeting
material or immediate targets. This sense of working to fulfil a vision that is larger than the
individual administrative unit, or larger even than the organisation itself, binds together the
disparate elements within the public broadcaster. Laid over the entire process is a sense of fealty

which often subsumes individual professional goals.

These professional norms help to distinguish between public and commercial broadcasting.
Commercial broadcasters (and other commercial media) often share the values of public
broadcasting. They strive to produce a diverse range of high-quality programming, while also
adopting professional values that are designed to serve the public sphere and create contexts for
ideal speech. But these values exist within organisations that lack the public service norms that
embed them in professional practice. Within the commercial sector there is less of a distance
between creative and managerial staff, or between audience demands and production choices.
There is less scope for producers to organise themselves into autonomous units, that reinforce

socially-constructed notions of public value that are able to challenge the dominant organisational
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mission. And the sense of working for a wider institution, with clear, publicly-orientated values is

less pronounced.

2.3.2 The Regulative Pillar of PSB

A Normative Pillar approach to PSB is useful in outlining both the values that are the foundation of
PSB, and also the norms that put those values into practice. At the heart of public broadcasting,
however, is not only a set of voluntary norms, but also a framework of "rule-setting, monitoring
and sanctioning activities" that Scott (2013: 59) understands as belonging to the Regulative Pillar.
This framework is largely based on the same values discussed in the previous section - parity of
access; comprehensive, pluralistic and high quality programming; and a commitment to the public
sphere - but is encoded in regulation and legislation. In looking at the Regulative Pillar of PSB, |
contend that contrary to Taussig's assertion that "it is delivered content and how people perceive it
which defines PSB” ( 2006: 59), these legal and regulatory frameworks are of central importance.
The Regulative Pillar of the institution is of central important to the process which takes abstract

policy notions and makes them reality. As John argues

It is impossible to begin to understand how political systems make public policy without
some attention to the rules about who makes decisions, what powers they have, what is
the official sequence of the policy-making process, and what constraints decision makers

operate under (2012: 29).

The Regulative Pillar of PSB can be understood by looking at three different sets of codified rules -
those governing ownership, those governing funding, and those governing the production of
content. These are not wholly distinct categories, and each is often intertwined with the other;
broadcasters that are publicly owned are often subject to greater restrictions on both their ability

to raise commercial funding, and in the content that they are obliged to produce.

PSB content obligations

The one area in which the Normative and Regulative pillar of PSB are most closely related is that of
content. In fact, one of the key distinctions between public and commercial broadcasting is the
way in which values related to content are formally codified. As discussed in section 2.3.1,

commercial broadcasting often aspires to the same values as their public rivals; David Sarnoff and
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John Reith both set out to create content that educates, informs and entertains. The difference is
that when commercial broadcasters fail, they are not held to account. Public broadcasters, on the
other hand, are often expected to maintain content standards as a condition of their continued
existence. Jakubowicz (2003: 151) argues that PSBs often make use of a three-tiered system of
accountability, consisting of externally oriented self-regulation, internally oriented self-regulation,
and external regulation. Externally oriented self-regulation often involves the creation of arms-
length governance structures, such as the Corporation for Public Broadcasting, or the Dutch NOS
Supervisory Board, functioning as a bridge between the organisation and the public it presumes to
serve. These governance arrangements often (although not always) have responsibility for
maintaining internal standards, overseeing editorial guidelines, for instance, or writing annual
reports that review the broadcast output. The third layer of accountability is external regulators,
who have legal powers in regard to licensing or funding services, and whose evaluation of

programme performance carries with it the power of legal or financial sanctioning.

The emergence of new media at the turn of the 21st Century has arguably increased pressure on
PSBs to conform to a plethora of new content standards; largely as a means of justifying their
existence in a more market-driven media landscape, where broadcast spectrum has effectively
ceased to be a scarce resource. Yet the demand that PSBs clearly demonstrate how they meet the
lofty ideals that serve as their foundational principles is not new; as the following chapters
demonstrate, debates about how to measure desirable outcomes in programming date back to the
emergence of broadcasting in the 1920s. The fundamental problem that has plagued public service
content regulation - on internal and external level - for the best part of a century is how to create
standards that the accountability structures can use to make decisions. Paul Lazarsfeld, whose
work on television is the focus of my research in Chapter 5, was strongly of the opinion that this
represented one of the major philosophical challenges for those interested in broadcasting. How to
formulate a standard that could be used to objectively measure performance in programming?
Five decades later, it remains an issue that has not been settled; as Steemers (2003) argues, while
there is a clear sense of the values that justify the existence of PSB, quantifying them has long
proved challenging. Nowhere is this more problematic than the question of 'quality’, and the

tendency has been for regulators
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As a result, accountability structures have tended - historically at least - to concentrate on two sets
of PSB values: plurality, and the public sphere. Hellman (2001: 183) talks of a public policy model of
broadcast regulation in which "reflecting and giving equal access to the various sectors of society,
serving the multiplicity of audience types as well as striving to achieve a wide range of choice in
programme content" has become the core normative value by which PSB content offering is
judged. In practice, this normative approach has led to accountability mechanisms that focus on
programming quotas, based both around genre (i.e. ensuring that there is a specific number of
hours of arts programming being broadcast) and representation (i.e. ensuring that linguistic, ethnic
or cultural groups are proportionately represented on the airwaves). As Hellman notes however,
such approaches can be reductive, and do not offer a rounded picture of the service being
provided. For instance, following the acquisition of Channel Five by Richard Desmond in 2011, OK!
TV - an extension of the celebrity gossip magazine also owned by Desmond - was broadcast nightly,
and classified by the broadcaster as part of its current affairs provision. This re-categorisation
allowed Channel Five to meet the public service obligations contained in its broadcast license,
without its programming making any tangible contribution to increasing the plurality (or quality) of

the media landscape.

Public sphere approaches to content regulation in PSB tend to focus on questions of impartiality
and balance. Here, there is a quasi-judicial role played both by internal and external accountability
structures. PSB values are embedded in clearly defined editorial codes that seek to set rules for the
articulation of some form of Ideal Speech. Internal facing self-regulation often focuses on creating
structures of accountability, based on these editorial codes. Decisions regarding who is given a
platform, and how their views are presented, are taken within a clearly defined chain of command,;
journalists answering to editors, who are in turn accountable to newsroom managers, heads of
departments, and chief executive officers. External facing self-regulation tend to operate ex post
facto, dealing with complaints, and often making recommendations on changes to editorial policy -
although this has not always been the case. It was only with the passage of the 1990 Broadcasting
Act that the independent (i.e. non-BBC) television regulator abandoned pre-broadcast scrutiny of
content. Wholly external regulators often perform the same function as the external facing self-
regulators, approving editorial codes and passing judgement on individual breaches. In the case of
external regulators, however, the sanctions for breaches are likely to be more substantial, and can

lead to the withdrawal of broadcast licenses in some contexts. Commercial broadcasters are often
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obliged to meet standards set by external broadcast regulation, of course, but the tendency is for
these standards to be less demanding. The regulatory bar set for PSB content is usually much

higher than that set for content produced and broadcast by commercial radio and television.

Ownership of PSB

Harrison and Woods (2001: 484) note that the European Union, when defining PSB “do not
address — at least not expressly — the question of who carries out PSB functions”; these functions
have often been carried out by state-owned broadcasters, but the authors note that alternative
models exists where the end goals of PSB are fulfilled by companies that are outside the public
sector, both commercial entities and non-profits. Countries which place greater emphasis on a
Libertarian understanding of the role of the media tend to favour PSB institutions which have
looser ties to the machinery of state, and which may have a significant degree of commercial
freedom in a less regulated marketplace. Likewise, national contexts which have a tradition of
strong central state control may favour a closer relationship between PSB institutions and the
executive branch of government. Situated between these two poles are attempts to create
institutional frameworks which seek to guarantee independence from both government and
commerce for PSB institutions. Raboy describes these three situations, respectively, as “Private
enterprise core”, “State core” and “Public service core” systems (1999: 35), which broadly
correspond to Lowenstein's Social Centrist/Social Libertarian/Libertarian models (see previous

section).

While the structures of the nation-state influences the shaping of the rules that govern PSB
institutions, other cultural, political and geographic factors also have a vital role to play. Katsirea
(2008) talks of a ‘European audiovisual model’, that has developed in response to greater
European integration and the decline of state monopoly broadcasting across Europe. The EU’s
drive towards a single free market, regulated on a supra-national level with a prohibition on state
financial aid is difficult to reconcile with a broadcasting tradition that has been constituted and
regulated at state level, in pursuit of a national interest, and funded — wholly or in part — by the
public purse. Developed as a compromise between the free-market impulses of the EU and the
desire of individual member states to protect distinct national cultural institutions, the European
audiovisual model is based on the principle of “a balance between a strong and independent

public service sector and a dynamic commercial sector” (Weber in Katsirea, 2008: xxxi). This
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approach seeks to protect key services and institutions from being subject to European regulation
of state aid, while liberalising the pan-European market in commercial broadcasting. Her argument
draws attention to the way in which supra-national broadcasting policy is now helping to shape

PSB on a national level.

As Hallin and Mancini (2004) illustrate, the influence of civil society is central to understanding the
organisation of the media in some European countries. While non-state religious, cultural and
political organisations traditionally have a stronger grasp on the private press as opposed to public
media institutions, their influence remains an important factor when looking at PSB in certain
countries. Humphreys (1996) notes the Netherlands and Italy as two examples of European media
systems where control of PSB institutions has historically come under the influence of non-state
groups. In the former, television channels are closely allied to the “pillars” of Dutch society, which
represent political and religious groupings, reflecting the Netherlands' pluralistic political culture
(139-142). Italy's state television service, RAI, has historically been ordered along political party
lines. Between the mid-1970s and the mid-1990s the three television channels provided by RAI
were each allocated to a single party grouping, with the Christian Democrats taking control of RAI
1, the Socialists RAI 2, and the Communists RAI 3 (154). Both systems have undergone significant
change since the mid-1990s — under pressure from shifting social dynamics in the Netherlands,
and the collapse in support for the 3 traditional political parties in Italy — yet they illustrate the
ways in which non-state actors can play a central role in influencing the shape of media

institutions.

In addition to the role played by civil society, it is important to remember that not all PSB
institutions are constituted on a national level. While some public media institutions have a strong
centralist identity and provide uniform programming for the entire nation, others seek to address
regional variation by providing services designed for specific regional, linguistic or ethnic groups.
France, for instance, has a relatively weak tradition of regional broadcasting, dating back no further
than the mid-1970s, and is institutionally connected to the national parent corporation, France
Télévisions. This is in marked contrast to the German model, where PSB is historically rooted in the
individual Landers, or regional states, as opposed to the federal government. Both French and
German models are, of course, reflective of their respective political cultures; the French system an

articulation of a Gaullist desire for national unity, the German system borne out of a fear of
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allowing the country to slip back into Nazi tyranny. To draw attention to the importance of
regionalism, and regional broadcasting institutions, is not to attempt to downplay the fact that
they necessarily exist within their respective national context; It is simply an attempt to emphasise
the importance of taking a multi-dimensional approach when describing and classifying public

broadcasting institutions.

The role of civil society and devolved government are significant, since they are both areas in
which the American model of public broadcasting is arguably closer to the continental European
tradition than it is to the British one. As will be seen in the following chapter, American public
broadcasting has a long tradition of decentralisation that relies on civil society, existing public

institutions (such as universities) and local government to deliver PSB objectives.

PSB funding

Lowe and Berg (2013) identify four methods by which PSBs are funded: license fees, direct subsidy,
subscription or pay-per-view, and advertising. These four methods have then been organised along
four dimensions. "Transparency of receipt" describes how the clarity by which funding is collected;
subscriptions and license fees are transparent, while funding from advertising or general taxation
are less so. "Character of payment" is related to whether there is an element of volition; again,
subscription models allow viewers to make a choice whether to support PSB or not, while general
taxation funded-systems do not. "Purview of collection" is related to this previous point, and
examines whether the collection of funding is individual (like a license fee) or collective (general
taxation). And finally, the "orientation of address" considers whether the funding model is based
around a conception of citizenship (general taxation) or consumer choice (subscription) (2013: 80-
81). These four factors have been represented visually by Lowe and Berg in the diagram found in

Fig 2.4.
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Fig 2.4, from Lowe and Berg (2013: 81)

The European Broadcasting Union (EBU) undertook a survey of PSB in 45 of its member countries
in December 2015, and found that PSB organisations relied on public sources for 77.9% of their
incomes, on average (EBU, 2015: 7). License fee payment made up 66.8% of public funds, by total
spent (ibid.: 9). This figure reflects the fact that while many countries within the EBU rely on
general taxation as their primary funding mechanism, four of the five largest territories within the
EBU - the UK, Germany, France and Italy - are heavily reliant on the licensee fee to fund PSB.
License fee-dependent nations are in the minority, however, with only 20 of the 45 countries
reliant on this funding model. Funding from general taxation is the preferred method in Spain, the

BeNelLux countries, and many Baltic and Eastern European nations.
While many PSBs derive a portion of their funding from advertising sales, these sales are often

subject to greater regulation than would be found in a purely commercial marketplace. Anderson

(2007) argues that television advertising regulation commonly places limits on the length,
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frequency and content of television adverts. Certain products are often prevented from being
advertised on television altogether - cigarettes, pharmaceuticals, political campaigns - while
restrictions are placed on how and when other products are represented. The consumption of
alcohol, for instance, must be represented in specific ways in some national contexts. In others, the
advertising of unhealthy food is not permitted during programmes aimed at children. In addition,
there are often rules regarding accuracy, to ensure that unsustainable claims are not being made

regarding the merits of the product being advertised.

In the context of PSB, however, there are often additional regulations in place to police not only
the amount, frequency and content of advertising, but also the relationship between the
advertiser and the broadcaster. The sponsorship of individual television programmes was banned
in the UK until 1988, with advertisers able only to buy "spot advertisements" that had no direct
relationship with the programme being broadcast (Curran and Seaton, 2010: 177). Until 2011,
product placement - the inclusion of commercial products within programmes in exchange for a

fee - was prohibited on British television, in accordance with both British and European regulation.

Further restrictions were placed on Channel Four, which was prevented from directly selling
advertising space until after the passage of the 1990 Broadcasting Act (ibid.: 186). Previous to this,
advertising space on Channel Four was sold by the companies that held ITV licenses, who were
then obliged to make a fixed payment to the Independent Broadcasting Authority (the commercial
TV regulator that also owned Channel Four pre-1990) in order to fund Channel Four. Even post-
1990, Channel Four - now owned by the Channel Four Television Corporation, rather than the IBA -
was subject to a system of complex advertising sales regulation. Under the terms of the 1990
Broadcasting Act, Channel Four would sell its own advertising, but if its share of overall British
television advertising revenues fell under 14%, it would receive a payment from the ITV license
holders. However, if their revenue exceeded 14% of total advertising revenues, half of the excess
would be paid to the ITV companies (Catterall, 2013: 82) . The aim was to insulate Channel Four, a
PSB, from market pressures, allowing it to produce programmes without fear or favour. In the
event, Channel Four's performance exceeded all expectations and in 1997 the 14% rule was

eliminated altogether.

This approach to advertising can be understood by looking at the European Union's Television
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without Frontiers (TWF) directive, which drew together key currents in European broadcast
regulation, heavily influenced by the public service tradition. In TWF, advertising is governed by a
series of principles, including the requirement to identify advertisements, the requirement to
separate advertising from other content, and a specific prohibition on "surreptitious advertising",
or product placement (see Ginosar and Levi-Faur, 2010). While the public service model often
draws funding from advertising whose content is regulated in the same way as other commercial
media, PSB is also subject to additional regulation governing the relationship between the
advertiser and the broadcaster (or programme maker). While TWF applied to all European
broadcasters, it is clearly derived from a public-service orientated conception of media regulation;
its replacement in 2010 with the Audiovisual Media Services Directive (AMSD) demonstrated a
shift in the regulatory environment, reflecting the increased role of commercial media in the
European broadcasting landscape. AMSD contains fewer, and weaker restrictions governing the

relationship between advertiser and broadcaster.

In addition to the three core methods of funding - license fee, taxation and advertising - many
public broadcasters do receive income from alternative sources - what Lowe and Berg (2013: 85)
group under "Other" funding, but do not describe in detail. This other funding varies from country
to country, but can represent a significant source of income for some broadcasters. It is particularly
lucrative in the UK, where the BBC and Channel Four receive 27% and 32% of their respective
income (ibid.: 86) from these "Other" sources. In the British context, this mainly consists of the
commercial exploitation of intellectual property. This sometimes involves selling produced
programming to be broadcast abroad, but also includes the sale of concepts and formats - Who
wants to be a Millionaire?, Top Gear and Wife Swap are all examples of programme formats
originated on British PSB, with the rights to adapt them sold to other broadcasters the world over.
PSBs also derive income from the direct sale of intellectual property to consumers, both at home
and abroad. While domestic audiences are afforded an opportunity to watch PSB programming
free of charge for a limited time, once the public 'window' has closed, then they must often pay an
additional fee to watch again. Historically, this process would have involved a defined number of
repeat broadcasts, followed by the sale of the programme on VHS or DVD. Increasingly, PSBs offer
their programmes online, free-of-charge, for a limited time; usually 30 days in the case of the BBC,
although Channel Four have a more generous window that they support by the sale of online

advertising. After this defined period, PSBs will then sell the online exhibition rights to commercial
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providers that charge a fee for the public to view the content.

American exceptionalism

Viewed from the perspective of the Normative Pillar, there is little to distinguish between the
European and North American approaches to PSB; it is the same set of fundamental values that
lies at the heart of the institution in both cases. A Regulative Pillar approach, however, exposes
some of the factors that make the American model of PSB distinctive. Two areas in particular stand

out; models of funding, and organisational structure.

American PSB is not unique in its organisational structure, and shares some features of other
national systems, particularly in central European countries such as Germany or Switzerland that
have federal political constitutions. It is arguably the most extreme example of a decentralised PSB
system, however. The American system is constituted around several hundred member stations,
each legally independent of the other. These are sometimes non-profit companies or corporations
established specifically to provide public broadcasting, but some member stations are owned by
universities, or by local government. Some programming is produced locally, but much of it is
bought and sold nationally from other member stations, through cooperative arrangements that
resemble - but are loath to call themselves - networks. Individual member stations often provide
both radio and television services, but the national "non-networks" - National Public Radio (NPR)
and Public Broadcasting System (PBS) - are divided by medium. Overseeing the entire institution is
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting (CPB), which is a public corporation that is tasked with
allocating funding from the federal government. Yet while it holds the purse-strings, the CPB has
no regulatory oversight of member stations, who hold licenses awarded by the Federal
Communications Commission (FCC), the regulator for all American broadcasting and

telecommunications, public and commercial.

Its model of funding is as complicated as its organisational structure. Federal funding of PSB in the
USA is substantially lower - both as a proportion of GDP, and per head of population - that
anywhere in Europe. Lowe and Berg (2013: 83) note that the total amount of federal funding
awarded to American PSB in 2008 was less than the total amount awarded to public broadcasting
in Finland during the same year - despite the fact that the population of the USA was some 60

times higher than that of Finland. In a report published in 2012, the CPB estimated that federal
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funding represented only 18% of the total revenue of the public TV system. For smaller member
stations, grants from the CPB represented around 1/3 of their revenue, while this dropped to some

10% for the larger, metropolitan member stations (CPB, 2012: 17).

To make up for the lack of federal funding, American PSB stations rely on income from a range of
other sources. The main sources of alternative funding include support by state and local
governments, universities, and charitable foundations. However, a significant proportion of
revenues come from funding that is uniquely American, individual contributions and
'underwriting'. Individual contributions differ from subscriptions, in that they are not a pre-
requisite payment, required to access the content. Public broadcasters generally provide content
on free-to-air platforms, but then ask viewers to make voluntary financial contributions. These
requests for money typically take the form of pledge drives, where specific weeks of the year are
set aside when member stations ask viewers and listeners for financial contributions. In 2012, this
revenue stream represented the highest proportion of the income of American PSB, representing

22% of television revenues, and 34% of radio revenues.

The other major source of funding is known as commercial underwriting, a category of funding
that is supposedly different from advertising, yet seems curiously similar to the untrained eye.
When television licenses were awarded to Non-Commercial Educational (NCE) broadcasters in
1952 (see Chapter 4), the FCC included an absolute prohibition against broadcasting any
promotional content - ostensibly to protect them from commercial pressures, but also to protect
the commercial television industry from increased competition for advertising revenue.
Commercial companies were free to make donations to public broadcasting member stations, and
the fact that they had made these donations could be acknowledged on-air - but this was limited
to a simple statement of fact. This prohibition was partially lifted in 1982, when the FCC altered the
license conditions of NCEs to allow them to broadcast not only the identity of commercial donors,
but also feature their branding materials, and "and other non-promotional information about the
donor, including location and identification of product lines" (Federal Communications
Commission, 1981: 155). This was an attempt to address a perceived crisis in the funding of
American public television, while also preserving the fundamental value that protected PBS from

commercial pressures (Chapman, 2013: 395).
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Viewed from an European perspective, the commercial underwriting model is a curious one. It is
based in the same set of values as European regulations regarding advertising and public
broadcasting; what it sets out to do is serve the public sphere by creating distance between
commercial funding and programme making. American regulation, post-1982, attempts to serve
this value by limiting what commercial sponsors are permitted to say, prohibiting them from
making claims regarding the quality of their products, for instance. Yet the provisions adopted by
the FCC create a strong link between the commercial sponsor, and individual programmes. This is
in sharp contrast to the European model, which - under the Television Without Frontiers (TWF)
Directive, at least - demanded that there was a clear demarcation between commercial and
editorial material. Before the 1997 revisions to the TWF Directive, commercial underwriting was
explicitly prohibited within EU countries; while by the same measure, the European spot

advertising model remains explicitly prohibited on American public television.

The standard adopted by the FCC in 1982 (and further refined in 1984 and 1992) has had
guestionable success in guarding against commercial pressures on public television. Ledbetter
(1997: 153) notes that until the mid-1970s PBS - the "not-network" for American public television -
used internal self-regulation to prevent conflicts of interests. Companies could not underwrite
programming in areas where they had a clear commercial interest. By the 1990s, however, this
prohibition had been abandoned, and commercial underwriters were increasingly funding
programmes in which they had a direct interest. Cook's 2003 survey of programming on WGBH-2 -
one of Boston's member stations, and one of the most popular and powerful forces within PBS -
concluded that "advertising is alive and well on public television (2003: 92). Despite attempts by
both external and internal accountability structures to provide a regulative structure to protect
American public television® from undue commercial interest, there are serious questions regarding

the effectiveness of these attempts.

&  While this section discusses American public television, the same system of commercial underwriting exists within

American public radio.
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2.4 Conclusion

The American example reminds us of the difficulty of arriving at a single, universal definition of
PSB. Differences between the institutional form of PSB are particularly pronounced when we move
between Europe and America, but it is important to emphasise the degree of difference that can
exist even within a single media system. Much of the discussion in this chapter has focussed on the
UK, partly because it is the context that | am most familiar with, but also because it is notable for
its high degree of internal variation. Here, the single institution of public broadcasting contains the
BBC, Channel Four, ITV and Channel Five; three® organisational models, each dramatically different

from the other, yet all based on the same set of core values.

While it is difficult to arrive at an overarching definition of PSB, it is not impossible. As | have
argued in this chapter, it is possible to understand PSB as the product of the fundamental tension
within Western liberal-democratic media systems between Libertarianism and Social Responsibility
(as understood by Siebert, Peterson and Schramm, 1956). It is an institution based upon three core
values: offering parity of access; a comprehensive, pluralistic and high-quality programme offering;
and which is committed to serving the public sphere. These values can be found in the content

that is produced, but are also embedded in professional norms, in regulation and in legislation.

It is also an institution that changes over time, both responding to and shaping its social, economic
and cultural surroundings. My aim, over the following three chapters, is to look at the early history
of American broadcasting, a period that pre-dates the establishment of federally-funded public
broadcasting in the USA. In doing so, | argue that PSB, in the American context, does not simply
emerge fully-formed in 1967. Rather it is based upon long-standing debates and discussions
regarding the public interest in American broadcasting that embody many of the values and norms
that define PSB. In order to fully comprehend the nature of public broadcasting in the USA today
and the challenges that it faces, it is necessary that we first understand the philosophical
arguments that have dominated American broadcasting policy from its inception. This is the
subject of the next chapter, which examines the emergence of broadcasting in the USA, and the
debates regarding the precise nature of the public interest in broadcasting that accompanied the

new medium.

® ITV and Channel Five are differentiated by degree, rather than category.
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Chapter 3: The public interest in early American broadcasting

3.1 Introduction

3.2 From point-to-point to broadcast: first attempts at regulation

3.3 The First Radio Conference of 1922

3.4 “Blocked with chaos”: The Second and Third Radio Conferences

3.4 Laying the foundations: The Fourth Radio Conference, and the Radio Act of 1927
3.5 Interpreting the public interest standard: The Federal Radio Commission

3.6 The New Deal, the FCC, and the growth of regulatory activism

3.1 Introduction

The argument that | present in this thesis owes a considerable debt to a number of other scholars
who have recently focused their attention on what Pickard (2015) describes as "America's battle
for media democracy". As Slotten argues, the early history of American broadcasting had, in the
past, tended to emphasise "mainstream, hegemonic practices" (2009: 2). The history of the large
commercial networks that would come to dominate American radio, and later television,
broadcasting was relatively well documented. The work of campaigners, broadcasters and policy-
makers that strove for an alternative to purely commercial broadcasting had not been awarded the
same prominence. Pickard and Slotten are perhaps the two most significant authors who have
sought to remedy this situation, developing and expanding upon the earlier research of
McChesney (1993) and Engelman (1996) among others (Fones-Wolf, 2006; Horwitz, 1997; Starr,
2004).

In this thesis, there are three aspects of the media reform movement that | wish to explore in
greater detail. The first of these is the conceptualisation of the idea of media reform itself; within
the existing literature, this is something of a catch-all term that is used to draw together three
interlinked groups of actors who shared a common aim. The media reform movement is a term
used to describe a loose coalition of civil society groups - trade unions, churches, pressure groups -
educational broadcasters, and their allies (or at least sympathisers) within the formal policy-
making apparatus. Pickard describes their work as "attempting to create a media system more
aligned with the liberal democratic ideals upon which the United States was purportedly founded"

(2015: 7). My argument is that the ultimate aim of the media reform movement were more
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specific than this; they were, essentially, arguing for the establishment of Public Service
Broadcasting (PSB) in the USA. Not a system of PSB that took the same organisational form and
funding model as that found in the UK, but a form of PSB - as | defined in the previous chapter -
none the less. In this chapter, | revisit some of the early history of media reform in the USA

specifically to argue the case for understanding this period within the context of PSB history.

The second aspect that | wish to explore is that of chronology. McChesney's (1993)work on media
reform focuses on a relatively narrow time frame, from 1928 to 1935. Pickard describes the 1940s
as being a "formative period" in American media history, which "gave birth to many of the
intellectual foundations and normative assumptions that continue to structure the American
media system"(2015: 7). While wholeheartedly agree with both McChesney and Pickard that many
of the dominant patterns of American broadcast regulation were set during the 1930s and 1940s,
they developed during an extended period of gestation dating back to the early 1920s. Not only
had these ideas been debated for two decades before the great media reform battles of the 1940s,
but | would argue that they are largely a product of this specific period in American history, linked
to the free market ideology that drove the presidential administrations of Warren Harding, Calvin

Coolidge and - a key figure in this chapter - Herbert Hoover.

Neither of the points that | make above are entirely novel. Slotten's (2009) account of the period
argues that the development of educational broadcasting during the first half of the 20th Century
laid the foundation for the emergence of a federally-funded public radio network, National Public
Radio (NPR), in the late 1960s. The contribution made by educational radio was both philosophical
- offering arguments for how and why an alternative to commercial broadcasting might be bought
about - and practical. Many NPR licenses, to this day, are held by university radio stations that have
existed since the beginning of the last century. Largely due to this fact, Slotten also begins his
account of media reform far earlier than Pickard, outlining some developments that take place as
early as the turn of the 19th century. He also emphasises the crucial ideological contribution made

by Hoover during his time as Secretary of Commerce in the 1920s.

Where my account diverges both from Slotten and Pickard is at its conclusion. Slotten outlines the
development of public radio from 1900 until the late 1940s, while Pickard explicitly argues that

progressive regulation, and with it the ambitions of the media reform movement suffered a
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"spectacular defeat" (2015: 205) during the same period. There is little doubt that the media
reform movement entered a period of decline from the mid-1940s onwards, but the precise point
at which it is defeated is unclear. As | argued in my introduction, this period has been neglected in
the academic literature, and where it is discussed, this discussion tends to be somewhat vague.
Where media historians have discussed the late-1940s and early-1950s, the focus has tended to be
on practical developments, particularly the growth of educational television. Philosophical

developments during this period are almost entirely absent from the academic literature.

In Chapters 4 and 5, | look in detail at the period between 1948 and 1954. Chapter 4 focuses on
one of the last great battles of the media reform movement, over the allocation of television
spectrum for educational broadcasters. It is during the FCC hearings of 1948 to 1952 that the Ford
Foundation becomes involved in the media reform movement, and in Chapter 5 | argue that during
the period 1952 to 1954 they attempt to keep alive the philosophical debate surrounding
broadcasting and the public interest. To set these discussions in context, this chapter outlines the
development of the media reform movement leading up to the FCC hearings of 1948 to 1952.
Here, | follow Slotten, arguing that the policy developments of the 1920s are crucial in setting out
the philosophical ground on which the media reform movement would fight its later battles - that
these are the "crucial early patterns" (Slotten, 2009: 3) that shape the debate for a generation.
And, like Slotten, | seek to understand these developments as being early articulations of public

media policy, rather than the slightly more vague notion of "media reform" or "media democracy".

While my arguments mirror those of Slotten, to a degree, | believe that | add to them by
introducing a transnational perspective. In my preface to the thesis, | described my initial plan to
present a comparative analysis of PSB in the UK and the USA. While the emphasis of the finished
work is on the American situation, the comparative perspective can be seen most clearly in this
chapter. Combining existing scholarship on the history of American and British broadcasting, with
new readings of some key primary documentation, | believe that | am able to deepen and expand

the findings of existing research into American public broadcasting from the 1920s onwards.
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3.2 From point-to-point to broadcast: first attempts at regulation

The early development of broadcasting regulation was primarily focussed on the technical
challenges that accompanied the invention of radio as a broadcast medium. During the period
from 1912 — when Congress first passed legislation specifically written to regulate broadcast radio
—to the passage of the Radio Act of 1927, the US government was more interested in how people
broadcast radio, rather than what was being broadcast. According to Barnouw, the Radio Act of
1912 was “written and passed without thought of the possibilities of broadcasting” (Barnouw,
1966: 32), and was primarily written as a means of ensuring that amateurs who were
experimenting with home built radio broadcast equipment did not interfere with official
(predominantly military) communications. The principle that government should intervene to
divide the available radio spectrum between different classes of users had already been
established in many European jurisdictions following the 1906 Berlin Convention, and one of the
objectives of Congress’ 1912 Radio Act was to make the United States technically compliant with

the standards adopted by the international community.

While the 1912 act had little to say about the use of radio as a means of mass (as opposed to
point-to-point) communication, it remains significant in that it established in American law the
principle that the government had the constitutional right to regulate broadcasting, and created
compulsory licenses for anyone wishing to broadcast (but not receive) radio signals. This right to
regulate was philosophically derived from the fact that the broadcast spectrum is (or rather was, in
the pre-digital age) a scarce public resource that required government management to ensure its
proper use. It is on this scarcity, therefore, that the American government's justification for
intervention rested during this early period. Were the available frequencies more abundant, then
the government may have found itself forced to retreat from interventionism, in fear of violating
the First Amendment to the American Constitution. Once the principle had been established as
constitutional, it allowed for the expansion of the idea that broadcasting should and would be

regulated in the public interest.

The 1912 Radio Act remained the only piece of legislation that would govern the use of radio in the
USA for the next decade. However, civilian broadcasting had been severely restricted during the
course of the First World War, and by the time that these restrictions were lifted in 1919 it was

becoming increasingly clear that government would need to reconsider its relationship with the
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medium. Despite the 1912 act’s provisions to protect government communications from
interference, the act contained no effective mechanism to regulate the sections of the spectrum
reserved for non-governmental use. This had been of little concern at the time, but by 1919 the
need to bring order to the airwaves was increasing daily. In the pre-war period, radio receivers
were self-built, but during the war the Westinghouse company had patented the SCR-70 — a radio
set designed for non-specialist operation — and saw an opportunity post-war to exploit this patent
commercially. By November 1920, the Westinghouse company was broadcasting an hour of
programming each evening from its Pittsburg headquarters, as part of what is now considered the
first modern radio station in American history, KDKA. These broadcasts were initially made to sets
that had been given away to its staff, but with the aim of creating market demand for its product
(Barnouw, 1966: 68-70). By June 1920, Westinghouse had joined forces with the RCA-AT&T-GE
communications cartel, and the next two years saw an explosion in the number of stations

applying for broadcasting licenses, from one in 1920 to more than 500 in 1922 (Barnouw, 1966: 4).

In response to this growth, the Secretary of Commerce, Herbert Hoover, convened a series of
Radio Conferences with the aim of developing a new regulatory framework. The four conferences
that were held between 1922 and 1925 are of importance in that they “established the basic
principles upon which our great American system of free broadcasting......... has been built”
(Jansky, 1957: 241). My argument is that this is only partially true. If we look closely at the
recommendations of the four radio conferences that occurred between 1922 and 1925, what we
see is a clear ideological shift from left to right. Contrary to what Jansky argues, the First Radio
Conference offers a vision of American broadcast regulation that stands in stark contrast to the
free-market model that underpins the later American System. Over the course of four years, what
we see is a vision of radio regulation driven by progressive notions of the public interest gradually
being replaced by a system of broadcasting designed to favour the interests of the commercial

broadcasters who had a clear influence over the policy-making process.

3.3 The First Radio Conference of 1922

While the significance of the four radio conferences taken together is recognised within the
academic literature, there is a tendency for the First Radio Conference of 1922 to be overlooked, or
for its significance to be de-emphasised. This is, | suspect, due to the fact that the

recommendations which emerged from this conference would never be implemented; while there
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were attempts to draft legislation based on the outcomes of the First Conference, they were never
realised, and a Second Conference was soon convened to re-examine some of the key questions
raised. Despite the fact that the work of the First Conference was never codified in law, | believe
that these often-neglected recommendations are valuable in that they offer insight into the
discursive construction of the normative principles that would re-emerge time and again when

discussing broadcasting and the public interest.

The general resolutions passed by the First Conference include the clear declaration:

That it is the sense of the conference that radio communication is a public utility and as
such should be regulated and controlled by the Federal Government in the public interest
(Department of Commerce, 1922: General Resolutions).

This is a re-affirmation of the constitutional position established by the 1912 Radio Act, and
therefore taken by itself is not of huge importance. It it worth noting, however, that the Radio
Conferences were an attempt by Hoover to bring together representatives of both the public and
the private sector, in order to forge consensus around regulatory policy - an approach that
reflected Hoover's fundamental belief in the “associative state” (Dempsey and Gruver, 2009). In
the case of the First Radio Conference, the re-affirmation of the right of government to regulate
the airwaves in the public interest underlined the fact that the emergent commercial broadcasting
industry (as represented at the First Conference) saw no immediate reason to challenge the

constitutionality of this position, an important message for Congress.

Having established this fundamental principle, the proceedings of the conference then go on to
make recommendations regarding how to divide of the available radio spectrum. The aim of the
conference was not to award licenses to individual broadcasters, but rather to agree on a
framework to govern the future awarding of licenses. Different types of broadcasters were to be
allocated their own broadcast frequencies, theoretically ensuring that each would not interfere
with the other. Yet, the report includes additional stipulations regarding the priority to be given to
licensees, in the event that this system of spectrum division be unsuccessful Should the
Department of Commerce find itself in a “case of conflict between radio communication services”
then “first consideration be given to the public not reached, or not so readily reached, by other

communication services.” (Department of Commerce, 1922: Section lll. A). For the First
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Conference, therefore, one of the key considerations when granting licenses was how best to
address failures in the existing communications marketplace. Having established this basic
principle, the report then goes on to argue that in the event of a conflict between services, then
each of the different types of broadcaster should be placed in order of priority — government
communications coming first, followed by public broadcasting, then private broadcasting, and

finally toll broadcasting’® (Department of Commerce, 1922: Section Il1.B).

The recommendations of the 1922 conference went on to argue that not only did the Department
of Commerce have the constitutional right to regulate broadcasting, but that it should restrict the
number of services that could broadcast to any single geographic location (Department of
Commerce, 1922: Section III.F). Having given priority to government and public broadcasters, the
portion of the spectrum allocated to private broadcasters should be portioned out, with “the
degree of public interest attaching to a private or toll broadcasting service...[being] considered in
determining its priority in the granting of licenses” (Department of Commerce, 1922: Section III.C).
Moreover, private license holders should be “absolutely prohibited” from broadcasting direct
advertising, and permitted only to broadcast the “the name of the concern responsible for the

matter broadcasted” (Department of Commerce, 1922: Section IlI.E).

McChesney argues that the early- and mid-1920s was a period in which the idea of a non-
commercial model of radio broadcasting was being given serious consideration. His view is that
much of the scholarship that preceded his Telecommunications, Mass Media and Democracy
(McChesney, 1993) over-emphasised the commercial nature of early radio broadcasting. During
this early period "a significant percentage of the stations were operated by nonprofit
organizations" (ibid.:14), which included religious groups, unions and higher education institutions.
Morover, McChesney points to the favourable consideration given to establishing American Public
Broadcasting on the model adopted by the BBC, during this early period. The highly influential RCA
executive, David Sarnoff, is cited as being broadly supportive of a "national nonprofit and
noncommercial network, to be subsidized by 'those who derive profits' from radio set
manufacturing" (ibid.: 15). Despite all of this, however, McChesney does not cast his eye over the

events of the First Radio Conference, offering only an overview of the context in which the first

"°Toll broadcasting refers to a system where a company owns and operates a radio station, but does not broadcast