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ABSTRACT

THE LEGISLATIVE HISTORY OF EDUCATIONAL

TELEVISION FACILITIES PROPOSALS

IN THE UNITED STATES CONGRESS—-

A RHETORICAL-CRITICAL STLDY

by John F. Price

The purpose of this study was to analyze the history

of educational television as it was the subject of Congres-

sional discourse which led to the enactment of Public Law

87-447, The Educational Television Facilities Act of 1962.

The period covered (1950—1962) embraces the first decade of

the educational television movement in the United States;

the primary focus, however, is on the five—year period be-

tween 1957 and 1962, when specific educational television

legislation was before Congress.

The study attempted to describe, interpret, and

analyze interrelated issues and developments in four areas

affecting the national educational television movement in,

general, and the Congressional concern with it: (1) the

general affairs of the nation, with particular emphasis on

the American educational scene; (2) the activities and con—

cerns of the television broadcasting industry; (3) the edu—

cational television movement itself, and the issues which
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its progress generated; and (4) the investigation, discus-

sion, debate, and other legislative activity in Congress as

they related to educational television.

The rhetorical-critical aspects of the study focused

on the "public" discourse as it developed in Congress through

committee hearings, colloquies, and floor debate in both the

Senate and the House of Representatives, and included the

identification and description of the issues, lines of

thought surrounding the issues, and the "climate" of fact

and opinion within which the discourse took place.

The results of this investigation indicate that the

attitude of Congress toward educational television was,

throughout the entire period, consonant with the attitude of

Congress toward the development of natural resources in the

public interest. Congressional discussion regarding the

development of television for broad educational purposes

preceded the 1952 action by the Federal Communications Com-

mission, which reserved Specific television channels for

noncommercial educational use, and continued during the

following decade. This Congressional discourse related

throughout, for the most part, to activities within the edu-

cational television movement itself and to the educational

issues confronting the nation.

Of particular concern to Congress was the slow growth

in the number of educational television broadcasting facili-

ties; and, five years after the noncommercial channels had

been reserved, it was realized that reservation alone was
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not sufficient to guarantee the activation of enough

channels to assure the development of a nation—wide educa~

tional television service.

Legislation reflecting this concern was, therefore,

proposed to assist the respective States in establishing

noncommercial educational television stations. Bills were

introduced in Congress in the Eighty-Fifth, Eighty-Sixth,

and Eighty-Seventh Congresses. In the Senate the same pro-

posal was passed each time with little opposition; but in

the House of Representatives, of the sixteen bills introduced

(embodying essentially the same principle as the Senate pro-

posals, but differing widely in details), only one reached

the House floor, where it was debated and passed in March,

1962. The differences between the Senate and House legis-

lation were resolved in conference and P.L. 87—447 was

enacted.

The issues involved were discussed by Congress in

eight public hearings in Washington, ten field hearings,

four floor debates, and on other occasions. The topics of

the discussion included both "external" materials (i.e.

materials derived from events and issues extant in the na-

tion at large) and "internal" materials (considerations

originating within and having as their foci the concerns of

Congress itself). The former category included the dimen-

sions of the educational "crisis," the efficacy of tele-

‘vision in meeting education's needs, and the urgent need to

idevelop noncommercial television as a national resource; the
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latter included budgetary considerations, the Federal Govern—

ment's role in the area of television with respect to

States' Rights and interstate commerce, and particulars of

language, administration, and intent of the specific bills

discussed.

In general, the proponents of the legislation argued

in terms of "external" considerations and the opponents in

terms of "internal." The House of Representatives showed

much greater concern than the Senate for "internal" details.

The final Act was evolved out of a nexus of legislative com—

promises, recognized national needs, changes in the politi—

cal complexion of the Federal Government, and strong Congres-

sional leadership in both Houses.
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PREFACE

In 1952, the Federal Communications Commission ended

a four-year "freeze" on television broadcasting development

in the United States, and announced a plan for the orderly

growth of a nation—wide television service, with the re—

lease of its "Sixth Report and Order." Included among the

more than two-thousand television frequency channel alloca~

tions of the directive's Table of Assignments were 242

channels which were reserved for the exclusive "noncommer—

cial" use of educational television broadcasters.

Educators and educational groups were urged to make

plans for the utilization of the reserved channels with all

due speed, and to develop a national television service for

education and public enlightenment. The educational tele—

vision movement received, therefore, very early in its life-

time, the sanction of the Federal Government and its protec-

tion in an area which was otherwise a sometimes fiercely

competitive commercial sphere-~the television frequency

spectrum.

Ten years later, on May 1, 1962, President John F.

Kennedy signed into law The Educational Television Facili-

ties Act of 1962, legislation by which the Federal Govern-

ment established a program of direct financial assistance to

xi



the States to aid them in establishing educational televi—

sion stations throughout the nation.

The events of the decade between the "Sixth Report

and Order" and the enactment of The Educational Television

Facilities Act comprise an important chapter in the history

of educational television in the United States--perhaps one

of the most significant chapters of what will probably be

a long history-~and the changes which occurred in the atti—

tude of the Federal Government from the beginning to the

end of the period (as epitomized by the two Federal actions)

are among the most interesting and significant aspects of

that history.

The 1952 action of the Federal Communications Com—

mission was a recognition by the Federal Government that the

television frequency spectrum was a vital natural resource,

a portion of which should be reserved and developed for the

broad purposes of the public welfare. The 1962 inauguration

of a Federal assistance program for the educational tele~

vision movement reflected the extension of that attitude

along much more progressive lines: namely, that the Federal

Government had an obligation beyond the mere reservation of

television channels for education; it had the additional

obligation to support, through direct, tangible aid, the

establishment of a nation-wide noncommercial educational

television service.

xii



The study of how that attitude evolved in the col—

lective mind of Congress throughout educational television's

first decade is the subject of this investigation. The

focus of the study is on the speaking which occured in both

Houses of Congress, in a variety of situations, throughout

that period. The object herein is to analyze the Congres-

sional discourse on educational television, to determine

(1) the issues which were discussed and (2) the ways in

which they were developed, supported, and resolved, in help—

ing to shape the Congressional attitude toward educational

television manifested by The Educational Television Facili-

ties Act.
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CHAPTER I

AN OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY

The Problem

A Rationale and Definition

Educational television, a subject which Congress

discussed from time to time over the course of more than a

decade, was not generally considered to be a matter of

"vital" national importance, even during the period when

educational television legislative proposals were most prom-

inent in the National Legislature. Except for a relatively

few educators, broadcasters, critics, and "amateur" service

groups, who chose to champion the cause of educational tele-

vision, it did not appear that the nation as a whole was

very much concerned with such legislation during the decade

of the fifties and early sixties. "ETV" was not a "page

one" issue in the public press.

Consequently, the Congressional discussion of edu-

cational television cannot be likened to the debates on The

League of Nations, or on neutrality legislation, or on the

Selective Service Act, or on certain statehood bills (to

cite only a few of the "recognized" national issues which

have been studied recently by Speech students). Educational



television legislation was "seemingly" a relately minor

concern of Congress.

And yet, the central question concerning the role

of the Federal Government in the development of educational

television was kept alive for more than ten years, under

three Administrations and six Congresses, before a determin-

ation was finalized. The conditions, influences, proposals,

and subsequent developments relating to that question are

the focal points of this study.

This study may be defined as an investigation of one

facet of the educational television movement during a cru-

cial decade in its development, namely, the concern of Con-

gress with educational television facilities legislation.

It may be further classified as an "historical-rhetorical-

critical" investigation, by virtue of the emphasis through-

out on the oral discourse--the speaking in Congress--which

occured with reference to educational television. As an

historical undertaking its focus is on an area of educa-

tional television development which has been given little

attention by other chroniclers of the movement. As rhetori-

cal criticism it continues the study of the role and in-

fluence of Speech in American legislative assemblies, the

emphasis in this case being on speaking in the United States

Congress, during a contemporary period, relative to an

issue of national significance.



Justification as a Rhetorical Study

The expression of free men through the spoken word

is one of the fundamental principles on which the American

form of democracy rests. As the late Alben W. Barkley once

noted:

The Congress remains the one great forum

for the debate of legislation and for the working

out of the democratic process among the nations of

the world. It will be a sad day in the history of

this country if the United States Senate--or, for

that matter, the House of Representatives--ceases

to be the forum where men express their opinions

and advocate whatever appeals to their judgment

and their conscience in the process of making our

Nation a greater example of democracy and self-

government.

The study of those principles and practices, by

which the democratic process operates, should always be a

worthwhile endeavor of those who are concerned for the demo-

cratic form of government; and since the national Congress,

the central structure of American democratic government,

conducts much of its public business through the medium of

speech, it would seem that a study of Congressional speaking

should be a legitimate and worthwhile undertaking.

Justification of the Scope

It is the opinion of some scholars that the rhetori—

cal critic should be concerned primarily with the ultimate
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purposes of speech—~the effects sought by the speaker or

Speakers--within the democratic sphere.1

The nature and effect of any speech are determined by

various factors, which together comprise the total speech

situation. Among these may be listed the social setting,

the physical setting, the speaker, the audience (determined

by various systems of classification), the issues discussed,

the structure of the speech-—including the various forms of

support, and lines of argument-~the style of language with

which it is phrased, the delivery, and finally the immediate

and ultimate response made to the speech by the audience (or

an "ultimate" audience). In short, the speech situation may

include a multitude of variables, all of which may have some

influence in producing an "effect" in a speech situation.

While all of these elements may be considered to lie

within the legitimate province of the rhetorical critic,

some practical limits--which are discussed below as they

relate to this study--must usually be set. Rhetorical crit-

ics, it has been noted,

. . . however discerning cannot embrace a study of

the universe, of the total pattern of learning, in

the evaluation of a speech. They must rely chiefly

upon assumptions, hypotheses, and fixed points of

reference derived from principal areas of inquiry;

and then they must examine available and germane

facts in the light of these conceptions.
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This "common-sense" philoSOphy of limitation is

particularly appropriate when the sc0pe of investigation is

larger than a single speech situation. The need for cer»

tain limitations is apparent in the present study-~the speak-

ing in Congress, relative to an issue which was before that

body for more than a decade. It is appropriate to discuss,

therefore, the "principal areas of inquiry" which pertain

to such a study, to determine which, in the present case,

are relevant and/or practicable.

Physical Settings and Audience

The physical settings of the speeches and remarks

vmuld seem to be of little significance to this study. They

are, first of all, common factors, remaining relatively con-

stant from the beginning of talks to the end--the halls of

Congress do not change materially, nor do the Congressional

cmmmittee rooms. Second, the immediate intended audiences

are, likewise, more or less similar audiences, if not sub-

stantially the same audiences in the respective settings,

Vhether the discourse took place in the chambers of Congress,

or in the relatively less formal sessions of committee hear—

ings--namely, the Members of Congress, acting as representa-

tives rather than individuals.

There is, of course, by the implication of a printed

mflflic record of Congressional proceedings, a much wider

huended audience for all such discourse. But as far as the

sut>J'ect of educational television was concerned, the national



public seemed to evince little interest, and is, therefore,

not being considered here. It is recognized in other cases,

however, that public opinion--the activity by forces within

the broader public-~is often both an effect and a cause of

some Congressional discourse.

The Speakegg

Those individual Members of Congress who spoke re-

garding educational television legislation while the matter

was pending before the Congress will be recognized according

to their influence and roles. It must be understood, how-

ever, that their remarks are not necessarily true indica-

tions of an individual's belief or disbelief in educational

television, and may stem from other considerations.

The Congressman who speaks among his peers in the

Congress may be expressing views determined by his politi-

cal commitments, his seniority and committee status within

the Congressional hierarchy, or the climate of opinion of

the State or region which he represents, rather than his

personal convictions or what he believes to be in the

national interest. It would, therefore, be difficult to

attempt to assess the interrelated factors of personality,

integrity, political commitment, expediency, idealism,

practicality, and so on, which might have influenced the

 

1In this regard see the corroborating views of Earl

Cain, "Is Senate Debate Significant," Today's Speech, III

CApril, 1955), No. 2, pp. 10-12; and James Bryce, The Ameri-

W, 3rd, 11, (New York: Macmillan & Co., 1 95,

pp. 247-54.



course of the discussion of educational television in the

Congress.

The positions taken and statements made by certain

individuals do, however, "stand out," in the record of

educational television proceedings in Congress, and biogra-

phical references will be made to them as they seem to be

pertinent to the study.

Textual Accuracy

Two considerations must be recognized in a study

which deals with the critical analysis of speeches and other

remarks in Congress: first, the authenticity of the texts

of speeches on the floor and in the committees of Congress,

and second, the degree to which these reports truly reflect

oral discourse.

It has been well established that the "official"

organ, The Congressional Record, in which the proceedings

of Congress are reported in detail, does not (in spite of

appearances) necessarily provide a verbatim transcript of

each daily session of Congress.1 The situation has been a

 

1See, in this regard, the following:

Waldo W. Braden, "The Senate Debate on the League of Nations,"

Southegn Speech Journal, XXV (1960), pp. 273-81.

Earl R. Cain, "13 Senate Debate Significant?" Today's

Speech, 111 (April, 1955), p. lOff.

Giraud Chester, "Contemporary Senate Debate," Quarterly

figurnal of Speech, XXXI (1945), pp. 407-11.

R.1u Duffus, "Putting the Congressional Record to Bed,"

New York Times Ma azine, March 19, 1933, Sec. V1, p. 19.



 

matter of concern both within and outside Congress for some

time. Numerous exchanges have taken place, on the floors

of Congress and in the press, in attempts to alter (or at

least publicly acknowledge) the fact that The Record is
 

changed, edited, and extended prior to publication as a

matter of routine privilege and tradition by most Members

of Congress.

 

John R. Fitzpatrick, "Congressional Debating," anrterly

Journal of Speech, XXVII (1941), pp. 251—55.

 

Elizabeth Gregory McPherson, "Reporting the Debates of Con-

gress," Quarterly Journa1_9f Speech, XXVIII (1942),

pp. 141-48.

Richard L. Neuberger (U.S.S.), "The Congressional Record is

Not a Record," New York Times Magazine, April 20, 1958,

Sec. VI, pp. l4ff.

Zon Robinson, "Are Speeches in Congress Reported Accurately?"

Quarterly Journal of Speech, XXVIII (1942), pp. 8-12.

Jerry Voorhis, "Effective Speaking in Congress," Ibid.,

XXXIV (1948), pp. 462-63.

"Words as Spoken" (editorial) New York Times, March 6, 1928,

p. 26:3.

The writer was privileged to observe at first hand

the preparation and editing of the verbatim transcript of

Senate proceedings, prior to the publication of the Record

and can also attest to the conclusions reached by the above.

1In addition to the footnote references cited imme-

diately above, see the following recent observations:

A.colloquy in the Senate, July 16, 1957, Conggessional Re-

cord, CIII, Part 9, 85th Cong., lst Sess., pp. 11799-802.

.Remarks in the Senate by Senator R. Neuberger, on the intro-

duction of a bill to reform Senate reporting procedures

(S.Rea.l93, 85th Congress), August 22, 1957, Ibid.,

Part 12, pp. 15565-66.

IX colloquy in the House of Representatives relative to the

"Integrity of the Congressional Forum," April 16, 1958,

1bid,, CIV, Part 5, pp. 6594-97.



There are recognizable limitations, therefore, to

the value of the Record as a source of transcripts, and

there are problems inherent in drawing inferences from the

statement of the Record with respect to other factors of the

speaking situation, such as characteristics of delivery, or

the audience, or the effects.

The reports of Congressional committee hearings, on

the other hand, contain, usually, the verbatim transcripts

of the proceedings as they actually took place, and are

only slightly edited for grammatical purposes prior to their

publication. But not all committee meetings are public, and

not all public meetings are reported in published hearing

records. And, even in the records, much of what appears as

testimony or evidence is introduced into the hearing as

printed or visual material rather than oral statement. An

attempt has been made in this study to separate those

materials which are insertions in the record from those

which appear as 'verbatim transcribed oral testimony.1

The printed records of public committee hearings

comprise the sources of most of the "raw material" of this

—*

Remarks in the Senate by Senator Allott, relative to the

Neuberger resolution (above) and the latter's New York

Times article, April 21, 1958, Ibid., pp. 6816-18.

1Various "cues" contained in the record provide a

basis for arriving at these distinctions: the labeling of

"exhibits," "statements submitted for the record," and "com-

nnnucations," and a reduced type-face, on the one hand, and

internal cues expressed in the dialogue and flow of direct

testimony and questioning, on the other.
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study, for while Congressional committees play a major role

in the development of any piece of legislation, they played

a particularly important one in the matter of educational

television legislation. The amount of committee discussion

on educational television exceeded that on the floor of Con-

gress by better than ten to one. The issues were exploredix1

eight public hearings (during four Congresses), additional

executive sessions , and a joint conference committee meeting.1

Deiivery
 

This study is not concerned with the delivery of

speeches and other oral discourse on educational television

in the Congress as such. The consideration of factors of

delivery creates many problems which are difficult to remedy

except under conditions where observations can be con-

trolled.

 

1The hearings having greatest relevance were held

during the following Congresses:

82nd, lst Session: 8. Res. 127 (May 31, 1951);

83rd, lst Session: Senate Hearings on Educational

Television (April 16 and 21, 1953);

84th, 2d Session: 8.3095 (May 19 20, 21 and June

15, 15, 17, 18, and 22, 1954 ;

85th, 2d Session: 8.2119 (April 24 25, 1958),

3.2119, H.R.13297, H.R. 12177 (July 15,16, 1958);

86th, lst Session: $.12 (January 27, 28, 1959),

H.R. 32, H.R.198l H.R.3723 H.R.4248, H.R.4572,

H.R.2926, 11.11.3045, and 8.12 (May 12, 13,and

again November 3, 12, 14, 16, December 1, 3, 4,

7, and 8, 1959);

87th, lst Session: 8.205 (March 1, 2, 1961), H.R.132,

H.R.5099, H.R.5536, H.R.5602, H.R.645, H.R.965,
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Since Congressional discourse of all types (except

on special occasions, such as Presidental addresses to Con-

gress, or public hearings on specific issues which merit

national public attention) is recorded only by stenographic

transcription, direct observation is the only way to authen-

ticate aspects of delivery. The electronic news media are

not usually permitted to record Congressional proceedings,

and they could not record all relevant aspects of delivery

in any case because of their technical limitations.1 There-

fore, the characteristics of delivery of past Congressional

discourse cannot be described or evaluated except through

the use of secondary sources.

Turning to another aspect of delivery, that of the

degree of spontaneity displayed by the respective speakers--

along the "manuscripted~impromptu" continuum--it is similarly

not possible to obtain sufficient reliable information by

which to develop a thorough investigation of this facet of

 

H.R. 2910, and S. 205 (March 20, 21, 22, 23, May 17,

18, 1961).

Hearings before the House Rules Committee were held

May 12, 1960 and February 26, 1962.

A joint Conference Committee met and resolved dif-

ferences between the two Houses on April 12, 1962.

11n the case of radio, obviously, no visual aspects

of delivery could be recorded, except through commentary by

a narrator; television, on the other hand, has the choice

of being either non-selective, to the point of meaningless-

ness, or editorially selective, at the whim of the director,

or cameraman, or both. Either medium, of and by itself, is

a "reproducer," not an "evaluator;" and both media, therefore,

are dependent on and influenced by the critical faculties of

the "operator."
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delivery as it might relate to the Congressional discourse

on educational television.

First of all, for the same reasons noted above, it

is difficult to determine the manner by which speeches were

presented (with respect to this particular characteristic)

except through secondary sources. And second, as Thompson

and Linkugel, for instance, have noted, there is apt to be

no consistency in the Senate (or in the House) regarding a

particular method of delivering speeches (along the manuscript-

ianmomptu continuum); at various times and for various pur-

gxases, they point out, Senators use combinations of notes,

manuscript, memory, or spur—of-the-moment impulse, in ex-

pressing themselves on particular issues before that body.1

Stzle

Style (in the traditional rhetorical concept of

"language") is not treated in this study as a "principal

area of inquiry," but is discussed here and there in the

framework of specific speeches and particular instances.

The types of speaking, as well as the time-span

COvered by this study, would make consideration of style a

Very difficult undertaking since most of the Congressional

discussion of educational television took place in commit-

t988, where dialogue, rather than public address, is the

more common mode of expression.

\

"S 1Philip K. Thompkins and Wilmer A. Linkugel,

Pgech in the Senate," Today's Speech, VII (February, 1959),
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In addition, some evidence indicates that the "style

of floor speaking" in general (including style and other

factors such as delivery) does not affect voting behavior

in most Congressional debate, or, as one critic has put it:

neither the manner or delivery nor the eloquence of

the language nor the quality of the speaker's voice

nor many of the other factors that make for victory

in oratorical contests and even in political cam-

paigns make any very great contribution to the ef-

fectiveness of a Congressional Speech.1

Even on the floor, however, where speaking is more

formal, and style is therefore more evident, it has been

ruated that the style which once typified Congressional

address is no longer prevalent. Charles Beard has pointed

out that oratory of the "grand style"

is no longer appropriate to or useful in the dis-

cussion of the complicated questions of our day

These observations seem to justify the position

taken here, that the most meaningful treatment of style

(and other factors of the speech situation as well) can be

developed by considering them as supplemental to the ex-

Pression of ideas and lines of thought within a Congressional

referent.

\

1Voorhis, Quarterinyournal of Speech, xxx1v (1948),

Po 463. See also David S. Broder, "Great Speeches Aren't

2ecessarily Good Politics," New York Times Magazine, March

9 1964, pp. 7ff, passim.

2Charles A. Beard, "In Defense of Congress," Ameri-

Efl&_flgggg£y, LV (1942), p. 530.
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Invention

Three very significant aspects of Speech which are

of great importance to this study may be classified under

the general classification heading of Invention: The issues,

or central themes, which emerged during Congressional dis-

course on educational television legislation; the lines of

thought and/or argument developed within the discussion;

and the supporting materials--including the structure of

nuaterials within a speech referent-~by which the respective

[nasitions were evolved and maintained. These three inter-

dependent factors do comprise a "princip'ai area of inquiry,"

with which sections of this study will be concerned. Their

significance is as follows:

Issues

The issues are of paramount importance in this in-

vestigation because they reveal several other variables,

Whose influence was felt in one quarter or another of the

PUblic or private sector during the period under study.

Locating and identifying, classifying, and interpreting the

issues which concerned Congress, with respect to educational

television, will lead to a recognition of the currents of

PUblic opinion and private interest (as well as Congres—

Sional sensitivity to these) as the discussion ebbed, eddied,

and flowed during the period. It is with reference to the

issues, principally, that other objects of investigation--

8Peakers, events, and attendant social circumstances among
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them-~have their relative significance.

Lines of Thought

Following from, and closely related to, the issues

which may be perceived are the lines of thought, and in some

cases arguments, which were developed both in favor or and

in opposition to the Federal Government's support of educa—

tional television. An analysis of these factors of the dis-

course will reveal not only (1) information about the pre-

valent attitudes of the Congress with respect to the educa-

tional television movement, at various times, and what

Members of the Congress perceived to be the most significant

issues at stake, but also (2) something of the strategy of

the Congressional debate which took place to effect legisla-

tion in the area.

Supporting Materials

Finally, and again closely related to both of the

preceding, supporting materials are considered to be impor-

tant-~those facts, opinions, and other testimonials from

diverse sources which were interjected into the continuing

discourse. The analysis of these again, will not only

reflect what the Congressional speakers themselves deemed to

be important to their consideration of the subject, but also

(and in a broader sense) reveal much about the climate of

opinion in a circle of immediate concern with educational

television and television in education. To some extent these
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may also indicate, by inference, the outcome of legislative

deliberations.

Social Setting

The social setting--or "climate of opinion" is of

equal significance to the above area.

In treating a specific speech, under specific condi-

tions, at a particular moment in time-~"freezing," as it

were, the attendant forces which impinged upon that speech

act it may be sufficient th consider the "climate," or

social setting, within which the speech occurred as a "con-

stant," or of a certain fixed magnitude. But the social

setting within which a movement occurs (such as the educa-

tional television movement) is most appropriately character-

ized by the changes which are constantly taking place.

Conditions and events in the world at large, espe-

cially in the areas most closely related to the topic under

investigation-~such as education, for instance, and the

broad aspects of telecommunications--did exert specific in-

fluences on the Congressional activity. It is especially

important to note the changes in the social and political

"climate" which may have had an influence on the specific

outcome of the discourse. Specifically, this study is

concerned with the changes in four interrelated areas: the

educational scene in general, as it was influenced by exter-

nal events and technological developments; the development
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of television on the American scene; the specific growth and

the development of the educational television movement; and

the political and social concerns of the Congress.

Summary

This study can be justified as rhetorical research,

therefore, since it deals analytically with some aspects of

a discontinuous, but recurrent, discourse in the Congress

of the United States, relating to educational television

legislation. The following "areas of principal concern,"

are components of this discourse:

1. The principal issues directly related to the sub-

ject of educational television legislation during

the time encompassed by the study.

2. The positions established and lines of thought

developed during the course of Congressional

consideration of the subject.

3. The supporting materials used to substantiate those

positions.

4. The social setting and "climate" within which the

discourse took place, and specifically in the areas

relevant to the central tOpic under study.

Justification by Methodology

This study can also be justified by the means used

to treat the various speech elements and factors discussed
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above. These fall into three phases of rhetorical criti-

cism:1

l. Description--the narration of events as they oc—

curred, issues as they arose, attitudes as they

were expressed, and persuasive appeals as they

were deve10ped throughout the period under in-

vestigation.

2. Interpretation--the attempt to relate issues,

positions, and supports on the one hand, and

events, attitudes, and the changing "climate,"

on the other, to one another, within the nexus

of relevant factors.

3. Analysis--the attempt to explain the causal or

associational relationships which appear to

have existed between the variables.

Justification by Prwsvious Rhetorical Studies

There have been a number of studies in the field of

Speech which have dealt with Congressional speaking relative

to a particular issue. There have also been many other

.rhetorical studies which have dealt with speaking in the

Congress in a general way. In addition, there have been a

few'studies which have included Congressional speaking within

 

1A more complete discussion of the relationships of

these areas of research to the Historical-Critical speech

study may be found in Kenneth G. Hance, "The Historical-

Critical Type of Research: A Re-examination," Centrai States

8 ecitJournal, XIII, No. 3 (Spring, 1962), p. 169.
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the larger framework of public discussion on a national

issue. And there have been a great many rhetorical-biogra-

phical studies concerned with individuals who were, or are,

legislators. The speaking in the Congress of those indivi-

duals is, of course, a part, and in some cases the whole

focus, of those studies.

Analysis of Graduate Studies of CongresgionaiiSpeech

A review of theses and dissertations, completed or

in progress, as reported or abstracted in the Knower, Dow,

and Auer indices of Speech Monographg, reveals that out of

thirty-five studies dealing with Congressional speaking in

one phase or another (excluding those rhetorical-biographi-

cal studies which have a legislator as their subject of

inquiry), twenty-four deal with Congressional speaking within

the framework of a specific issue before the National Con—

gress. Nine are concerned with specific characteristics,

or "modes," of speaking in the Congress, but without refer-

ence to a particular subject under discussion.1

A review of the available abstracts of the twenty—

four studies which focused on a particular issue, reveals

the following:

1. At least ten of these studies included biogra—

phical materials relative to some speakers.

 

1The studies referred to are listed in detail under

particularized headings in the Appendix.
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Fourteen or more emphasized the historical

setting, or context, of the Congressional dis—

course.

About twenty studies laid a heavy emphasis on

the description, analysis, and interpretation

of debate, or argumentative techniques, used in

the Congress.

At least six studies (but probably not many

more) attempted to evaluate the significance

of Congressional discourse relative to legis—

lative procedure, public opinion, and/or

national welfare.

Perhaps as few as four studies attempted to

show a continuity, development, or evolution,

of argumentative techniques, or issues, through—

out a period of Congressional discourse on a

single issue.

Three studies dealt with Congressional hearings.

Eighteen studies dealt with speaking on the

floor of Congress.

Three studies considered speaking in the House

of Representatives (or its committees) only.

Twelve studies considered speaking in the

Senate (or its committees) only.

Nine studies included speaking relative to an

issue in both the House of Representatives and

the Senate (and/or the committees of both).
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Conclusion

It may be concluded, on the basis of the previous

analysis, that:

1. Congressional speaking relative to an issue af-

fecting the national welfare (even if not of public-

ly recognized. significance) is an accepted area

of graduate study in departments of Speech

throughout the country. It seems, furthermore,

that this type of speaking, as an area of study,

has greater acceptance than Congressional speak-

ing disengaged from particular topics (twenty-

four studies in the former category, compared

with nine in the latter).

More than half the studies reviewed dealt with

the social or historical context within which

the Congressional discourse took place, indi-

cating that Congressional speaking does not

occur in a legislative vacuum-~it has rele—

vance and significance within a framework of

larger national scope.

The fact that so few studies (six) have at-

tempted to define the actual influence of Con-

gressional discourse on legislative outcome may

stand as mute testimony to the complexity of

the legislative process. It may be difficult,

if not altogether impossible, to determine

which elements-~committee hearings, caucuses,
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lobbying, floor speaking, paired-voting, pa-

tronage, and the like—~p1ay what roles in the

outcome of legislative concerns.

3. Nearly all of the studies dealt with (l) the

analysis of argument, and (2) the relationships

between Congressional speaking and the issues

at hand. This would seem to indicate that des-

cription, interpretation, and analysis, as

applied to Congressional speaking, are acceptable,

perhaps even desirable, elements of rhetorical

studies in this area.

4. The fact that only a few studies (four) covered

any extended period of time may indicate that

more studies of that type are needed, to add to

the body of available research relative to Con-

gressional speaking. Only a few studies covered

an issue over several years; most were concerned

with one series of debates, or one particular

session of Congress, or one legislative pro-

posal.

1Several published articles corroborate this point

Of"View. See especially, Cain, TodayigySpeech, 111, No. 2

(April, 1955) pp. 11, 26; Chester, @arteriy Journai of

§Ififlishu XXXI (1945) p. 410; Thompkins and Linkugel, Today's

m, VII, No. 1 (February, 1959), p. 30; and Voorhis,

WJoggnal of Speech, XXXIV (1948), p. 463.
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5. The Senate, and particularly the speaking on the

floor of the Senate (that is, excluding committee

hearings), has received most of the attention of

Speech students to date. This seems to indicate

that there exists a gap in the body of Speech

research with respect to both committee hear-

ings and speaking in the House of Representa-

tives.1

This study, therefore--which includes the descrip-

tion, interpretation,and analysis of Congressional speaking

in committees and on the floors of the House of Representa~

tives and the Senate, concerning an issue of National welfare,

and over an extended period of time-~can be justified by the

precedents which may be found in previous graduate Speech

research programs.

Justification as History

The "raw material," as it were, from which this

study grew, came from many sources. Most of it is fragmen-

tary'and limited in its view. Some of the published

1It has been pointed out by Cain, however, that the

Senate is "easier to study," for one thing, and that the

baSiC principles and practices which are evident in Senate

Speech are similarly evident in the House. This view may,

°r'lnay'not, be a warranted assumption. In any case, the

HOUSe of Representatives has been overlooked in most Speech

research to date. See Earl R. Cain, "A Method for Rhetori-

cal Analysis of Congressional Debate," Western Speech,

29,111 (1954), p. 91; also "ls Senate Debate Significant,"

“9981's Speech, 111, No. 2 (April, 1955), p. 10; and "Why

“naiyze Congressional Debate?" Speaker, XXXVII (May, 1955),

' Q
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materials are now out of print, and hence no longer readily

available to students of Broadcasting and Speech. Other

materials, including unpublished manuscripts, uncatalogued

pamphlets, correspondence, and information developed from

meetings with individuals who participated in the educa-

tional television movement during the period under study,

will become increasingly difficult to obtain as time goes

on. There is justification, therefore, for bringing to-

gether some of the many elements which are a part of the

legislative history of the educational television movement

in the United States, which this study purports to do.

There are several treatments of the history of

educational television to which the writer is more than a

little indebted,1 but few of these deal with the activities

cm the Congress and its concern with educational television.

 

1Among the more prominent are the following:

Franklin Dunham, Ronald R. Lowdermilk and Gertrude G. Brode-

rick, Television in Education, (Washington: U.S. De-

partment of Health, Education and Welfare, 1957),

Bulletin No. 21.

The Ford Foundation, A Ten Year Report of thg,Fund for Adult

Education (New York: privately published by the Founda-

tion, 1962).

__1 , Teaching by Television, (New York: May, 1959

and January, 1961).

‘HaIKDId E. Hill, The NAEB: A History (Urbana: National Asso-

ciation of Educational Broadcasters, 1954), mimeographed.

Rirfliard B. Hull, "A Note on the History Behind ETV," in

Educational Television. The Next Ten Years (Stanford,

Institute for Communications Research, 1962), 334-45.

"The History Behind ETV," NAEB Jougnal, XVII

1958), 3-6ff.
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There is, therefore, a need for a history of educational

television which emphasizes the role of the Federal Con-

gress in the movement.

Precedent Studies in Broadcasting

Not many studies have been concerned with Congres-

sional broadcasting legislation activity in the same sense

with which this study is concerned--that is, the analysis

of issues in a continuing movement. Most broadcasting

studies in the Speech discipline which have been concerned

with Congress or the government have centered on the broad—

casting speaking of an individual Member of Congress, or on

administrative procedures of a regulatory agency, such as

the FCC.

Among those studies conducted at the Master's or

Doctoral level which have treated broadcasting from an his-

torical-critical standpoint, the majority have dealt with

specific broadcasting installations and innovations, such as

stations, or program developments.1 It does not appear that

¥

JOhn Walker Powell, Channels of Learning (Washington: Public

Affairs Press, 1962).

Donald G. Tarbet, Television and Cu; School§_ (New York:

Ronald Press Co., 1961).

‘HaIRDId E. Wigren "ETV: The Story Up to Now," NAEB Journal,

XVIII (19595, pp. 3—6ff.

‘Anifllony W. Zaitz "The History of Educational Television:

1932-1958" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Department

of Speech, University of Wisconsin, 1960).

1See the Appendix for a list of specific studies of

the Se types .
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there has been any significant research attempt in the spe-

cific area which this study encompasses.

The Design
 

Suggested Hypotheses1

To aid in the study and analysis of the role of Cone

gress and its concern with educational television during the

first decade of the movement, certain hypotheses have been

formulated. These provide referents by which, it is hoped,

information developed will have greater significance than

might be the case with a random analysis. The hypotheses

of this study are:

1. The issues in the Congressional discussion and de-

bate regarding educational television tended to

follow, rather than lead, the issues concerning

educational television which developed outside

Congress (i.e. in the press and in public opinion).

2. Congressional discussion and debate on the subject

of educational television tended to rely heavily

on "external" materials (i.e. materials developed

or prepared and presented to the Congress by

agencies or individuals outside the Congressional

ranks), rather than "internal" materials (those

developed within Congress itself).

 

1The term "hypothesis" as used in this and subsequent

Secflrions is taken to mean "a preliminary guess at the truth,

aged on limited evidence or even on mere suspicion. . . ."

6339 Edwin L. Clarke, The Art of Straight Thinking [New York:

- Appleton & Co., 1929], p. 210.



 

3.

4.

J

5.

. 6.

it

3

K“

\

7.

 

27

The issues which were developed in committee

sessions of the Congress tended to set the

limits of the floor discussions which followed.

In the floor discussions and debates on educa-

tional television legislation, the principal

spokesmen on the respective bills (represent-

ing both sides of the question) tended to be

members of the committees which previously

handled the bills.

The House of Representatives contributed little

to the discussion of the issues pertaining to

educational television which had not previously

been generated in the Senate.

The fact that educational television facilities

legislation was being discussed in the Congress

served as a deterrent to the development of

educational television facilities throughout

the country during those periods when such

legislative proposals were prominent.

The Congressional discourse-~that is, the

speaking which took place in the Congress-~had

relatively little influence on the outcome of

the legislation at stake. That is to say, pri-

vate influence played a greater part in bring-

ing about the passage of enabling legislation

than public discussion.
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Scope and Limitations

Subject and Tips

This study has one area of Federal legislative con-

cern as its frame of reference: the proposed enactment of

appropriate measures designed to help establish educational

television facilities throughout the nation. "Educational

television" includes those closed- or open-circuit installa-

tions owned, operated, and utilized by, and for the exclu-

sive purposes of, educational organizations and institutions,

and television programs of an educational nature.

From a chronological standpoint, this study embraces

a period of slightly more than ten years--extending from

1951 into l962--culminating in the enactment of the Educa-

tional Television Facilities Act of 1962 (P.L. 87-447), an

act permitting the Federal Government to aid the States in

establishing educational television facilities.

Area of Emphasis

This study is primarily concerned with the principal

PUblic issues deveIOped through oral discourse during the

official meetings of Congress and its committees. Such

dis course includes speeches and debate in the respective

Cimnnbers of Congress and in committee hearings, as re-

Ported in official Congressional documents. Less

euqflnasis will be directed toward private discussion, execu-

tive sessions, political meetings, and the like, because

(1) the chief concern of the study is on the "public" issues,
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and (2) because there is a lack of documentary or authori-

tative evidence to support statements which might be made

about these meetings.

Resources and Materials

The public records of Congress (i.e. The Congres—
 

pional Recppg, and the official, published transcripts of

Congressional hearings) constitute the main sources used to

establish what was said in Congress relative to educational

television. Textual accuracy is not of paramount concern

here, inasmuch as the emphasis is on the issues generally

rather than the words specifically. It is assumed, on the

evidence presented by other researchers, that the above

sources are reasonably accurate accounts of the actual dis-

course, barring the reservations made in certain instances.

Besides, the public record is all that is available of a

substantive nature regarding Congress's discussions of edu-

cational television. In the absence of the public record,

it would be virtually impossible to obtain specific and de-

tailed information on the actual proceedings.

__

1Cain, for instance, notes that the Record is pretty

much a representative transcript of what really happens on

the floor of Congress (Cain, Western Speech, XVIII, 1954,

EL. 95). Even Neuberger concedes that, by and large, the

m reflects the intent, if not the verbatim expression,

0f the respective speakers on the floor (Neuberger, Np!

W.April 20, 1958, p. 14).

' It has also been observed by the writer that the

Ptflilished hearings of Congressional committees are as near

toverbatim transcripts (excepting grammatical corrections

2::L1PUnctuation) as it is possible to reproduce. See also

PP 133:3, Qparterly Journal of Spgggh, XXVIII (1942),
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An attempt has been made to exercise some degree of

control over the quantity of material, and to establish its

validity relative to the issues of the discussion. Hence,

only those materials which were spoken for the record have

been considered as oral discourse. This includes speeches,

oral exchanges in discussion, questions, cross-examination

of witnesses, and statements for the record which were

delivered orally.

Materials which have been excluded from considera-

tion (even though they may appear in the narrative in

another context) include such items as "extension of remarks"

in the Record, articles, charts, letters, reprints of testi-

mony, and other materials which, while they appear as part

of the public record on educational television cannot be

classified as part of the oral discourse.

It is difficult in any case to determine the influ—

ence of those ideas which were presented orally. The Record

gives very little indication of the audience present on the

floor of Congress during a colloquy or a speech, and com-

mittee hearings are often conducted before a very few Members

Of the designated committee (and even this audience changes—-

mim-Ite by minute in some instances). It is impossible, to

datelflnine, furthermore, with any degree of certainty, how

much 0f the Record is read by any one Member of Congress on

any sPecific day, or how much of the committee transcript

13 read by any Member not present at the actual hearing.
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It will be assumed for the purposes of this study

that oral presentation carries greater weight with the actual

hearers of a statement than a later reading of the written

transcript by those who did not hear it. It will also be

assumed that the transcript of oral questioning and rebuttal,

has a greater impact on the reader of such a document than

'etatements for the record" and miscellaneous materials

submitted as supplementary information.

The Speakegp

While this study is primarily concerned with Congress

(and therefore, the Members of Congress who spoke on the edu-

cational television issues command the greatest attention),

cnflier individuals also appeared as spokesmen of particular

views during the discussion. Generally, they were witnesses

before the committees of Congress itself, and as such they

are: treated within the framework of the legislative refer-

entx. It is not possible, however, to overlook completely

the activities of other, non-Congressional agencies (such

as the Government agencies of the Administration-~the

Federal Communications Commission, and the Department of

Health, Education, and Welfare, for instance) and educational

teleVision groups, industry organizations, and private

Citizens, who indirectly influenced the developments taking

place in Congress. Materials stemming from these sources

have been considered where appropriate.
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Histgricai_§pckground and "Climate"

The historical aspects of the educational television

movement outside Congress have been treated only in broad

general terms. This study is not to be considered a history

of the movement itself, but rather a history and analysis

of one facet of it. Naturally, certain developments, modes

of thought, and forceful contributions by outstanding per-

sonalities influenced the activities of Congress. These

are referred to as it is deemed necessary, and fall into

the following categories:

1. DevelOpments within the educational television

movement itself such as the establishment of

educational television stations and closed-cir-

cuit installations, and the general growth of

television as a medium for education and en-

richment.

2. Issues relating to the educational television

movement, including the opinions and attitudes

of educators and other groups toward the de-

velopment of educational television. Included

in this category are such topics as the best

means of financing educational television;

the degrees and agencies of control over edu-

cational television operations; and the "legiti—

macy" of reserved television channels for

educational purposes (as opposed to educational

services by other television outlets).
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3. Issues concerning the television industry

generally, including the continuing discus-

sions about frequency allocations; various

financial bases of operation; the public re-

ception of various television services and

types of programs; and the responsibilities

of broadcasters.

4. Issues affecting the broad sc0pe of education

in the United States, including the challenges

to the educational system posed by technolo-

gical change, an expanding school population,

and the "Cold War" competition with the Soviet

powers in education and technology.

5. General public issues of national concern to

the Congress and the public at large during

the period under study.

Methodology

The method by which this study was conducted re-

senflales that suggested by earlier rhetorical-critical studies

in Speech, but does not follow any one of them exactly.

'Uxis is due more to the particular character of the topic,

and the emphasis of the design, rather than to any deliber-

ape attempt to develOp new methodology for the criticism of

C°n8ressional rhetoric.

The steps by which the research was conducted may

beat be summarized as follows:



 

 

1.

34

A general and comprehensive review of the

literature was undertaken, to discover the

significant developments which took place in

the area of television generally, and speci-

fically in the educational television move-

ment during the "post-freeze" decade. An

attempt was made to relate these developments

to the various climates of opinion and larger

national issues developing simultaneously.

A dossier was assembled, which included all

available public records of Congressional

activity with respect to educational televi-

sion. The information obtained from these

printed sources was supplemented, verified,

or clarified, by correspondence and inter-

views with persons who had direct, personal

knowledge of the Congressional activity con-

cerning the educational television discussions.

Much of this work was done on a field trip to

Washington, D.C., in May, 1963, where those

persons who were closest to the issues could

be found.

The materials were analyzed to isolate the

"principal" issues which attended the Congres-

sional discourse on educational television.

The issues were related to the historical and

social framework in which they occurred. An
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attempt was made to determine the origin of

the issues and to identify the respective

sources of various points of view on those

issues which subsequently became a part of the

Congressional dialogue.

5. Finally, an attempt was made to relate the

Congressional discourse on educational tele-

vision to the relevant "external" and "inter—

nal" issues. The oral argument on educational

television legislative proposals was analyzed

in an attempt to isolate the significant lines

of thought or influence, and to explain and

evaluate these in terms of their importance

and relevance to other developments, opinions,

or policies, both within and without Congress.

Organization of the Report

The remainder of this report is divided into chapters,

alJL'but the last of which deal with a chronological period.

3hapters three through seven are divided into sections deal-

ing reapectively with (l) a survey of the general "climate"

and television developments of the period, (2) the issues

and developments of the period specifically relating to

awncational television, (3) an analysis of the Congressional

activity and discourse, with respect to educational televi-

Sion legislation and legislation affecting educational tele-

Vison during the period, and (4) an interpretative summary

of the period.
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The chapters and the periods they cover are as

follows:

Chapter Two is devoted to an historical overview of

educational television developments, and Federal activities

in that area through 1950. The period covered includes

early educational television developments and the earliest

attempts by the Congress to recognize educational television

legislatively.

Chapter Three is devoted to a discussion of the

events of 1951 and 1952 which led to the reservation of

specific channels for educational television, and the acti-

“vities of the Eighty-Second Congress affecting the movement.

Chapter Four covers that period between the "Sixth

Report and Order" of 1952, and 1957, when the first legis-

lative attempt was made to provide funds for educational

television facilities construction.

Chapter Five deals with the educational television

issue during the period embraced by the Eighty-Fifth Con-

gress (1957-1958).

Chapter Six treats the events and developments which

°°C11rred during the period of the Eighty-Sixth Congress

(1959-1950),

Chapter Seven is concerned with the educational tele-

Viaon developments occurring during the Eighty-Seventh Con-

gress, concluding with the final passage and enactment of

Public Law 87-447 (1961- May 1, 1962).
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Chapter Eight contains a summary of highlights of

the study and conclusions derived from it.



CHAPTER II

THE BACKGROUND OF EDUCATIONAL TELEVISION

Introduction

his chapter contains a general and comprehensive

background on the history and development of educational

broadcasting, and especially educational television, from

its beginnings to the point at which educational television

-pp£,pp_achieved significancee-the point at which an educa-

tional television "movement" can be recognized as an organ-

ized, active force oriented toward a positive outcome. The

period covered by this chapter spans the twenty-year period

enflxracing the beginnings of television programming through

1950.

The Ear1y Period of Television--l930-1935

Educational Broadcasters

The history of educational television is almost as

long as the history of television itself; and the history of

television.is as long as, or longer than that of radio.

k

1As early as 1880 a system of transmission of light

images to a distant point was prOposed, and by 1893 a me-

chanical, disc-scanning system which incorporated broadcast

1mPulses had been developed by the Austrian physicist Nipkow.

It Was not until the early 1930's that interest in the

38
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The first educational programming probably took place at the

State University of Iowa, where, between 1932 and 1939, more

than 400 programs, including lectures on art and science,

public service programs, and entertainment, were broadcast

through the facilities of the University's experimental

station W9XK.l

But the motivation behind these early television ex-

periments at Iowa, as at other universities, was less for

the programming service to viewers (what there were of them)

than for research purposes and investigation of the trans-

mdssion and propagation of television signals. In this re-

gard the early development of television in education paral-

1e lled the early development of radio broadcasting by

educational interests. As one of the leading engineer-de-

Signers of early broadcasting outlets observed later,

g

“Kaczhanical scanning device pioneered by Nipkow declined in

félxror of electronic systems of transmission and reproduc-

tion of light images by means of cathode-ray tubes.

An interesting, non-technical discussion of these

£u1c1 other points may be found in a speech by Allen B.

[hlbiont, "Educational Television," A Television Policy for

_<itlcation, ed. Carroll V. Newsom (Washington: American

Col—Incil on Education, 1952), pp. 13-25.

"On one occasion, an oral hygiene demonstration

showed the prOper technique for brushing one's teeth. A

ramatic arts student . . . produced a TV drama . . . as

S nester's thesis." William Kenneth Cumming, This Is

cgflagagional Teleyigion (Ann Arbor: Educational Television

and Radio Center, 1954), p. l.
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The pioneer ixieducational broadcasting was the

engineer and not the specialist in education or

the educational administrators. . . . Leading

educators . . . neverllooked upon their stations

as major activities.

Only a small, hard core of educational broadcasters

and educators who saw broadcasting as an "instrument of gen-

eral culture providing an alternative national program ser—

vice . . . and as a systematized and sometimes total tool

of formal education," survived the virtual decimation of

educationally operated radio stations in the 1920's and early

2
1930's. Out of their numbers were developed, first, the

Association of College and University Broadcasters (which

twas succeeded by the National Association of Educational

Broadcasters -- NAEB) and, soon after, the International

Iristitute for Education by Radio (later the Institute for

Ekitacation by Radio and Television -- IERT), the spearhead

Gatcaups which kept alive education's hopes for the utilization

(If' the broadcast media for educational and cultural purposes.

Tileese were truly the "founding fathers" of the educational

te levision movement in the United States.3

‘

1c.M. Jansky, quoted by Richard B. Hull, "A Note on

the History Behind ETV," Educationai Teleyision: The Next

Ten Years (Stanford: Stanford University Institute for Com-
\_

nInnication Research, 1962), p. 338.

Ibid.

3

The ACBUS was founded in 1926, at a meeting called

by then Secretary of Commerce Herbert Hoover (Ibid., p. 337).

See also Harold Hill, The NAEB: A History (Urbana, National

AssOCiation of Educational Broadcasters, 1956), passim.

1 The annual Institute for Education by Rad1o and

ater also Television) was begun at Ohio State UniverSIty
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Commercial Developments

Commercial broadcasters were less reluctant than

educational administrators to overlook the programming po-

tentials of television in the early 1930's. The develop-

ment of the Zworykin cathode-ray television receiver tube .

late in the twenties spurred the commercial networks to vig-

orous experimental efforts in television broadcasting.1

The established commercial radio broadcasters were

acutely sensitive, moreover, even in those early days, to

allegations that they might be abrogating their public ser-

‘Vice responsibilities through "overcommercialization." A

rnovement by the NCER (National Committee on Education by

fLadio, a citizens' group formed through the efforts of the

AKCIBUS) to press Congress for the reservation of certain

radio frequencies for educational purposes was met by a

resourceful and articulate commercial broadcasting industry.

Some educational programs of the highest quality

were presented as a service of the networks to the schools,

¥

111 1930 under the sponsorship of Dr. W.W. Charters, Director

<3f' Educational Research at the institution. (Hull, "A Note

ori the History Behind ETV," p. 338). See history of this

eVent chronicled in the series of volumes reporting the

?I:‘31nual proceedings at those meetings: Education on the Air

:3 vols.; Columbus: Institute for Education by Radio and

Te levis ion , annually).

1The National Broadcasting Company (NBC) opened its

experimental television station WZXBS in July of 1930, and

The Columbia Broadcasting System (CBS) was on the air with

an eXperimental television station (W2XAB) a year later, both

Stations operating through transmitters located in New York

gity ("The Highlights and Sidelights of Radio-TV's Past 25

ear8,"_§£oadcasting, October 15, 1956, p. 168).
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while, at the same time, the industry denied that educational

interests had any real need for reserved frequencies.

Congressional Concern

The Senate, in 1932, adOpted a resolution (S. Res.

129) introduced by Senator Couzens at the instigation of the

NCER to investigate radio advertising and to "study the fea-

sibility of government operation of broadcasting along Euro-

pean lines."2 The Federal Radio Commission reported six

months later that its investigation showed that

any plan . . . to eliminate the use of radio facil-

ities for commercial advertising purposes, will if

adopted, destroy the present system of broadcasting.

But the movement for the reservation of specific

readio frequencies for educational purposes continued and

gained sufficient Congressional support to make it a signif-

icant issue in the debate on the Communications Act of 1934.

Opponents of the proposal were inspired by the

realization that the only way to make such reser-

vations would be to take back assignments already

made to commercial operators, since the e were no

desirable unused assignments to be had.

1Broadcasting reported, on January 1, 1932, the re-

Slllts of a program survey indicating that stations licensed

tC> educational institutions devoted eight per cent of their

e to "educational" programs, whereas commercial broad-

ctesters were at that time devoting ten per cent of their

tlJne to "educational" programming. Ibid., p. 170.

ILQLQ‘, p. 170. See alsolLEL, Con ressional Record,

{$1618Cong” lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 2, pp. 1412, 1759,

3Broadcasting, October 15, 1956, p. 172.

H Sydne W. Head Broadcasting in America (Boston:

°u8hton-M ffl n Co., 1956), p. 401. T "'
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Some segments of the industry felt that reservation

of up to twenty-five per cent of the radio frequency spec—

trum for educational purposes (a figure proposed in some

quarters) would wreak havoc on the commercial broadcasting

industry. More than that, it would establish a precedent

which would undoubtedly have far-reaching effects on the

commercial development of television, which was then in the

final stages of laboratory experimentation.l

With the fate of the Communications Act hanging in

the balance, a compromise was arranged: educational reserva-

tions were not included as a part of the Act, but a para-

graph -- Sec. 307 (c) -— was inserted which stipulated that

tune Federal Communications Commission, instituted under the

provisions of the Act, should

study the proposal that Congress by statute allocate

fixed percentages of radio broadcasting facilities

to particular types or kinds of non-profit activi-

ties, and shall report to Congress, not later than

February 1, 1935, its recpmmendations together with

the reasons for the same.

That report, filed by the FCC on January 22-23, 1935,

In:Lght well be considered a benchmark in the history of edu-

Céitional broadcasting in America, for it sealed the door

against reserved frequencies for educational broadcasting

ffmr thirteen years. In part the report noted:

k

Ibid.

2U.S.,Communications Act of 1934, Sec. 307 (c).
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It would appear that the interests of the nonpro-

fit organizations may be better served by the use

of the existing facilities, thus giving them

access to costly and efficient equipment and to

established audiences. Cooperation in good faith

by the broadcasters is required. Such coopera-

tion should, therefore, be under the direction

and supervision of the Commission. It is our

firm intention to assist the nonprofit organiza-

tions to obtain the fullest opportunities for

expression.1

And so, in 1935, commercial broadcasting interests

were left in clear possession of the broadcasting field.

Mindful of their victory, and of their public service respon-

sibilities, they provided, generally, a well-balanced sched-

ule of programming fare, including (especially at the net-

‘work level) some truly outstanding educational programs and

services to education.2

Gradually, however, commercial pressure and industry

cuompetition forced organized radio to terminate much of its

educational programming; and educational broadcasting was

ILairgely left to the "hard core" of mid-west state university

1>Iroadcasters, such as WHA (University of Wisconsin), WKAR

(Edichigan State College), and WOI (State University of Iowa).

 

 

1U.S. Federal Communications Commission, Report to

Shangress Re: Sec. 307 (c), Communications Act of 1934, 76th

Chang. lst Sess., January, 1935, as quoted in Llewellyn

“Unite, The_American:Radio (Chicago: University of Chicago

PI'ess, 1947), p. 158; U.S. Congressionai Record, 76th Cong.,

1St:Sess., Vol. LXXIX, Part 1, pp. 761, 859.

n 2For instance, "The Chicago Round Table of the Air,"

The American Town Meeting of the Air," and Blevins Davis's

Great Plays" series, to cite only three out of many.
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Development and Change - 1935-1945

Television Emerges

By 1935, television was being seriously considered

in some areas as the broadcasting medium of the future.1

The FCC first recognized television as a broadcasting ser-

vice in 1937.2 The public got its first good look at the

new service in 1939.3

A "Second Chance" for

Educational Broadcasting

In a development which parallelled television re—

search, Dr. Lee W. DeForest invented and patented the system

of'frequency modulation broadcasting -- FM, as it came to

toe known.

Educational broadcasters were not long in recogniz—

iong the potentials of the FM service as a "second chance"

flar non-commercial educational radio, and the NAEB led the

‘

1In Great Britain, the British Broadcasting Corpora-

ttion began the first regularly scheduled television program

service in 1935, preceding American efforts by four years.

See Gordon Ross, Television Jubilee (London: British Broad-

Clasting Corp., 1961), a colorful history of 25 years of BBC

television. See especially Ch. 1., pp. 13-32.

2Broadcasting, October 15, 1956, p. 186.

3President Franklin D. Roosevelt opened the 1939

wOrld's Fair in New York--an event which was broadcast "live"

bYNBC to inaugurate its regular, commercial television

8eI'Vice. Ibid., p. 190.
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movement to have a limited portion of the broadcast spectrum

reserved for such a purpose.

The outbreak of World War II temporarily halted the

further development of educational broadcasting facilities.

However, NAEB's relationship with the FCC continued; and

when, in 1943, that agency proceeded to discuss potential

developments for the post-war period, the NAEB proposed, in

addition to frequency reservations for educational FM broad-

casting, spectrum space for microwave relay systems to con-

nect educational transmitters and an across-the-board reser-

'vation of two television frequency channels for educational

purposes.

After hearings and some further staff study, the

FTZC announced, in 1945, a new broadcasting allocations plan,

‘vtiich allocated twenty channels in the FM frequency band

.fcax'noncommercial, educational broadcasting (FM); but no

reservations of television frequencies were made at that

tIiJme.

Educational interests were encouraged to "get into

FFi," and many of them did. The movement was led by the

NAEB and the same, large, mid-west state universities which

\

1Five UHF channels were reserved for the educational

development of FM by the FCC in 1938. John Walker Powell,

SEE§£§2L§_QQ_Lg§£gigg (Washington: Public Affairs Press,

1962 , p. 33. See also Charles A. Siepmann, Radio's Second

011429; (Boston: Little, Brown & Co., 1946).

 

2Powell, p. 33.
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had hitherto comprised the backbone of educational broad—

casting in America. By 1948 the number of educational

stations on the air (both AM and FM) had grown to fifty,

located in thirty-one states.1

Congressional Interest in

Educational Broadcasting

In the meantime, educational broadcasting and the

principles on which it was based were getting indirect as-

sistance from some members of Congress and other influential

persons. Typical of the concern voiced by these individuals

'was the proposal of Representative Emanuel Celler, in a

letter to then FCC Chairman Paul Walker, that the FCC

should scrutinize more closely the practices of the commer—

cxial broadcasting industry, in terms of the balance between

<2<1mmercial programs and sustaining, entertainment, and

taciucational programs, and reassess the public service respon—

£31.bilities of broadcasters in general. Representative Celler

recommended specifically that the FCC designate certain

blocks of time, on a daily basis, preferably in the "prime"

'eNIening hours, when broadcasters should be required to pre—

Sent "sustaining" programs of an "educational, cultural,

and forens ic nature . "2

‘

lRichard B. Hull, "The History Behind ETV," NAEB

:QZEEEEL, XVII (February, 1958), p. 5.

2Broadcastin , August 13, 1945, p. 24.
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An Alternate System

At about the same time, but from a different quarter,

a proposal was advanced to provide an "alternative" broad»

casting system through the medium of "subscription radio."

The chief proponent of the plan, as well as a potential

entrepreneur, was William Benton, publisher of the Encyclo-

pedia Britangica, later Assistant Secretary of State, and

still later United States Senator from Connecticut. The

Benton proposal was dropped before it reached the stage of

trial operation, but the similarity between his subscrip—

tion-radio concept of 1945 and a subscription-television

proposal introduced in the Senate by Benton in 1951 is

striking.

Both of these proposals, while not directed exclu—

sibvely toward educational broadcasting systems, nevertheless

attempted to provide an alternative means of establishing

tries financial base of broadcasting operations. Benton

Cmaritended that, if broadcasting could be supported by sub-

8<=It‘:1.ptions, rather than by commercial advertising revenues,

ifit' ‘vould enable educational and other non-profit institu-

t3343113 to operate stations on funds derived from the services

rel“Idered directly to the listener-viewer; such a plan would,

he thought, free educational interests (among others) from

ha"ing to rely on commercial revenues to support educational

\

1Broadcasting, September 24, 1945, pp. 20, 81.
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programs. That was the dream, at least, of the supporters

of both the Benton proposals. And, of course, most commer—

cial broadcasters resisted them vigorously.l

\ The Post-War Boom -- 1945-1949

\ The FCC Activity

: The end of the war brought with it a resurgent

interest in the educational potentials of all mass media—-

especially of broadcasting-~and at the same time a "mush—

room" growth in the number of commercial television, FM,

and AM stations.

Late in 1945 the FCC announced tentative allocation

,proposals providing for more than 1500 FM stations, and

Inore than fifty were on the air by the year's end.2 Six

tealevision stations were licensed and operating commercially;

several others were operating on an experimental basis.

Color television was being developed in the laboratory and

2111 limited experimental demonstrations. And the FCC, mind-

ifilil. of increasing pressure from the public, and particularly

V, JEITCDHn Congress, was in the midst of a general reevaluation

0f the public service responsibilities incumbent on all

bro adcasters .3

\

11 1.1.1231... May - December, 1951, w. Infra, Chap.
1 . pp. 103-116, assim.

2Broadcasting, October 15, 1956, pp. 210, 130.

li_t: 3The famous "Blue Book"--Public Service Responsibi-

Ma 188 of Broadcast Licensees--was released by the FCC in

“h?:<=t1 of 1946, bringing the rejoinder from the NAB that the

OcaSic freedoms of radio are at stake." See Broadcasting,

tober 15, 1956, p. 210. 
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Congressional Interest

Congress began to take a renewed interest in the

broadcasting situation in April of 1948. The Senate Com-

merce Committee, which, with its counterpart committee of

the House of Representatives, oversees the operations of the

FCC, held hearings on a bill(S.2231 80th Congress) spon-

sored by Senator Edwin Johnson (a longtime supporter of

commercial broadcasting interests, and especially local

radio interests), which aimed at controlling what the

Senator alleged were the "clear-channel monopolies." The

testimony developed in the hearings was such that the Acting

Chairman, Senator Charles W. Tobey, felt that the best

interests of all parties would be served if a broader in-

‘vestigation were undertaken. Accordingly, he called for

new hearings to investigate broadcast allocations, regula-

trixon, and patent ownership in all broadcasting media, in-

czljading FM and television.1

Spurred on by Congressional pressures, and by its

(”Fifi increasing awareness of mounting problems confronting

‘t11<3 growth of American broadcasting, the FCC held its own

he arings soon after, beginning in June, 1948.2 That phase

of the investigation which dealt with the television alloca-

tions problem began on September 20, 1948, and on Septem-

ber 30, the Commission issued a "freeze" order, in effect

\

11bid., p. 218.

off 20.8., Federal Communications Commission, "Notice

PIr-‘cpozaed Rule Making" (FCC 48-1569), May 6, 1948, et.seg.
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halting the further development of television broadcasting

(while permitting those stations already underway to con-

tinue) until problems of tropospheric propagation and co-

channel interference could be worked out.1 The freeze was

to continue in effect until April, 1952, in spite of almost

continuous pressure from industry sources and the Congress

to mitigate the situation and bring on a "thaw."

Education and Television

As the end of the War brought thousands of veterans

back to college campuses for training under the "G.I. Bill"

(P.L. 79-16), and as the floodcnf"war babies" began to reach

the school ages, educators toyed with a variety of innova—

‘tions in educational "methods," hopeful that they could

avoid being engulfed by the tidal wave of enrollments

which threatened the existing educational facilities and

resources. There were some tentative efforts in television

13)? «educational institutions, but many of these were largely

'iE>I1131ic relations" ventures of a general, informative

néitllre, very often instigated by commercial television

broadcasters or networks as part of their responsibility

for public enlightenment and interest.2

\

1U.S. Federal Communications Commission, Report and

SlElélsag; (FCC 48-2182), September 30, 1948.

 

8c: 2White reports that as of mid 1946 there were "a

111c>1?<3 of noncommercial applicants" -- universities and other

( 8titutions experimenting with educational television

unite, p. 107). Probably the most significant of these

p1‘<>gzl:~ams, and one which, in some ways set a standard emulated
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In 1948, the NAEB, having a membership of ninety-

five educational institutions, which operated fifty—one

educational radio stations in thirty-one states, began to

focus its attention more specifically on the educational

potentials of television.1 Its representations before the

FCC were the beginnings of direct, overt attempts by educa-

tional interests to obtain reserved channel allocations in

both the FM and television portions of the broadcast spectrum.

In the spring hearings of 1948, before the FCC, the NAEB

advocated (l) liberalizing the licensing requirements for

FM broadcasting by educational interests and (2) the reser—

vation of specific channels in the television spectrum for

.future use by educational interests.2 But neither the FCC

loor educators generally seemed to be very much interested

111 the educational potential of television. The NAEB News-
 

letter of July 31, 1948 noted that

astonishingly few educators appear to be interested

in television operation, considering the fact that

once the television channels are filled there is

likely to be no second chance. The significant

factor here is cost of installation and operation

‘which is prohibitive for most . . .

L

‘

33’ many of its successors was the "Johns Hopkins Science Re-
un Gator " produced through the facilities of a Baltimore com—

tgrcial television station, in 1948, and later broadcast by

‘3 IDuMont network (Cumming, pp. lO-ll).

1Hull, NAEB Journal (February, 1958), p. 5.

2Zaitz, p. 16.

3Cited in Zaitz, Ibid.
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FCC Chairman Wayne Coy attempted to stir up the ed-

ucators to some kind of concerted action in making use of

the existing reserved FM channels, and he also urged them to

"get aboard the TV bandwagon" and to turn out in force to

request the FCC to set aside channels for educational

television.1 But progress was slow.

The ETV "Movement"

The year 1949 has been recognized as the year when

the educational television movement began in earnest.2 Two

major developments coupled with the prevailing conditions

seem to give credence to this contention: The FCC's "Notice

of Further Proposed Rule Making" (FCC 49-948) which proposed

.a tentative television allocation plan for the entire nation

(Jaut which excluded reserved channels for education); the

first Allerton House Seminar, at which leading educators

from the United States and foreign nations contemplated the

I>fli.losophy and strategy of securing educational television

out lets; and the prevailing educational climate in which

:iriczzreased enrollments and consequent shortages of educa-

ti Onal resources began to reach a stage of crisis.

*

‘

11bid., p. 20.

2Hull, Educational Television, pp. 339-40; Powell,

p- 35

O
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The "Notice of Further Proposed Rule Making"

Early in 1949, Senator Edwin C. Johnson, Chairman

of the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee,

reintroduced his bill (8.491, 8lst Cong.) to limit the

power of broadcasting stations (a continuation of his pro-

posed program to restrict the "monopoly" of the clear—

channel Operators). In speaking on the bill, Senator

Johnson castigated the FCC, calling it a "deplorable quasi—

judicial and quasi-legislative agency of our Government."1

The act of criticism itself is not particularly

significant-~the FCC had been under almost constant criti-

cism by various Members of Congress since its very inception--

but the nature of the charges, and the manner and detail of

their presentation by the most powerful member of the Senate

<:ommittee to which the FCC was beholden, place this parti-

anlar attack on the Commission in a class by itself.

.Jkahnson was particularlyconcerned with bringing about an

eaéxriy’disposition of the pending proposals for a nationwide

17€3£illocation of television channels on an equitable and

C=<>nnpetitive basis. His final statement included a plea for

an end to the "freeze":

 

 

1U.S., Congressional Record, 8lst Cong., lst Sess.,

1949, xcv, Part 4, p. 4781.
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In the final analysis the Commission has

one overriding duty--to push the development of

the art. It has data and skilled engineering

advice in its own files which say that color is

ready, that the higher frequencies can be used.

It may be that Senator Johnson's diatribe had no

particular influence on the subsequent action by the FCC.

But it is more probable that Johnson's outburst--which had

a good reception in the Senate and in the press--precipi-

tated the "Notice of Further Proposed Rule Making" somewhat

sooner than might otherwise have been the case. Here was

the powerful chairman of the powerful Interstate and Foreign

Commerce Committee issuing what was, in no uncertain terms,

an ultimatum—-get moving on a television allocation plan,

or else . . . !

It would be interesting to speculate on what might

11ave been included in the subsequent FCC "Notice" had Senator

Johnson mentioned the educational potential of television

<31: specifically included educational programs within the

concept of public service responsibilities. But he did

11<>t::mention education, or even imply that any such aspect

(>15 broadcasting existed.

The "Notice of Further Proposed Rule Making" of

91‘15L37 ll, I949, satisfied most of the conditions called for

ERDV' t:he Senator (it opened up the UHF band, it provided for

cc>10r transmission, it provided widespread coverage through-

(3‘11: .rural as well as urban areas), but it did not include a

\

11bid., p. 4790.
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single reference to the needs of education for either speci-

fic channel allocations or reserved frequencies within the

broadcasting spectrum.

It was the very omission of a reference to educa—

tional broadcasting in this "Notice", however, which, in a

wax,made the further development of the educational tele-

vision movement possible at the legislative-administrative

level. For, in a notable lone dissent, FCC Commissioner

Frieda Hennock drew attention to the inadequacy of the pro-

posed table of allocations to meet the needs of educational

broadcasters, both present and future.2' Hennock's statement,

in Hull's phrase, issued "a plea for ETV reservations,

thereby providing the legal and moral basis for the educa-

tzion protests and petititons which followed."

In her dissenting opinion Commissioner Hennock noted,

ill part, that the decision to exclude educational interests

fdrom the development of television nationally was "premature,"

811d that there was an urgent need for the development of none

cforumercial educational television stations in addition to a

nationwide system of competitive commercial stations. She

Preposed-u-or rather reiterated the proposal voiced by the

NAEB earlier-~that spectrum space in the UHF band (470-890 mc)

 

F‘ 1U.S., Federal Communications Commission, "Notice of

'UUC12her Proposed Rule Making" (FCC 49-948 , JulyMl‘k3 i232;

U.S-, Federal Register, XIV (JUIY 19: 194 2 PP”

21bid., p. 4485; Powell, p. 22.

3Hull, NAEB Journal (February, 1958), p. 27.
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be reserved for these kinds of stations, in accordance with

the precedent established for educational FM broadcasting

outlets.1

The FCC set a late summer deadline for the filing of

petitions relative to the "Notice," with hearings scheduled

for August 29. The NAEB filed a petition with the FCC ask-

ing for permanent reservations for educational stations in

the UHF band, a position supported soon after by co-filings

from the Association of Land Grant Colleges and Universities,

‘the Association of State University Presidents, and the

[Qational University Extension Association. In addition,

the United States Office of Education, joined by the

IVational Education Association, filed its own petition with

time FCC for the reservation of VHF as well as UHF channels.

As the hearing date approached, the FCC announced a

3Y8 tem of priorities, by which the color controversy was to

be discussed first, to be followed by general hearings on

“tile: educational television proposals, "polycasting," strato-

Vision (a deve10pment by Westinghouse which was later to

have a tremendous impact on educational television through

the Midwest Program on Airborne Television Instruction-~MPATI),

and mobile, broad-band, point-to-point transmission.3

Broadcasting ventured the opinion that the hearings would

 

Pi 1New York Times, May 27, 1949, p. 44:1; Federal

W. x1v ZJuly 19, 1949), pp. 4483-4995; Supra, p. 46.

tii. 2Hull, "A Note on the History Behind ETV," Educa_

“-S!1§J.Television, p. 341, "————

3Broadcasting, July 18, 1949, p. 45.
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last six weeks to two months, and that the lifting of the

television "freeze" would follow soon after.1 Actually,

the hearings were recessed in November, resumed in February

of 1950, and continued sporadically through 1950 and into

1951.2

The Mobiligggion of Educational Forces

In June and July of 1949, a positive movement in

educational broadcasting began to stir, sparked, according

to several of the men actually involved, by the first group

<>f Allerton House Seminars, held at the University of

.Illinois. Thirty prominent educators and educational broad-

<3asters from Canada, Great Britain, and the United States

rust and evolved the outline of a functional plan for a

ruationwide system of educational broadcasting facilities,

‘Wfilich later provided the basic concept of a national educa-

tional television network and a programming center.

The State of Television Development

The year 1949 closed with the FCC hearings bogged

dOWn, and it seemed unlikely that an early Commission de-

cision on the future of television development in the United

11bid., September 19, 1949, p. 4.

2A summary of these proceedings and additional refer-

ence to specific sources of issue and testimony may be found

’53;‘the FCC, "Sixth Report and Order," Federal Register,

1:1, No. 87 (May 2, 1952), Part II, pp. 3095—4100.

3Hull, Educational Television, p. 340.
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States would be forthcoming. The state of the "art," how—

ever, was far from frozen by this circumstance.

Ninety-eight television stations were operating at

the year's end, and other significant developments had been

taking place. In New York City some 4000 students had

watched sessions of the United Nations General Assembly by

‘way of closed-circuit television--the precursor of a later

popular application of educational television. The American

'Telephone and Telegraph Company had extended its microwave

11nd coaxial-cable networking facilities as far west as

ESt. Louis, Chicago, and Milwaukee, thereby linking the mid-

sweet with the major network hub of New York City. Some

eXperiments with large-screen "theatre-vision" were underway,

as theatre owners attemped to meet the emerging competition

fix: audiences posed by television. And doctors were react-

ing enthusiastically to medical—convention demonstrations

<>f' color television, the forerunner of what would be a major

development in the use of television in medical education

3111 the United States.1

"The End of the Beginning"-gl950

The Educational "Facts of Life"2

The year 1950 brought an end to the decade of Ameri-

‘ziirl education which, in the opinion of the New York Times'

\

 

 

1Encyclopedia Britannica: Book of the Year, 1950,

pp - 664-66 , passim.

General education developments are here derived

Erom Enc clo edia Britannica: Book of the Year. 4951,

p, 2 - , ass m.
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education editor,

bore two historic stamps: the G.I. Bill of Rights,

which stretched the country's college aspirations

beyond all the conventional limitations, and the

beginning ofla vast citizen movement in support of

the schools.

As elementary school enrollments soared above 32.9

million pupils (an increase of 920,000 over the previous

year), the result of the "war-baby" explosion of the early-

and mid-forties, school administrators found themselves

almost literally "with their backs to the wall." An in-

crease of 15.9% over the 1949 number of teacher graduates

was still not enough to offset the tremendous growth in

elementary school enrollment, and there remained a shortage

of more than 90,000 teachers.

College and high school enrollments, however, were

not yet affected by the burgeoning school population at

the lower grades. In spite of the fact that teachers'

Salary levels were extremely low (well below the purchasing

POWer of pre-World War II levels), there was an abundance

of high school teaching applicants (nearly 85,000) and rela-

tiVe 1y few vacancies (an estimated 30,000).

The colleges were in the midst of a frustrating "bind"

wl'lich saw a rapid decrease in enrollments as the wave of

Wolf: 1d War II veterans attending college under the provisions

°f the "G.I. Bill" began to graduate (the number of veterans

ClecIllned about seven per cent from the previous year). At

\

'1‘ 1Fred M. Hechinger, "Education in Review," New York

\ilues, August 9, 1959, Sec. IV, p. 9:1.
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the same time, college operating costs were rising; and

there was deep concern over the further drain on college

student populations brought on by the twin threats of poten-

tial universal-military-training legislation and the out-

break of the Korean conflict. Colleges, which had exhausted

virtually every resource in order to handle the returning-

veteran "explosion," were now faced with the necessity of

retrenching for a limited time until the flood of students

now entering the lower grades should reach college age.

Another far-reaching development which began to mush-

room by 1950 was the adult education movement, embracing an

unprecedented thirty million participants, concentrated

principally in metropolitan and urban areas.

Faced with grim shortages of personnel and funds,

the American Association of School Administrators met early

in 1950 for their annual convention at Atlantic City,

Where they discussed television as it might apply to the

needs of education. This was the first time a "national"

eCilucational group representing "grass roots" policy and

Practice had seriously considered the medium.

At that meeting, the educators were told by Charles

A- Siepmann that television was "likely to be geared to the

l<3‘-~7est common denominator of public taste," and should, con-

se<luently, be ignored by teachers as an aid to education.

He Was opposed in this view at that meeting (and as the year

pI‘QSI'essed a consensus began to emerge likewise opposing his

POSition) by Dr. William H. Lemmel, Superintendent of the
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Baltimore (Md.) public schools, who took the "affirmative"

position that "television offered educational possibilities

in direct teaching."1 This exchange was one of the first

in a long controversy within the educational camp concerning

the merits of television for educational purposes.

The question soon deve10ped into an issue over whether

television £33 £2 was or was not a significant social force

to be reckoned with by educators as well as by commercial

operators. And as more and more evidence was accumulated

in support of the position that television was significant,

some educators became more outspoken in their denunciation

of the medium for educational uses.2

At about the same time, the results of two relatively

"minor" research ventures were announced and received consi-

derable attention in educational and industry circles. A

Survey conducted by students at the Burdick Junior High

Sehool (Stamford, Connecticut) as a class project revealed

g

1Benjamin Fine, reviewing the 76th Annual Convention

of the American Association of School Administrators, Febru-

‘11?37 28, 1950 (New York Times, March 1, 1950, p. 25:4).

Siepmann subsequently changed his views, became an advocate

0f , and exerted a strong influence on, the ETV movement. See

(zilélries A. Siepmann, Television and our School Crisig (New

York: Dodd-Mead & Co., 1958); see also, "The Case for TV in

Education," New York Times Magazine, June 2, 1957, pp l3ff.

2For instance, Dr. Daniel L. Marsh, President of Bos-

ton University, in a baccalaureate sermon, called attention

to the intellectual perversion of television, saying it

wot-11d lead to a nation of morons.

I deplore the intrusion of lazy short-cuts

which fool a student into thinking he is learning

something when he is not. I refer particularly to

television. The habit of reading is a sine qua non

Of intelligence and television will make impossible

the formation of such a habit on the part of y ung

PGOple. (New York Times, June 5, 1950, p. 26: 3.
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that students whose families owned a television set watched

television an average of twenty-seven hours per week. A

"shocked" parent-teacher committee promptly announced plans

to initiate a further study to determine "how television

may be used in school," and the president of the Television

Broadcasting Association of New York City told his member—

ship, "The survey is an indication that television can be

1

tlsed to enhance education rather than deter it."

The second study was conducted by officials of the

£¥braham Clark High School (Roselle, New Jersey). The study

lyumported to indicate, by means of comparisons between a

rquber of student viewing habits and school work, the effect

(If television viewing on the grades of students in the six

tupper classes. The general conclusion was that television

Viewing had a deleterious effect on school grades, varying

in direct proportion to the amount of time spent per week

Viewing and inversely to the age and grade level of the

8tudents--the grades of younger students suffered more from

a. IDIreoccupation with television than those of older ones.

The New York Times, in commenting editorially on the

t"<> studies, succinctly stated the case for the pro-tele-

vi 8 ion-in-education bloc:

The statistics . . . make it abundantly clear that

television represents a new problem.for the world

of education, but their implications obviously ex-

tend far beyond the classroom itself. Any medium

\

1New York Times, March 7, 1950, p. 29:2.

2Ibid.
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which can command such a high proportion of a

child's waking hours no longer can be regarded

merely as a novel form of entertainment. It is

a social force with enormous potentialities for

good or bad, and the course which television fol-

lows in the future quite properly should be the

concern of the community as a whole.

0 C C O O C O C O I O . C Q I O C O D O O O O O I

The teacher can explore the very great possibi—

lities of using television directly in the field

of education . . . An awareness of the influence

of television and of what it is putting on the

air should be displayed by any school system

alert to today's needs. The broadcaster . . .

must recognize his continuing responsibility not

only to cater to mass entertainment tastes but

also to fill the more specialized needs of his

audience one of which is the educational

program.,1

As the year 1950 continued, the conflict of Opinion

between the advocates and opponents of television in educa-

tion develOped as follows: the advocates saw in television

an opportunity to give students "a sense of participation

in current events that would otherwise be impossible," par-

ticularly "immediate" events, such as political conventions

or United Nations sessions; the opponents argued that the

costs involved in using television in education were exces-

sive, and that other visual aids, such as motion pictures,

had greater advantages for the teacher. The New York Times

observed, however, that

Despite objections, . . . the feeling is wide-

spread that television offers great advantages for

the future of education and that it will become an

increasingly important tool for schools and

colleges.

1New York Times, March 19, 1950, Sec. IV, p. 8:2.

21bid., August 20, 1950, Sec. IV, p. 9:1.



65

The Status of Educational Broadcasting

Lest there be a misunderstanding of the significant

issues at this point, it must be reiterated that broadcasting

and education were not total strangers in 1950. Broadcasters

had always paid "lip-service" (at the very least, and in

many cases they had made some quite significant contribu-

tions) to educational interests, all as a condition of their

licensed responsibilities. In March it was reported that

at that time there were eighteen colleges and more than

twenty-five school systems broadcasting "educational " pro-

grams over existing commercial television stations.1 Many

of these, of course, could be classified as "educational"

only to the extent that the producing agency (school or

college) was a recognized educational institution. In

addition, programs featuring distinguished experts in various

fields, or programs of a general public-interest nature,

might also be classified as "educational" by telecasters.

There were also at this time some quasi-educational pro-

grams broadcast by commercial operators in cooperation with

local school systems or universities which more closely fit

the general description of educational television as it

emerged by the end of 1950.2

 

11bid., March 12, 1950, p. 11:3.

2One of the most outstanding of these was the series

of programs produced by the Philadelphia public schools.

These programs, designed for in-school viewing, were in-

tended as supplements to the curriculum of the schools, as

well as public relations vehicles. Philadelphia became in
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Specific developments in the acquisition and use of

television broadcasting facilities by educational institu-

tions began when WOl-TV (Ames, Iowa),owned and operated by

Iowa State College, began regular operations on February 21,

1950.1 A construction permit had been obtained from the

FCC in 1947, prior to the "freeze" on television licenses.

WOI-TV operated as the only station in the state of Iowa

until 1952, and the only station operated by an educational

institution until 1953.2 WOl-TV also established the prece-

dent of an educational institution operating commercial

television facilities.

At about the same time, Syracuse University inaugurated

a cooperative arrangement with a local commercial television

station, whereby the university programmed up to four hours

per week using that station's transmitter facilities, the

 

1951 a pioneer, to some extent, in what was later to be

known as "instructional television." For details, see Egg

York Times, May 4, 1950, p. 22:2, December 20, p. 49:1 and

January 8, 1951, p. 20:1. See also Cumming, pp. 32-33, and

Tarbet, pp. 2,3.

1It was the one-hundredth television station to be

licensed by the FCC, and the first such station to be li-

censed to an educational institution. Since there were at

that time no provisions for licensing non-commercial educa-

tional television stations, the station began, and has con-

tinued to operate, as a commercial station, offering its

viewers network programs as well as educational fare. For

details, see Cumming, pp. 37-38, and Powell,p. 44.

2Not to be confused with non-commercial operation on

a "non-reserved" channel. See Tarbet, pp. 3-4.
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broadcasts originated in the completely equipped university—

owned studios.1

As interest in television spread,other plans began

to develop in educational institutions, until in August,

1950, it was estimated by the Office of Education that at

least forty-five colleges and universities, twenty-one

school systems, and five medical schools were preparing or

presenting television series through existing commercial

facilities. Moreover, the report went on, more than 250

such institutions were "definitely interested."2

The Educational Television Movement

Even among the prOponents of educational television

there were wide differences of opinion as to the course to

be followed in the matter of obtaining Federal assistance.

Several national educational groups were preparing to file

separate petitions with the FCC asking for the reservation

of frequencies or specific channels in the VHF spectrum,

 

 

1The arrangement was conceived as a training device

in an intensive graduate curriculum, and included both

educational and commercial programs (New York Times, May 21,

1950, Sec. II, p. 9:2). See also Cumming, pp. 20-24, assim.

2Typical of these developments were proposed series

originating with the University of Michigan, the University

of Texas, and the University of Miami. There were occasional

programs prepared by Harvard, Cornell, Johns HOpkins, North-

western, The University of Chicago, Purdue, Boston University,

and others (New York Times, August 20, 1950, Sec. IV,

p. 9:1). See also, Cumming, Chapter ii, pp. 9-35, assim.
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the UHF spectrum, or both, to be operated by a variety of

means, and with diverse goals and purposes. Some groups

were holding out for non-commercial educational television,

some for non-profit operation, and some for both. Hull ob-

serves that diversity, in this sense, created a problem:

These differences were sharp enough, if publicly

voiced, to split any common educational effort in

the pending FCC hearings.1

Industry Opposition

Moreover, since the educational television movement

was slow in gaining momentum toward very definite goals,

some segments of the commercial broadcasting industry began

to take the initiative in a "kind of structured Opposition"

against the educators.

The issues were no longer hypothetical ones. Ex-

ploitation of the UHF band in an indefinite tele-

vision future was one thing. Actual and immediate

designation of commercially valuable VHF channels

for educational use was quite another . . . .

The industry took steps along a broad front to em-

phasize the existing virtues of commercial broadcasting and

to minimize the contributions which non-commercial educa-

tional broadcasters might make on their own. It was reit-

erated by broadcasters that the industry was sensitive to

the educational needs of the public, and that these needs

were being met through existing broadcasters' facilities;

 

1Hu11, NAEB Journal (February, 1958), p. 28.

2Hull, Educational Television, p. 341.
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that educational broadcasters had abrogated their responsi-

bilities and their opportunities in the early days of radio

broadcasting, and would probably do likewise with television;

that, after all, television was not essentially an educa-

tional medium but an entertainment medium, and neither com-

mercial nor educational broadcasters could control the edu-

cational potential of the medium save as the viewers them-

selves indicated their preferences in programming; and

finally, that television was an expensive enterprise and an

exacting art, and not something that any school system or

college could "take up" and expect to operate with any

degree of success as a matter of course.1 The industry

arguments reached a climax with the filing of petitions

by the National Association of Radio and Television Broad-

casters' Television Board, the Allen B. DuMont Laboratories,

Inc., and others, relative to the FCC's investigation of the

total television picture (FCC Docket 8736 g; gi).

Formation oi_the JCET

Franklin H. Dunham, Chief of the U.S. Office of

Education's Educational Television and Radio Branch (and

one of the most vocal advocates of the educational televi-

sion movement until his death in 1960) recognized the need

for a concerted and unambiguous effort on the part of

1See, regarding these contentions, New York Times,

:MEY'4, 1950, p. 22:2; and Harvey J. Levin, "The Logic of

Ekhacational Television," Public Opinion Quarteriy, XX (1956),

PP. 675-90.
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educational interests seeking to be heard by the FCC. In

October of 1950 he called a meeting of educational repre-

sentatives, hosted jointly by the Office of Education and

the NAEB, in an attempt to reconcile the differences exist-

ing among potential educational television applicants.

This meeting was truly a milestone in the history of

the educational television movement, for there resulted

not only a unified concept of educational television among

the educational representatives present, but also the for-

mation of an §g_hgg Joint Committee on Educational Televi-

sion (JCET), to present the case for educational television

before the FCC.

The gg_hgg_committee, subsequently formalized under

the auspices of the American Council on Education, later

known as the Joint Council on Educational Television (now

called the Joint Council on Educational Broadcasting--JCEB),

was to become the principal motivating force and instrument

in the drive by educational interests to secure reserved

channels and to activate them.

Education's United Front

The very day on which the educators convened their

meeting at the Office of Education (October 16, 1950) the

‘

1The history of the accomplishments of the JCET is

chronicled in its own periodic releases from 1951 to the

Present. For its relationship with the Fund for Adult Edu-

cation see: Fund for Adult Education, A Ten-Year Report:

1951-1961 (published by the Ford Foundation, 1962), pp. 14-25;

and Powell, Chapter 6, pp. 41-52 g£_ segi, passim.
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FCC opened that phase of its continued hearings on various

television matters relating to the proposals of July 11,

1949 (FCC 49-948: "Notice of Further Proposed Rule Making"1),

and began to receive the testimony of the interested parties

who had filed comments relative to the general issues--in—

cluding educational reservations.2

By mid-November the JCET had announced that it would

seek channel reservations for educational purposes, and it

won the right to represent the educational interests. Brig-

adier General Telford Taylor (formerly an FCC counsel and

the American chief prosecuter at the Nuremberg War Crimes

trials) began to present JCET's case for educational tele-

vision reservations on November 27, 1950. A stream of the

nation's distinguished educators, beginning with Earl J.

McGrath, U.S. Commissioner of Education, appeared as witness

in hearings before the FCC gg_b§ng which lasted intermittently

until January 31, 1951.3

In all, seventy-six witnesses testified, all but

three of them appearing, either individually or at the

behest of the JCET, in support of the principle of reservation

 

1Supra, chap ii, pp. 57-58.

2Powell, p. 45. A summary of this phase of the hear-

ing is to be found in U.S. Federal Communications Commission,

"Sixth Report and Order" (FCC Dockets 8736, et.gi.), April

3916 1952, Federal Register, XVII (May 2, 1952)“, pp. 3905,

8-909.

3A report of the highlights of testimony may be found

in New York Times, November 21, 1950, p. 46:2; November 26,

Sec, II, . ll:l° November 28, . 33:1; November 29, p. 35:8;

November 50, p. 52:4; January 22, 1951, p. 29:8; January 25,

P. 27:8; January 26, p. 25:8; and January 27, p. 15:1.
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of television channels for the exclusive use of non—commer-

cial educational stations. The parade of impressive wit-

nesses

included Senators and Representatives, university

presidents, deans, and professors, state and city

superintendents of schools, and representatives of

educational, library, labor and parent associations.

The marshaling of these witnesses was accomplished

by nationwide publicity, Washington press confer—

ences--and a severe inflation of the JCET's budget.

Two specific proposals were advanced by the JCET in

the course of the hearings: (1) that at least one channel

be reserved in the VHF spectrum "in each metropolitan or

educational center and twenty per cent of the UHF channels

‘when they were put to use," and (2) that in areas where all

channels were presently occupied (such as in New York City)

the licensees of those stations be required to devote a

specified portion of their broadcasting time to non-commer-

cial educational television programs.

 

lPowell, p. 48.

2New Yoik Times, November 21, 1950, p. 46:2. Another

proposal, which had been unanimously approved by the JCET

membership, was not presented to the FCC: That both "non-

profit" as well as "non-commercial" reservations be made.

That prOposal, thoroughly debated by the membership, was

drapped because of the opinions of the JCET counsel, Telford

Taylor, and Federal Communications Commissioner Frieda B.

Hennock, that'most outspoken of any member of the Commission

on behalf of educational television, both of whom thought

"that any 'non-profit' concept would 'muddy' education's

appeal before the Commission and complicate educational tele-

vision's future relations with business, industry, labor,

and philanthrOpic foundations." (Hull, EducationaifiTelevision,

P. 341, 342.) See also: Joint Council on Educational Tele-

Vision, Four Years ongrogrggs in EducationaigTelevision,

p. 22; Powell, pp. 48-51, assim. A summary of the signifi-

cant arguments, as viewed by the FCC, may be found in the
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Following these educational representations, the

FCC, in announcing a new set of proposed allocations in

March, 1951, reserved 209 channels for educational appli-

cants 0

Congress and the ETV Movement

While the FCC hearings were in progress, at almost

the exact time when the educators first began to testify,

Senator John W. Bricker (Ohio) introduced a bill (S.J. Res.

208, 82nd Cong., 2nd Sess., Nov. 29, 1950).

To direct the Federal Communications Com-

mission to make a study of the problems of allocat—

ing television frequencies for use by educational

institutions for the purpose of non-profit educa-

tional programming.

In a press release of the same date, Senator Bricker

called for at least one frequency in each state to be re-

served for educational, non-profit broadcasting, and an

overall investigation of the entire television allocation

question by Congress. It was his further contention that

every educational institution should have its own television

facility.3

 

FCC's "Third Notice of Further Proposed Rule Making," Federal

Re ister, XVI, (April 7, 1951), Appendix A, part vi,

pp. 3079-3080.

1Federal Communications Commission, "Third Notice

of Further Proposed Rule Making," (FCC 51-244), Federal

Re ister, XVI, (April 7, 1951), pp. 3072-3090.

2
U.S., Congressional Record, XCVI, Part 12 (1950),

p. 15943.

3New York Times, November 30, 1950, p. 52:4.
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While Bricker's bill, which was referred to the

Senate Commerce Committee, died without a hearing, the in-

troduction of the bill is significant, for it marks the

first time when a Member of Congress specifically introduced

legislation pertaining to educational television. Senator

Bricker's influence in subsequent Congressional activity

relative to television generally, and educational television

specifically, may be said to have begun with this relative

inconsequential piece of proposed legislation.

The Television Year--l950 in Retrospect

The growth of television broadcasting increased at

a snail's pace in 1950, due largely to the "freeze" on new

licenses--only nine stations went on the air, bringing the

total up to 107 stations located in fifty-eight areas. The

popularity of television showed no signs of abating, how-

ever, the number of receivers produced during the year being

more than double that of the: previous year, and the Ameri—

can Telephone and Telegraph Company's microwave relay and

coaxial cable networking facilities continuing to expand.1

At the year's end, commercial broadcasters were

bending every effort to build an acceptable image of them-

selves in the eyes of the public and of the FCC, especially

‘

1At the year's end the network extended from Boston

south to Jacksonville, Florida, and west from the East coast

to Minneapolis, Omaha, Kansas City, Missouri, and Memphis,

Tennessee (Encyclopedia Britannica: Book of the YearLi95i,

Pp. 667-68) .
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with regard to educational television. Major networks and

manufacturers (such as RCA and DuMont) announced cooperative

educational ventures with school systems and institutions

of higher education.1

With the FCC hearings recessed for the holidays, and

the educational television movement "gathering steam,"

educators continued to rally support and witnesses for the

continuation of hearings in January, 1951.2

Issues Remaining At Large

The year 1950 came to a close with the educational

television "question" still very much unanswered, and a host

of issues of various magnitudes swirling about the vortex

of an emerging television service of national scope. The

most prevalent questions seem to have been the following:

1. Was television really a social force of any serious

dimensions, and, if so, was it intrinsically ori-

ented toward the good or evil of society?

 

1New York Times, November 23, 1950, p. 37:7; and

November 29, p. 50:3. The television Broadcasters Associa-

tion, of New York City, considered the idea of initiating

"educational" programs on the teaching of first aid and the

training of air-raid wardens, as well as promoting the sale

of defense bonds, as part of its contribution to the Korean

emergency, acknowledging at least tacitly, the potential

educational value of the medium. (New York Timgg, December

9, 1950, p. 19:1).

2One such testimonial was the precedent-shattering

"monitoring" report on New York Television by Dallas W.

Snwthe and Donald Horton. See New York Times, January 11,

1951, p. 27:3; January 24, p. 29:8; and January 25, p. 27:8.
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2. Did television have any inherent value as an educa-

tional tool, and, if so, had educational interests

an inherent right to a portion of this "natural

resource?"

3. What action could, or should, be taken to protect

the continuously growing school population from a

decline in the quality of education?

4. With whom did the responsibility for public interest,

public service, and public enlightenment broad-

casting lie, and what could or should be done to

improve it?

Fairly conclusive answers to some of these questions,

particularly the first two, were formulated with astonish-

ing clarity in the next few months; the answers to others

drifted elusively, always out of the reach of administrators,

planners, and lawmakers, for a decade.

With the end of 1950, three decades of technological

development and a chapter in the history of American broad-

casting came to a close. The chapter of a new decade would

find increased emphasis on social, legal, and philosophical

developments in the efforts of America to make the best use

of what technology had created.



  
  

 

CHAPTER III

EDUCATIONAL TELEVISION AND THE

EIGHTY-SECOND CONGRESS: 1951

Introduction

This chapter deals with the continued development of

the educational television movement and the first major Con—

gressional interest in the problems and potentials of tele-

vision's relationship with education. A brief chronology of

events is followed by an analysis of Congressional legisla-

tive activities (primarily those centered in the Senate),

and the issues which were engendered by the first attempts

at educational television facilities legislation.

The period covered by this chapter is the year 1951,

and specifically the first session of the Eighty-Second

Congress.

The National"Ciimate"- i951

The Year in Brief

The year 1951 was, in many respects, the most auspi-

cious year to date in the development of educational tele-

vision and in the recognition of television as an educational

nedium. It was a year which saw progress being made in the

use of television for instructional purposes, both open- and

77
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closed-circuit, in a variety of school systems, universities,

and related institutions. It was a year which saw more

training programs in television production being offered for

credit at colleges and universities, with an "educational"

rather than commercial emphasis. It was a year which saw

increased interest in the educational potentials of televi-

sion by state legislatures and by school boards, some of

which began to make specific plans for the operation of ed-

ucational television stations.

In 1951 a truce was negotiated in the Korean con—

flict, and thus began the return to the campuses of the

nation those students who had been called into military ser-

vice for that emergency. Of greater immediate concern, how-

ever, were the growing enrollments in the elementary grades,

which, combined with an increasing shortage of teachers and

teacher-trainees, added to the "crisis" in American educa-

tion. Educators at all levels began to search for new media

and new methods of alleviating the shortages of space and

personnel and of improving the quality of education.

The year 1951 saw the completion of the coast-to-

coast microwave and coaxial-cable linkage which permitted

live "nationwide" television for the first time. This, to-

gether with a host of technological and programming develop-

ments,increased the importance and the influence of tele-

'vision on the American public. The year 1951 brought to

the nation's television screens the most spectacular live



 

  

79

documentaries to date--the Kefauver crime investigation com-

mittee hearings, and the signing Of the peace treaty with

Japan.

Finally, 1951 saw the organized activities of educa—

tional television interests merged and focused into a strong,

national program, complete with financial support from some

of the nation's largest philantropic organizations, includ-

ing fund-raising, publicity, legislative liaison, and tech-

nical agencies among its components. It was a year which

saw the FCC reverse its previous position with regard to

educational reservations for television channels, and which

saw concerted and militant Opposition to that change taken

by the commercial broadcasters of the nation. And it was

a year which saw the Congress Of the United States enter

the lists on the side of educational television for the first

time with a definite purpose and specific Objectives in mind.

Television and Education

The Beginnings Of Inggguctionai Television (ITV)

In the closing days of 1950,the management Of New

York City television station WPIX Offered the City Board of

Education time and facilities on a regular daily basis for

instructional television programming.1 The Offer was ac-

cepted; and by the end of 1951 the New York City Board of

1New York Times, December 9, 1950, 19:1.
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Education was presenting a daily program called "The Living

Blackboard," geared to high-schOOl-level courses and prin-

cipally intended for "shut—in" students and adults who other—

wise would be denied formal high school instruction.1

This development was typical of a number Of situa-

tions across the Nation in which educational organizations

and institutions "teamed up," as it were, with commercial

broadcasters to present direct instruction through the video

medium, and a new term emerged: Instructional Television--

ITV.

In Minneapolis, Minnesota, a janitors' strike closed

all the schools in the city and brought about the start of

a daily instructional television program, broadcast through

the facilities of a commercial station to the "locked-out"

school children. Nearly twenty per cent of all television

sets in the area were tuned to the impromptu instructional

series, and the results were said to be "very satisfactory."2

In Memphis, Tennessee, a blizzard caused the large,

county school system to close its doors, but regular lessons

were broadcast through the facilities Of a commercial tele-

vision outlet to the largest "class" in Memphis school his-

tory.3

k

1Ibid., January 17, 1951, 34:4; July 5, 27:2, Octo-

ber 10, 31:1; October 16, 33:6; October 26, 34:3.

2Ibid., January, 26, 1951, 32:2.

31bid., February 11, 1951, Sec. 11, 11:1.
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Both the Army and the Navy reported success in the

use of television for instructional purposes. The Navy

broadcast instruction to reservists assembled at regular

meeting places throughout the New York metropolitan area,

and experimented with variations in format and procedure to

find the most effective instructional television mode.1 The

Army, using a different approach to televised instruction,

reported considerable success with closed-circuit instruc-

tion in its Signal Corps training school at Fort Monmouth,

New Jersey, particularly in magnifying small parts and pieces

Of electronic equipment.2

In Philadelphia, after several years of quasi-educa-

tional public relations broadcasting, the Board Of Education

applied to the FCC, on behalf Of eighty-four educational

institutions in the metropolitan and suburban area, for an

exclusive television channel for "teaching."3

Meanwhile, the New York State Board of Regents,

whose responsibility extends to all phases Of public and

private education at all levels in the State, completed a

study of television developments and filed a plan with the

FCC for the establishment of a state-wide network of "state-

Operated" educational television stations, at a proposed

_¥

llbid., February 18, 1951, Pt. 11, 9:3.

21bid,, August 19, 1951, 37:1.

3161a,, May 8, 1951, 40:8.
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cost of $3.3 million plus $2.5 million annual Operating

costs. An announcement included the statement that

It is as important for the educational system to

have television channels as schoolhouses. . . .

, The television channels are the most valuable

i natural resource the peOple possess today.

The significance Of the Regents' proposal, and the

challenge posed by the costs involved, was recognized by the

Times' critic, who wrote:

[The Board of Regents' action is anfl in-

stance Of real leadership which, it must be hoped,

will be followed by similar bodies in many other

States 0

i O O O O O O O D I C Q . Q I D f O Q I Q C C Q Q

[If the Regents' plan fails, commercial

broadcasters will regard it as] prima facie evi-

dence that the HOOper rating is the accepted stan-

dard Of contemporary culture.

In Cleveland, Ohio, Western Reserve University, in

cooperation with a commercial television broadcaster, pre-

sented the first college-level, TV home-study courses to

carry full university credit in the nation-~in psychology

and comparative literature.

The New Jersey Television Council of Higher Educa-

tion, representing twenty colleges and several consulting

agencies, began an experimental series of programs through

a commercial television outlet,in an effort to explore the

K

. 1Ibid“ May 8, 1951, 1:1; see also, May 26, 21:1.

1 ZJaCk Gould, "Regents' Proposal Raises ETV Issue,"

~bi\d_._, May 13, 1951, Sec. 11, 9:1,

3 Ibid,, July 22, 1951, Sec. IV, 9:4.
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potentials Of various modes of televised instruction.1

The University of Southern California began construc-

tion Of the first complete television studio facilities on

a western college campus, at a cost exceeding $100,000, and

announced plans to launch experimental educational tele-

vision programs early in 1952.2

Finally, the medical school at the University of

Kansas began to use closed-circuit color television as an

integral part Of its teaching procedure.3

Training and Program Development

Colleges and universities recognized the need for

trained television personnel and cooperated with commercial

broadcasters to set up curricula and workshops in television

production, many of them carrying college credit.4

These selected developments illustrate the emergent

awareness Of the educational potentials Of television by

some institutions and groups who were in a position to take

positive action during 1951.5

—__.

1Ibid“ October 14, 1951, Sec. 11, 11:2.

21bid,, October 28, 1951, Sec. IV, 9:3.

3Encyciopedingitannica: Book Of the Year. 1952,

P. 238.

4Reports Of some Of those may be found in the pages

(If The New York Times as follows: NBC and Barnard College

(elenuary22, 1951, 23:8); several commercial broadcasters

and Johns Hopkins University (February 15, 37:3)° Brooklyn

c>11ege's two-year degree program in television (July 1, 34:4).

t: A more complete review of the entire range Of educa-

mional television developments preceding and following 1951

Bay be found in the files of the Joint ouncil on Educational

l3<oadcasting, 1619 Massachusetts Ave., N.W. Washington 6, D.C.
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Some significant develOpments also occurred in edu-

cational programming by commercial broadcasters during 1951.

The Alfred P. Sloane Foundation granted an $87,500 subsidy

to NBC for a network television series Of educational pro—

grams at the adult level on the "American Way of Life"—-

the first such "national" educational venture.1

Shortly thereafter, the American Council on Educa-

tion (ACE) named a committee to lay plans for an educational

television program exchange service among colleges, univer-

sities, and other institutions equipped to produce and re-

cord television programs.2 This development was the first

step toward the later establishment of a national clearing-

house and resources development agency, the National Educa-

tional Television and Radio Center (NETRC).

But by far the largest effort made in educational

programming in 1951 was that of the Ford Foundation to

develop three phases of educational broadcasting. A grant

of $300,000 was awarded to the NAEB for five series Of

radio programs on international affairs and democratic in-

Stitutions. At the same time $260,000 was given to WOI-TV,

the Nation's only "educational" television station, to ex-

Periment with educational programming and technical repro-

Cl‘Llction, in anticipation of later educational program ex-

change sys tems . 3
.l‘__

1New York Times, May 13, 1951, Sec. 11, 9:1.

2

3Fund for Adult Education, A Ten Year Re ort: 1951-

“~?c§‘_ (New York: The Ford Foundation, 1962), pp. 18-19.

Ibid., June 28, 1951, 34:8.
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The largest grant of all was an award of $1.2 mil-

lion to establish a television workshop to produce educational

and cultural programs which would be available for sponsor-

ship and distribution by commercial networks and stations.

The move was intended as an effort to break the commercial

"log jam" which had hitherto excluded "cultural" television

programs from the "prime" evening hours, but some observers

thought that the Foundation's plan would "undermine" educa-

tion's then-current pleas for reserved educational tele-

vision outlets.1

The Formatign Of ETV Attitudeg

The climate in which the educational television

movement was developing during this period was affected by

an increasing number Of investigations and reflections into

the future role of television in education. Assertions,

speculations, and even warnings were heard from many points

within and without the ranks of organized education.

In Connecticut, for instance, a governor's fact-

finding commission called for a sweeping modernization of

the State's educational system and an expansion of facili-

ties, including the "operation of a state-wide television

Station for school purposes," and went on record with the

statement:

\

1The "Omnibus" series was the result of this work-

,f11<>p venture. See New York Times, May 5, 1951, 19:2;

I,‘1€§ust 19, Sec. 11, 9:1; September 30, Sec. IV, 8:5; and

(D‘Vell, pp. 55-64, assim, and p. 69.
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We see television as a powerful aid for

small group higher education in the home, with or

without credit as the individual case may dictate.

Telford Taylor, writing as a spokesman for five

national educational organizations, noted that while tele-

vision was undoubtedly Of importance within the classrooms,

it is equally clear and far more significant that

education is a vital necessity for television. It

Offers the best and perhaps the only hope that

American television can fulfill at least part Of

its potentiality and responsibility and avoid the

dreary routine and utter lack of distinction to,

which American radio has long since succumbed.

Mayor David L. Lawrence, of Pittsburgh, as President

of the Conference of Mayors, endorsed the policy of reserv-

ing television channels for education, and spoke out against

commercial monopoly and eXplOitation of television. If

channels were not reserved for education, he warned, they

would be "forever lost to education."3

The NAEB, with the support Of educational groups

and the American Medical Association, organized a "Public

Interest Committee" Of educational leaders to make the

public aware of the need for an adequate number Of television

outlets for educational purposes.4

——l

v

1New Yogk Times, January 8, 1951, 19:8, 23:5.

2Telford Taylor, "Finding a Place for Education on

TV," New York Times Magazine. January 28, 1951, Sec. V1, p.9.

3New York Times, April 26, 1951, 43:2.

41616,, April 29, 1951, Sec. IV, 9:2.
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The Southern California Association for Better Radio

and Television, a viewer protest group, obtained enough

national recognition to enable it to expand its scope of

Operations, changing its name (and function) to the National

Association for Better Radio and Television (NAFBRAT).1

Finally, a series Of articles assaying the influence

of television on American life, compiled by The Nengggg

Tiggg staff, reported the Opinion of many educators through-

out the country that television was "a new tool of learning

that has vast potentialities for shaping democracy's future,"

and their assertion that television channels ought to be

regarded as a "natural resource to which education has a

priority."2

Educators seemed to be undecided, however, as to the

best way Of developing television for education. Some,

like Dr. J.C. Warner, President Of Carnegie Institute of

Technology, worried about educational resources:

Without a national program to utilize the facili-

ties Of many educational institutions and organi-

zations, confusion Of purpose and unnecessary

duplication could deal this important medium a

telling blow.

Others, like Dr. Raymond B. Allen, President of the

University Of Washington, worried about techniques:

 

 

11bid., August 9, 1951, Sec. 11, 9:6.

2Jack Gould, "Video is Assayed in Cultural Value,"

-££Ligi,, June 30, 1951, 19:1.
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How educational television can earn and hold audi—

ence in competition with commercial programs is a

challenging problem that must be solved. Subject

matter alone will not do it. Techniques for pre—

senting educational programs in an interesting

manner must be developed.

Most educators seemed to recognize the financial

obstacles to any widespread national use Of television in

education; and several methods of financing were proposed,

including government subsidy.

[Norman N. Royall, Jr., Dean, College of Liberal

Arts, University of Kansas City (MO.):] Ninety

per cent of television is educationally worthless

entertainment or advertising. This result is in-

evitable from the system Of financing by advertis-

ing. Government or private subsidy to purchase

time on regular stations for educational programs

or to construct educational stations in many areas

is probably the only solution, but probably will

not be achieved. My conclusion is that positive

educational value will be trivial for years or

indefinitely.

[Dr. Francis H. Horn, Chairman, Department of Edu-

cation, Johns Hopkins University:] Television's

future must be guided by those within the indus—

try in close cooperation with educators.

[Dr. Clifford Kirkpatrick, Chairman, Department

of Sociology, Indiana University:] The expensive-

ness of television as a medium of mass education

is a bar to expression Of the views of minorities.

[Dean Ford P. Hall, Director of Adult Education,

Indiana University:] The cost Of preparing live

television programs is likely to stagger college

officials who are not accustomed to Operating on

the financial scale needed to present good educa-

tional television.1

[Telford Taylor, Counsel for the JCET: The economic

base Of educational television should stem from the

taxpayer's dollar] through state or municipal educa-

tional authorities, without raising the fear Of

Ibid.
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Government control Of programming. Private endow-

ment through the great universities and founda-

tions is the other major potential source Of funds.

The "Crisis" in Education2

Behind the statements of these distinguished spokes-

men loomed the harsh statistics pointing to the fact that

American education was "in a bad way." An increase Of

420,000 students over the 1950 enrollment figure (most Of

them in the elementary grades) brought the total school

population of 1951 to more than 33.1 million in spite of

a 7.8 per cent decline in the number of college students.

A decrease in enrollments in teacher training colleges Of

10.9 per cent nationally was potentially much more serious

than the increased school population. Even more alarming

was the 15.9 per cent decrease in the number Of freshmen

entering teacher training colleges. Only 32,000 elementary

school teachers entered the teaching service, less than

half the 80,000 needed; and the future outlook seemed even

more grim.

A survey of the national school systems called at-

tention to the "second-rate" quality of most rural schools,

which did not adequately prepare up to sixty per cent Of

the non-college-bound high school students, thereby foster-

ing delinquency and encouraging "dropouts."

\

g 1,. 1Telford Taylor, "Finding a Place . . . ," New York

1 ~4L£ges Magazine, January 28, 1951, Sec. V1, p. 15.

|

(:1‘ 2Information in this section is developed from En y-

r-c£2pedia Britannica: Book of the Year, 1952, pp. 236—24 .
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In the light of these revelations and their implica-

tions for the future, it should not be wondered that educa-

tors looked toward any educational innovations which seemed

tO have the potential for relieving some of their problems—-

and television seemed to be one of them.

National Television Developments

A number of technical and programming developments

took place during 1951 which increased the significance of

later developments in the educational television movement.

BroadcastinggTechnOlogy and Programmigg

In January, the Zenith Radio Corporation, under a

1950 authorization by the FCC, began a ninety-day experi-

mental program service tO three hundred Chicago area homes

which was known as "Phonevision." It was one of several

"subscription-television" services proposed as alternatives

to "free" or advertising-supported, commercial television

broadcasting which then dominated the American scene.

The American Telephone and Telegraph Company extended

its $40 million microwave-relay and coaxial-cable network

‘_

1Broadcagting'g derogation for all "fee television"

Was "Pig-squeal Video," a phrase which connotes the industry's

attitude toward all subscription-television plans down to

e present. Other proposed subscriber services, or "pay-

33-you-see" television included Skiatron Corporation's

E“lbscriber Vision," theatre television, and innumerable

t?°1'l'lmunity-cable antenna systems in "fringe reception" areas

lgroughout the country. See Broadcasting, September 10, .

B €51, p. 90; October 15, 1956, pp. 236,7238; and Encyclopedia

-5:£annnica: Book Of the Year, 1952, pp. 672-73.
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system over the Rocky Mountains to the west coast, linking

New York with San Francisco and fifty—two cities in between,

for the first time in American television history.1

The introduction of color television seemed imminent,

and the sale of regular receivers declined slightly as

viewers awaited the newer development. The CBS Network

broadcast some programs in color until the Office of Defense

Mobilization denied CBS the materials needed to manufacture

color receivers, whereupon these "colorcasts" were discon-

tinued.2

One of the major events in television programming

was the "live" broadcasting of the proceedings of the Senate

Crime Committee Hearings in New York City and Washington,

Lnnder the chairmanship of Senator Estes Kefauver.

For several weeks audience surveys taken during

these proceedings indicated a television audience

in excess of eighteen times the size Of the

average weekday morning audience, and even higher

figures in the afternoon and evening.

This viewing phenomenon was to have a direct influence

or: subsequent activity in Congress with respect to educa—

tional television support. In the meantime, there were

other developments on the Governments's part in the area of

te Jtevision, particularly as it related to educational tele-

Vi 8 ion.

\

TI: 1This system was inaugurated with President Harry

Séi‘JUnnan's address to the Japanese Peace Treaty Conference at

tc)‘:l Francisco on September 8, l951--the first "live" coast-

ls;“'<:oast television broadcast. (Broadcasting, October 15,

3 6, p. 242).

2Encyclopedia Britannica: Book of the Year, 1952, p. 670.

3Ibid., p. 672.
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Educational Television and the FCC

The FCC's actions during 1951 gave impetus to the

organized movement for educational television channel reser-

vations, and, at the same time, depicted in sharp relief

some of the issues which were later to be of considerable

significance in developmental and legislative proposals.

The "Third Nogice"

On January 31, 1951, the FCC concluded its hearing

on the "general issues" (including the educational tele-

vision question) contained in its 1949 "Notice of Further

Proposed Rule Making" (FCC-49-948) and recessed "in order

to study the record and determine whether it should proceed

with the hearings . . . [on other phases] in the light of

the evidence adduced on the general issues."

On March 22, 1951, the FCC issued its "Third Notice

of .Further Proposed Rule Making" (FCC-51-244), setting

foxrth its conclusions based on the hearing record with res-

to the general issues. The new proposal included apect

Pliirl to "open up" fifty-two television channels in the UHF

band Of frequencies, which would permit a total of about

ZCKDC) television stations to broadcast in 1200 communities

throughout the nation. It was further proposed that 209

\

 1 FCC "Sixth Report and Order " par. 5 Federal

W, XVIII, No. 17 (May 2, 1952): Part II: p. 3905.

2FCC, "Third Notice of Further Proposed Rule Making,"
A

(git)13ted March 21, 1951, Federal Register, XVI, NO. 68

I>1=i1 7, 1951), pp. 3072-3090.
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channels, scattered throughout the country in metropolitan

areas and educational-cultural centers, be reserved for

educational applicants. The rationale for this action,

based on evidence presented in the hearings, was as follows:

In general, the need for non-commercial educa-

tional television stations was based upon the

important contributions which non-commercial ed-

ucational television stations can make in educat-

ing the people both in school-~at all levels--

and also the adult public. The need for such

stations was justified upon the high quality type

of programming which would be available on such

stations--programming Of an entirely different

character from that available on most commercial

stations.

The need for reservation was based upon

the fact that educational institutions of neces-

sity proceed more slowly in applying for broad-

cast stations than commercial stations. Hence,

if there is no reservation, the available channels

are all assigned to commercial interests long be-

fore the educational institutions are ready to

apply for them.1

In a separate Opinion accompanying the "Notice,"

FCC Chairman Wayne Coy supported the principle of educational

reservations, but emphasized that the reservation of channels

for educational purposes did not relieve the commercial

broadcasters of their responsibilities to serve the public

interest through worthwhile educational and cultural pro-

grams. Coy also commented on the length of time educational

reservations ought to be withheld from general applicants,

contending that

 

 

1Ibid., Appendix A, V1, p. 3079.
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the reasonably near future is the time required

for educational institutions to make up their

minds as to whether or not they will utilize tele-

vision in their educational program and in so

doing decide to become an operator or a joint

operator of a non-commercial educational televi-

sion station . . . . It does not seem unreason-

able to expect boards of trustees and administra—

tive officials of educational institutions to

declare their intentions at an early date, subject

to action by state legislatures.1

Commissioner Frieda Hennock, also in a separate

opinion, called the FCC plan "inadequate and ineffective"

in meeting the needs of educational television, because of

a failure to give education "a sufficient share" of the

television spectrum. (Miss Hennock, in many speeches and

statements, had been advocating the reservation of twenty-

five per cent of all frequencies and/or time on existing

television stations for educational uses.) In pointing out

that in three-fourths of the 168 standard metropolitan areas

of the United States there was no frequency reserved for

education, nor were there reserved frequencies in many

cities "where important colleges and universities and suc-

cessful educational broadcasters are located," she main-

tained that the reservoir Of channels was being exhausted

and that future provision for educational television devel-

opment was "now being foreclosed."2

¥

1Additional Views of Chairman Wayne C. Coy, quoted

in Broadcastin , March 26, 1951, p. 27.

Separate views of Commissioner Frieda B. Hennock,

quoted, Ibid., p. 31.
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The FCC scheduled hearings on its "Third Notice";

but successively postponed these and finally cancelled them

altogether as being unnecessary. Comments from interested

parties, were accepted, however, including 838 petitions in

support of educational television reservations from educa-

tional institutions, public bodies, and civic and public

service agencies.

The principal issue at stake in the proposal of the

"Third Notice" was whether television channels, considered

as a "natural resource," the use of which ought to be pre-

dicated on the principle of the greatest good to the greatest

number (in the "public interest, convenience, and necessity")

should be held in a reserved state until such time as they

should be activated by educational and cultural organiza-

tions and/or institutions; or whether these channels ought

to be activated quickly, at the hands of commercial entre-

preneurs, committed by the terms of their licenses to "the

public interest, convenience and necessity," but, at the

same time, to the free-enterprise, profit motives of business

operations, in order to provide a nation-wide television

service for the entire population.

~

1Hull, Educational Televigion, p. 343. See also

Powell, 22-23, and Broadcasting, July 16, 1951, 58ff.

Included among these were the plans submitted by

the New York State Board of Regents and the Philadelphia

Board of Education for specific station develOpment, as

Previously noted. The New York Regents signified their in-

tzent to activate immediately eight of the ten reserved

Cl'lannels. See above, chap. iii, p. 82.
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Commercial Opposition to ETV

The commercial television industry launched a "give-

no-quarter" attack on the educators in general, on specific

proposed educational television installations, and on the

FCC proposal itself, in a series Of legal and public-rela-

tions moves which can best be described as "lamentable."

The industry, speaking largely through its Official organi-

zation, the National Association of Radio and Television

Broadcasters (NARTB, now NAB), revived all the arguments of

the 1950-51 FCC hearings, charging that:

(l) the educators would waste the television channels

through disuse, misuse, or limited and arbitrary "special-

audience" use;

(2) that the FCC had no legal power to allocate for

specific cities, or to set aside any specific frequency in

the broadcasting Spectrum for use by a "preferred" licensee;

(3) that the 1950-51 FCC hearing record did not itself

justify any such "blanket reservation" as ten per cent of

all potential frequencies, as the "Third Notice" proposed;

(4) that the organized educational "front" represented

by the JCET was "vague, confused and generally contradic-

tory" in its presentation before the Commission respecting

its objectives; and

(5) that educators generally had an "unrealistic view"

of the cost of television Operations and had not advanced,

irl their case before the Commission, a feasible plan by
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which a "stable" television channel utilization could be

effected.1

The kind of opposition which the broadcasters brought

to bear on educational television interests was typified in

the resolution adopted by the Illinois Broadcasters Associa-

tion (IBA) condemning the University Of Illinois for

spending tax funds in support of the Joint Com-

mittee on Educational Television's proposals for

reservation of channels, when the state univer-

sity could, to much greater advantage, use the

taxpayers' money to produce programs for use on

commercial stations which will provide time with-

out charge for worthwhile educational programs Of

general interest and which will assure statewide

television coverage for the state university.2

FormaiiRecognition Of the JCET

At about the same time that the FCC's "Third Notice"

was released, the 3g hoc Joint

Television was reorganized and

the administrative sanction of

cation, as a fully independent

Committee on Educational

formally constituted, under

the American Council on Edu-

"organization of organiza-

tions." It was recognized by the FCC as the "legal voice

of educational broadcasting," whose membership included the

"full spectrum of United States education." Henceforward

‘1

1See Ngw York Times, May 10, 1951, p. 33:4; June 29,

P. 27:3; and Broadcastin , July 2, 1951, pp. 23ff; July 16,

Pp. 58ff; September 10, pp 90.

2Text of Resolution adopted by IBA, August 3, 1951,

reproduced in Broadcastigg, August 13, 1951, p. 67. See

:fiflner allegations and activities of this sort in Edwin James,

E:ducational Dilemma," Ibid., July 16, 1951, pp. 58ff. and

b\id_._, September 10, p. 8'4.
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the cause of educational television was Officially advanced

in all Government spheres, and in other areas as well, by

the JCET.1 With strong financial backing from the FAE, the

JCET obtained a staff and developed a two-pronged program

of (l) representation of educational television interests

before the FCC, and (2) assistance to interested educational

institutions and organizations willing to establish educa-

tional television stations. It is probably no exaggeration

to say that, except for financial support, the development

of educational television, and the growth of the movement,

was "sparked" and principally guided by the JCET throughout

the first decade.

Educationai Televigion and Congress

It might have been expected that as more activity

took place in the area of television--i.e. the Kefauver

hearings, the expanded networks, the "Third Notice," and

the controversy between commercial and educational television

interests-~that Congress would begin to take an interest

in the new developments as they related to the regulation

of the medium. SO it is not surprising to note that an

 

1Powell gives a very colorful, personal narrative

of the evolution of the JCET, the timing of various events,

and the personalities involved (Powell, pp. 51, 65-69,

passim). In April, 1951, the Fund for Adult Education

granted the JCET an initial subsidy of $90,000, the first

grant of a series by that donor which would amount to more

than $11 million for educational television by 1956, of which

the JCET would receive nearly $.5 million (FAE, Ten Year

Report, p. 101).
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interest in the educational potentials Of television was

generated in the Senate almost collaterally with the FCC's

"Notice" discussed above.

The Bricker Proposals

On February 1, 1951, early in the First Session of

the Eighty-Second Congress, and the day following the close

of the FCC hearings, Senator John W. Bricker reintroduced

his joint resolution (S.J. Res. 28) of the previous Congress:

To direct the FCC to make a study of the problem

Of allocating television frequencies for use by

educational institutions for the purposes of non-

profit educational programming, [and] to give

consideration to the allocation of at least one

frequency within each State . . . to educational

institutipns for the purposes of educational pro-

gramning .

In a speech introducing the resolution, Senator

Bricker cited the precedents by whidh, from time to time,

the National Government had assisted the states in provid—

ing free public education. These included the land-grant

policies for the admission of new states (1803), the

Morrill acts of 1862 and 1890, which fostered the growth

of the land—grant colleges, and other grants, loans and

matching-funds programs, all of which supported Bricker's

contention that education is the "cornerstone of democracy."

He then drew a parallel between

1Congressional Recogg, 82nd Cong., lst Sess., XCVII,

1951, Part 1, p. 869.
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the principle of setting aside grants of land

for educational purposes . . . [and] the well

established principle of reserving a part of

our national resources for future needs. . . .

In a world of crisis, we must rely entirely and

completely on these two assets, and, in my

judgment we cannot survive without judicious

attention to our resources in nature and in the

minds of Americans.1

With these two concepts as premises, Senator Bricker

recalled the history of educational radio to show that in

the earliest allocation of radio frequencies--a "natural

resource" the principle of reserving part of the spectrum

for educational purposes had, indeed, been considered, but

had not been adopted until 1949, when the FCC established

a precedent by reserving channels for educational broad—

casters in the FM spectrum.

Turning to television, Bricker argued that on the

basis of present evaluations of the educational potential

of the medium (citing several unspecified educational

sources), it was the responsibility Of

Congress and the Commission to insure that at

least a proportionate part of this great and newly

develOped resource is reserved for the use of all

the peOple. . . . It is further the duty of the

Congress to indicate to the Commission its deep

interest in the problem of the interrelationship

of education and television.

The structure of the speech up to this point, as

revealed by the Record, was remarkable for its simplicity

and clarity. The successive lines of argument, each stemming

from the conclusion of the one preceding it, were almost

__

11bid,, pp. 868-69.
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syllogistic; yet each of the premises was embellished

slightly, or supported with such a variety of proofs--his-

toric precedent, generalized examples, specific instances,

or personal proof—~that the speech did not have the "for-

mality" Of a tightly reasoned legal tract, but was rather

more like a strong current, moving irresistably toward its

Objective, with flashes of contrast and a new freshness in

each new idea.

Having presented his argument for the "need" of

Congressional concern with educational television, the

Senator then introduced his solution (the resolution) and

indicated how its passage would resolve the question raised:

The adaption of this resolution . . . will lend

an added impetus to the action of the Commission

[in its hearings and investigation], and will

impress upon the Commission the necessity for

affording the American people . . . the choice

of using at least an equitable part of this re-

source for educational purposes.

In his peroration Sen. Bricker reiterated the tra-

ditional American affinity between education and democracy,

and the consistency of the principle of reserving natural

resources for the benefit of all citizens.

The bill was subsequently referred to the Senate

Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce where it, un-

fortunately, died.1

 

1The Objective toward which the bill was directed,

however, the allocation of reserved channels for educational

interests, was a subject which was discussed at length in

two separate Senate Commerce Committee hearings later in

the session. Infra, chap. iii, pp. 113-117 and 126-128.
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Bricker's contribution to the educational television

movement in this speech was that he sounded an affirmative

note on two of the five major issues confronting the move-

ment as it had developed up to that time: (1) that tele-

vision was a potential educational force of some as yet

unknown magnitude, and (2) that television frequencies

were a "natural resource" which should be conserved in a

manner similar to other natural resources.

Other ETV Proposals

The next day, February 2, a bill identical to the

Bricker resolution was submitted in the House Of Represen-

tatives by Representative James Dolliver (H.J.Res. 148).

In a statement accompanying the resolution, he called the

attention of the House to the achievements Of WOI-TV as

illustrations of what benefits might accrue to the nation

if educational television allocations were reserved on a

nationwide basis.1 The bill was referred to the Committee

on Interstate and Foreign Commerce of the House, but no

further action on it was taken.

Soon after the release Of the FCC's "Third Notice,"

Representative Emanuel Celler introduced a bill in the

House (H.R. 3542) which would require all commercial tele-

vision stations tO earmark twenty—five per cent of their

broadcasting time for noncommercial educational programs.

 

1Ibid., p. 892.
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It was Celler's contention that the proposal of FCC Com-

missioner Frieda Hennock (that twenty-five per cent of all

channels be allocated to noncommercial educational tele-

vision stations) was "both unworkable and undesirable,"

since it tended toward extremes in programming between the

two types of stations ("highbrow" and "lowbrow"). Celler's

own proposal, he alleged, was more practical and would re-

sultixl"less frenzy and more finesse in television."1

Celler's bill was Opposed in the press by the newly—

formed NAEB Public Interest Committee, which argued that pas-

sage ‘would give the commercial broadcasters a monopoly on

the "natural resource" of television frequencies, that it

would militate against those educational institutions which

needed educational television facilities most--colleges,

universities and school systems--and that the bill would be

impossible to administer.2

Celler's bill subsequently died in the files of the

House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

The Benton Proposals

On April 13, Senator William Benton called the at-

tention of the Senate to the importance of television to

1Ibid., Part 2, p. 3398. J. New York Timgg, April 6,

1951, p. 37:2; May 4, p. 26:6.

2In a letter from Edward L. Bernays, published in

New York Timgg, May 9, 1951, p. 32:6.
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the national welfare in a major address and resolution

(S. Res. 127) which had far reaching implications, and which

proved to be the major legislative proposal of the Eighty-

Second Congress affecting television.1

Senator Benton's frame of reference, and the point

of departure of the introduction of his address, was the

impact of the televised Kefauver Crime Committee Hearings

of a month previous, and the phenomenal number of viewers

which those televised hearings had attracted (twenty—five

per cent of all television homes in the New York area, com-

pared with a normal viewing audience of one and one-half

per cent, on one occasion cited by the Senator).2 Senator

Benton concluded his introduction by suggesting that

long after the names of the gangsters, the racke-

teers--yes, and even the experts on constitu-

tional law who paraded before the television

cameras, have been forgotten, . . . March 1951

will be remembered as the month in which our

American people began to awaken to the potentiali-

ties of television as a servant of society.

After a brief documentation of this contention,

Senator Benton proceeded to a statement of his thesis:

Because the Kefauver hearings have dramatized

for all of us the astonishing power of television

to serve good ends as well as trivial or even bad

ends, I believe that Congress should at once take

a sharp "new look" at television in relation to

our national life.

 

1CongressionaiRecord, XCVII, Part 3, pp. 3821-26.

2Report of March 19, 1951, refereed to by Senator

Benton, Ibid., p. 3822.
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The argument proceeded from the premise that Con-

gress has the responsibility to establish general policies

for the FCC to follow in administering broadcasting matters.

This was followed by a discussion, heavily weighted with

personal experience (the Senator had been formerly a lead-

ing radio advertising executive), of the medium's political

potentialities, to a conclusion that

Congress owes a duty to the FCC, as well as the

American people not only now to inform itself on

current developments but at once to consider

policy in this field--and with the utmost serious-

ness.

Senator Benton then shifted the focus of his remarks

to the recently-released "Third Notice" and called attention

to the inadequacy of the prOposal, which reserved

only ten per cent of the available channels for

educational stations, contrasted with twenty-five

per cent asked for by many educators who are

interested in developing the medium for the edu-

cation and betterment of all the American people.

I imagine the ten per cent is a pre-Kefauver per-

centage. Does it accurately reflect the faith

of the American people in education? I do not

think it does . . . . I do not believe Congress

should now let such an urgent question of public

policy be decided by its own default, without so

much as a day of hearings or a page of debate in

the Congressional Record.

He met one of the charges of the commercial broad-

casters (namely: that educators had not made good use of

radio in the past, hence could not be expected to make good

use of television in the future) by advancing the counter-

charge that

tremendous effort and much money have been expended

to keep them out of broadcasting, and to keep them

quiet. . . . The educators have not been seriously

asked to try to do a job with radio broadcasting.
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Then, referring back to the FCC proposal, Benton

concluded the section by attacking the logic of the broad—

casters' contention:

I do not agree that because it is said that today

there are only forty educational institutions which

may seek allocations of frequencies for television

stations--that it therefore follows that two

hundred nine possible allocations, or ten per cent

of the total, are necessarily enough.

Mr. President, if it takes the educators

ten years to learn how to use five hundred channels--

or twenty-five per cent of the tota1-—perhaps they

should be given the ten years to develop their

resources and their techniques. I do not say that

this is true. I merely say that the alleged record

of the educators is not sufficient grounds for

claiming that it is not true.

Then Senator Benton changed the focus of his remarks

and developed a line of information (including exhibits

which were appended to his remarks in the Record) concerning

the recent developments of Phonevision and Subscriber

Vision, calling attention to the

tremendous values to television and radio which

would accrue to the American public with the devel-

Opment of a competitive system which sells its

service to the public, without benefit of advertis-

ing, and which, like the magazines and newspapers,

must depend for its circulation on its capacity to

attract money from its subscribers.

The speech concluded with some personal remarks

support of the Phonevision enterprise (similar, in some

respects, to Benton's own earlier proposals, for a sub-

in

scription-radio service), and the introduction of the reso-

lution jointly sponsored by Senators Benton and Hunt, which

called for
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an immediate inquiry by the Committee on Interstate

and Foreign Commerce into the whole issue of the

impact of television on American society and what

we should now do about it.

In substance, the Benton speech, like the Bricker

speech cited earlier, underscored some of the significant

issues of the 1951 phase of the educational television

movement. Benton first asserted that television was a

medium of great power and influence, and he used the ratings

of the televised Kefauver hearings as evidence of its magni-

tude (in contrast to Bricker's speculation as to tele-

vision's potential). Second, Senator Benton attempted to

refute the industry-voiced argument that educators would

waste the television channels as they had radio, by alleging

that educators had not had a fair chance with radio. Finally,

he affirmed his support of the principle of twenty-five per

cent reservation of channels for education.

The information developed regarding subscription

television was not particularly relevant to the main issues

of the period, though that aspect of the speech was "picked

up" and denounced thoroughly and vindictively in the trade

press.

The speech as a whole was rather "free wheeling" in

structure (particularly when compared with Senator Bricker's

tightly organized address), and Senator Benton seems to have

lacked a logically cohesive arrangement.

 

1See particularly the articles and editorials in

Broadcastin during the remainder of the year, Vols. XL,

XLI (1951), passim.
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On the other hand, Benton's speech was "full of

Benton," and had an obvious emphasis on the authority of

Benton to speak on communications matters. It contained

repeated references to personal experience and personal

communication (characteristics which seem to have been

typical of many of the Senator's remarks in the Senate).

No one, at least no one in the Senate, would deny Senator

Benton's qualifications and experience in the media areas,

and there seems to be every indication that the Senator was

using this ethos factor as much as any other form of sup-

port to carry the proof of his remarks.

The bill which his speech introduced, and which was

referred to the Commerce Committee for hearings, specified

five areas for investigation by that committee, four of

which related directly to educational television develop-

ment:

Section 1. (a) Current television programming

trends, . . . with reference particularly. . .

to the proportion and adequacy Of time allowed

for public service and educational programs and

to the criteria by which these are judged;

(b) The criteria now being used by the Federal

Communications Commission for the assignment of

television channels, . . . with respect to assur-

ing suitable time for present and prospective

public service and educational programs;

(d) The prospect for the financing of public

service and educational television programming

from local, State, and Federal government sources,

through educational institutions and other non-

profit organizations, or other sources;
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(e) The character of legislation necessary to

insure maximum development of the educational

and public-service potentialities of tele-

vision.1

Senator Benton and the IERT

A few weeks later, Senator Benton addressed the

opening meeting of the 1951 Institute for Education by Radio

and Television (IERT) at Columbus. He raised several

"leading" questions regarding the future Of educational

television and the relationship of Congress to the movement,

such as the need for changes in the Communications Act of

1934 to require licensees to devote a portion of their

daily broadcast hours to education, and the possibility of

establishing

an educational division within the FCC, or perhaps

a national commission advisory to the FCC, to

strengthen the hands of that agency and help it

gauge the Educational promises and performances of

licensees.

The proposal to amend the Communications Act had,

of course,been suggested by Representative Celler (and had

 

1Text of S.Res. 127, Congressional Record, 82nd Cong.,

lst Sess. (April 13, 1951), XCVII, Part 3, p. 3824. The

resolution also stipulated a time-limit of ninety days for

the conduct of the investigation and provided a mandate to

the FCC that no action be taken to lift the television

"freeze" until the Senate had had the opportunity to act on

the Committee's report (Secs. 11, IV, Ibid.).

2Text of an address by Senator Benton to the Insti-

tute for Education by Radio and Television, Columbus, Ohio,

May 3, 1951, reproduced in the Appendix to "Congressional

Record, Ibid., Part 12, pp. A2708-10. It is interesting to

note that the first suggestion-~an educational division

within the FCC--finally materialized in 1963.
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been rejected by the NAEB); Benton's other proposal hinted

at what was to become the most controversial piece of pro-

posed broadcasting legislation of the year.

Senator Benton's own solution to the educational

television problem was clear, as he concluded:

The FCC already has broad powers. But in

view of the pressures it must COpe with daily, it

cannot be expected to exercise those powers vigor-

ously in behalf of education without renewed sup-

port and guidance by the Congress, whose instru—

mentality it is. The issues are too big, too

important, to be left wholly in the hands of a

single agency, no matter how competent it may be.

Benton's Speech in the Senate - May 15, 1951

On May 15, Senator Benton again rose in the Senate

to deliver a speech in support of his (and Senator Hunt's)

resolution, still pending before the Commerce Committee.2

The ostensible "catalysts" which precipitated this speech

were two articles in The New York Times concerning the pro-

testations of the NARTB over the FCC's ten per cent educa-

tional channel reservation proposal, and the New York State

Regents' proposal to activate eleven channels and establish

a state-operated educational television network. Senator

Benton alleged that a portion of his resolution (Sec. 1

(b)) related to the issue discussed by the two articles——

namely,whether or not television channels should be set

aside for educational purposes.

 

1Ibid., p. A2710.

2Ibid., Part 4, pp. 5301—06.
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His concern, he said, was over the urgency of the

matter:

The issue cannot wait . . . . Within the coming

weeks the FCC will . . . . begin to make its pre-

sent tentative allocations of last March definite

and final. . . . Then we shall see, I fear,

Mr. President, a new kind of freeze--a kind of

"freeze in reverse"--with all or almost all avail-

able TV channels finally assigned. Yes, this

freeze will set the pattern of American tele-

vision for decades and even generations to come.

Following a brief resume of the two articles, Benton

selected three (of four) allegations raised by the NARTB in

its protest to the FCC (the subject of one article) and at-

tempted to refute them in terms of the Regents' proposed ac—

tions (the subject of the second article), with additional

elaborations of the Senator's own views, to wit:

1. The NARTB contended that educational reservations

were reservations for a "special class of applicants."

Benton responded:

Mr. Jacob L. Holtzmann, chairman of the

regents committee on the subject, said: "It is as

important for the educational system to have tele-

vision channels as schoolhouses, and I don't know

in the future which will be more important."
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I ask: Are the educators not indeed a "very special

class of applicants"? Do our schoolhouses have to

be kept open twenty-four hours a day in order to be

a great national asset? Can we indeed judge adverse—

ly the potential value of television to all Ameri-

can citizens because as much as ten per cent of its

channels are to be "limited" to educational insti-

tutions?

2. The NARTB alleged that the educational reservations

might be wasted through "nonuse, or limited use, or

use for the benefit of a limited audience." Said

Benton:
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The potential use of television in the

field of adult education is far, far greater,

though perhaps less self-evident than in the field

of formal education. . . . The board of regents of

New York State are addressing themselves only to

formal education, and not at all to the major field

in which television can achieve its greatest poten-

tial public use, which is the field of adult educa—

tion.

3. The NARTB implied that educators were unaware of the

expenses involved and unable to cope with the costs

Of establishing educational television outlets.

Senator Benton affirmed:

One of the taunts which has been hurled at

the small number of hopeful educators who are

aroused to the potential educational importance of

television is "where is the money coming from?" . . .

My comment is now, as was the comment at

that time of the defenders of free education for all

children, that the American people believe in edu-

cation. They have fought for it and will continue

to fight for it. They will find the money, and

they will not deny educational television to them-

selves or their children once they have seen its

power continually exerted, as we all saw it so

dramatically in the Kefauver hearings.

In the past three months three private

foundations have appropriated a total of more than

$1,000,000 for educational radio and educational

television. No one could have anticipated that

action even six months ago. Now comes the action

of the New York regents. This is the most dramatic

action so far. . . . I should like to hope that

this action may serve as a model for the entire

Nation.

When these points had been made, the speech seemed

to lose its "headway." Several Senators raised questions

or made comments on Senator Bricker's remarks. Finally,

he yielded the floor after restating the proposals contained

in S.Res. 127 and concluding with the statement that
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all Senators should assist these men of good will

the educators], and others like them, who appre-

ciate the vast potentialities of television, and

who wish to see this great new medium devoted to

the welfare of mankind.

The speech was interlarded with personal reminis-

cences, bits of generalized information (largely undocu-

mented), and "free-wheeling" assertions of patriotic flavor

which seem to be characteristic Of most of Senator Benton's

remarks on this subject. While there was enough logical

argument to substantiate the contentions, most of the

supports could be classified as purely "personal."

The issues were substantially the same (with only

minor variations in emphasis) as those developed in Benton's

earlier speech on the same subject: the efficacy of tele-

vision for educational uses; the resources available to

educators for operating educational outlets; and the philo-

sophical "right" of special classes of applicants to re-

ceive preferential treatment with regard to television

channels in the public domain.

§enate Hearings on the Benton Pgoposals

S. Res. 127

Two weeks later, on May 31, S.Res. 127 was the sub-

ject of a one-day hearing before a subcommittee of the

Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, presided

<Jver by Senator Ernest McFarland. This hearing was the first

in what would become an intermittent series of hearings
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extending through more than a decade devoted to the Objec-

tives and development of educational television facilities.1

Senator Benton was the only witness at the Hearing,

which three members of the subcommittee and the chairman

attended. Senator Bricker, though not a member of the

subcommittee, joined the hearing briefly to interject com-

ments relative to his own, still-pending, joint resolution

(S.J. Res. 28).

The testimony consisted mainly of a reiteration by

Senator Benton of the ideas and arguments presented in his

two earlier speeches. These were developed in greater de-

tail and with more elaboration under the less formal pro-

cedures of the Hearing. Senator Benton emphasized the

urgency of the situation posed by the "Third Notice,"

asserting again that the lifting of the television "freeze"

would set the pattern in television develOpment in America,

possibly for decades.

If we [the Congress] miss this present

chance to orient television toward a public ser—

vice, educational and public interest, I think

we have missed our chance for a generation-~and

perhaps not only for a generation, but for keeps.

I am here today because it is the special

responsibility of the Congress to take initia-

tive in this area and to see to it that these

public airways have their chance to serve the

public interest.2

1U.S., Congress, Senate, Subcommittee of the Commit-

tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Hearing, S. Res. 127,

'Use of Television Frequencies for Educatipnai_Purposes, 82nd

(Song., lst Sess., May 31, 1951.

2

 

Ibid,, p. 9.
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What Senator Benton prOposed (and a discussion of

these two measures consumed most of the hearing time) were

a joint resolution draft, containing four points, and a

draft bill implementing one of the four points on which the

Senator asked the counsel and guidance of the subcommittee

prior to introducing both measures in the Senate.1 The

proposed joint resolution would, in effect (1), continue

the television "freeze" for at least another year (a con—

dition opposed rather sarcastically by Senator Johnson) so

that "universities and other institutions . . . will be

sure they will have the three hundred and sixty-sixth day"

to get organized and chart a positive plan for developing

educational television.2 In addition (2), the licensing

period of all television stations would be set on a one-

year basis, "in order to assure that television programming

will be conducted on new, high levels of public service,"

(3) The FCC would investigate and encourage the development

of subscription television, and (4), the Congress would

establish a National Citizens Advisory Board on Radio and

Television.3

 

1The proposals were later introduced as S. 1579,

82nd Cong., 1st Sess., May 31, 1951, by Senators Benton,

Bricker, Hunt and Saltonstall (Con ressional Record, XCVII,

Part 5, p. 5972), and S.J. Res. 76, 82nd Cong., lst Sess.,

June 5, 1951, by Senators Benton, Bricker, Hunt and Salton—

stall (Ibid., p. 6117).

2Hearing. S.B§§.121, pp. 20-21.

39 3Text of the Draft of Proposed Resolution, IEEQa:

p. .
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It seems clear from the Hearing transcript that

Senator Benton had had some conferences with representatives

of the educational television movement--he conceded as much

in his references to "recent conversations." The proposal

for subscription television, however, which Senator Benton

stressed as an "alternate" means of financing educational,

as well as entertainment television, and which was submitted

to the subcommittee as the "most important of all," was

undoubtedly Benton's own idea. No evidence is available

to indicate that educational interests themselves seriously

considered this method of overcoming the financial obstacles

of operating educational television facilities.1 Senator

Benton, it will be recalled, in the 1940's, prior to his

term in the Senate had applied to the FCC for permission

to Operate a "subscription-radio" service along somewhat

similar lines. He referred to that experience in his

testimony on 8. Res. 127.2

The proposal for a National Citizens Advisory Board

on Radio and Television was patterned after similar boards

established by Senator Benton in other areas. The plan was

introduced in the Senate immediately following the subcom-

mittee hearing as S. 1579.

—¥

1When the issue was developed in a full investiga-

tion during a later Congressional hearing, the JCET testified

‘that it had no official position relative to subscription

‘tedevision, but asked that, if such an authorization were

approved by the Congress, educational television stations

be accorded the same Opportunities as other licensees (U.S.

Chongress, Senate, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-

nuerce, Hearings on Subscription Television, 84th Cong.,

2nd Sess., February 6, 1956Y.

2Hearings on 8. Res. 127, p. 23.
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No further action was taken on S. Res. 127, and it

was not reported out Of the committee. Senator Benton

failed to receive the immediate support he requested, Senator

McFarland demurring to the need for an executive session to

discuss the matter further.1 The New York Times, however,

published an editorial in support of 8. Res. 127 and called

for a show of public support of Benton's proposals.2 On

June 7, in the House, Representative Hugh Addonizio intro-

duced a counterpart resolution to S. Res. 127 (H. Res. 250):

to investigate television programming trends and

policies with respect to public service and edu-

cational programs.

The resolution was referred to the House Rules Com-

mittee, where it died without a hearing.

Hearing on General Matters

On June 5, the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 76)

which had been discussed in the May 31 hearings, was intro-

duced in the Senate, sponsored by Senators Benton, Bricker,

Hunt, and Saltonstall, and referred to the Interstate and

Foreign Commerce Committee.4 No action was taken on that

resolution specifically by the Committee; but Senator

Johnson, the Committee Chairman, scheduled hearings in July

 

1
Ibid,, p. 32.

2New York Times, May 3, 1951, p. 26:3.

3Congressional Record, XCVII, Part 5, p. 6282.

4Ibid., p. 6117.
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on the subject of television in general.1 Senator Benton,

though not a Member, attended the hearing as a guest of the

Committee; Senator Bricker, whose resolution was directly

related to the scepe of the hearing, was absent, although

attempts were made to develop lines of discussion on his

behalf.

The hearing's only witness was FCC Chairman Wayne

Coy, who reviewed the FCC's actions in the proposed alloca-

tion of television channels. He concluded his formal state-

ment with the hopeful prediction that the "freeze" could

be lifted in September, 1951.2

When educational reservations were discussed, Senator

Benton stated his view, as he had in the earlier hearing,

that if commercial stations actually agreed to devote a

specified amount of time at appropriate hours to educational

and public service programs, there would be much less need

to allocate reserved television channels for educational

institutions. Senator Johnson had agreed to this point

 

1U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Interstate and

Foreign Commerce, Hearing on FCC Poiicy on Tgievision

Freeze and Othei Communications Matterg, 82nd Cong., lst

Sess., July 18, 1951.

2In the printed transcript, however, a correction

in the form of a letter to Chairman Johnson, was inserted,

expressing Chairman Coy's regrets that he had been ill-ad-

vised On the matter of lifting the "freeze" and was, under

the circumstances, forced to revise his estimate of the end

of ghe "freeze" well beyond the end of September. Ibid,,

p. .
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earlier, and in the interim had advised the FCC of his feel-

ing that the Commission could

extend extremely profitable assistance to the edu-

cational processes of the country by imposing a

condition in each television license issued which

would require the availability of appropriate time

for educational purposes.

Chairman Coy, however, was reluctant to admit that

the FCC had the statutory authority to establish any such

policy, although he conceded that if stations were to agree

to such an arrangement the FCC would have the right to hold

them to it.2 It appears to have been the consensus of the

committee members present at this time (Senators Johnson,

Kem, Capehart, and Benton) that the FCC ought to have the

authority to establish this kind of standard. But the real

question which confronted the Committee at this point was

one Of a definition of what was meant by an "educational"

program.

Senator CAPEHART. What is an educational

program [under the FCC Rules]? . . .

Mr. COY. An educational program is one

that is put on by an educational institution and

has to do with the improvement of the cultural

background and understanding of the community.

 

1Text of Johnson's brief to the FCC quoted in the

Hearing Transcript, Ibid,, p. 49. The same kind of pro—

posal was also contained in the Celler bill (H.R. 3542)

still pending in the House.

2In a subsequent letter to Senator Johnson, placed

in the Hearing record, Chairman Coy conceded that, in the

opinion of FCC counsel, the Commission did indeed have the

right to set policy along these lines, but Coy still reserved

judgment as to the desirability of such a requirement.

Ibid,, pp. 47-48.
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Senator CAPEHART. And what would be your

understanding of such a program? . . . Give us a

concrete example of an educational program.

Mr. COY. The program put on by the Uni—

versity of Michigan over a television station in

Detroit, having to do with various subjects which

are in the curriculum of the University of Michi—

gan and for which they give credit.
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Senator BENTON. Do you not need the phrase

"public service" to encompass the kind of program

that Senator Capehart has in mind--"educational and

public-service programs"?

Mr. COY. I do not mix the two, because the

definition of the Commission is, on an educational

program, that it has its origin with the educational

institution.

Senator BENTON. Yes.

Mr. COY. There are, perhaps, many other

programs that are educational in the broad aspects

of the term: and one of the complaints I have to

the objections of educators as to the misuse, from

our point of view, of radio and television stations,

as we now know them is that they ignore the general

improvement of understanding, due to the news broad-

casts over these stations and they ignore programs

such as the discussion programs broadcast over those

stations, such as this American Forum on the Air.

Senator BENTON. Yes.

Mr. COY. They ignore what those programs

do toward the improvement and eduation of the

people, and their understanding, for instance, Of

good music and liking for good music-~and I do not

like very much the idea some of them seem to have

that all of the radio stations in the country have

reduced this country to a great big mass, and we

are just one unit in it.1

The problem of determining what could (or should)

be classified as educational programming was obviously too

complicated to be easily ameliorated by simple stipulations

such as those contemplated by Johnson, Benton, or Celler.

 

11bido, pp. 51'529
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The discussion turned to Senator Benton's idea of

subscription television as it might be developed under the

FCC's "Third Notice" proposals:

Senator BENTON. Would it be a good thing

to change your term "noncommercial" to the require—

ment, as was stated earlier, of educational pro-

grams--that is, that ten per cent be owned by non-

profit institutions--because I could imagine a

nonprofit institution in its own interest engaging

in some commercial practices on its station, in-

cluding . . . the sale of educational programs . .

. . If they did that, I would not want that to be

called a commercial practice. It would seem to

me the standard ought to be that ten per cent were

owned by nonprofit institutions.

Mr. COY. I would have to disagree with you

on that, Senator, on the nonprofit approach. In

the first place, the educators asked for noncommer—

cial stations. That is what they want.

Senator BENTON. I know that, and I think

they are very wrong in that definition.
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And if they once took the allocation and wanted to

engage in the kind of practice that I described

. . . would you call the university commercial be-

cause they charged a fee?

Mr. COY. . . . It would be a snare and

delusion for an educational institution to have a

channel reserved for it on a noncommercial basis,

and then they decide they want to use it commer-

cially, and still have the same channel. . . . That

would be getting a channel that they did not have

to compete for with other users, under the guise

that they wanted to use it noncommercially.

Senator BENTON. Well, a university is cer-

tainly in a very different position in this country

from a commercial enterprise.
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Mr. COY. When you get revenue out of

services performed, that is a commercial opera-

tion, Senator.

Senator BENTON. Well, then, you are making

every university in the United States a commercial

operation.
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Mr. COY. And there is nothing wrong about

it. . . . By "noncommercial," as I understand it,

you make no revenue for services performed.
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I think the universities knew what they were ask-

ing for; and, because we had noncommercial FM sta-

tions with the same rule, that rule would apply

in television as in the FM field-~that is, that is

what they asked for. If they want to be something

else, then that should be changed.

The hearing was adjourned soon after the above

exchange, the Commission's position having been made clear

once and for all.

The Hearing was typical of many such investigations

in that no new issues could be found within its compass,

nor did it lead to any further action by the Commerce Com-

mittee regarding the FCC's television allocations proposal.

The only other television hearing held during the

remainder of the Session was that held later in the summer

on the Benton resolution and bill (S.J. Res 76 and S.1579)

proposing a National Citizens' Advisory Board. In the

meantime, Senator Benton himself was forced to endure a

violent attack on his views by the industry press.

Benton's Speeches in the Senate -

Auguggi} and 27; 1951

The commercial television interests conceived the

Benton proposals to be the major threat to their continued

unimpeded development of television and radio. The trade

publication Broadcasting kept the issues alive through

 

11111.4... pp. 58-60.
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extensive reporting of the moves made by Senator Benton re-

garding his bills (S.J. Res. 76 and S 1579).1

On August 13, Senator Benton replied indirectly to

his industry opponents in a Senate speech which also in-

troduced modifications in his pending legislative proposals.2

He chose to interpret the industry's concern as an indica—

tion

that the urgency of the problems and opportunities

created by this television broadcasting revolu-

tion has become even more apparent: this is tele-

vision's summer of decision.

The modifications in the bills, which he introduced

on behalf of the four original sponsors of both measures,

were intended to gain greater acceptance for them, and in-

cluded the withdrawal of a condition which would have ex-

tended the "freeze" (S.J. Res. 76, Part 1, Section I). The

changes in 8.1579 were all minor, textual changes intended

to make it even more clear that the proposed citi-

zens advisory board is advisory only, and further

to make it clear that the board's functions do not

conflict with or in any way supersede the statu-

tory powers vested by the gongress in the Federal

Communications Commission.

 

1See especially the attack linking the JCET with

Benton and the U.S. National Commission on UNESCO, Broad-

castin , July 16, 1951, pp. 58ff.

2CongressiongifiRecopg, XCVII, Part 7, pp. 9843-9869.

3Ibid., p. 9869.

4Ibid., p. 9870.
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The argument Of the speech was simply a reinforce-

ment of Senator Benton's earlier contentions that Congress

had a responsibility to act to assure the public of a voice

equal to that of the commercial industry with regard to

public service standards of broadcasting. The citizens

advisory board, he contended, would assure that the public

would have such a voice.

Only one other major point was made in the speech:

that was an attempt to refute the industry's argument that

a lack of money was a deterrent to the immediate growth Of

educational television. Benton cited the willingness Of the

New York State Regents, in proposing to construct and operate

eleven noncommercial stations. He emphasized the stature

of New York's public education investment ("...only six

states in the United States and only one city--New York

City-~have budgets greater than [the Regents]"). And then

he jumped to the conclusive assertion that: "there is the

money, when and if the understanding of the need and the

opportunity develops."1

Senator Benton did not contribute anything new to

the continuing debate on the FCC's proposal in this speech.

If this speech made any specific point at all, it was to

again underscore the financial issue-~the costs involved in

using television for educational purposes-~a problem which

was to be with the educational television movement for the

ensuing decade and beyond.

—__..._._

Ibid.
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Two weeks later, on August 27, Senator Benton again

took the floor of the Senate to speak on his pending legis-

lation. This time it was to announce that hearings were

about to be held on 8.1579 and, again to stress the urgency

Of the television matter with which the bill was concerned.

This time, the Senator directed the attention of the Senate

to his article, "Television With A Conscience," then current

in the Saturday Review of Literature, and which he intro-

duced into the Record.1

In answer to a question,he reiterated the opinion

voiced earlier by Senator Bricker, and still earlier in the

philosophy of the Communications Act itself, that the

broadcasting frequencies were a "natural resource," or, in

Benton's phrase,

America's most valuable national asset . . . .

In my own judgment, at least, these frequencies

are a more valuable national asset than the tide-

lands Oil [a reference to a particularly contro-

versial political issue current during the same

period]. Thus the question is: who gets these

frequencies? Under what conditions do they get

them? Are they going to be used in the interest

of the American people? Or are they to be largely

turned over to commercialization and trivializa-

tion? It is with such questions my article deals.

The speech contained little else but a peroration

in which Senator Benton appealed to the Senate to read his

article (largely a restatement, even to the same illustra-

tions, and in some instances the same phraseology, used

 

1Ibid., Part 8, p. 10683.

Ibid.
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earlier in his Speeches and testimony before the Commerce

Committee subcommittee). He invited the Senate to review

the pending resolution and the bill, and to offer sugges-

tions

in the form of material that can be incorporated

into the Record or in the form of suggestions of

witnesses who Tay be appropriate to invite before

the committee.

Senate Hearings on Sigi579

The hearings to which Senator Benton referred were

held before the McFarland subcommittee of the Senate Com-

mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce on September 5

.and 6.2

Witnesses at the Hearing included Senators Benton

and Hunt, and representatives from labor, library, educa-

tion, and educational television groups. They testified,

almost to a man, that the record of commercial broadcasters

in the fields of public service and education was inadequate,

and that little hope could be seen for any future improve-

ment under the present conditions of regulation. All the

witnesses alleged that the Benton proposals to limit tele-

vision licenses to one year, to require commercial broad-

casters to set aside a fixed percentage of time for non-

commercial educational programs, to reserve television

 

2Ibid., Part 17, pp. D568, 570.
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channels for educational institutions, and to establish a

national citizens advisory board for radio and television,

would help alleviate the present circumstances. All the

witnesses who were questioned on the matter contended that

such a board, which would be "advisory" only, would not

constitute government censorship of programming (a conten-

tion raised by the industry).1

Dr. Edgar Fuller, Executive Secretary of the Na-

tional Council of Chief State School Officers, and Chairman

of the JCET, was the most outspoken of all the witnesses

concerning educational television reservations and public

service time on commercial stations. Maintaining that he

spoke for the "millions of teachers and students at all

levels"--some twenty per cent of all television viewers

in the nation, he said,

[It is] unthinkable that the limited number of tele-

vision channels may be allowed to become monopolized

for selling goods. . . . Television is a more power-

ful medium than radio, and the public interest de-

mands even more insistently that it diversify its

offerings to maintain entertainment of good quality

and public information programs beneficial to good

citizenship.

On the subject of the advisory board, Mr. Fuller

noted:

it is reasonable to suppose that the National

Government . . . should cooperate to assist the

public to express itself, and a less offensive or

less dangerous way than that proposed by S. 1579

could scarcely be devised . . . .

 

1See Broadcastin , September 3, 1951, pp. 23ff.
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It is difficult for us to understand why

commercial broadcasters should oppose such a

National Citizens Advisory Board as S. 1579 pro-

poses.

Commercial broadcasters will be very un-

wise if they oppose any and all efforts to make the

citizens' voice heard in the field of radio and

television. . . . Senate bill 1579 is entirely in

accord with all the commercial broadcasters may do

toward self-regulatory, but there is no reason to

suppose they can shake off the powerful commercial

pressures unaided. . . . If broadcasters resist

any effort of the public to express itself, such

as through the proposed National Citizens Advisory

Board, their motives at once are suspect. Many

people may come to believe that they do not

really want to regulate themselves in a manner

generally acceptable, that they do not want sugges-

tions from the public, and that what they really want

is license to follow the dollar sign wherever that

dollar sign may lead.

When witnesses favoring the Benton proposal had

been heard, the Hearing was recessed, with the understanding

that witnesses opposing S. 1579 (in particular the NARTB)

would testify during the next session of Congress.2 How-

ever, that phase of the Hearing did not materialize.

NARTB Reaction to the Hearing

There is no doubt that the commercial television

industry was upset by the testimony at the Commerce Committee

 

1Testimony of Edgar Fuller before the Subcommittee

of the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

Hearing on 8.1579. 82nd Cong., lst Sess., September 6, 1951,

reporduced in Congressional Record, XCVII, Part 14, p. A5493.

The Hearing was also reported in Broadcasting under the

headline: "Benton's Inning--Proponents Hail His Plan"

(Broadcasting, September 10, 1951, p. 23).

2Congressional Record, XCVII, Part 17, p. D570.
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Hearing. Broadcasting reported that an NARTB Television

Board meeting (which was held at the same time the Hearing

was being conducted) had been devoted almost entirely to

"this unprecedented legislation," and that "a single note

prevailed--let's fight this thing through!"1 The Board

unanimously adopted an "explosive resolution" condemning

the Benton legislation, and called it

a direct step toward outright governmental censor—

ship of radio and television programming. . . .

The resolution continued with a warning that such a

proposal

imperils freedom of expression in all mass media,

including newspapers, magazines, books, motion

pictures, etc. [and is]

potentially more dangerous to free expression than

any legislation that has been before Congress in

the thirty year history of American broadcasting.

Implicit in it are all of the evils of censorship

and abridgment of free expression against which

this nation's free citizens have fought for genera-

tions.

The Board agreed to protest the measure at the con-

tinuation of hearings in 1952.3 But by that time the Benton

proposals had been dropped and were no longer issues.

The End of the Benton Proposals

The Commerce Committee, as noted above, failed to

resume its investigation of the Benton proposals, and thereby

 

1Broadcasting, September 10, 1951, p. 62.

2Ibid.

31bid,, p. 109.
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laid the controversy to rest for the time being. There

was, however, one final, anticlimactic (and even rather

pathetic) scene in the 1951 debate on public service broad-

casting and the educational television question. It occurred

during the closing hours of the First Session of the Eighty-

Second Congress.

As the Senate moved toward adjournment late in the

evening of October 21, Senator Benton obtained the floor to

make a fina1--a1most frantic--appeal for support of his

television proposals from his Senate colleagues.1 It was

to be the last Congressional word in support of the educa-

tional television movement for more than five years.

Senator Benton's speech occurred when those Members

who had not already left the Capitol were anxious to do so,

and when every Member present seemingly had some last item

Of personal import to present to the Senate. Consequently,

there was not much attention or courtesy paid to the

speaker; and the presiding officer had to gavel repeatedly

to maintain order. The speech reflected the pressure under

which Senator Benton labored to state his case forcefully

and yet briefly. There were several interruptions from

other Senators trying to obtain the floor, Benton waving

them aside as much as he was able, although he did permit

Senators Hill, Morse, and Saltonstall to make remarks in

support of his speech during its course.

 

1Congressional Record, XCVII, Part 10, pp. 13711-14.
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The speech in essence was a summary of the preceding

six-months Of legislative activities on the proposals sub-

mitted by Benton and his co-sponsors. The argument was

directed toward the same issues developed earlier on the

floor of the Senate and in hearings, namely: that there

was (1) an urgent need for a National Citizens Advisory

Board to protect the rights of the public in broadcasting

matters, and (2) a need to diversify the control of broad-

casting channels so that educational interests could have

use of the television resource equitably with those of the

commercial interests.

In refuting the industry's opposition to his pro-

posals, Senator Benton read from statements in support of

his advisory board proposal by the American Civil Liberties

'Union and "a former FCC Chairman" (presumably Charles R.

lDenny, Jr., then general counsel to NBC). He shifted his

lemphasis in response to a comment from Senator Hill,and

cieveloped his argument for a form of subscription television,

VVith educational implications paramount. Then he alleged

tiiat the commercial broadcasting industry had influenced

'tlle FCC toward a bias unfavorable to education:

Equally alarming to me are the rules that have been

slipped into the FCC regulations in recent years,

by which educational institutions, under present

rules, are bound when they get an allocation.

The statement is an obvious reference to the ex-

‘311ange between Benton and FCC Chairman Coy during the
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Johnson committee hearing on the "freeze" policy.1 Benton's

contention was that the distinction made by the FCC between

"commercial" and "noncommercial"--i.e. the distinction be

tweeneiuniversity-operated station charging fees for broad-

casting "credit—courses" ("commercial") and the broadcasting

of such courses without charging fees ("noncommercial")--

was an indication of

how far the rules of the FCC have infiltrated into

our communications system to prevent the develop—

ment of educational television.

Finally, as if to "climax" his entire argument,

:Senator Benton introduced for the Record a letter from a

Inajor national advertising executive (Raymond Rubicam) who

favored a reduction of advertiser-supported programing, the

{establishment of viewer-supported subscription television,

:reserved educational television channels, and the principle

(of an Advisory Board.

This speech of Benton's was structurally the weakest

C>f all those he gave on the television question during the

Esession. It reflected, in some measure, the lateness of the

flour and the mood of the Senate in its press for adjourn-

nnent. It contributed nothing new in the way Of issues, and

i.t reflected even more than its predecessors the "personal

<:rusade" of William Benton to take care of education's best

ignterests, whether education knew what those best interests

VVere or not.

k

1Supra, chap. iii, pp. 121-122.
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Benton's speech "closed the books" on S. 1579 in

the Senate. No further hearings were held; no more Congres-

sional speeches were made. The entire question of a National

Citizens Advisory Board faded from the Congressional arena

for more than a decade. In fact, the entire question of

educational television pp; §p_seems to have disappeared

from the mind of the Congress with the adjournment of the

First Session of the Eighty-Second Congress.1

The Issues of the Period

The issues and related questions which arose in

various quarters during the year 1951 were these:

1. How could the powerfully demonstrated educational

and social potentials of television be best utilized

in the public interest? (The question of whether

television had such potentials had ceased to be an

issue by the end of the year.)2

2. Could commercial broadcasters effectively fulfill

their statutory responsibility for programming in

education and the public interest?

 

1The matter of public interest responsibility, how-

ever, has remained as a recurring object of Congressional

concern even to the present. During the forgoing period,

in the House of Representatives, a resolution (H. Res. 278,

82nd Cong.) was unanimously passed calling for a full and

complete investigation of programs of an "immoral and Offen-

sive nature," and extensive hearings pursuant to that reso-

lution were conducted before a House subcommittee throughout

1952. See Congressional Digest, XCVIII, passim.

2Supra, chap. ii, pp. 75-76,
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3. What resources or Opportunities were or should be

available to educators wishing to use television for

educational purposes?

4. What disposition of the television frequencies,

considered as a "natural resource," should be made

by the FCC?

5. Should or could (legally) specified television

channels be allocated and reserved for any "special"

class of licensees, such as educational institu-

tions?

A partial answer to all but the first of these

issues was offered by the FCC's decision to allocate 242

television channels for "reserved" use by educational appli-

cants in April, 1952; that issue continued through the

following years.

Issues Related to Hypotheses

The nature of these questions,considered in terms

of the hypotheses structured in Chapter I, may be summarized

with respect to the Congressional (Senate) concern with edu-

cational television in 1951 as follows:1

1. No clear picture can be discerned with respect to

the "internal" (within Congress) or "external" (out-

side Congress) origin Of the issues. Senator Benton, for

instance, relied heavily on issues introduced by events

—_i

1Supra, chap. 1, pp. 26—27.
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occurring outside Congress, while Senator Bricker,

on the other hand, in his single address to the

Senate on the subject of educational television,

raised the issue of government responsibility in

the preservation of "this natural resource" in

quite a different way from the manner in which the

issue had been raised previously in the FCC hear-

ings.1 Similarly, the question of Federal support

of education had not previously been raised in the

context of educational television as Senator Bricker

raised it in his speech.

The materials used to support the lines of thought

and argument in the Senate tended to be events which

occurred outside the halls of Congress, although

at least one contention (that of Senator Benton that

the television industry had influenced the FCC rules

to mitigate against educational broadcasters) appears

to have arisen in the course of a Senate hearing.

There is no indication on the basis of the above

discourse that the committee discussions set limits

on the scope of subsequent floor discussion.

The principal spokesmen for educational television

during the First Session of the Eighty-Second Con-

gress were, generally speaking, members of the

committee which treated the issue. Senator Benton

 

p. 11:1.

1 f. New York Times, November 22, 1950, Sec. II,
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was not a member of the committee to which his prO-

posals were referred, but he was extended the tra-

ditional courtesy of being invited to join the com-

mittee in its meetings (other than executive

sessions), and he participated both as a witness

and as a questioner. Hence, for all practical

purposes,Benton was a member of the committee during

the period of the discussion. Senator Bricker (a

member of the committee) did not regularly attend

meetings on the television subject during this

Session.

There is not enough evidence, based on the

events of 1951 alone, to warrant any conclusions

with respect to the other hypotheses.

Speaking in the Senate

Discourse in the Senate on educational television,

limited though it was, was conducted on a fairly sophisti-

cated level. The two major spokesmen on the subject (Sena-

tors Bricker and Benton) expressed themselves in character-

istically distinctive and different ways--that is, no recog-

nizable "Senate mode" of address was apparent in their re-

marks. Bricker's single speech was typically a deductive

argument, proceeding from well-established premises to

logical conclusions. Benton's Speeches tended more toward

argument by refutation, and argument by induction from

specific instances (in some cases using only one such
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instance to support a generalization). Furthermore, Senator

Benton's speeches, in all instances, relied heavily on his

personal prestige and authority in the field of mass media,

and on personal experience and/or personal communications

from his associates and correspondents. Therefore, it would

be premature to attempt to describe any particular approach

taken in the Senate discourse on the educational television

question.

Postscript

In December, 1951, the NARTB adopted an industry-

wide Television Code (effective March 1, 1952 and revised

since that time) by which it was hOped much of the public

and Congressional criticism of the industry would be

assuaged.1

The Eighty-Second Congress, returning in January,

remained silent on the subject of educational television

generally throughout the Second Session.

Except for a few isolated urgings by some educators

that the educational camp show a more positive intention of

using the prospective reserved channels, there was little

activity within the educational television movement pending

the release of the FCC's final allocations for a national

television service. That event occurred on April 14, 1952,

 

, 1For a complete text of the Coce as it was adopted,

see Bipadcasting, December 10, 1951, pp. 23ff., 81-89.
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in the famous "Sixth Report and Order," which was a bench—

mark from which all future educational television develop-

ments on a national scale proceeded.1

 

1FCC, "Sixth Report and Order" (April 14 1952),

U.S. Federal Register, XVII, No. 87 (May 2, 1952 , Pt. II,

pp. 3905-4100.



CHAPTER IV

THE GERMINATION PERIOD, 1952-1956

Introductipp,

This chapter includes a discussion of the'hlimater

develOpments, and issues relating to the educational tele-

vison movement during the period between the FCC's "Sixth

Report and Order" (April, 1952) and the session of Congress

which produced the first piece of proposed Federal legisla-

tion specifically intended to assist financiaiiy the educa-

tional television movement (S. 2119, 85th Congress, lst

Session). Attention will be directed to the Congress's

concern with television during this period, with special

reference to educational television.

The'Climate'and Television Deveiopment

Educational Concerns of the Period

The general educational climate in the United States

during the nearly five-year span covered by this chapter

(as it relates to the educational television movement) was

chacterized by the continuation of a trend which had begun

in the early post-war period and which reached new stages

of "crisis" with each passing year. There were two major

aspects to the situation, which engendered a host of

139
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subsidiary issues, large and small: (1) an ever increasing

rate of growth in the formally-structured school population;

and (2) a broadening of the traditional concept of education

to include adult, or continuing, education both within and

outside the formally structured system.

The Increa§ed School Populatipp

The "pOpulation explosion" in the schools created

many continuing problems, few of which could be solved

easily. Among the more important among these were a con-

tinuing shortage of teachers (and the corollary problem of

a decline in the qualifications of teachers); a shortage of

funds for teacher salaries, construction, and maintenance

of the physical plant, and the development of needed educa-

tional resources; a decline in the quality of education

(due to the increased number of students and the resultant

pressures on existing educational resources and facilities)

in some areas; and a genuine concern for the future of

American education and its relations with other aspects of

the American democratic society.1

"Competition" with the educational system of the

Soviet Union was not a major concern of American educational

 

1Discussion of these problems was widespread through-

out the period under consideration here, but they were

sharply focused and analyzed at the White House Conference

on Education held in Washington, D. C., in November and

December of 1955. See The New York Times, November 27,1955,

p. 69:1; and U. S. Committee for the White House Conference

on Education, Report to the President (Washington, D. C.

April, 1956).
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leaders at the time, although the first seeds of that issue,

which was to "explode" into prominence late in 1957, were

planted in 1955 by (at this time) former Senator William

Benton.1

The Adult Education Movement

The second major condition which affected the edu-

cational climate during the 1952-1956 period was that of

the continuation in educational activities by the general

public beyond and outside the formal educational structure.

This movement raised questions of a less urgent, but no

less important, nature. With an estimated fifty million

adults (slightly less than one-third of the total U.S. popu-

lation) actively involved in some kind of formal or infor-

mal continuing education programz, educational leaders were

beset with the problem of how best to serve the diverse

needs of this vast body Of students.

New Coppepts in Educagipnaiglnnovapipp

Both of the above developments aroused educational

theorists to consider "new" modes of teaching, based on a

reevaluation of the learning process (emphasizing "visuali-

zation" of concepts and materials) and non-traditional

approaches to school and classroom organization. "Specialists"

 

1Reporting on an extensive educational tour of the

Soviet Union the Britannica publisher emphasized the chal-

lenge to the American educational system posed by the Soviet

educational system, and he called for a radical reassessment

of the aims, objectives, and implementation of the American

educational establishment. See particularly New York Times,

November 30, 1955, p. 39:4; and also April 1, 1956, Sec. VI.,

p. 44:4.
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in curricular and service areas of education began to devel—

op programs to foster more "self-learning"; and a host of

technical innovations, ranging from correspondence courses

and the "large lecture," through "teaching machines," to

formal televised instruction were introduced here and there.1

Representatives of, and spokesmen for, the organized educa-

tional television agencies were active in establishing

liaison between educators in general and the television-for-

education movement. Discussions and speakers on the subject

of television as a partial remedy for the persistent pro-

blems of education were common at educational meetings

throughout this period.2

Television Broadcasting Developments3

The release of the "Sixth Report and Order" (April,

1952), which made more than two thousand television channels

available in the VHF and UHF frequency bands, brought about

the expected surge in broadcasting development. Between the

 

1See the continuing reports of educational develop-

ments in The New York Times, for instance, throughout the

period, especially the following: January 26, 1953, p. 26:1;

January 31, p. 12:8; December 22, p. 36:8; February 18, 1954,

p. 27:2; March 7, p. 33:1; March 11 Sec. V1, p. 11:1;

July 18, Sec. IV, p. 9:3; February 5, 1956, p. 85:3;

February 5, 1957, p. 25:2; February 10, p. 79:5; and March

10, p. 34:1.

2In a major effort along these lines, the ACE estab-

lished a committee, in March, 1953, supported by an FAE grant

to strengthen the support of educational television among

educators through information and persuasion (New York Times,

April 1, 1953, p. 41:1; November 15, p. 75:1).

3Information in this section is developed from FCC

sources as reported in Broadcastin , October 15, 1956, assim.
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end of the "freeze" and the beginning of 1957 the FCC pro—

cessed and granted construction permits for more than 1400

television licensee applicants. More than one-third of these

were Operating under commercial licenses at the end of 1956.

The broadcasting industry had nearly doubled its

commercial revenues, to well over $700 million annually, by

1957; three-fourths of all American homes had at least one

television receiver; and the future promised "to be even

more exciting than the tumultuous, productive past."1

Broadcas t ing's Magpi:Prob 16113

The commercial broadcasting industry's main concern

was its relationship with the Federal Government (i.e.,

both the FCC and Congress), particularly with regard to

allocations, programming practices, and monopoly control of

media outlets. The possibility that the FCC might authorize

the use of television channels for subscription television,

in competition with the established advertising-supported

"free" television service, was, in the industry's view, the

most far reaching and most controversial issue of the period.

It aroused, in Broadcasting's opinion, "more public reac-

tion than any TV issue since [the:]color hearings in 1950."2

But the problem of greatest importance to educa-

tional television broadcasters was that of the "incompati-

bility" of UHF frequency band transmission and VHF.

 

1Ibid., p. 107.

2Ibid., p. 260.
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Broadcasters large and small, commercial and noncommercial,

licensed and prospective licensees, network affiliates and

"independents," all encountered the same problem-~UHF tele-

vision could not effectively compete with VHF television in

technical quality or cost. Hence, commercial UHF stations

could not compete economically with VHF stations in the

same area, and educational UHF stations could not muster

audience support for their noncommercial service in areas

where commercial VHF stations were already established. In

such "mixed" areas viewers had to "convert" their receivers

and install special antennae to receive the UHF signals.

Both the FCC and Congress studied the UHF problem

in a continuing series of investigations beginning in 1954

and extending into the 1960's; and several proposals were

advanced, some of which will be discussed later.

Progress in Educational Televigion

For the educational television movement the period

between 1952 and the end of 1956 was a period of gestation

and germination. To the leaders of the movement the alloca-

tion of the initial 242 reserved educational channels (which

number was increased from time to time to more than 270 by

the end of 1962) might be said to represent the "soil" in

which they hoped to nurture the educational television "seeds"

into strong productive "organisms."1 Healthy "sprinklings"

 

1A comparison was often made by spokesmen of the ETV

movement during this early period between the FCC grant of

ETV reservations and the Morrill Land Grant Act of 1862
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from the fund reservoirs of philanthropic organizations and

other donors were applied, and the prospective new service

basked in the warmth Of an increasing fervor among its

advocates and a slowly emerging public acceptance.

To some extent germination did take place. Twenty-

four noncommercial educational television stations were

broadcasting by the end of 1956, and more than forty other

Operations were in advanced states Of planning and develOp-

ment--ready to serve, all told, an audience of more than

 

which promoted the growth of state universities. To the ex-

tent that the FCC allocations reserving a portion of the

public domain to educational interests may be compared to

the allocation of public lands to be transferred to the

States for educational uses the simile is justified. How-

ever, the Morrill Acts did not provide land (in the sense

of space) on which to establish educational institutions,

but rather land (in the sense of negotiable assets) which

was intended to be used as a source of revenue, the pro-

ceeds from the sale of which were to be invested. The re-

turns from this investment were intended to be used to pro-

vide a financial base for the establishment and operation

of educational institutions, according to broadly specified

characteristics.

The FCC allocations of 1952 provided only frequencies

(space) on which to establish broadcasting services, but

did not provide a means of encouraging the establishment or

maintenance of educational television facilities. In fact,

the prospective educational television licensee was, by the

FCC's action (and is still), at a greater operating disad-

vantage than his commercial counterpart because, under the

terms of the "Sixth Report and Order," all ETV operations

on the reserved channels must be noncommercial. Hence, all

operative financing must come from sources other than from

services performed by the television operation. This is

a far cry from the principle of the Morrill Acts. _§i, JCET,

Four Years Of Progress (Washington, 1956), 1; U.S. Statutes

at Large. George P. Sanger, ed. (Boston: Little, Brown

and Company, 1865), Vol. XII, Chapter 137, 37th Cong.,

2nd Sess. (July 2, 1862), pp. 503-505.
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fifty million viewers.1 There is little doubt, however,

that the "on-air" activation of fewer than ten per cent of

the reserved 258 channels (by the end of 1956) in more than

four years was somewhat of a disappointment to the educa-

tional television leadership and observers with an interest

in the movement.

There seem to be three main reasons why educational

television burgeoned, but did not achieve "full bloom":

l. The conditions were not as favorable as had been

anticipated.

2. The movement took longer to develOp momentum than

had been thought originally.

3. There was a weakening of purpose in the movement

caused by other developments during the period.

Unfavorable Conditions

It became evident soon after the "Sixth Report and

Order" that the allocated frequencies reserved for educa-

tional television were not really as desirable, in terms

of educators' potential plans for them as had been thought

originally. Of the 242 channels initially allocated for

educational television, fully two-thirds (162) were UHF

channels, while the remainder (80) were located in the VHF

band. It became apparant that prospective educational

 

1See JCET, Four Years of Progress, 2-75, passim;

New York Times, February 11, 1955, 16:1.
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broadcasters who had been assigned UHF frequencies were

confronted with the same problems Of difficult transmission

and poor audience support as potential commercial broad-

casters wishing to utilize UHF channels. The plight of the

UHF educational broadcaster was summarized clearly by Dr.

Armand Hunter, Director of Broadcasting Services, Michigan

State College (now University) in 1954:

The problem facing Michigan State College

and its educational UHF television station is no

different from that facing most of the UHF stations,

educational or commercial. What is true for the

majority of the educational reservations and for

a large number of the commercial UHF stations is

true for us. We are in the immediate danger of

being the only UHF island in a sea of VHF service.

Under these conditions, the highest Of towers,

the highest of powers, and the finest of local

and live program service are not sufficient in

themselves to motivate or develop a general ac-

ceptance of UHF and its services by the general

public.

We have no final answer to the problem at

issue . . . . However, we do suggest that somehow

the differences must be eliminated and the condi-

tions be made equivalent and truly competitive if

UHF is to survive. Somehow, and some way, all

television stations must be put on an equal and

equivalent footing in terms of transmission, recep—

tion, and access to the audience, if UHF is to have

any truly competitive opportunity to survive, and

if a truly national television service is to exist.

We do not ask for subsidy, for privilege,

for advantage, or for sympathy. We ask only that

we have a fair and equitable opportunity to reach

the public with our educafional service through

the medium of television.

 

1Statement of Armand Hunter, June 17, 1954, before

Subcommittee #2, of the Senate Interstate and Foreign Com—

merce Committee, U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Inter-

state and Foreign Commerce, Subcommittee No. 2, Communica—

tions, Hearings: Status of UHF and Multiple Ownership of TV

Stations, 83rd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1954, p. 716.
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Furthermore, as Commissioner Hennock had noted in

a partial dissent to the "Sixth Report and Order," the table

of allocations provided "at best for haphazard and inequit-

able educational development of the medium," and placed

educators at a "fundamental disadvantage" by assigning UHF

channels to education in cities in which "commercial tele-

vision has already made substantial inroads."1

Further inequities existing between UHF and VHF

operation of educational television facilities were indi-

cated in a statement by Ralph Steetle, Chairman of the JCET,

in 1956:

It is no accident that, in the largest twenty

markets, seven of the ten VHF reservations are

already in use and the other three soon will be,

while Of the 172 UHF reservations, only four--

Cincinnati, Columbus, Madison, and Detroit-~are

presently in use. True, noncommercial UHF sta-

tions, unlike the commercial stations, do not

suffer from lack of advertising income which they

do not and cannot receive or depend upon. But

the educational UHF stations do suffer, just as

do the commercial stations, from lack of re-

ceivers and audience; for this discourages both

the educational broadcaster and his potential

subsidizers.2

 

1She also pointed out that nearly one-fourth of all

the metro olitan communities of the nation had been assigned

no educat onal television fre uency, and many states and re-

gional areas had received an nsufflcient number of reserved

channels. New York City, for example, with a population of elev-

en lmillion, received one UHF channel; the states of Massa-

chusetts, Maryland, Kentucky, Wyoming, Delaware, Rhode

Island, and Vermont received one educational reservation

each out of a total of 114 channels assigned to those areas;

Youngstown Ohio, with a population of 5 5,000, received no

educational channel ("Sixth Report and Order," Part VIII

Federal Register, XVII, NO. 87, p. 4090). See also New York

Times, April 14, 1952, p. 1:8.

2Ralph Steetle, statement before the Senate Commerce

Committee, Februarg 29, 1956, U.S. Congress, Senate, Inter-

state and Foreign ommerce Committee, earings: Television

In uir , 84th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1956, p. 5337
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Another possible reason for the slowness of the

development of educational television facilities, apart from

the UHF problem, was the lack of adequate financial support

for a nationwide educational television service. Since the

very beginning of the movement in 1951, the Ford Foundation,

through its subsidiary funding agencies, had been educational

television's principal benefactor on a nationwide bais. By

1957 the Foundation had contributed more than $10 million

in support of various phases Of the movement, about one-

third of that amount in the form of matching funds going

directly to aid in the establishment of new educational

television stations.

The Fund for Adult Education (FAE), which adminis—

tered most of the television funds during this early period,

was extremely careful in its selection of beneficiaries.

The Fund selected only those prospective educational tele-

vision outlets which had, in its opinion, a high probability

of successful Operation to receive its philanthropy. To

assure such success, the FAE limited the amount of funds

and imposed conditions on the prospective recipients. In

most cases the Fund agreed to donate funds up to a limit

of one-hundred to one—hundred fifty thousand dollars on a

one-for-two matching basis. The prospective television ap-

plicant, therfore, provided two-thirds of the financing.

A further condition was attached: that the proposed educa—

tional television facility aided by FAE would agree to par-

ticipate in the FAE-subsidized project of a national
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educational television network and program exchange service.

Thus, the widely publicized "seed money" of the FAE, while

of unquestioned value in aiding in the establishment of

early educational television stations, was not readily

available to potential educational telecasters on an "all-

comers" basis.

Educational television interests, therefore, turned

to other potential benefactors, including their commercial

brethren, for additional support. They were not disap-

pointed. Large amounts of money, equipment, and other less

tangible forms of support--valued at more than $10 million

over a five-year period, according to one estimate--was

donated to prospective educational television licensees by

commercial broadcasters.2 The recipients no doubt welcomed

this generous spirit of "commercial" cooperation, but some

critics felt that commercial stations assisted educational

outlets out of "enlightened self-interest"; that is, they

helped the noncommercial facility in order to keep a com-

mercial competitor from obtaining the channel.3

 

1See in this regard, Zaitz, p. 60; Ford Foundation,

Ten Year Report, pp. 20-21; Powell, pp. 85-90, passim; and

New York Times, January 8, 1952, p. 16:2.

2"ETV: 5 Years and $60 Million Later," Broadcasting,

November 11, 1957, pp. 94, 98-101, assim.

3It was generally true that the educational stations

receiving assistance from commercial broadcasters during

this period were located in highly competitive major tele-

vision markets, where existing broadcasters would much pre-

fer a noncommercial to a commercial television neighbor

Ibid. .
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Lack of Momentum
 

A display of public opinion favoring educational

television which, it was hoped, would lead to a widespread,

grass-roots movement to establish stations failed largely

to materialize during this period, in Spite of the efforts

of the FAE-subsidized National Citizens Committee on Educa-

tional Television (NCCET).1

While the NCCET, between 1952 and 1956, obtained

the endorsement of more than one hundred organizations of

national stature for the principles of educational tele-

vision, the establishment of facilities, and the activation

of specific reserved channels,2 there was a noticeable gap

at all levels between the proclamations and tangible support.

Nowhere was the distinction between "principle" and

"practice" more evident than in the activities by State

governors and legislatures. The JCET reported in 1953 that

the study of educational television had been undertaken at

the State government level in three-fourths of the States.

Numerous conferences, study commissions, and legislative

hearings had already taken place.3 Two years later a simi-

lar report noted that various state agencies had been

 

1FAE, Ten Year Report, p. 20.
 

2Ibid., 20-22, assim.

3Ralph Steetle, "The States and Educational Tele-

vision," State Government, XXVI (1953), pp. 43—44, 54. See

also: "Excerpts from Governors' Messages to Their Legisla-

tures," Ibid., pp. 72, 96; and "Among the States," Ibid.,

pp. 110, 209, 253.
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prominent in developing and financing the then existing

thirteen educational television outlets. But the greater

part of State government interest remained largely in the

tacit, vocal, "special commissions," which supported ETV

but which were powerless, of themselves, to act.1 In some

states the educational television proposals became political

"footballs," much to the regret of the educational leaders

of the movement, and what should properly have been nonpar-

tisan, or at best bipartisan, efforts to establish educa-

tional television facilities became conflicts between poli-

tical parties, governors and legislators, and factions.2

Many educators themselves were reluctant to endorse

television as being significant for education. The chair-

man of the JCET noted in his testimony before a Congres-

sional committee that one of the "special problems" involved

in formulating national educational policy toward something

(such as television) which involved the expenditure of large

sums of money, was determining "whether or not this is im-

portant to education."3

 

1Walter B. Emery and Ralph Steetle, "State Progress

in Educational Television," State Government, XXVIII (1955),

pp. 63-66, 74. See also JCET, Four Years of Progress . . .,

pp. 53—63, 66—75.

2Especially the situations which developed in New

York, Connecticut, New Jersey, Rhode Island, Pennsylvania,

Massachusetts, and California.

3Statement of Ralph Steetle before the Senate Com—

merce Committee Hearing: Television Inquiry, 1956, p. 537.
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Five million dollars of FAE funds were allocated to

study the problem of inducing educational institutions and

groups to become aware of educational television, and to

encourage them in efforts to raise the necessary funds.1

Divergifyingglnfluences

A number of innovations, attitudes, and events tended

to "fragment" the educational television movement, thus mak-

ing a "united effort" to establish stations on a broad scale

impossible. One development, which undoubtedly "blunted"

the edge of the movement was the "invasion" of the educa-

tional television field by commercial broadcasters.2

A considerable number of licensed television stations

cooperated with educational interests and institutions in a

wide range of educational television endeavors, as if to

prove their oft-cited contention that educational interests

could achieve better results with greater efficiency through

the use Of existing commercial facilities than they could

by operating their own stations.3

Furthermore, the appeal of operating educational

television stations faded in the minds of some educators as

 

1New York Times, September 8, 1952, p. 30:2.

2"ETV: 5 Years . . . . Later," Broadcasting, pp.
98‘101.

3The most elaborate proposal was revealed late in

1956, when NBC announced that it would provide a daily net-

work service on a noncommercial basis to educational stations

then on the air as well as its own affiliates, the bulk of

programming and transmission costs to be borne by the net-

work. See Robert W. Sarnoff, "Network Broadcasting," an
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technological and educational developments continued to take

place.

Even among those whose belief in the educational

value of television was strong there were many different

Opinions about the particular values of the medium.

Much of the divergence of views about educational

television seems to have come about as more and more indi-

xiduals and institutions became familiar with the medium,

and as increased utilization and experimentation took place.

Such dispersion of interests was not unlike the factionalism

which had threatened to weaken education's position before

the FCC at the time when the reservation of channels was

being considered in 1950.

The principal points of view which seem to have

brought on this "branching" were created by the development

of the concept of instructional television (ITV), particu-

larly on a closed-circuit basis. The ITV concept generated

a philosophy of educational television which placed propor-

tionately greater emphasis on "in-school" television ser-

vices (ITV services which could be rendered through closed-

circuit systems or with the aid of cooperating commercial

broadcasters) and proportionately less emphasis on the older,

 

address before the 30th Anniversary Meeting of NBC, Miami,

Florida, December 13, 1956 (NBC Release); New York Times,

December 16, 1956, Sec. II, p. 11:1.
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more established concept of television for adult education

and general educative purposes.

Furthermore, as more groups became interested in

the educational potentials of television, and as more re-

search in the area was promulgated, the questions of "what

can television do, and do best, for education?" were aired

more frequently in discussions and symposia throughout the

country.2 As more conferences were held to discuss the

problem, the number of differing points of view likewise

increased, until the educational television movement was

characterized by two distinct "camps"--those who favored

instructional television and those who favored enrichment

television.3

All of the above factors seem to have had some

influence on the rate at which the educational television

movement progressed from 1952 through 1956.

Educational Television and Congress

Throughout the period under discussion (1952-1956)

Congress, through its appropriate committees and its

 

1See for instance New York Times, December 20

1952, p. 13:3; March 1, 1953,,p. ’56w‘4 ‘March 15, Sec. IV,

E. ; November 15 . anuary 25, 1954, p. 1:1;

ovember 13, 1955, Sec. IV,1p. 9: .

2Ibid., November 28, 1952, p. 34:6; December 15,

p. 20:1; February 15, 1953, p. 74:3; and Zaitz, pp. 158-159.

3The JCET reported in 1956 that instructional tele-

vision programs had increased in popularity to the point

where 8500 such offerings were broadcast between 1952 and

1956 (Survey of School Programs in Educational Television,

(Washington: JCET,1956], mimeo. ).
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individual Members, maintained an almost continual interest

in broadcasting, and especially television--the newest and

"brightest" medium of influence. However, only two Congres-

sional proceedings were directly concerned with educational

television: the so-called Tobey Hearings and the so—called

Potter Hearings.

The Tobey Hearings

In 1953, a two-day hearing was held by the Senate

Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, under the chair-

manship of Senator Charles W. Tobey, to determine the in-

tentions of the FCC regarding the reserved educational allo-

cations of the "Sixth Report and Order."1 Members of the

FCC were the only witnesses.

Testimony and inquiry centered on the question of

whether the "Report's" one-year period, during which no

petitions pertaining to reconsideration of the educational

reservations would be entertained by the Commission, would

or would not be extended beyond the June 2, l953,termina-

tion date.2 FCC Chairman Paul A. Walker-~to whom the desig-

nation of this one-year period as the "year of decision" is

attributed—~conceded that his speeches during the preceding

 

1U.S. Congress, Senate, Interstate and Foreign Com-

merce Committee, Hearings: Educational Television, 83rd

Cong., lst Sess., April 16, 21, 1953; Also New Yopk Times,

April 17, 1953, p. 22:5.

2See "Sixth Report and Order," paras. 209-214.
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year (in which he had urged educators to activate the re-

served channels expeditiously) might have caused many edu-

cational interests to believe that the educational alloca-

tions would be reserved for only that one-year period. He

told the Committee that such was not, in fact, the case--

that the reservations were permanent until altered by action

of the FCC--but that petitions requesting alterations in the

table of assignments, including addition or deletion of

educational (as well as commercial) channels, would be

accepted by the Commission after June 2, 1953.

Mr. Walker suggested that Congress should legislate

an extension of the period of unchallengeable reservations.

He feared that an FCC extension, without specific direction

from Congress, would be challenged in the courts under the

existing appeals procedure.1

At the time of the 1953 hearing, fourteen construc-

tion permits had been granted by the FCC to educational ap-

plicants, but no stations had as yet been finally licensed

to operate.2 The Committee was naturally concerned with

the prospects for the future utilization of the reserved

channels. Chairman Walker said that he thought that the

educators had begun to move with "reasonable speed," but

 

1Testimony of Paul A. Walker, April 16, 1953, Hear-

ings: Educational Television, 1953, pp. 1-5, assim.

2KUHT, The University of Houston (Texas), began its

operation within the following month, on May 25, l953--the

first educational station to operate on one of the reserved

channels. See JCET Four Years of Progress, p. 4.
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that he was not sure whether or not the problem of raising

initial capital and operating funds, or a "disbelief in the

philosophy" of educational television was responsible for

the recognized "slowness" with which educational interests

were moving in some parts of the country.

The Hearing concluded after several of the Commis-

sioners' views had been heard on the matter of the extension

of the educational reservations. The Committee was appar-

ently in agreement with its chairman, Senator Tobey, that

the reservations for education ought to be retained per-

manently, and it seemed convinced that the FCC's "Sixth

Report and Order" certified that condition.

Both Senator Tobey and Chairman Walker later at—

tempted to clarify the somewhat "cloudy" question about the

permanence of the reservations. Walker issued a statement

which stated, in part:

Under the existing rules all the assignments con-

tained in the Commission's table of assignments,

both the commercial as well as the educational,

continue without any limitation on their duration.

Senator Tobey said, for the Senate Committee's

part:

The one-year rule, it must be emphasized,

has absolutely nothing whatsoever to do with the

length of time for which the educational reserva-

tions will remain available.

 

1Statement of Paul A. Walker May 11, 1953, repro-

duced in Congressional Record, XCIX (May 12, 1953),

p. A2514.
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1 [Senator Tobey and the Committee:]shall

keep a watchful eye on each and every one of these

242 channels for education, and upon the slightest

evidence that the FCC is about to weaken and to

delete one of them or substitute a substantially

less valuable channel for one of them, I shall call

for a full-scale investigation.

Thus, early in 1953, both the FCC and the Senate,

speaking through its appropriate committee, clearly enunciat—

ed the policy that the educational television frequencies

would remain in reserved status until such a time as educa—

tional interests could activate them.

The Potter Hearings

The Second set of hearings which bore directly on

the educational television movement occurred a year later,

in May and June of 1954. The Senate Subcommittee on Com-

munications, chaired by Senator Charles E. Potter, held ex-

tensive hearings at that time on what was by then a major

problem affecting the entire national television scene--UHF

development.2

These hearings did not have educational television

as a specific concern, but, as noted above, educational

television development was inextricably involved with the

 

1Statement of Senator Charles W. Tobey, May 11, 1953,

reproduced in Congressional Record, Ibid., p. A2515.

2U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Interstate and

.Foreign Commerce, Subcommittee No. 2--Communications, Hear-

;ings: Status of UHF and Muitiple Ownership of TV Stations

(S. 3095), 83rd Cong., 2nd Sess. , May 19, 20, 21, June 15,

16, l7, 18, 22, 1954.
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general development of UHF, by virtue of the number and

proportion of reserved channels in the UHF spectrum. Con—

sequently, the hearings went far beyond the limits of the

specific proposed legislation (S. 3095; which was the cause

pg; accidens of the inquiry) and considerable testimony was

developed about the present status and future potential

development of educational as well as commercial UHF faci—

lities.1

Even though no specific proposals, such as a recom-

mendation or subcommittee report, emerged from the Hearings,

Senator Potter's investigation nevertheless reiterated the

earlier precedent of Congressional concern with,and support

of, educational television.

Subsequent proposals of later years for direct

Federal aid to educational television may be said to have

had their roots in these Hearings. The Potter Hearings of

1954 established and affirmed as public policy the principle

filat the Federal government would not sacrifice educational

television on the alter of commercial expediency, even

 

1S. 3095 (83rd Congress) was a proposal submitted

by Senator Edwin Johnson to amend the Communications Act so

as to provide for a flexible ownership policy with respect

to television stations in the UHF and VHF frequency bands,

excluding reserved educational channels. Under Johnson's

proposal, single owners would be permitted to operate up to

ten UHF stations, or up to five VHF stations, or combina-

tions of VHF and UHF stations on a two-U-equals-one-V basis.

The move was intended to provide a stimulus to commercial

broadcasters to make greater use of the UHF frequencies by

increasing one potential commercial value of a broadcaster's

holdings.
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though a nationwide television service might hang in the

balance.1

The Hearings had the effect of reinforcing Chairman

Walker's FCC policy statement of a year previous, and went

beyond merely guaranteeing the permanent reservation of the

educational channels; they publicized educational televi—

sion within the context of a nation-wide television service.

This concept had not been developed publicly before in so

forceful a fashion, and educators could find in the testi-

mony and discussion of the Hearings some real assurance that

Congress was vitally interested in the active development

of educational television--not merely the potential or pos-

sible development-~and intended to keep the progress of the

educational television movement among its serious concerns.2

As has been noted, no specific congressional acti-

vity resulted from the Potter hearings of 1954, but both

Houses of Congress seemed to take renewed interest in tele-

vision matters from that point onward. Hearings have con-

tinued, almost uninterruptedly, in virtually every session

of Congress, on various phases of the UHF problem, sub-

scription television systems, monopoly controls, ratings,

 

1See especially the testimony of Raymond F. Kohn,

June 15, 1954, Hearings: UHF, pp. 491-523; Dr. Armand Hunter,

June 17, 1954, pp. 711-718; and FCC Commissioner Frieda B.

Hennock, June 22, 1954, pp. 1060-1070.

See comments of the New York Times on the subcom-

mittee activities, May 20, 1954, p. 47:4; May 21, 1954,

p. 23:2; May 22, 1954, p. 6:7.
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and programming, as well as (from 1958 on) the educational

television movement.

The Period in Retrospect

Educational Television Issues, 1952-1956

As the educational television movement progressed

from 1952, four major questions or issues of concern to the

movement stood out at various times. Stripped of their

verbiage (which usually pertained to specific referents),

these issues centered on one or more of the following ques-

tions:

1. What was the significance of television in the edu-

cational and cultural life of the United States?

How could television best fulfill the needs and

requirements of education in its (then) present

state?

What plan should be adopted as the best method of

assuring the successful development of educational

television?

What should be done with those television channels

allocated and reserved for educational use but not

as yet activated?

_Ihe Signiiicance of Television

The question of television's significance to educa-

tion and the cultural life of the nation was raised often

<iuring the early stages of post-war television development,
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but by the end of 1952 most of the controversy had died

down. Television was generally accepted as having enormous

impact potential.1 Henceforward, the subject was raised,

not as an issue, but as reiteration of the general concen-

sus. What argument there was, as has been noted above, was

concerned with particulars.

Television's Role in Education

The question of television's place in the educational

environment persisted throughout the entire 1952-1956 period.

The discussion of that question stemmed essentially from two

subordinate questions of concern to educational interests,

namely: (1) what were the needs of education, both present

and future?; and (2) what special inherent qualities or

characteristics did television possess which might have

value in meeting education's needs? The problem was com-

pounded by the continuing emergence of technological inno-

vation in education ("teaching machines" and programmed in-

struction, for instancez), which raised fundamental ques-

tions about the traditional character of education as well.

as television's relation to it.

 

1See the following statements, reported by The New

York Times as follows: Dr. Paul W.F. Witt, January 13, 1952,

p. 7:14;7Edgar Dale, February 17, Sec. IV, p. 8:7; Juliet B.

Furman, April 22, p. 28:6; John P. Myers, November 14,

p. 29:7; Arthur S. Adams, December 13, p. 23:5; and Mrs.

Samuel A. Lewisohn, December 22, p. 31:6.

2New York Times, July 18, 1954, Sec. IV, p. 9:3.
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Various Approaches to Educational Television

The question of who, among the several groups as-

piring to cultivate educational television, was best quali-

fied to develop the medium to its greatest educational po-

tential was a recurring issue throughout the period under

discussion. While the question was largely an academic one,

in view of the slow growth of the movement, the topic per—

sisted.

There seemed to be no doubt in the minds of national

leaders that Education should be operating its own tele-

vision facilities. Prominent educators, government spokes-

men, and members of the FCC (especially Chairman Walker and

Commissioner Hennock, during the first year following the

"Sixth Report"), urged and encouraged educational groups

at all levels to activate the reserved channels quickly.

As the real cost of television became better under-

stood, state and local governments took part (some had from

the very beginning) in the discussion of educational tele-

vision. It was generally recognized that development of the

medium was financially prohibitive for many local school

and community groups without the aid of larger, more affluent

social bodies. The New York State Regents' proposal for a

state-operated educational television network was a very

early example of this kind of thinking; the Alabama Educa-

tional Television Commission was a later development
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in kind.1 New York's precedent-setting proposal became the

focal point of interest among educational groups and state

planning commissions alike until the political climax and

denouement of that venture in 1953.2

As commercial broadcasters increased the amount of

time and effort spent on "educational programming," some

discussion was devoted, late in the 1952-1956 period, to

whether or not commercial broadcasters could, or should,

provide the major educational television service in their

respective communities. If such a service was undertaken,

alone or in cooperation with existing educational institu-

tions, should it be designed to serve specific educational

needs-~i.e. in-school programs-~or be directed toward public

enlightenment, or both, and to what extent?

The Egngational Television Reservations

Finally, the issue concerning whether the educational

television channel reservations should be reserved perman-

ently, or should be given an unreserved status at the end of

a given period, was discussed from 1952 until the Potter

 

1See the testimony of Raymond D. Hurlbert before

the Senate Commerce Committee, April 24, 1958, U.S., Congress,

Senate, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Hear-

ings. on S. 2119. Educational Television, 85th Cong., 2nd

Sess., 1958, pp. 37-57.

2See New York Temporary Study Committee on Educa-

tional Television, Final Report, January 13, 1956 (mimeo);

New York Times, November, 1950 to March, 1953, assim.
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Subcommittee Hearings made it an "academic" question. Some

commercial broadcasters, and other interested parties, con-

tinued to voice the contention that a commercial service

dedicated to public interest was better than no service at

all; but there was no concerted effort to effect a change

in the reserved status of the educational allocations.1

Interpretative Summary

The five-year period between the "Sixth Report and

Order" of 1952 and the early months of 1957 was a period of

steady, if relatively slow, growth in the development of

educational television facilities. The JCET and its asso-

ciated operating agencies led the educational television

movement on three fronts: (l) encouraging citizens' groups

to investigate the qualities of television for educational

purposes, urging and assisting them in fund-raising activi-

ties, and providing them with technical and legal counsel

as required by their efforts to activate reserved educa-

tional channels wherever feasible; (2) representing the

educational television.movement as a "party of record" be-

fore the FCC in all matters of concern to the movement,

and fighting a rear-guard action against trespass on those

commercially valuable reserved channels sought by commercial

applicants before the FCC; and (3) encouraging and expand-

ing the public's awareness of the latent value of a national

 

lNgw York Times, June 18, 1954, p. 19:2; June 21,

p. 30:4.
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educational television service, through periodic appear-

ances by its spokesmen at Congressional hearings, and through

a well-developed public relations program.

Large sums of money were spent and individual abili-

ties were heavily taxed in efforts to bring into existence

more than twenty operational educational television stations

in the United States.

Interest in television for educational purposes by

many individuals and groups promoted a wide range of experi-

mental and speculative undertakings, Which sought to deter-

mine the most effective roles to be played by the medium.

Congress, for its part, was not vitally interested

in educational television during this period. A brief con-

sideration of the status of educational television develop-

ments, in 1953, by the Senate Commerce Committee, and a re-

affirmation of the principles of educational television

reservations, by a subcommittee of the same body, in 1954,

were the only exceptions to the general Congressional si-

lence on the subject. It does not seem to have been discussed

in any way (in any official sense) in the House of Repre—

sentatives.

The only issue with which the abovementioned hearings

dealt, as far as educational television was concerned (that

of whether to make the educational reservations permanent),

seems to have been an "internal" one--that is, it was de-

veloped within the Governmental hierarchy rather than being

imposed by exterior conditions. It was resolved on the same
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philosophic principles which had dictated the original

reservations.

Between April, 1952, and January, 1957, the educa-

tional television movement received a considerable amount of

recognition and support. At the same time, however, it was

beset by a splintering of interests within the movement,

and by some Opposition from interests outside the movement-—

some of these with vested interests in television's future.

Still, the movement was alive and growing, and late

in 1957 an unexpected "catalyst" drew the attention of Con-

gress and the nation to bear with new interest on the in—

herent value of television as a valuable asset to American

education. By that time-~the birth of the "Space Age"--

legislation had already been prOposed in the Senate to aid

the educational television movement directly.



CHAPTER V

THE FIRST CONGRESSIONAL EDUCATIONAL

TELEVISION FACILITIES PROPOSALS

Introduction

This chapter is concerned with the "climate,"

events, and issues of the two-year period during which the

Eighty-Fifth Congress was in session-~1957-l958--as they

related to the educational television movement in the

United States. Of particular concern is the legislative

activity of the Congress, which produced the first legisla-

tive proposals to support the development of educational

television by direct Federal grants-in-aid.

The National "Climate"

The year 1957 began quietly enough for the American

public. The Middle East crisis had passed; President Dwight

D. Eisenhower had been reelected to a second term in office

by an overwhelming popular majority, but had been unable to

carry a Republican majority in Congress. The so-called

"cold war" between the Western Allies and the Soviet Union

had become a technological and propaganda race to win over

the newly-emerging and underdeveloped "uncommitted" nations

of the world. Most Americans were fairly secure in their

169
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persons and complacent in their attitudes; peace and pros-

perity seemed closer than ever before and "education for

leisure" became the focal point of many adult education

programs.

"Sputnik I" changed much of that, however, on

October 5, 1957, when the Soviet Union announced that it

had launched an earth-orbiting satellite into space--the

first such successful venture of the new "space age."1 The

event was a scientific triumph and a propaganda victory for

the Soviet bloc, for the world was quickly made aware of the

fact that Russia had beaten the United States by some months

by its dramatic achievement. American prestige in all its

Spheres of influence suffered as a result.

From that time on, America was committed to an in-

tensive effort to regain its lost technological and ideo-

logical lead in the eyes of the world. American school

systems became the objects of scrutinizing attention, gen—

erated by the "arousal of the national conscience about

the need for better education as a result of the Soviet

success in science."2 America's "education for leisure"

gave way to "education for survival."

 

1New York Times, October 5, 1957, p. 1:8, pp. seg.

2Encyclppedia Britannica: Book of the Year, 1959,

p. 215.
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The Educational Scene, 1957-19581

The educational systems of the United States were

plagued, for the thirteenth and fourteenth consecutive years

respectively, by an increase in enrollments at all levels,

which was accompanied by an only slightly diminishing short-

age of teachers, school buildings, and facilities. In 1957

there were 39.7 million pupils in elementary and secondary

schools, 3.4 million students of higher education, and a

shortage of 135,000 teachers. In 1958 there were 41.3

million elementary and secondary school pupils, 3.6 million

students in colleges and universities, and a shortage of

132,000 teachers. Faced with the staggering imbalance of

the situation, many people were concerned about a decline

in the overall quality of education in American school

systems.

The above facts, plus the Soviet achievements in

space, spurred Congress to renewed activity in the field of

Federal aid to education; and near the end of 1958 the

National Defense Education Act of 1958 (P.L. 85-864) was

passed, providing for the expenditure of $88.7 million over

a four-year period (subsequently eXpanded and augmented)

for a variety of educational purposes-~including scholarships

for study in higher education, mainly in the fields of

science, language, and teacher training. Additional Federal

 

1Information in this and the succeeding section de-

veIOped, except as indicated, from Encyclopedia Britannica:

Book of the Year. 1958, and Book of the Year; 1959.
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legislation sought to combat the shortage of school build-

ings and facilities by means of a $200 million program.

Television and other technological innovations were

increasingly accepted at all levels of education. More than

400 college-level courses were taught by television in a

variety of systems, and several projects were well underway

to test the full range of television's usefulness in educa-

tion, including the Hagerstown Project of Washington County,

Maryland, the National Program in the Use of Television in

the Public Schools, and the Chicago City Junior College ex-

periment.

In 1957, another philanthropic organization, The

Carnegie Foundation, commissioned James B. Conant, former

President of Harvard University, to undertake a two-year

study of the American high school-—an investigation which

was to have a profound impact on educational planning when

 

1Each of these projects were financed by the Fund

for the Advancement of Education of the Ford Foundation,

which, since its formation in 1951, had been concerned "with

the problems and opportunities in formal education from

elementary grades through college levels," as contrasted

with the Fund for Adult Education, which was interested in

"that part of the educational process which begins when

formal schooling is finished" (FAE, Ten Year Report, p. 10).

See also John K. Weiss, "Teaching by Television in Hagers-

town," The School Review, LV (Winter, 1957), pp. 466-73;

New York Times, June 28, 1956, p. 59:4; July 8, Sec. II,

p. 9:1; Sec. IV, p. 10:7; July 16, p. 20:6; September 12,

p. 31:2; January 27, 1957, p. 64:3; May 20, p. 51:1; June 9,

1958, p. 25:8; The National Program in the Use of Television

in the Public Schools, Reportp: 1959. 1960, 1961 (New York:

Fund for the Advancement of Education); and Benjamin C.

Willis, Peter Masiko, Jr., and Clifford G. Erickson,

Chicngo's TV College (Chicago: Chicago Board of Education,

1960 .
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it was completed.

The Television Industry

The television industry of the United States, after

a decade of tumultuous growth, had, by 1957, reached a stage

of development unparalleled by any other medium in history.

The accelerated rate of progress in communication

which had made television generally available in

1946 and, in ten years,-saw it penetrate more rap-

idly and more deeply into the American home than

any other mass communications device in history,

was rolling ahead without any sign of slackening.

Through 1957-1958 the number of television receivers

in American homes increased twelve per cent, until more than

eighty-five per cent of all homes had at least one, and an

increasing number of families had more than one. Americans

spent overall an average of five hours and fifty-six minutes

per day, seven days per week, viewing television programs

by the end of 1958.

The number of television station licensees increased

to 511 during the period, of which 426 were VHF stations,

85 UHF. From an economic point of view, UHF continued to

be plagued by liabilities. Forty-eight of the seventy-one

operating commercial UHF stations lost money (due in part

to the fact that only about 14 per cent of the approximately

seven million receivers manufactured each of the two years

were built to receive UHF signals).

 

1Maurice B. Mitchell, "Forward Look at Communica-

tions," Britannica: Book of the Year,_l958, p. 50.



174

In spite of the UHF problems, the broadcasting in-

dustry as a whole continued to thrive, increasing its over-

all revenues twenty-five per cent in two years, to an almost

incredible figure of $943 million by the end of 1958.

Broadcasting technology also continued to improve.

While video tape recording (VTR) had been under development

for several years,it was first used for broadcasting by the

television networks at the inauguration of President

Eisenhower on January 21, 1957. A new phase of television

programming and distribution was thereby instituted, which

was far superior from all points of view to the kinescope-

film recordings then widely used.

Programs could be instantaneously recorded, played

back immediately, rebroadcast at the broadcaster's conven-

ience, delayed for broadcast later, edited, or could be

erased so that the tape could be used for another record-

ing. All of this was accompanied by a quality of picture

and sound indistinguishable from the original, and far

superior to kinescope recordings.

The industry adopted VTR almost universally within

a short span of months. Educational television stations

were somewhat slower in obtaining VTR because of the con-

siderable expense of the equipment. However, by the end of

1958 two ETV stations and one closed-circuit system were

using VTR extensively.1

 

1JCET, Educational Television Factsheet, December,

1958, p. 2.
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The development of color television continued slowly.

Some medical schools were using it in closed-circuit appli-

cations, but NBC was the only television network broadcast-

ing programs in color at the end of 1958. Sets were eXpen—

sive, screen sizes were small, and the public indicated no

real demand for the added dimensiOn of color to their tele—

vision program fare.

The chief concerns of the commercial industry at

this time were with "pay-TV" and with the continuing UHF

problem. An area of concern primarily to the networks was

that of alleged network monopoly practices, which was then

under an intensive investigation by several government

agencies in addition to the FCC. To each of these problems

the broadcasting industry attempted to present a "united

front" in defense of the established broadcasting system,

and brought pressure to bear on Congress and elsewhere to

keep "pay-TV" "out" and deintermixture to a minimum, and

to deny any wrongdoing with respect to network control or

domination of the industry.

The Development of Educational

Televisionpql957-l958

The educational television movement experienced

tremendous growth during 1957-1958. Six noncommercial tele-

vision stations were licensed in 1957, and by the end of

1958 there were thirty-five Operating educational television

stationS--an increase of more than seventy per cent in two

years. The number of FCC reserved assignments increased
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from the 242 originally set aside in 1952, to 257 by the

end of 1958. In spite of this growth, however, the utiliza—

tion of these channels was still only about fourteen per

cent of the potential.

A less dramatic achievement, but perhaps more signi-

ficant to the overall state of the movement, was the fact

that all save one of the noncommercial stations operating

on reserved channels had managed to stay on the air,

although most were by no means affluent.1 The question was

no longer: Can educational television survive?; now it was:

How can educational television best serve the needs of educa—

tion and of the nation?

Educational Television Research

Research was being conducted in prodigious quantity

on the efficacy of television for educational purposes, and

(with increasing frequency) on particular problems relating

to the efficiency of learning by television, and the prac-

tical aspects of financing and other forms of support.

There seemed to be little doubt as to the significance of

television in the classroom.

Study by study, the accumulating findings of re-

search provided steadily mounting evidence that:

(l) Practically all of the common school and

college subjects can be taught acceptably well by

television; (2) students taking courses by tele-

vision tend to do about as well (in some cases,

perhaps, somewhat better) on achievement-type

tests as those who take the same courses conven-

tionally; and (3) size of viewing groups seems to

 

1Infra, chap. v, p. l87n.
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make no measurable difference, quantitatively or

qualitatively, on the effectiveness of direct

teaching by television.

Most educational television research centered on

closed-circuit, instructional television (ITV). In addi-

tion to the Hagerstown Project and the National Program in

the Use of Television in the Public Schools, at least 150

school systems and colleges were experimentally involved in

regular teaching by closed-circuit television during the

1957-1958 period.2

Educational Television Broadcasting

Both instructional and enrichment programs contin-

ued on television broadcasting outlets, but there was a

 

1Franklin Dunham, Ronald R. Lowdermilk, and Gertrude

Broderick, Television in Education (Washington: U.S. Depart-

ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education,

1957), Bulletin No. 21, p. 92. See also Hideya Kumata, An

Inventory_of Instructional Television Research (Ann Arbor:

Educational Television and Radio Center, 1956).

2Dunham, pp pi, pp. 107-108. In one novel innova-

tion, financed by the Fund for the Advancement of Education

and other donors, a settlement house in New York City was

linked by closed-circuit television to a neighboring school

which most of the children of the area attended. This ven-

ture (the Chelsea Project) was an attempt to incorporate

the homes and school of a largely non-English speaking dis-

trict of Manhattan into a living-learning environment.

Parents were encouraged to "look in" on formal television

instruction in English and other subjects, presented in the

school in regular ITV fashion; during other periods of the

day and evening adult education and enrichment programs

‘were presented via the system. See New York Times, April 22,

1957, p. 27:1; November 26, p. 35:3; December 15, Sec. V1,

p. 70-71; October 2, 1958, p. 73:3; October 13, p. 31:5;

December 9, p. 45:2.
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growing emphasis throughout the period on direct, in-school

broadcasts, or adult-instruction courses, some of them for

college credit. Both commercial and noncommercial broad-

casters were active in the field, but the commercial broad-

casters generally had the more "dramatic" offerings.

Commercial "ITV"

The National Broadcasting Company (NBC) scored two

of the greatest educational television triumphs of the

1957-58 period. In March, 1957, the network began produc-

tion of a series of enrichment programs over a twenty-two

station network, which included NBC affiliates and noncom-

mercial educational television stations, at six-thirty in

the morning, three times weekly.1 The broadcasts continued

until 1958 when they were discontinued in favor of a project

which Dr. Alexander Stoddard described as "the most signi-

ficant thing ever done in American education."2

"Continental Classroom," backed by $1.2 million of

Ford Foundation money, the network, and several corpora-

tions and educational agencies, began its first semester on

October 6, 1958, with a reknowned physicist, (Harvey E.

White, of the University of California) teaching a basic,

freshman-level "ITV" college course in Atomic Physics to a

nationwide audience estimated at upwards of 200,000 viewers

‘

1See New York_iimes, December 16, 1956, Sec. II,

p. 11:1; March 12, 1957, p. 67:4; March 19, p. 75:1; April 6,

p. 39:1; and February 21, 1958; p. 47:1.

2New York Times, September 21, 1958, Sec. IV, p. 9:1.
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(at six-thirty in the morning in each time zone across the

nation). More than 250 colleges and universities gave full

college credit to the viewers of the course, upon registra-

tion and the successful completion of a final examination.

"Continental Classroom," distributed through the full faci-

lities of the NBC network, undoubtedly reached the largest

"class" in American education's history—-the crowning achieve-

ment to date of instructional television.1

Although NBC may have reaped more publicity from

its two national educationa1_television services, other

efforts by commercial broadcasters in the field of coopera-

tive educational programming were fully as rewarding in their

effects on the public. In the early months of 1957, New

York University and the home station of the Columbia Broad-

casting System (WCBS) agreed to COOperate in presenting a

literature course, to carry full college credit at the

University, beginning in September of 1957. The series,

which was appropriately called "Sunrise Semester," was aired

weekdays at six-thirty in the morning.

The result of the first few broadcasts was quite

staggering. Although not more than two hundred persons

actually met NYU's entrance requirements and were enrolled

for credit in the course, an estimated 120,000 viewers

¥

1Ibid., October 7, p. 71:1; November 2, Sec. II,

p. 15:7; September 13, p. 39:3. See also, NBC, Science and

greasepaint: The Story_of Continental Classroom (promotional

brochure, rivately distributed by the NBC Television Net-

work, 1959).
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watched the first few programs. Within hours after the

first broadcast lesson virtually every bookstore in the

New York Metropolitan area was "sold out" of the books de-

signated as required reading in the course. One publisher

sold 4,000 copies of a single volume in three days. Clearly,

"Sunrise Semester" was a revelation to broadcasters and

educators alike, by indicating an active "market" for educa-

tion by television, even at what was usually considered to

be "undesirable" hours.1

Similar programs were initiated throughout the

country, following the success of "Sunrise Semester." In

Washington, D.C., for instance, a major television outlet,

in cooperation with the public schools system, offered a

credit-course in shorthand and typing, in an effort to

combat the chronic shortage of stenographers.2 In Los

Angeles, the public schools began to broadcast one-half

hour per day through the facilities of a commercial broad-

caster.3 And the State Regents of New York renewed their

television efforts by negotiating a share-time arrangement

 

1New York Time§ June 18, 1957, p. 35:8; September

24, p. 3776; September 24, p. 71:1; September 26, p. 50:1;

October 2, p. 67:1; November 17, Sec. V1, p. 74; December 2,

p. 51:2; Britannica: Book of the Year, 1959, p. 218; Robert

A. Fuller, "Sunrise Semester," Teleyision Quarterl , Fall,

1958, pp. 22—26.

2New York Times, April 13, 1958, Sec. IV, p. 9:4.

3Ibid., October 28, 1957, p. 51:3.
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with a New York City television station for daily instruc-

tional programming.

Noncommercial Educational Stations
 

The noncommercial educational television stations

were more active in "ITV" than were the commercial outlets.

By the end of 1957 at least fifteen educational stations

were producing programs for in-school use, and by the end

of 1958 virtually all were.2 The most "dramatic" of these

projects was the three-year experiment, which began in 1956,

by the Chicago City Junior College (and WTTW). A complete,

two-year junior-college curriculum was broadcast, with

astonishing success, to an audience consisting largely of

persons who would otherwise not have obtained the opportun-

ity to pursue higher education.3

Various other developments took place throughout the

country. Pittsburgh's community-supported educational tele-

vion station requested FCC permission to Operate on a second

noncommercial frequency in the UHF band, to provide primar-

ily in-school services.4 Adult education and enrichment

 

1Ibid., March 12, 1958, p. 1:6; March 13, p. 28:3,

59:5; March 16, p. 81:1; March 25, p. 25:3, March £9,3p.10:1,

and April 21, p. 45:2. See also programs by Western Reserve

(Ibid., November 30, p. 148:3) and Farleigh-Dickinson (Ibid.,

June 11, 1958, p. 14:4; and June 15, Sec. IV, p. 9:4.

2

 

Britannica: Book of the Year, 1958, p. 220.

SSee, New York Times, April 20, 1958, Sec. IV, p. 9:1;

IMay 11, Sec. IV, p. 9:1; Willis, Masiko, and Erickson,

,thcago's TV College; also interim reports by the same authors.

4New York Times, September 20, 1958, p. 38:8.
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programs continued to increase in number and diversity, and

some states and regions drew up plans for interstate and

intrastate networking of educational television stations.

The Issues of Educational Television

The primary problem confronting educational tele-

vision continued to be a financial one. Even though more

than fifty foundations and innumberable other donors gave

money, equipment, and services to the movement and to in-

dividual stations, there was still, at the end of 1958,

only a fourteen per cent utilization of the reserved educa-

tional channels.2 A large part of the problem may have

stemmed, as the New York Tings critic pointed out, from a

general lack of understanding of the economics and applica—

tions of educational television.

The sheer diversity of arguments over its possible

goals and potential usefulness has made it diffi-

cult to finance.

The noticeable shift in emhapsis toward instruc-

tional and in-school services may have been brought about

partly by a change in the source of the principle means of

support.

 

1Britannica: Book of the Year, 1958, p. 220; JCET,

Factsheepp, 1957-58, assim.

2Dunham pp pi., Television in Education, p. 106.

3Jack Gould, "Primer on ETV" New York Times, March

16, 1958, Sec. II, p. 13:3.
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In 1956 the Fund for Adult Education had announced

that it was "phasing out" its support of educational tele—

vision stations, and would henceforth direct its support pri-

marily toward programs for the liberal education of adults.1

The financial breach thus created was partially filled by

an increase of support from the Fund for the Advancement of

Education, but it brought with it a change in emphasis in

television programming by educational stations.

Local school interest in instructional television

increased this tendency; and as one active educational

broadcaster of the period observed, educational stations

went where the money was; if it was possible to obtain

greater financial support through in-school services than

through enrichment programs, that was where the major

emphasis lay.2

The emphasis on instructional television was not,

however, part of a preconceived plan for the movement's

development. The primary concerns of educational stations

were (1) staying on the air and (2) improving their services

in whatever ways possible.

The chief concerns of the leadership at the national

level were, correspondingly (l), to continue the search for

adequate financing of the expanding national system of edu-

cational television stations, and (2) to continue to urge

 

1FAE, Ten Year Report, p. 24.

2Interview with Armand E. Hunter, Director of Con—

tinuing Education, Michigan State University, June 29, 1963.
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the activation of as yet unused reserved channels. In

Washington the NAEB and the JCET continued to represent edu-

cational television interests before the FCC and Congress,

to assure both bodies that the continued reservation of

channels was justified and necessary.

Educational Televisipn and

The Eighty-Fifth Congress

 

As the Eighty-Fifth Congress convened in Washington,

following the national elections which saw Republican Presi-

dent Eisenhower returned to the White House for a second

term of office while Congress remained firmly under the

control of the Democratic Party, the nation's educational

system--the nation's educational plight, one might also say--

was uppermost in many Congressmen's minds. The need for

Federal assistance in education had long been advocated by

educators throughout the country, but it had been resisted

firmly in the Congress since the end of the World War and

the Korean Conflict. Now, it seemed, there was an increased

urgency in the nation's educational needs.

Educational television, still "underdeveloped"

after nearly five years of Federal protection, was consi-

dered by some Congressmen to be a tool which might be used

to satisfy, if only temporarily, some of the needs of

quality education for the exploding school population.
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The First Session--

A Threat to the Reserved Channels

As Congress got underway in January, 1957, the FCC

was considering a proposal for regulating the future devel-

opment of television in the United States. The plan had

been drawn up by Federal Communications Commissioner T.A.M.

Craven, a recognized radio engineer and acknowledged allo-

cations eXpert who had been appointed to the Commission in

July, 1956. The so-called "Craven Proposal" called for an

end to the use of the Table of Assignments (which was part

of the "Sixth Report and Order" of 1952) in all future tele-

vision channel activation. Commissioner Craven contended

that while the Table Of Assignments had satisfactorily per-

formed its intended function up to a point (that of promot-

ing the orderly development of a nationwide television

system), it presently was exerting a restrictive influence

on the development of television in many areas. He sug-

gested, therefore, that the Table be rescinded and that

future applications for television channels be handled on

a case-by-case basis, as was the situation with radio appli—

cations.

The effect of the Craven Proposal would have been

to delete the educational television reservations, which

were a part of the Table of Assignments, unless educational

institutions or other groups could show a reasonably defin-

ite plan for activating those unused channels within a
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justifiable length of time.1

As might have been expected, educational television

interests were disturbed; and through the avenues available

to them, they aroused some interest in the Senate.

In early March, the Senate Commerce Committee held

hearings on various aspects of television regulation, at

which various FCC Commissioners discussed their views on

educational television and other concerns of the agency.

All of those Commissioners who appeared before the Committee

agreed on the basic principle of educational television; but

some shared Commissioner Craven's view that an indefinite

reservation of noncommercial channels was unwarranted.3

Members of the Committee, on the other hand, generally

favored the protective policy toward educational reservations

which had been enunciated from time to time.4

 

1See, U.S., FCC 57-407 Docket 12005 ("Notice of

Proposed Rule Making"), April 26, 1957, Federal Register,

XXII (May 1, 1957), p. 3076f.

2See the statement and exchange of letters between

Senator Richard Neuberger and various parties, U.S., Congres-

sional Record, 85th Cong., lst Sess., 1957, C111, Part 15,

pp. A119-21, A1342-43.

3New York Times, March 16, 1957, p. 39:1; U.S.,

Congress, Senate, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-

merce, Hearings: Television Regulation (March 5, 14, 15,

1957), 85th Cong., lst Sess., 1957.

4Ibid., The Craven proposal was subsequently with-

drawn pending further study by an independent group of the

entire allocations question. See, U.S., FCC 57-1129,

Docket 12005, Federal Register, XXII (October 15, 1957),

p. 8156.
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Still, there was no question but that pressure was

on the educators to activate the remainder of the reserved

educational channels. And activation was becoming increas-

ingly more difficult for several reasons: (1) The Fund for

Adult Education was reducing its support in the area of

new-station subsidy; (2) the UHF problem continued to plague

the educational television movement as it did the commer-

cial industry;1 and (3) there was a growing reliance on

commercial "good will" and cooPeration with educational

institutions, and on closed-circuit television in meeting

education's television needs-~there was less active concern

about "education's own stations."

The record of the preceding five years was clear,

however, that once an educational television station was

established it stayed in operation. Only one station had

ceased to Operate on a reserved channel.2 The rule seemed

to be that, given the initial impetus to get on the air

(equipment and initial financing) educational television

stations clung, perhaps precariously, but tenaciously to

life.

 

1At this time, of the twenty-two educational stations

operating only three were UHF operations, and of the remain-

ing VHF stations, nearly all were located in key metropolitan

areas where they had at least adequate financia support and,

just as important, ood, if not outstanding, grogram re-

sources--i.e. Pitts urgh, St. Louis, Boston, eattle, San

Francisco, Chicago, etc.

2KTHE had been established at UCLA by Uhe Alan Han-

cock Foundation in 1953, and was financed exclusively by that

organization to the amount of $500,000 capital and 00,000

per year operating bud et. In July, 1954 through iffer-

ences with the donor, THE lost its subsidy and in September

it ceased to o erates See New York Times, Egbruar%026 1953,

1p. 28:5; July 0, l9 4, p. Ilzfi; SeptemBEr , p.
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The Magnuson Proposa1-—S. 2119

In this "climate," Senator Warren G. Magnuson, Chair-

man of the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-

merce (now Commerce Committee), introduced a bill (S. 2119)

in the Senate on May 17, 1957:

To expedite the utilization of television facili—

ties in our public schools and colleges, and in

adult training programs.

Warren Magnuson and Educational Television2

The presentation of Senator Magnuson'sibill appar-

ently came as a complete surprise to the educational tele—

vision interests, and it was, as one source close to the

scene described it, "a case of a man who personally had an

interest in this thing," and who took the initiative to

exercise his belief in the need for Federal aid to educa-

tional television.

Warren Grant Magnuson had had a long association

with Congress, broadcasting, and public service. His public

 

1Congressional Record, CIV, Part 6, p. 7141.

2Biographical information in this section derived

from Time, November 24, 1961, p. 12; and U.S. Congress,

House of Representatives, Biographical Directory of the

American Congress, House Document 442, 87th Cong., lst Sess.,

1961, p. 1253.

3Certain information in this and subsequent sections

was developed through interviews with persons close to the

scene of events in Washington. Since these interviews were,

in the main, conducted "off the record," the writer must

respect the wishes of those interviewees who specifically

requested anonymity. A list of interviews and dates may be

found in the Bibliography.
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career began in 1931, when he became, first, a public prose-

cuting attorney, and then, in 1933, a member of the Washing-

ton State House of Representatives. From 1934 to 1936 he

was a special United States District Attorney in the State

of Washington.

Senator Magnuson served in the United States Con-

gress as a Representative from Washington from 1937 to 1944,

during which part of the time he was on leave for war ser—

vice with the Navy. In 1944, he succeeded Homer T. Bone

as Senator from Washington, and has served in that capacity

from then until the present, being elected in 1944 and re-

elected in 1950, 1956, and 1962.

During most of his time in the Capitol, Senator

Magnuson has served on the Senate Commerce Committee. A

Democrat, he succeeded Republican Senator John W. Bricker

as chairman of the Committee in 1955. His long association

with the Commerce Committee, which handles all Federal broad-

casting legislation, made him quite familiar with broadcast—

ing matters.

Besides his legislative interest in communications,

Senator Magnuson had a personal interest in broadcasting:

at the time of S. 2119's consideration, he was the owner of

three-and-one-half per cent of the common stock of Seattle

radio station KIRO-AM-FM.1 He had watched with considerable

 

1Senator Ma nuson was one of ten U.S. Senators, ac-

cording to Broadcas ing, who owned stock in or had close

association With broadcasting stations at that time. John

W. Bricker was also list d be ause of his position as a

Trustee of Ohio State Un vers ty, which Operated educational

television station WOSU-TV, Columbus. See Broadcasting,

January 7, 1957, pp. 46-48.
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interest, the planning and eventual operation of station

KCTS-TV, the only educational television station in Washing-

ton at that time, which was licensed to the University of

Washington at Seattle.1 He was well aware of the problems

of broadcasting in general and of educational broadcasting

in particular. In 1950, Senator Magnuson had supported the

Bricker proposals (to set aside specific channels for edu-

cational television) both in committee and on the floor of

the Senate. He also had supported Senator Johnson's pro-

posal for encouraging UHF development in 1953, and he had

consistently supported plans to remove the Federal excise

tax on UHF and all-band receivers, to encourage their manu-

facture and sale--a move resisted by the Republican Admin-

istration in 1954 and 1956.2

In short, Senator Magnuson was very much aware of

what was going on in broadcasting. He realized that the

educational television movement was sadly in need of funds

if it was to activate more channels than the twenty-one

then in operation. He probably was aware of the fact that

 

1KCTS-TV began operations in December, 1954, one of

the first ten educational television stations in the country.

It was aided to a great extent by television station KING-TV,

which donated $121,963 worth of equipment to the University

of Washington to assist in establishing the station. JCET,

Four Years of Progress, pp. 33-34; New York Times, December

25, 1953, p. 24:8.

2One of Senator Magnuson's first official moves at

the beginning of the Eighty-Fifth Congress, in 1957, was to

petition the Ways and Means Committee of the Senate to re-

move the excise tax on UHF receivers (Broadcasting, February

11, 1957, p. 9.).
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the Fund for Adult education, which had aided so many of

the original ETV "pioneers", was cutting back its support

of that phase of the movement; he probably realized that

the Emerson Radio and Phonograph Corporation, which had

aided the first ten educational stations, had long since

ceased its philanthropy in that area, as had other donors.

He was certainly cognizant of the Craven Proposal and its

inherent threat to the continued reservation of noncommer-

cial channels for education.

Early in 1957, Senator Magnuson received a copy of

a report by Dr. Alexander J. Stoddard, a distinguished

educator, who had undertaken a study of the "big city school

systems" for the Fund for the Advancement of Education.

The report was first published in January, 1957, and in—

cluded, among five major proposals to meet the educational

problems of city schools, a strong statement of support for

educational television development.1 It is apparent from

his later references to the report that Senator Magnuson was

impressed by the document.2 It is also quite probable that

he was aware of many of the other television activities in

education, such as the Hagerstown Project, which was close

to the Capitol in nearby Maryland. In any case, it is cer-

tainly evident that Senator Magnuson was in sympathy with

 

1Alexander J. Stoddard, Schools for Tomorrow: An

Educator's Blueprint (New York: Fund for the Advancement of

Education, 1957).

 

2Congresgional Record, CIV, Part 6, pp. 7377—79,

passim.
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the principles of the educational television movement, and

S. 2119 reflected his concern.

S. 2119 in the Senate

Senator Magnuson realized that, as chairman of a

Senate committee, he could better control the progress of

S. 2119 in the Senate if it could be assigned to his com-

mittee. Therefore, the bill was introduced in the Senate

on May 17, 1957, as a communications bill--not an educa-

tion bill--and was referred to the Commerce Committee. In

fact, all the educational television facilities proposals

(save one) considered by Congress between 1957 and 1962

were presented as broadcasting legislation--to facilitate

the activation of existing reserved television allocations--

in spite of the educational overtones present in each bill.

This "strategy" may be eXplained and justified to some ex-

tent by Congress's traditional reluctance to enact Federal

legislation in the area of education, holding that education

was the inviolable province of the States.

8. 2119 was presented to the Senate with a statement

for the Record explaining briefly the purposes and the pro-

posal embodied in the bill: (l) to expedite the utilization

of the reserved educational channels; (2) to inaugurate a

limited grant program involvingaimaximum of one million

dollars per state, to be used only for equipment (and speci—

fically excluding buildings to house it, staff, and future

operation and maintenance). The statment concluded with a
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rationale for the proposed legislation which indicated that

the bill was tailored to meet the present needs of the ETV

movement, with benefits to be derived by the entire nation.

Magnuson's Speech to the Senate

A few days later, Senator Magnuson addressed the

Senate in a speech which was both an amplification of the

earlier statement and an appeal for passage of S. 2119.1

After the usual preliminary remarks, the speech

commenced with a statement of the dimension of the prOposed

legislation:

8. 2119 is a modest prOposal. It will ini-

tiate the use of television in our public schools

and colleges and in adult training programs in each

of the several States and Territories on a small

scale.

The statement that the bill was "a modest proposal"

was perhaps the most oft-repeated remark made during the

subsequent discussion, hearings, and debate on the measure

and its successors.

The speech proceeded with a brief amplification of

the details of the proposal, supported by a strong personal

statement of conviction:

I am convinced that unless the Federal Government

takes the initiative, offers the impetus, and con-

tributes to the cost, the great educatgonal poten-

tial from these channels will be lost.

 

1Speech in the Senate, May 22, 1957, Congressional

Record, CVI, Part 6, pp. 7377-79.

21o1o., p. 7378.

3Ibid.
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The second part of the speech was constructed along

parallel lines of problem-solution development. Senator

Magnuson began with the present problems of public educa-

tion--the growing shortage of teachers and facilities, the

increasing enrollments-~and then offered a solution:

The use of television . . . will strike directly

at these existing shortages, and . . . the extent

of the contribution toward the solution of these

problems which television can make is tremendous.

Turning to the future problems of education and the

nation, the Senator talked of national survival, the need

for quality, as well as quantity, in future education, and

the need for efficiency all along the line; followed,again,

by his solution:

With ever-increasing complexities in technical

progress, a lack of education for all people, or

inferior education to any substantial number,

threatens the very perpetuation of our country.

The use of educational television will

meet these needs with thg least cost and in the

most expeditious manner.

Senator Magnuson's speech then turned to an infor-

mative phase: the discussion of the "state of the art," as

it were, of educational television. Calling upon the state-

ments of educational authorities for support (Dr. Thomas

Clark Pollock, President, New York University, and Dr. Alex—

ander D. Stoddard), the Senator spoke of television as of-

fering "the greatest opportunity for the advancement of edu-

cation since the introduction of printing by movable type,"
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and summarized the medium's qualities in this regard-~im-

mediacy or delay of presentation, repetition, the expanded

perspective, movement, color--and the results of research

to date, including the Stoddard report, substantial portions

of which were introduced into the Record at that point.

The conclusion of the speech was a simple summary

of the preceding remarks: a statement of the problems and

the proposed solution; a description of the scope of S. 2119;

and an appeal to the Senate for early consideration and sup-

port of the measure.

Senator Magnuson's speech of May 22, on behalf of

S. 2119, was simple, straightforward, and uncomplicated.

He relied heavily throughout the address on his own personal

stature in the Senate and on the testimony of educational

authorities, whose statements he included as support.

Quantitatively, the speech contained more informative mater-

ial than persuasive, and no doubt its main intent was to

make information available to the Senate, in the Record,

against such time as the bill might return for considera-

tion and a vote.

The issues and related questions which Senator

Magnuson raised in the speech, and his position on them,

seem to be these:

1. Should the Federal Government provide aid to educa-

tion through financial assistance to educational

television facilities? Magnuson believed so.
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2. To what extent could television solve the problems

and meet the needs of education at present and in

the future? Magnuson believed that, in spite of

the fact that television was still in its relative

infancy, it could do much in both areas, and he

supported his views with authority and generaliza-

tion of the present achievements of ETV.

3. To what extent would the proposed legislation

(8. 2119) accomplish the above objectives--wou1d

it, in fact, bring about the establishment of educa-

tional television facilities, would it meet educa-

tion's needs, and was it a reasonable and practical

solution? Magnuson did not show a direct relation-

ship between S. 2119 and his "needs," but it was

very definitely implied that the bill would "assist"

in achieving these ends. The "modesty" of the pro-

posal might be construed as a palliative with which

to avoid a sharp confrontation on this issue.

Senator Magnuson's expressed hopes for early action

by his committee and the Senate on S. 2119 failed to materia—

lize, and it was nearly a full year before hearings on the

bill were held.

Both Houses of Congress, in the meantime, were con-

cerned with other broadcasting matters-—the "pay-TV" problem,

network monopoly and censorship practices, and the UHF

dilemma--all of which received a considerable amount of at-

tention in hearings and in the Record. By the time hearings
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were held on S. 2119, the nation and Congress were in the

midst of a painful reevaluation of the nation's educational

system, and many other proposals had been formulated to

aid education with Federal funds in one form or another.

The Second Session

Congress was in recess when the Soviet space triumph

was first announced. When the Second Session convened in

January, 1958, there was an eagerness in both Houses to pass

Federal legislation to aid education. While educational

television was involved in some bills, it was not in the

context which Senator MagnuSon had proposed in S. 2119.

Still, the proceedings leading to the passage of the National

Defense Education Act of 1958 are worth reviewing, because,

to some extent, they may have diverted attention away from

the Magnuson proposal.

The National Defense Education Act of 1958

The first bills for what later became the National

Defense Education Act of 1958 (NDEA) were introduced by

Senator Lister Hill (and twenty-six co-sponsors) and Repre-

sentative Carl Elliot (whose bill was a "committee bill,"

arising from earlier studies in the area by his House Educa-

tion Subcommittee). Hearings and committee meetings were

held throughout the session on these proposals and others

similar to them by the Senate Committee on Labor and Public

Welfare and its subcommittees, and the House Committee on

Education and Labor and its subcommittees.
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On July 1, 1958, another committee bill was intro-

duced in the House of Representatives by Representative

Elliot (H.R. 13247), and on August 5, a similar bill was

introduced in the Senate by Senator Hill and twenty-nine

co-sponsors (S. 4237). The House bill was passed by that

body on August 8, and sent to the Senate for consideration

on August 11. The Senate bill was reported out of committee

on August 8, but was subsequently postponed indefinitely in

favor of the House measure, which was amended and passed

by the Senate on August 13. A joint conference committee

resolved the differences of the two Houses and the bill was

signed into law on September 2, 1958 (P.L. 85-864).1

Title VIII of the House version of NDEA (which be-

came Title VII of the Act) provided for an appropriation of

two million dollars per year for each of three years for

"research and experimentation in more effective utilization

of communications media for educational purposes." Specifi-

cally, the intent of the section, as it was debated in the

House, was to (l) evaluate what had been done in the way of

media research in education; (2) to provide directions for

new research; and (3) to produce evidence as to the "effi-

cacy" of the mass media in education.2

 

1Congressional Index, 1957—1958, pp. 2440, 4769,

5606, 5627, 5856; Congressional Record, CIV, Part 13,

pp. 16567-16594, 17230-17331, passim.

2Ibid., p. 16586.
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It is clear that television's relationship to edu-

cation was one of the primary concerns of Title VII, but it

is equally clear that its intent was vastly different from

the Magnuson proposal embodied in S. 2119. Nevertheless,

the Title VII provisions did divert some support away from

the educational television facilities proposals as they were

discussed in later Congresses.

Senate Hearings on S, 2119

Senator Magnuson finally scheduled hearings on

S. 2119 before the Commerce Committee of the Senate on

April, 1958. The record of the Hearing covers virtually

the entire scope of educational television development to

that time.1 Seventeen witnesses (including one Congressman,

one commercial broadcaster, one industrial equipment manu—

facturing representative, and one Federal Communications

Commissioner, among an array of educators, educational tele-

vision representatives, and civic leaders) stated ETV's

case in full: the history, the present problems, and the-

future potential. All of the witnesses supported the pro-

posal of S. 2119 in principle, as being necessary to con-

tinue the effective growth of educational television on a

national scale.

 

1U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Interstate

and Foreign Commerce, 85th Cong., 2nd Sess., Hearings: Edu-

gational Television (8. 2119), April 24, 25, 1958.
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The hearing was conducted mainly by Senator Magnuson

himself, with occasional interjections by five other Senators

who took part from time to time during the two-day hearing.

Bipartisan support was evident through contributions made

by Republican Senators Bricker and Payne, who joined Demo—

cratic Senators Magnuson, Yarborough, and Pastore in ques-

tioning witnesses. Only Democratic Senator Strom Thurmond,

of the Committee Members who participated, raised what

might be construed as "negative" questions--questions of

the Federal Government's right to subsidize such a program

in the light of State's rights, and questions of financial

and budgetary concerns.

To summarize the Hearing, revealed by the transcript,

there was virtual concensus by witnesses and Committee

Members alike with regard to the following points:

1. Education needed educational television (supported

by many insertions and other evidence in the record).

2. S. 2119 would provide support for all prospective

educational television facilities (not only for

those heretofore able to receive foundation support),

hence it would fulfill a "pump-priming" function on

a nationwide basis.

3. S. 2119 would have both short and long-term effects:

(a) It would make possible immediate development of

educational television facilities, thereby alleviat-

ing the teacher shortage in some areas; it would
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bolster the FCC's policy of reserving educational

channels; and it would demonstrate the educational

potential of television in a variety of situations.

(b) In the long run, it would open up new dimensions

in educational technique by encouraging innovation

in television production and utilization; it would

permit each State to develop its own facilities and

its own system, independent of Federal or other

control; and it would establish a precedent for a

new kind of Federal aid to education, free from

Federal control.

4. Problems confronting educational television which

8. 2119 would not meet included the continuing

problem of financial support after facilities were

obtained and service inaugurated, and the UHF problem

in all of its dimensions.

5. The bill, in its then present form, did not include

as eligible for support those community-operated

stations which were then the bulwark of the educa-

tional television movement (Such as WQED, Pittsburgh;

WGBH, Boston; WTTW, Chicago; etc.).1

The Administration opposed S. 2119. In a letter

dated September 16, 1957, the Department of Health, Education,

 

1Section 2 (b) (2) of the bill was subsequently

amended by the Committee to include these groups (U.S. Con-

gress, Senate, Report No. 1638, 85th Cong., 2nd Sess.,

May 27, 1958).
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and Welfare, voiced objection to the bill on three grounds:

(1) That research into the nature and effectiveness of edu—

cational television was still inconclusive in its results;

(2) that there was no need for Federal intrusion into an

area of slow, but generally progressive, growth in educational

television facilities, and that the present programs of the

U.S. Office of Education were already providing all the

Federal assistance to educational television development

needed; and (3) that the proposed program was bound to

create administrative problems which would make the program

not feasible. After the Hearings, on May 14, 1958, the

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, updated its

previous objection and maintained its opposition to S. 2119.1

Senate Passage of S. 2119

Senator Magnuson reported his bill out of committee,

with the amendment as noted above, on May 27, 1958;2 and the

bill was called up on the Senate calendar on May 29. Both

Senators Magnuson and Bricker spoke on behalf of the measure.

In a very brief statement, augmented by the inser-

tion in the Record of a lengthy excerpt from the Committee

Report, Senator Magnuson restated the problem of the unused

reserved educational television channels, which had led to

his introduction of S. 2119. He emphasized the importance

 

lHearings, Educational Television, pp. 210, 218.

2Congressional Record, CIV, Part 7, p. 9537.
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of the bill in solving that problem, and pointed out that

the Committee had been "unanimous" in reporting the bill

favorably. He stressed the potential significance of the

proposal:

This is one of the most important bills this Congress

will pass for the future of education, particularly

in this fast-moving world of physics and science, in

which subjects teachers are hard to find, and in which

there can be some sort of mass education by use of

the new and wondrous means of television.

Senator Magnuson's remarks concluded with assurances

to the Senate that States' rights were not being violated

by the proposal, since it was a communications matter, al-

ready within the province of the Federal Government, and

that there was "grass roots" support for the proposal. He

closed with a reiteration of the definition of S. 2119 as

a "modest and simple proposal," but with a far-reaching

potential:

Enactment of the prOposed legislation will merely

permit very small grants-in-aid to the States,

with no strings attached . . . . It will be a

grant to help them with some of their equipment,

so that the lagging use of the reserved channels

will not cause the channels to be sought after by

commercial interests. The far reaching effects of

the bill, if enacted, will make this one of the

most important bills to be passed at the present

session of Congress.

Senator Bricker then took the floor to declare his

bipartisan support of the measure, calling the hearing

 

1Ibid., Part 8, p. 9799.

21bid., p. 9801.
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before the Committee

the most inspiring hearing I have attended since I

have been a Member of this body, because of the

great promise which educational television holds for

the people of our country.

He reiterated that there had been no opposition to

the bill and much support. He cited the examples of Alabama

and Ohio, where substantial ETV progress had been made, as

being indicative of the future which lay in store for edu-

cational television if S. 2119 were passed, and concluded:

I am most heartily in favor of the bill, indeed, I

am extremely enthusiastic about it. I am happy to

join the chairman of the committee in sponsoring

the bill.2

When Senator Bricker had concluded, the question on

the bill was called, whereupon S. 2119 was passed by the

Senate without a dissenting vote.3

Eggcational Television Legislation in

the House of Representatives

Companion bills to the Magnuson proposal were intro—

duced in the House of Representatives at various times dur—

ing the Second Session of the Eighty-Fifth Congress. The

first was a bill by Representative Hale Boggs, introduced

on January 7, 1958 (H.R. 9634):

To expedite the utilization of television facili-

ties in our public schools and colleges.

 

 

3lbio., p. 9802.

4181d., Part 1, p. 36.
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This bill was referred to the House Committee on

Education and Labor, which at that time was engrossed with

legislation leading subsequently to the National Defense

Education Act. Consequently, the Boggs bill did not receive

a hearing, and so died.

On the day during which he appeared to testify on

behalf of S. 2119 before the Senate Commerce Committee

(April 24, 1958), then Representative Stuart Udall introduced

in the House a bill (H.R. 12177) which, for all practical

purposes, was a virtual carbon-copy of the Magnuson proposal.

And on July 7, Representative Boggs submitted a second pro-

posal (H.R. 13297), similar to his earlier bill in intent,

but worded differently:

To amend the Communications Act of 1934 to assist

in establishment and improvement of certain tele-

vision broadcasting facilities.

Both the Udall and Boggs bills were sent, not to

the Education Committee, but to the House Committee on In-

terstate and Foreign Commerce, where they were treated, as

had been the Magnuson bill in the Senate, as communications

proposals.

Hearings were held on these two bills and on S. 2119

by the Subcommittee on Transportation and Communication on

July 15, and 16, 1958.

 

1Ibid., Part 6, p. 7298.

2

H bigg, Part 10, p. 13879.
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House Hearings

Acting Subcommittee Chairman Representative Kenneth

A. Roberts presided, in the absence of Chairman Oren Harris

(also chairman of the parent Committee), during the two—day

hearing on the three educational television proposals then

before the House. It was made very clear at the outset of

the proceedings that all three bills were substantively

identical. The Boggs bill (H.R. 13298) differed from the

other two only to the extent that it called for an amendment

to the Communications Act of 1934 as the means by which the

Federal grants provision for educational television facili—

ties should be effected.2

Eleven witnesses appeared before the Subcommittee,

including three Congressmen (Representatives Udall and

Boggs testified on behalf of their respective bills). Of

the eight non-Congressional witnesses who appeared before

the Subcommittee, three (William Brish, Superintendent of

the Washington County, Maryland, Schools System, responsible

for the Hagerstown Project; Raymond Hurlbert, Director of

the Alabama Educational Television Commission; and Federal

 

1U.S.,Congress, House of Representatives, Committee

«on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Subcommittee on Trans-

{portation and Communication, Hearings: Educational Telex;-

_§ion (S. 2119,_H.R. 13297, H.R. 12177), 85th Cong., 2nd

Sess., July 15, 16, 1958.

2A3 a matter of fact, the final legislation passed

(P.Iu 87-447) was an amendment to Title III of the Communi-

cations Act, much like that which Boggs had proposed at this

time.
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Communications Commissioner T.A.M. Craven) had also appeared

as witnesses at the Senate Hearing on 8.2119. The remain-

ing five witnesses represented the NAEB (two witnesses);

the New Orleans Educational Television Foundation (WYES-TV);

the Memphis Community Television Foundation (WKNO—TV); and

Southern Illinois University (which was the only institution

represented which did not have an operational broadcasting

outlet or closed-circuit system).

It is not surprising, in view of the witnesses who

testified, to note that most of the information presented

at the Hearing was a review of what had been accomplished

with educational television so far. All the witnesses as-

serted, further, that passage of the proposed legislation

would aid the movement in developing further. The Congres-

sional witnesses discussed the legislation with respect to

Congress's obligations to education and the nation; the

others stressed in definite terms what the prOposed legis-

lation would enable their respective organizations and

institutions to do.

In general, the main points expressed in the Hear-

ing were as follows:

1. There was a general refutation of the argument ad-

vanced by the Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare, that there was no need for Federal aid of
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the type proposed to assist educational television

stations.1

2. Witnesses were agreed that television could do much

to assist education in meeting the threat posed by

the Soviet scientific achievements, and that the

pending proposals would supplement, rather than

overlap the television proposals contained in the

NDEA legislation then being considered in another

House committee.

3. There was an indication among the educational tele-

vision witnesses that, in the areas represented by

them, at least, developments had largely proceeded

beyond the point of individual station Operation,

and were now looking toward expanding into station

network operation.

There was no expressed opposition to the principles

of educational television or to the legislation under discus-

sion, although there was not the same degree of enthusiasm

among the Committee Members present as there had been among

the members of the Senate committee.2 All in all, there

does not seem to have been much interest in the Hearing by

 

1See especially the testimony of Frank Schooley,

President, National Association of Educational Broadcasters,

Hearings: Educational Television (8. 2119, H.R. 13297,

H.R. 12177).pp. 59-62.

2See especially the remarks of Representatives

Bush, Neal, and Rogers in this regard. Ibid., passim.
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Members of the Committee or Subcommittee. Of thirteen

Congressmen who were Members of the Subcommittee conducting

the hearing, only one (the chairman, Representative Roberts)

attended both sessions. Seven other Congressmen (three of

them Members of the Subcommittee) attended the first ses-

sion only. Only one Congressman, a Subcommittee Member,

accompanied the Chairman at the second session.

S. 21 Evin the House

As it has been noted above, S. 2119 was an embodi—

ment of the two other bills discussed in the House hearing

of July, 1958. Therefore, it alone was selected by the

Committee to be reported (favorably) to the House, and was

reported on August 15, 1958, along with proposed committee

amendments perfecting the language so that State-supported

private colleges, as well as public, would be eligible to

receive aid under the Federal grants provision, and placing

responsibility for educational television development within

each State with the officer "responsible for the supervision

of public education within the State, . . . ."1

The eligible applicants for Federal grants in the

Senate bill included nonprofit-foundations, corporations,

or associations "organized primarily to engage in or

 

1U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Committee

on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Television Broadcasting

_£or Educational Purposes, Report NO. 2636 (August 15, 1958),

85th Cong., 2nd Sess., pp. 1-2; Congressignalggecord, CIV,

Part 14, p. 17931.
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encourage educational broadcasting," as well as public

education agencies.1 The House committee amended the bill

to delete all applicants except the public education ones.

The reason for this particular deletion was due to

a concern by the Committee that certain private, doctrinaire

groups (political, social, or religious--such as "organized

labor," for instance) might undertake to operate noncommer-

cial "educational" television stations and be quite within

the limitations, yet outside the intent, of the proposed

legislation. The Senate had added "nonprofit groups" as

eligible applicants in order to include community-sponsored

educational television facilities under the act. Many such

Operations, it was well known, were in the van of the edu-

cational television movement, and were certainly worthy of

whatever Federal support might be forthcoming. The House

committee amendment actually would have penalized such

Operations by withholding Federal aid.

While the House committee's recommendation on

S. 2119 was favorable, there was not the obvious bipartisan

support, either in the Committee or in the Chamber itself,

which had been very much in evidence in the Senate.

 

1This had been part of the Committee amendment to

Sec. 2 (b) (2) of the original Magnuson proposal, worked

out in conjunction with representatives of the NAEB and JCET.

See Senate Hearing on S. 2112, p. 213.
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The bill was referred to the Committee of the Whole

House in August 15,1 but it never reached the floor because

Congress adjourned soon thereafter, before the bill was

cleared for debate.

Summary and Interpretation

The Period in Retrospect

The two-year period (1957-1958) saw a continuation

of, and somewhat of an acceleration in, the growth of edu-

cational television facilities. From twenty—one stations

and some one hundred closed-circuit facilities in operation

at the end of 1956, there were, by the beginning of 1959,

thirty-five operating educational television stations (an

increase of more than seventy per cent in two years--

although this still represented but fourteen per cent of

the 257 total reserved channels), and at least one hundred

seventy closed-circuit television systems in schools,

colleges, and school systems throughout the country, plus

about twenty—five more closed-circuit systems used for

military training purposes.

It was a period, furthermore, which saw the most

significant educational television developments to date (on

a scale which would have been considered "lavish" a few

 

1Congressional Record, CIV, Part 14, pp. 17930-31.

2Figures interpolated from JCET and USOE sources.
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years previous) prove, as nothing hitherto had done, that

television was a valuable educational tool.1 Many projects,

whether they were measured in terms of empirical or experi—

mental evidence, Obtained under controlled conditions, by

their public acceptance, or by critical acclaim, added

credence to the assertions of educational television spokes-

men that educational television had a vital part to play

in the society of mid-century America.

While the sudden surge in educational television

activity during this period cannot be attributed with any

certainty, to specific causes, probably some of the fol-

lowing factors contributed to the developments within the

movement:

1. The educational television movement had finally

overcome the inherent inertia embodied in the ac—

ceptance of a new educational idea, and was gather-

ing momentum.

2. Citizens' groups, which had conscientiously been

breaking down local resistance toward ETV, finally

began to reap the rewards of their zeal.

3. A body of educational research, growing daily, could

no longer be ignored in its insistent plea that

television and education were not only compatible,

but complementary.

 

1The major ones, of course, were the Chicago City

Junior College project and the Hagerstown Project, both e-

guntfin lag?“ the Naiiongl Programg§n thg Use of Telegision

° er

a soiie 3,818 $5??? 2.. flags. a....1;o1.:2§sza,fiewfiich 8.-
gan n .
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4. There was a growing awareness by commercial broad—

casters that they had an abiding responsibility to

the educational needs, as well as the entertainment

needs of the public they had sought to serve.

5. The American people were "shocked" by the Soviet

triumphs in science and technology, which created

an awareness, as nothing previous had done, that

the educational state of the nation was truly in a

"crisis" condition.

6. Congress recognized that the nation's educational

situation was a matter of grave concern, placing

as it did, the very survival of the society in the

balance.

The Congressional Discourse

All of the above factors may have played a part in

bringing about the educational television activity noted

above and elsewhere. But from the point of view of this

study, the 1957-58 period is most significant because it

marks the first time when educational television became a

Congressional concern, with proposals for specific Federal

legislation to aid in establishing educational television

facilities as the consequent.

While the proposals failed to become law during the

Eighty-fifth Congress, of course, nevertheless the events

which took place in Congress are significant because they

established the precedence by which later bills were
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introduced, resulting eventually in the enactment of an

educational television facilities law.

The progreSs of S. 2119 and its counterparts re-

flects quite typically, from all that can be determined,

the process encountered by many Federal legislative propos-

als. That is to say, 8. 2119 was a "routine" bill, not

nearly as spectacular in its proposals or in the situation

which it purported to remedy as, say, the National Defense

Education Act, which occupied Congress during the same

period. The Magnuson proposal was typical of the kind of

legislation which is the "inspiration" of a single Congress-

man or Senator, and it is interesting especially for that

reason.

Senate Consideration

Senator Magnuson was the prime mover in the Senate;

and, probably because of his position, both in the Democra-

tic party and as chairman of one of the most powerful Senate

committees, he was able to exert some influence in the House

of Representatives as well--at least to the extent that

his bill was treated as a communications rather than an

education bill.

Of course, the Senator did not work alone. The

chairman's most able assistant in communications matters

was Nicholas Zapple, for nearly twenty years a staff member

of the Commerce Committee, and Chief Counsel for the Sub-

committee on Communications. It was through Zapple's office
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that the array of support in the Hearing and in the press

was mainly mustered. The Joint Council on Educational Tele—

vision and the National Association of Educational Broad-

casters, while not tehcnically or legally lobbying organ-

izations, by virtue of their non-profit, public service

status, were, nevertheless, instrumental in garnering wit-

nesses, and in some cases, probably, assisting witnesses

in preparing their testimony.

It may not have been a tactical move, but certainly

it wasaiwise one, to have had S. 2119 referred to the full

Senate Committee, rather than to the Communications Sub-

committee, chaired at the time by Senator Pastore, and of

Which Senator Magnuson himself was not an official member

(although he could have joined it at any time had he wished

to do so). Because Senator Pastore was not particularly

enlightened on educational television matters (the State

he represents had accomplished very little indeed in the

area at the time, or since), it was better, for the sake of

the bill and the movement, that Senator Magnuson himself

pilot the bill through the Hearing.

The fact that Senator Bricker, ranking minority

Member of the Commerce Committee (whose interest in educa-

tional television stemmed largely from his close association

with Ohio State University and WOSU-TV), became closely

allied with Senator Magnuson on S. 2119 (to the point where

he joined in co-sponsoring the measure) gave the bill a very
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solid bipartisan base from which the Senate passage of the

measure proceeded.

It was also, as has been inferred previously, a

wise, if not strategic, move on Magnuson's part to present

S. 2119 as a communications bill, rather than as an educa-

tion bill. The Congress was (and is) extremely suspicious

of bills which hint at Federal aid and/or control of educa-

tion. Even the National Defense Education Act, as impor-

tant as it was in the eyes of the nation, was opposed in

both Houses of Congress on grounds that Federal aid to edu—

cation would ultimately lead to Federal control of educa-

tion. By treating S. 2119 as a piece of communications

legislation--to activate television channels already con-

ceded to be in the Federal domain, and already reserved by

the Federal Government for educational purposes-~Senator

Magnuson and his aids sought to achieve a logical second

step (the first having been the reservation of educational

channels by the FCC in 1952) toward establishing a truly

national television system, embracing a full range of tele—

vision services.

It has been noted above that there was no debate in

the Senate when the bill was finally called up. The long

tradition of the Senate is to rely heavily on the reputation

and judgment of its committees, except on extremely contro-

versial and "significant" measures. Because S. 2119 was

neither of these, as might have been anticipated, the
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Membership had nothing to say. It is not even recorded how

many Senators were on the floor when the bill was presented

for a vote, and it was not considered necessary to even ask

for a roll-call. The bill was "passed unanimously," but

that does not mean that all Senators were present and voting;

rather it affirms only that there was no dissent among those

who were present, and, again, it tends to minimize the

significance of the bill in the Senate's collective opinion.

The speeches presented on behalf of the measure were

hardly much more than informative statements, advising,

rather than persuading, the Senate that the subject of the

proposal had been investigated to the satisfaction of the

Committee; that it had bipartisan support; and that it was

worthwhile. In this context, the speeches were rather

typical of Senate speeches on other "minor"pieces of legis-

lation.

S. 2119 was not a "major" bill, or one in which a

party interest was at stake, and so it was not suprising

that the Senate "went along" with the recommendations of

the committee chairman in passing the legislation.1 It is

true that the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,

and the Budget Bureau had opposed the bill, but they had

done so on the grounds that the legislation was not needed

 

1See, in these regards, George H. Haynes, The Senate

of the United States, I (New York: Russell and Russell, 1960),

p. 382; Chester, Quarterly Journal of Speech, XXXI (1945),

p. 411; and Thompkins and Linkugel, ngay's Speech, V11

(1959), p. 30.
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at the present time, and that the proposal did not have a

sufficiently high priority for the funds currently avail-

able to warrant passage. They did not oppose the bill on

the basis of the principle involved.

House Consideration

A similar condition existed in the House of Repre-

sentatives when S. 2119 reached that body. There the task

of guiding the bill through the hearings was delegated to

Representative Kenneth Roberts. In the House, as previously

in the Senate, the bill was introduced as communications,

rather than education, legislation, primarily because the

House had the reputation of being, if anything, more skep-

tical of education legislation than the Senate. The earlier

Boggs Bill (H.R. 9634), it will be recalled, had been referred

to the Education and Labor Committee of the House, where it

was neglected. The subsequent Boggs counterpart measure to

S. 2119 (H.R. 13297) was placed in the Committee on Inter—

state and Foreign Commerce, where it received a hearing

along with S. 2119 and H.R. 12177.

Representative Roberts was a Member of Congress

from a State which, at that time, had the only state-

operated educational television network in the nation. He

was, therefore, probably more personally involved, if not

better informed, with the movement than most Representatives.

He had as his aid in the matter of hearings, Kurt Borchard,

Communications Counsel to the Committee, who had, as had his
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Senate counterpart, a long association with broadcasting

legislation generally, and with those organizations and

individuals who had a direct interest in educational tele—

vision.

It is highly probable that when "the word was passed?

from the Committee, through the Counsel,to the JCET and NAEB,

and through these organizations to various interested parties

on whom they could call as spokesmen for educational tele-

vision, these parties, in turn, advised their Representatives

in Congress of their intention to appear before the Trans-

portation and Communication Subcommittee, or at least of

their interest in the proposed legislation. This may serve

to explain the attendance at the House Hearing of those

Congressmen who were not regular Members of the Committee,

but who attended the Hearing when delegates from their res—

pective States were scheduled to appear. Similarly, several

Congressmen inserted memoranda and statements into the

Record and the hearing record, which again indicates that

local support was being directed through various Congressmen.

When S. 2119 was approved by the House committee,

an amendment was included which deleted that section of the

Senate-passed bill making nonprofit community and service

organizations eligible to receive grants-in-aid. That dele-

tion has already been discussed above, but it should be

noted that such an action might have been expected, and was

in keeping with the conservative tendencies of the House.
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The deletion by the House committee Of Section 2 (b) (2)

(which, it will be recalled, was added in the Senate as

a committee amendment) reflects an almost "traditional"

approach by the House toward many proposals which might

tend to give special consideration to any sort of "vested

interest" groups; and it is clear that the Committee feared

that some of these might qualify for Federal aid under the

Senate wording of the bill.

S. 2119 did not reach the floor of the House of

Representatives, partly because, by the time it emerged

from the committee, it was too late in the session to receive

proper consideration, in the press of other, more important

legislative matters. But probably also, it was because the

bill lacked the strong bipartisan support (which it had had

in the Senate) which was needed to get House action on the

proposal. There was no "champion" in the House, as there

were two in the Senate, to influence the leadership to bring

about a vote on the bill. Had there been a strong, positive

feeling among leaders in the House, the bill might have been

debated and passed.

No speeches of any sort were made on behalf of the

legislation in the House of Representatives; and so it is

not possible to say what influence speechmaking in the

House had on the outcome of educational television legisla-

tion in the Eighty—Fifty Congress. Probably the question

had not developed sufficient local support throughout the
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nation to warrant any Congressman's deliberate attempt to

speak on the subject in the House.1

Conclusion

There were no particular issues developed in the

Congressional discourse on S. 2119 which provoked contro—

versy. No one in either the Senate or the House of Repre-

sentatives spoke against the bill. It was, plainly and

simply, a relatively minor legislative proposal, in the

opinion of Congress, "simple and modest" in its conception,

and of no particular concern to any but a very few legis-

1ators. It passed the Senate; it failed in the House. It

was as simple as that.

But the subject had been broached. The first

attempt had been made. Others were to follow, each having

greater success than its predecessors. Educational tele-

vision facilities legislation had become a matter of concern

to the National Legislature.

 

1See Haynes, p. 382; and also Charles L. Clapp,

The Congressman: His Work as He §ees It (Washington: Brook-

ings Institute, 1963), pp. 124-27.



CHAPTER VI

EDUCATIONAL TELEVISION FACILITIES LEGISLATION

IN THE EIGHTY—SIXTH CONGRESS

Introduction

This chapter is concerned with the "climate," major

events, and issues affecting the legislative proposals for

educational television facilities, as they were introduced

and discussed in the Eighty-Sixth Congress, 1959-1960.

The "Climate" of 1959-1960

The years 1959 and 1960 were years in which the

United States, by then a "defensive adversary" of the Soviet

Union in a competition for scientific and technological

supremacy in the eyes of the world, was consigned by expert

opinion to "second place" in the space race for the "next

several years."1

The Soviet scientific achievements, together with

the irrefutable statistics of America's burgeoning educa-

tional pOpulation, were among the most influential of fac-

tors motivating real concern in many sectors of the society

about the future of American education.

 

1New York Times, October 6, 1959, p. 1:7.
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The Educational Scene1

For education, the years 1959 and 1960 were simply

two more years in which the problems which had beset educa-

tion since the end of World War 11 continued to mount. For

the fifteenth and sixteenth consecutive years, respectively,

school enrollments continued to increase; and by then the

school "population explosion" had spread into the high

schools and was looming on the horizons of higher education.

In spite of the stimulus to teacher training provided by

the National Defense Education Act of 1958, and an increase

in the number of teachers in the schools, there continued

to be a shortage of 135,000 teachers, and a study reported

in 1960 that the average income level of teachers was still

only forty-seven per cent that of other professions.

The Federal Government failed to pass any legisla-

tion to relieve the educational crisis in these areas,

although the Senate approved a $1.3 billion measure for

school construction. Private money attempted to take up

the slack by promoting programs of better utilization and

improved educational technology. Philanthropy from business

and foundations had increased by twenty-three per cent since

1956, and the Ford Foundation continued its leadership in

the subsidizing of educational endeavors. Early in 1959 it

 

1Information in this section, except as noted, is

derived from Encyclopedia Britannica: Book of the Year, 1960,

pp. 216-22; and Book of the Year, 1961, pp. 224-30.
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awarded more than $11.4 million to several colleges to

launch a major "breakthrough" in teacher education--the

largest grant ever made for that purpose.1 A year later

the Foundation turned its attention to the improvement of

college teaching, and subsidized several programs designed

to prepare for the impending surge in college enrollments a

few years hence.2

New technology dominated the educational scene as

educational television and other devices continued to gain

wider acceptance in the schools. The most prominent edu-

cational innovation of the period was the so-called "teach-

ing machine" (in any number of models and degrees of sophis-

tication), which emerged out of the laboratory and into the

sales catalogues of educational publishers and manufacturers.

The new technology was hailed by its proponents as a possible

"breakthrough in education on a scale with those of recent

years in medicine, agriculture and industry."3

The technological developments were condemned with

equal vigor by those who saw in them an end to the teacher,

the classroom, and all other vestiges of traditional educa-

tion—-a "dehumanization" of the learning situation, at best,

and a stunting of the educational process, at worst--through

 

1New York Times, April 1, 1959, p. 39:1.

2Ibid., August 1, 1960, p. 23:1.
 

3Statement of John Ivey, President of the Learning

Resources Institute, in a statement announcing the formation

of that organization, Ibid., December 21, 1959, p. 23:2.
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the misuse of "gadgets" by ineffective "teacher-technicians"

lacking in educational understanding.

The "crash program" in "education for the space age"

(instigated in part by competition with the Soviet Union),

with its concomitant emphasis on languages, sciences, and

teacher training, slowly brought about an understandable

reaction by groups interested in the humanities and the arts.

Cries of "overemphasis on science" began to be heard.2

In response to these charges, some attempts were

made to improve the cultural and artistic climate, as well

as the scientific and technological. A major program aimed

at improving the quality of English teaching in the schools

was launched by the Educational Testing Service.3 The first

twelve "pilot" films of a projected program by the Council

for a Television Course in the Humanities received a good

reception when they were released early in 1959 (but the

project was later halted when the Fund for the Advancement

 

1Ibid. See also New York Times on the following

dates: April 12, 1959, Sec. III, p. 12:1; August 9, Sec. IV,

p. 9:3; May 12, 1960, p. 37:8; May 28, p. 27:3; June 9,

p. 25:1; June 30, p. 36:5; August 6, p. 28:4; September 25,

Sec. V1, p. 36; October 9, Sec. VI, p. 16:3; October 11,

p. 44:2; October 16 Part VI, pp. 82:5, 85:3; November 10,

p. 46:6; November 13, Sec. VI, p. 6:3; November 15, p. 62:8;

November 24, p. 20:3; December 4, Sec. IV, p. 7:6; Decem-

ber 13, p. 24:5.

2Fred M. Hechinger, "Education in Review," New York

Times, August 9, 1959, Sec. IV, p. 9:1.

3Ibid,, August 28, 1960, Sec. IV, p. 9:4; October

21, p. 1:1; October 23, Sec. IV, p. 9:1.
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of Education withdrew its support over a dispute involving

quality versus cost).1

A very significant act along these lines was the

decision of the American Association of School Administra-

tors to take as the theme of its 1959 convention "Education

and the Creative Arts."2 In New York City, plans for the

construction of the Lincoln Center for the Performing Arts

finally were realized, an achievement of great cultural

significance, especially for the northeast section of the

country.3

Publications which contributed to the discussion of

the educational concerns of 1959 included several reports

which had America's system of education as their focus. A

Rockefeller Foundation report, Pursuit of Excellence, stress-

ed the need for adequate testing and the selection of promis—

ing youth having special abilities to meet the future needs

of the society.4 Admiral Hyman G. Rickover (the "father"

 

1Ibid., April 5, 1959, Sec. IV, p. 9:3; August 30,

Sec. IV, p. 11:1; September 14, p. 28:6.

 

2For details, see Education, USA, February 19, 1959,

passim.

3See Jacob K. Javits, "Plan to Aid Our Lagging Cul-

ture," New York Times Magazine, April 5, 1959, pp. 21ff.

4Rockefeller Brothers Fund, Pursuit of Excellence:

Education and the Future of America (Garden City, N.Y.:

Doubleday, 1958).
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of the atomic submarine) decried the slackness of American

education and its dedication to "frills," and he called for

a purge and a reformation along "intellectual lines" as

practiced in Europe.1 James B. Conant's The American High
 

School Today, allegedly the "most widely read report on the

U.S. high school curriculum," laid down twenty-one points

as a basis for a strong educational system, but advised no

radical alteration in the basic pattern of American educa-

tion.

Some of the main questions which confronted educa-

tion in general, a few of which had particular significance

for the educational television movement, included the

following:

1. How could outstanding teachers be identified, used

for maximum effectiveness, and persuaded to remain

in teaching?

2. How much, and in what ways, can a student learn, and

how can his learning be tested?

3. Who should go to college, and how can those who

should not go be identified and encouraged to develop

their abilities in other ways?

4. How can the "future leaders and thinkers" be iden-

tified and cultivated?3

 

1Hyman G. Rickover Education and Freedom, (New York:

E. P. Dutton and Co., 1959).

2James B. Conant The American High Schpol Today,

(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1959). See also Encyclopedia

Britannica: Book of the Year,il96l, p. 217.

3Hechinger, New York Times, August 9, 1959, Sec. IV.
 

p. 9:1.
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Television's Influence on the Society

The continuing growth of the television industry in

America had a profound impact upon many aspects of the

society. By the end of 1960, eighty-seven and one—half per

cent of all homes in the United States had at least one

television receiver; and more than ten per cent of these

homes had two or more receivers. The number of commercial

television stations also increased (to 534 by the end of

the period), but at a slower rate than previously. The

business of television, on the other hand, continued to sky-

rocket, passing the $1 billion mark in 1959, in broadcasting

revenues.

There was some evidence, in spite of the industry's

good health and prOSperity, that the profit-motivated, free-

enterprise system enjoyed by the American broadcasting in-

dustry might be contributing to an intellectual and moral

slackening in American attitudes and behavior. Previous

attention had been given to television's influence on youth,

particularly in the areas of juvenile delinquency and crime,1

but now Americans who had never known a time without tele-

vision were approaching adulthood. The "TV Generation",

as it was called by some observers, showed signs of indif-

ference to the problems of the world about it, apathy, and

 

1See especially the so-called Hendrickson Subcommittee

Hearings of 1954, as reported by the New York Times as fol-

lows: March 5, 1954, p. 25:1; October 16, p. 23:3; October 17,

Sec. II, p. 13:1; October 20, p. 40:2; October 21, p. 29:8;

October 23, p. 17:3; October 29, p. 39:3; December 4,

p. 19:5; and December 9, p. 50:3.
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escapism from reality-—its members were passive spectators

of life.1

This phenomenon came to light more clearly as a

result of the "quiz-show scandals" of 1958-1959. The dis—

covery was made that many of the most popular television

programs of the latter 1950's had been "rigged," and that

some of the persons with the greatest following in those

programs (the most illustrious name being Charles Van Dorenz)

had been provided with answers and "coached" on techniques

to heighten the illusion of honest effort. The unearthing

of this scandal was not nearly as shocking to the American

public as some social scientists thought it should have

been. To these observers the really shocking result of the

quiz scandals was that so few Americans were shocked by

them. In the never-never-real land of television, it seemed,

very few people had expected anything other than "enter-

tainment"--at the expense of integrity if need be.3

From the educator's standpoint, the implications of

the quiz-show revelations were very serious. Dr. Frank

Stanton, president of CBS, may have been voicing the fears

 

1Jack Gould, "The TV Generation," New York Times,

November 6, 1960, Sec. II, p. 17:1.

2See Ibid., November 3, 1959, p. 1:8 25 seg., passim.

See especially in this regard, Charles Frankel,

"Is it Just TV--Or Most of Us?" New York Times Magazine,

November 15, 1959, pp. 15ff; and New York Times, November 1,

Sec. II, p. 13:1; November 3, p. 30:1.
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of many thoughtful persons in his address to the Association

of Land Grant Colleges and Universities soon after the scan-

dal was revealed. The public confidence in television must

be restored, he said, or "broadcasting will be as useless

to the broad educational process as a university in

shackles."1

The networks, who were forced, in spite of protesta-

tions Of innocence and ignorance of the affair, to bear the

brunt of criticism in the scandal, found that their chief

critics were Congress, the FCC, and educators. To placate

these parties in particular they set about to "clean house".

Legislation was passed making deception in quiz-show broad-

casting a Federal crime, most of the quiz programs were

cancelled or stringently policed by the networks themselves,

and an effort was made to "rebuild the image" of responsible

television broadcasting.

The year 1960 found the broadcasting industry dili-

gently attempting to carry out this last objective. The

networks doubled the number of informational and public

affairs programs during the year--producing nearly two hun—

dred hours of such programming (at an estimated value of

$22 million in "time costs" alone) and, more importantly,

presented many of these programs during "prime" evening

hours, the time previously reserved almost exclusively for

 

1Ibid., November 11, 1959, p. 30:4.
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entertainment. This effort represented a major change in

network television policy, and it was also an important

manifestation of the broadcasters' new awareness of their

educational (in the broadest sense) responsibility.

The most dramatic event of 1960 in the area of public

affairs broadcasting was the National Presidential election

canpaign. With the cooperation of Congress, the FCC, and

the two major political parties (and their candidates for

the Presidency), the three major television networks "pooled"

their facilities, on four separate occasions, to present a

direct confrontation between the two major Presidential

candidates. The audience for the first of the so-called

"Great Debates" was reported as eighty-three million Americans

in thirty-three million homes-~the largest single audience

in history.1

Educational Television Developments

Commercial Support

The commercial broadcasting industry continued its

support of the educational television movement in a number

of ways during 1959-1960. "Continental Classroom," NBC's

early-morning network instructional television venture,

claimed to have 270,000 viewers, 5000 of them registered

‘

. 1Figures from the American Research Bureau, reported

in Britannica: Book of the Year,l96l, p. 589.
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for credit at 250 colleges and universities served by the

149-station network. Robert Sarnoff, NBC‘s president,

called it "the largest academic conclave the world has ever

known."1 The program was expanded at the end of the first

course in Atomic Age Physics, to include a course in Che-

mistry, and later Mathematics and Statistics.2

"Sunrise Semester," the local (New York City) coun-

terpart to "Continental Classroom," produced by CBS and New

York University, began its third year of college-credit

courses in the fall of 1959, with offerings in four sub-

jects.3

There were other kinds of aid which commercial

broadcasters provided to the educational television movement

as well. A CBS-owned station (KMOX-TV) in St. Louis gave

the noncommercial educational station of that city (KETC)

4 The Radioequipment and a cash grant totalling $75,000.

Corporation of America, owner of NBC, gave New York Univer—

sity a $100,000 studio and teaching center.5

 

1New York Times, May 28, 1959, p. 61; 1.

2Ibid., August 30, 1959, Sec. IV, p. 11:3.

3Ibid., February 12, 1959, p. 29:3; August 30,

Sec. IV, p. 11:3.

4

 

Ibid., August 3, 1959, p. 48:3.

5Ibid.
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Finally, when NBC closed its commercially unsuccess—

ful UHF television station in Buffalo, New York, it donated

the entire facility to the area's educational television

organization, and thus directly aided in establishing the

first noncommercial educational television station in New

York State (WNED-TV).1

Noncommercial Educational Developments

The noncommercial educational television movement

continued to grow (with the help of commercial broadcasters

in many instances, as well as by its own efforts). By the

end of 1960 there were fifty-four noncommercial educational

television stations Operating-—an increase of seventeen in

the two-year period.2 The National Educational Television

and Radio Center (NETRC) moved its headquarters and most

of its operations from Michigan to New York City, a move

which reflected not only the growth of the organization,

but also its intent to become the fourth major television

network in the country. To aid it in this endeavor, the

Ford Foundation granted $2.7 million to the Center with

Which to provide each of its affiliated educational stations

with a video tape recorder. The Minnesota Mining and Manu-

facturing Company donated, at the same time, $10,000 worth

Of video tape for the network's use.3

 

1

2JCET, Current Developments in Educational Tele-

vision, 1961.

Ibid., March 30, 1959, p. 50:7.

 

3

New York Times, June 25, 1959, p. 59:4. In addi-

tion, the*FOrd’FOundation continued to endow the operations
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As the number of stations continued to grow, so

also did the number of State educational networks. Florida

had taken over the lead in this type of development by the

end of 1960, with five stations operating and a plan for

the construction and operation of fifteen more.1 An inter—

state network was established in New England by Boston edu-

cational station WGBH-TV and New Hampshire's new educational

station WENH.2 And the first instance of what was to become

a national educational television service on a broad scale

began in 1959, when stations WGBH-TV and KQED (San Francisco)

exchanged programs prerecorded on video tape.3

The growth of educational television was not, how-

ever, an unqualified success. -There were some disappoint—

ments. In New York City, for instance, the nation's largest

metropolitan area still without an educational television

station of its own, the Metropolitan Educational Television

Association (META), which produced educational programs for

NETRC's national distribution, and for local viewing on

New York's commercial stations, was forced to terminate its

 

of the Center itself until 1960, when it announced a terminal

grant of $5 million (Britannica: Book of the Year, 1961,

p. 217 .

1New York Times, December 4, 1960, p. 146:3.

2
) JCET,Educational Television Factsheet (September,

1959 .

3New York Times, August 12, 1959, p. 59:5.
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production activities, as well as its plans to purchase a

channel in the New York area, because of a lack of finan—

cial support.1 It was a severe, if temporary, blow to the

educational television movement.

Closed-Circuit Educational Television

Projects in the areas of instructional and closed-

circuit television continued to be generally successful

across the nation. The Fund for the Advancement of Educa-

tion completed its first year of operating the National

Project on the Use of Television in the Public Schools (in

fourteen states and 223 schools) and announced that, so far

as its initial research showed, televised instruction was

superior to conventional instruction in 68 of 110 compari-

sons. Its report also stated that "students who received

part of their instruction over television in large classes

did as well as, and in many cases significantly better than,

students who were taught by conventional methods in small

classes."2

The Hagerstown closed-circuit television project

completed thirty months (the half-way point) of a five-year

study involving forty-nine schools and 16,500 students daily,

and announced that televised instruction was favored by a

 

1Ibid., February 19, 1959, p. 63:5; May 4, p. 91:2;

May 5, p. 67:1; May 6, p. 79:4; May 10, Sec. II, p. 15:1;

May 18, p. 55:2.

2Loren B. Pope, "Teaching Via TV Found Effective,"

New York Times, February 9, 1959, p. 31:1.
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majority of the students and by eighty-three per cent of

the teachers of the school system.1 The Chicago City Junior

College completed its initial three-year experimental pro—

gram in broadcast college—level instructional television and

continued the project on a regular basis.

One of the most spectacular educational television

ventures of all time began in 1959 and continued in the

planning stages through 1960: the Midwest Program on Air-

borne Television Instruction (MPATI).3 With the aid of

$4.5 million of Ford Foundation money, the $7 million pro-

ject proposed to place a "flying television transmitter"

four miles in the air over Purdue, Indiana, and to broad-

cast instructional television programs to 13,000 schools

and colleges, using UHF channels and the "stratovision"

technique developed by Westinghouse research in 1944. Pro-

grams were to be prerecorded on video tape and broadcast to

a potential in-school audience of five million students and

teachers. The MPATI spokesmen announced a "nation-wide

talent search" to seek out the "best" teachers in the nation

for the project.

 

1Ibid., April 5, 1959, p. 85:3.

2Ibid., August 14, 1959, Sec. IV, p. 8:4; Clifford

G. Erickson and Hymen M. Chausow, Chicago's TV College:

Final Report of a Three Year Experiment (Chicago: Chicago

City Junior College, 1960), p. 3.

 

3New York Times, October 16, 1959, p. 1:7; JCET,

Educational Factsheet (November, 1959).
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The concept of MPATI, said its supporters, was a

technological breakthrough which would "bring education

abreast of industry in applying new techniques." It would,

for instance, (1) permit "outstanding" teachers to Obtain

a larger outlet for their talents,(2) enable local school

systems to reduce the load on their own teachers in tele-

vised-course areas, and permit them to provide more indi-

vidual attention to students, (3) enable rural and small

schools lacking adequate laboratory facilities to receive

instruction in the sciences by permitting students to wit-

ness laboratory demonstrations, and (4) enable rural and

odier less well-endowed schools to broaden their curricula

to include courses and subjects beyond their present capa-

bilities.1

Objections to The Movement

The MPATI plan was greeted with considerable support

by the press, but there were some groups which continued to

be skeptical of instructional television in general, and

frowned especially on such a "grandiose scheme" as an air-

borne television station. The executive council of the

American Federation of Teachers raised the Objection that

the MPATI proposal would be subject to no public control,

 

1New York Times, October 16, 1959, p. 1:7. See also:

Ibid., October 18, 1959, Sec. IV, p. 8:1; December 24,

p. 17:6; July 14, 1960, p. 9:4; December 20, p. 40:6.
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yet was "undertaking a drastic revision of the American

public schools."1

One of the strongest criticisms of the MPATI plan

came from Dr. John R. Dunning, Dean of the School of Engineer—

ing, Columbia University, who decried the extensive use of

"gadgets and gimmicks" in science teaching. Dean Dunning

contended that foundations and educational councils were

"dissipating some of our energies in specious and sensa-

tional projects." Maintaining that the classroom teacher

was the "central, indispensable, and inviolable element in

science teaching," he attacked the MPATI proposal directly:

When we are not really sure how to teach modern

science face to face with our students in a class-

room I don't see why we should spend millions of

dollars trying to teach it through electronic cir-

cuits from an airplane. . . . Sincere men have

been seduced into such gadgetry by importunate de-

mands of our society for quick results and a lazy

means of obtaining them. Foundations and educators

have been victims of the new American Spirit.

Other spokesmen--and some were significantly power—

ful in educational matters-~took pains to modify the effu-

sive claims being made for educational television in gen-

eral by the proponents of the movement. The American Asso-

ciation of Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE), one of

the sponsoring agencies of "Continental Classroom," pointed

out that "TV teaching is expensive," and said that an im-

portant "question which dwarfs all others is what can be

 

1Ibid., December 30, 1959, p. 45:2.

2Ibid., November 29, 1959, p. 73:1.
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done to bridge the gap created when the teacher is physically

separated from his students."1 A conference of school ex-

ecutives concluded a three-week study of rural school pro-

blems with the statement that educational television would

be of little value to the rural schools, except in certain

subject areas. Even then, it said, rural schools and

small school districts would have to rely more on commercial

broadcasters' good will than on noncommercial educational

television stations, because of the expense involved. The

conference also averred that "the rural school . . . re-

quires a flexible schedule to which a film is better adapted

than a telecast," and it called for more research in tele-

vision-versus-film comparisons.2

The Council of Chief State School Officers warned

against all

exaggerated and unsubstantiated claims about what

television can do for education, especially when

regular support of school systems may be under-

mined through claims that the use of television

will save school funds.

Even the Ford Foundation warned against "amateur

bungling" and insufficient technical competence and flexi-

bility in instructional television installations then in

operation.4
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cational Facilities Laboratories Design for ETV (New York:

Ford Foundation, 1960), pp. 22-23, passim.
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It seemed, during the 1959-1960 period, that although

educational television was well established in principle,

and was gaining slow but steady support in most areas where

it had been introduced, there were still some significant

objections to both the principles and the practical applica-

tions of the medium. Leaders of the movement continued to

look to the Federal Government for support in establishing

a national educational service.

Educational Television and

the Eighty-Sixth Congrggg

As the Eighty-Sixth Congress convened in January,

1959, there was renewed activity on behalf of educational

television facilities legislation in both Houses which re-

sulted in eight bills (seven of them in the House of Repre—

sentatives) being introduced in the first six weeks of the

First Session. The intent was the same in each proposal--

to expedite the utilization of reserved educational channels

for noncommercial use--but there were basic differences in

the approaches proposed for distributing Federal aid. These

differences provoked much of the discussion which attended

the Congressional treatment of the legislative proposals.

Educational Television and the

Senate—~First Session

On January 9, 1959, Senator Warren Magnuson intro—

duced for himself and Senator Andrew F. Schoeppel, ranking

minority Member of the Senate Commerce Committee, a bill

(s. 12)
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to expedite the utilization of television trans-

mission facilities in our public schools and

colleges, and in adult training programs.

The bill was referred to the Commerce Committee,

where hearings were held before the month was over. S. 12

was virtually identical in form to S. 2119 of the Eighty-

Fifth Congress as that bill had been passed by the Senate.2

No speech or statement for the Record accompanied the in-

troduction of the bill.

Senate Hearings on S. 12

Hearings on S. 12 were held on January 27 and 28,-

1959, before the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-

nerce of the Senate.3 Senator A.S. Mike Monroney presided

both days in the absence of Senator Magnuson, the Committee

Chairman. Monroney was joined from time to time during the

day-and-a—half hearing by Senators Clifford Case, Hugh Scott,

and Ralph Yarborough; but most of the time Senator Monroney

heard and questioned witnesses alone.

Seventeen witnesses testified before the Committee.

They included a Congressman, a Senator, a Federal

 

1U.S.,Congressional Record, 86th Cong., lst Sess.,

1959, cv, Part 1, p. 227. Senator Bricker, who had been

Senator Magnuson's co—sponsor in previous ETV legislative

proposals, had failed to win reelection in 1958 and was no

longer a Member of the Senate.

2Supra, chap. v, pp. 192, ZOln.

3U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Interstate and

Foreign Commerce, Hearings on S. 12, Educational Televisipn,

86th Cong., lst Sess., January 27, 28, 1959.
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Communications Commissioner, a commercial broadcaster, repre—

sentatives from the Joint Council on Educational Television

and the National Association of Educational Broadcasters,

educators, educational broadcasters, and representatives

of groups interested in educational television. Nine of

the witnesses had testified earlier on behalf of S. 2119

(when that proposal had been before the Committee) and four

had appeared also at the hearing on S. 2119 and other

educational television bills previously held by a committee

of the House of Representatives.

There was no opposition to S. 12 by any of the wit-

nesses or Senators present. On the contrary, all of those

who testified were enthusiastically in favor of the measure,

holding that it was necessary to promote the development of

educational television beyond its present state, not as a

continuing subsidy of educational television by the Federal

Government but as a "pump—priming" device. In fact, one of

the chief concerns of the acting chairman, Senator Monroney,

was to make clear that the program proposed by S. 12 was

intended only to initiate educational television activity

or to permit existing television operations to eXpand their

programs. This exchange for instance illustrates the point:

Senator MONRONEY . . . . The theory on which this

has been presented to the Congress, I think, and

in which it passed the Senate was that this was more

or less the seed corn and we can expect it to start

the States on a program that the States can carry

on and develop and enlarge. Is that your under-

standing?
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Mr. STEETLE. I am quite sure that any

Federal grant would be lost in the size of the funds

that will come from the States so stimulated.

Senator MONRONEY. I think that is very

clear. We always face the problem of new programs

sometimes being feared that it is the camel's nose

under the tent, and involves a continuing Federal

obligation not only on a capital expenditure basis

but sometimes on maintenance and operation as well.

The consensus seemed to be that S. 12 was broad

enough in scope to permit a wide range of potential appli-

cants to apply for Federal assistance, and yet was restric-

tive enough (by its demand that operating expenses and the

maintenance and housing of facilities be borne by the

grantee) to assure that the bill would retain its "seed

corn" Objective.

The greater portion of the hearing testimony was a

restatement of the present status of educational television

development in various parts of the nation. In this respect,

the Hearing was very much like the two which had been held

during previous Congressional sessions. The strongest

statements of the need for passage of S. 12 were made by

Ralph Steetle (Executive Director of the JCET), who called

attention to the possible impending development of educa-

tional television in the Soviet Union,2 and William Harley

(President of the NAEB), who noted that "two-thirds of die

population of the United States" had no access to educational

 

1Ibid., p. 51.

2Ibid., p. 50.
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television and that the S. 12 proposals would greatly reduce

this figure. Harley also referred to the international race

for educational supremacy as follows:

So, gentlemen, there is a need, and whether or not

such aid is forthcoming can mean the difference

between leadership for the United States and second—

rate status for our Nation in education. Absence of

such help can mean a delay of a generation, and that

may be too long.

When Senator Ralph Yarborough testified, he intro-

duced a new element of need for the legislation-~to speed

up the activation of the reserved educational channels lest

they fall into the hands of commercial television interests.

"This," he said, "is a race for time between the need for

education and the desire for dollars."2

Three main areas of support for Federal aid to edu-

cational television emerged as a result of the Hearing:

(1) the need to reach an increasing number of in—school

pupils, and adults, with quality education; (2) the need to

develop television as a new learning tool, with which to

improve the quality of teaching and regain unequivocal

superiority over the Soviet Union's educational system; and

(3) the need to ward off prospective incursions by commercial

broadcasting interests into the reservoir of reserved non-

commercial educational television channels.

 

1Ibid., p. 64.

2Ibid., p. 94.
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The only official opposition to the bill came in

the form of a routine comment by the Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare (HEW). The Department opposed S. 12

on the same grounds on which it had opposed S. 2119 and the

equivalent legislation in the House of Representatives in

the previous Congress, namely, (1) that "educational tele-

vision . . . is still largely in the stage of experiment and

planning," (2) that there was no need for a Federal program

such as that contemplated by S. 12, because the development

of educational television was proceeding at a rapid rate

under its own initiative, (3) that "Federal assistance . . .

is most effectively rendered through the assignment of

transmitting channels, . . . the general encouragement of

ultrahigh frequency transmission, and study and research in

the utilization of television for educational purposes,"

and (4) that the proposed bill did not provide for an equit—

able method of distributing the allocated funds to the res—

pective States.1

Committee Action on S. 12

The Senate Commerce Committee met in executive ses-

sion on February 4, 1959, and approved 3. 12, ordering it

to be reported to the Senate with an amendment which would

 

1Letter from Arthur S. Fleming, Secretary, Depart-

ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, to the Chairman,

Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, February,

2, 1959, reproduced Ibid., pp. 103-104.
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add a five-year termination clause to the proposed legis-

lation.1 On February 26, the bill was reported by Senator

Magnuson, along with the amendment.2

The Committee report reviewed the action of the

Senate and the Committee during the previous Congress with

respect to educational television legislation, summarized

the testimony of witnesses at the most recent hearing regard-

ing the urgent need for improved quality in education

(stressing television's potential value in that field), and

recommended passage of S. 12. Senator Magnuson himself made

'no statement when the Report was submitted.3

Senate Debate on S. 12
 

It was six weeks later that Calendar No. 52 (S. 12)

was finally brought to the Senate floor for debate.4 The

bill was called up by Majority Leader Senator Mike Mansfield,

together with the proposed amendment, on April 13, 1959.5

After some intervening Senate business the consideration of

 

1Congressional Record, CV, Part 17, p. D44.

2U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Interstate and

Foreign Commerce, Report to Accompany S. 12, 86th Cong.,

lst Sess., Report No. 56, February 26, 1959.

3Ibid., Part 3, p. 2977.

4Actually the bill was passed over twice, on March

18, and again on April 10, 1959. See Ibid., Part 4, pp. 4461,

5640.

5Ibid., Part 5, p. 5757.
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S. 12 was resumed, and Senator Magnuson obtained the floor

to make the first speech in support of the bill.

Speech by Senator Magnuson1

Senator Magnuson began his remarks by reviewing the

history of previous attempts at educational television legis-

lation. He recalled how 8. 2119 (virtually identical to

S. 12) had passed the Senate unanimously, how it had re-

ceived favorable attention in the House of Representatives,

and how it would probably have been passed by that body had

it not been caught in the "legislative jam" near the end of

the Eighty-Fifth Congress. In order to prevent a similar

mishap in the current Congress, Senator Magnuson explained,

he had introduced S. 12 early in the session in order to

speed it on its way toward passage to get "this very impor-

tant program" underway. He called attention to the biparti-

san sponsorship of both the previous bill (co-sponsored then

by Senator Bricker) and the present one (in which Senator

Magnuson was joined by Senator Schoeppel). Then he pro—

ceeded to a simple explanation of the provisions of S. 12.

With the broad outlines of the proposed legislation

stated, Senator Magnuson turned to the situation which 8. 12

was supposed to alleviate. He pointed out that only thirty-

seven educational television stations had been activated (to

date) on the channels reserved for them in 1952, because Of

¥

1Ibid., pp. 5762-64.
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the difficulties of obtaining funds for the initial instal-

lation of facilities. He discussed briefly the UHF problem

and its relation to the circumstances experienced by some

not-as-yet-operating educational television groups who held

channels in the VHF spectrum--i.e. the demand by commercial

interests that the unused reservations be relinquished. To

this point he said:

When a channel is idle for seven years it is only

natural that those who want to . . . serve the

public in commercial television . . . should attempt

to pry loose the unused channels. The argument is

always used, "For seven long years this channel has

been idle." That feature enters into the problem.

One of the real purposes of the bill is to deal with

that aspect.

With the details of the proposal and the need for

it so stated, Senator Magnuson launched into the major por-

tion of his address, a series of arguments in support of

his proposal, showing, in effect, how the bill would be

effective in meeting the needs of the educational television

movement which he had earlier described. Three lines of

argument were developed: (1) experience showed that once

stations were established they remained on the air with

local financing, but Federal grants were needed to help

many groups get started; (2) current research findings indi-

cated that television could do much to alleviate a need for

quality teachers and a shortage of classrooms which grew

daily; and (3) television offered a unique opportunity to

 

1Ibid., p. 5763.
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improve the quality of education in the United States at

all levels, because of the power and potential of the

medium.

These points were supported by statistics, excerpts

from the testimony of witnesses before the Commerce Committee,

and quotations from outstanding educators throughout the

nation.

The Speech concluded with a summary and an attempted

refutation (in advance) of the question of cost to the

Federal Government of such a program, which Senator Magnuson

defended as only enough to "get the program off the ground."

Speech by Senator Schoeppel1

Senator Schoeppel as co-sponsor of S. 12, followed

Senator Magnuson's speech with his own remarks in support

of the proposal. His line of argument was somewhat different

from Senator Magnuson's in that he based the major portion

of his speech on the fiscal considerations of the bill. He

maintained that even though he preferred to "be classed with

those who see danger in deficit spending and inflation," he

felt that there were circumstances, such as those the bill

proposed to meet, under which a little spending was wise

and would result in a considerably greater return, in value

to the nation, than the expense.

 

1Ibid., pp. 5764-65.
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The speech was replete with image-producing language,

which was colorful and personal, rather than concrete and

logical. Senator Schoeppel referred to the plight of child-

ren marching through school, "never to return to grades in

which instruction has been thin and poor because of the lack

of access to educational television." He called S. 12 a

" kind of domestic point four program, . . . a way of get-

ting educational television operating . . . on a pilot plant

basis," without putting the Federal Government into the

business of Operating or dictating policy on the operation

of the facilities thereby constructed. He attacked the

Health, Education, and Welfare opposition to the bill by point-

ing out that it gave "every evidence of having been quilted

from pieces of the previous" objection to S. 2119, and said

that the objections completely missed the point. The real

issue was, he said,

how many children will we have neglected? How many

potential scientists will we have lost through

failure to make televised courses in chemistry and

physics available to students in thinly populafed

areas? They are entitled to those priVlleges.

Senator Schoeppel then turned his attention to the

very pragmatic subject of fiscal policy. He pointed out

that the amount of money being requested was modest, and

that even this amount would not be spent in any one year

because of the length of time it would take to process

 

1Ibid., p. 5764.
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applications and set the program in operation. It was "most

unlikely," he said, "that any great part of the authorized

funds would be expended within the first year or two of

operation."

He closed with a challenge to the Senate to make a

serious judgment whether the expenditures of funds for edu-

cational television should be postponed or discarded alto—

gether, and stated his own position thus:

In my view, they have been postponed over-

long already. If we are to make educational

opportunity truly universal, if we are to give to

our youth in their learning years and their crea-

tive years the breadth of education which it is

within our power to give, we should . . . vote our

approval of S. 12.

At the conclusion of Senator Schoeppel's remarks the

Committee amendment was agreed to by the Senate and the

debate continued, with a speech by Minority Leader Senator

Everett Dirksen opposing S. 12.

Speech by Senator Dirksen2

Senator Dirksen opposed the bill on four grounds:

(1) the provision in the bill which included "improving"

educational television facilities could be interpreted to

mean that the program could continue "year after year unto

infinity," hence the proposal had the inherent fault of

 

1Ibid., p. 5765.

2Ibid., pp. 5767—68.
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authorizing a continuing program which might involve much

more Federal money in the future than the original grant

called for; (2) the bill was not "consonant with the budget

of the President of the United States for the fiscal year

1960," and would throw the budget into a deficit; (3) the

program was not necessary, according to the Secretary of

Health, Education, and Welfare, who, of all people, accord-

ing to Dirksen, if there were a need for the program, wouhfl

be coming before the Senate "and making rather vigorous and

robust advocacy of the program and urging Congress to adopt

it"; and (4) there were, in the bill, "no effective guide-

lines for allocating this money among the states."

These four Objections to S. 12, the last two of

which were based on the opposing statement of the Department

of Health, Education, and Welfare, were reiterated by Sena-

tor Dirksen, who concluded that he would be content to stand

with the Secretary's recommendation that the bill not be

passed.

Speech by Senator Yarborough1

Senator Ralph Yarborough was the next speaker. He

supported the bill on the grounds that educational television

was an asset to the educational system of the nation, and

that Federal aid in the development of educational television

would prevent the reserved channels from falling into the

 

1lhid., p. 5773.
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hands of commercial broadcasters, and thereby being lost to

educational interests for all time.

The Senator relied on his position as a member of

the Education Subcommittee in documenting the statistical

dimensions of the educational crisis; and he surmised that

educational television would assist in alleviating it, using

the analogy that "this new medium of instruction, television,

will do for education about what the automobile has done

for transportation." He recalled the support which former

Senator Bricker had given to the previous Senate proposal;

and he emphasized the various controls which had been built

into the bill to limit the Federal Government's participa-

tion merely to providing funds for the acquisition of facil—

ities--not their operation.

The Senator drew a parallel between the proposals

of S. 12 and that of the Morrill Land Grant Act of 1862-—

the first time that such a comparison had been made respect-

ing educational television since 1952, when the noncommercial

channels were reserved, and the first time ever with res-

pect to legislation for educational television facilities:

The Morrill Land Grant College Act of 1862 . . .

was the first great national education act. I

rather suspect that many of the arguments used at

that time would reveal that it was urged that the

cost of Operating the Land Grant College Act would

bankrupt the Federal Government. But the Act has

Operated successfully, and the States bear the cost

of maintaining those institutions. . . . That has

happened in the case of many other programs.

Senator Yarborough concluded his remarks by reiterat—

ing the great need for improvement in education, and urging

the Senate to pass 8. 12.



254

Remarks by Senator Williams1

Senator John Williams, of Delaware, took the floor

next; but his remarks were directed toward the controversy

in Delaware over the disposition of a VHF channel in that

State. He questioned Senator Magnuson about that issue,iJI

which educational television interests were involved but

which was completely irrelevant to the debate at hand, until

he was interrupted by the presiding officer's call for

further amendments on S. 12. Senator Williams, still on

the floor, briefly declared his opposition to the bill on

the grounds (1) that it was "not included in the budgetary

estimates," and (2) that the bill might be "the first wedge

in a much more extensive program and one in which there may

be greater Federal control than is visualized."2

Senator Williams was the last speaker of the debate

on S. 12; and, there being no further amendments or dis-

cussion, the bill was subsequently read and passed by a

voice vote.

Lines of Thought in the Senate Discourse

Both "external" and "internal" concerns are evident

in the lines of thought and argument which prevailed in the

 

1Ibid., pp. 5773—75.

2 .
Ibid., p. 5775.

3
Ibid.
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Senate discussion on S. 12. During the hearing phase, edu-

cational television was discussed primarily in "external"

terms-~that is, in terms of the state of educational tele—

vision throughout the nation, and the role which it could

and should play in the present and future development of the

American educational system. Another external concern was

the need to activate the reserved educational channels lest

they fall into the hands of commercial broadcasters.

These same external considerations were raised dur-

ing the debate on S. 12 in the Senate. But there were also

in the debate "internal" considerations-~matters which grew

out of the legislative frame of reference-~which had not

been raised in the Hearing, such as (l) the fact that the

bill was politically a bipartisan measure, even though it

was opposed by the Republican Administration, (2) the

amount of money involved, and the concern over budgetary

apprOpriations and fiscal policy, (3) the fear of establish-

ing a Federal program which would be perpetuated ad infinitum,

and (4) concern about the Federal Government's intrusion in

the area of education, where there was danger of eventual

Federal control.

The proponents of the bill touched upon virtually

all of these considerations, external and internal; the

Opponents (Senators Dirksen and Williams) discussed only

the internal concerns in opposing the bill. There was no

apparent Opposition in the Senate to the principle of tele-

vision in education, or to the need for expediting the use

of reserved noncommercial educational television channels.
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Educational Television Legislation in

the House of Representatives

The bill passed by the Senate (S. 12) was sent to

the House of Representatives for its consideration on April

14, 1959.1 In the meantime, while the bill had been under

the Senate's consideration, there had been some activity re-

lative to educational television in the House itself.

On January 7, 1959 (the opening day of the Eighty-

Sixth Congress), Representative Hale Boggs introduced

H.R. 32,

A bill to amend the Communications Act of 1934 to

assist in the establishment and improvement of cer-

tain television broadcasting facilities.

The Boggs bill was identical in wording to the Boggs

bill of the previous Congress (H.R. 13297), and it was also

similar to S. 12 (the only difference being that H.R. 32

proposed an amendment to the Communications Act rather than

totally new legislation). The bill was referred, as were

the bills which followed it, to the House Committee on Inter-

state and Foreign Commerce.

Boggs's bill was followed shortly in the House by

a bill from Representative Stuart Udall (H.R. 1981, January

9, 1959),

to expedite the utilization of television facilities

in our public schools and colleges, and in adult

training programs.

 

1Ibid., p. 5865.

2Ibid., Part 1, p. 27.

3Ibid., p. 335.
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The Udall bill was identical to his bill submitted

in the previous Congress (H.R. 12177), and differed only

slightly from the Magnuson bill (S. 12).

On January 20, Representative Kenneth A. Roberts

introduced H.R. 2926, which was followed on January 21, by

an identical bill introduced by Representative Morgan M.

Moulder (H.R. 3043),

to amend the Communications Act of 1934 to establish

a program of Federal matching grants for the con-

struction of televisipn facilities to be used for

educational purposes.

The Roberts and Moulder bills differed from the

other educational television bills introduced in the House

during this session in that they provided for grants of

$10,000 for each State and territory with which to make a

survey of its educational television needs, and to develop

a program for the construction of educational television

facilities within three years of the passage of the act.

Once a plan had been submitted, States and territories (in-

cluding the District of Columbia) could then apply for up

to $1 million in Federal grants for the acquisition and

installation of television equipment, but only on a "match-

ing" basis. This had to be done within an additional three

years following the submission of a plan; thus, in effect,

the bills provided for a six-year maximum termination of the

Federal program. The bills were written as amendments to

 

1Ibid., pp. 949, 1012.
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the Communications Act of 1934, and named the Secretary of

Health, Education, and Welfare, as the administrator of the

program (rather than the United States Office of Education,

as was stipulated in all the other proposals).

Other educational television bills, identical to

one or another of the above, were introduced by Congressman

Foley (H.R. 3723, January 29), Congressman McDowell (H.R.

4284, February 9), and Congressman Bentley (H.R. 4572,

February 17); and these were joined on April 14, 1959 by

the Senate-passed S. 12, making a total of eight bills be-

fore the House.1

The House of Representatives thus became aware of a

moderate interest in educational television legislation.

The introduction of several identical bills served the same

purpose in the House as co-sponsorship (not permitted under

House rules) had in the Senate, namely an indication that

the subject of educational television and the Federal Govern-

ment's relation to it was something which had support and

should be considered.2 All eight proposals were referred to

 

1Ibid., p. 1457; Part 2, pp. 2163, 2557. For

analysis of all eight bills see, JCET, Educational Fact-

sheet (May, 1959), pp. 7-8.

2See a discussion of the House's attitudes toward

introducing duplicate bills in Clapp, pp. 139—44. While

there was obviously some support for educational television

in the House, it was not obvious that this support was bi-

partisan in nature. Representative Bentley was the only

Republican Congressman to submit an educational television

facilities bill.

 



259

the Subcommittee on Communications and Power of the House

Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

House Committee Hearings on Educational Television

A hearing was held on May 12 and 13, 1959, under

the chairmanship of Representative Oren Harris (who was also

chairman of the parent committee).1 Twenty-four witnesses

appeared before the Subcommittee to testify on the bills

pending. Seven of the eight Members of the Subcommittee

participated in the meetings-~a far more representative

participation than that which had attended the House hear-

ing on educational television a year earlier which was

attended by only one or two Congressmen most of the time.

The witnesses included three spokesmen from Federal

agencies, the authors of the seven House bills, five repre-

sentatives of educational television broadcasting operations,

three representatives of universities where educational

television development was underway, three representatives

of the national educational television movement, two repre-

sentatives of national education groups, and a commercial

advertiser who appeared as an interested citizen. Half the

witnesses had testified during previous hearings on educa-

tional television.

 

1U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Subcom-

mittee of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

Hearings, on H.R. 32, H.R. 1981, H.R. 3723,,H.R. 4248,

H.R. 4572, H.R. 2926, H.R. 3043, and S. 12: Educapional

Television, 86th Cong., lst Sess., May 12, 13, 1959.
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The breadth of representation at the Hearirg, the

increased participation by Subcommittee Members, and the

lines of thought and argument which were developed during

the proceedings, made this the most comprehensive of the

four educational television hearings held to that time. For

the first time, it became apparent that there was definite

opposition to the proposals being discussed, both in prin—

ciple and in practical aspects. The Hearing also revealed

that opposition developed along party 1ines--the Republican

(minority) Members of the Subcommittee opposed the legisla-

tion, almost without exception, and the Democratic (majority)

Members, without exception, supported it.

The Hearing began on May 12, with an opening state-

ment by Chairman Harris, in which he made it clear that the

purpose of the hearing, from his point of view, was to in-

dicate widespread support for the legislation, which could

be then used to obtain passage of a bill in the House. He

outlined three areas in which any case for educational tele-

vision would have to be argued: (1) whether the Federal

Government should enter the field in the face of budgetary

considerations, (2) whether the cost was too high in view

of the costs of government, and (3) where the revenues with

which to undertake an aid program would come from.1

Each of these concerns of the Chairman were related

to one "internal" issue: whether or not the Federal

 

1Hearings,H.R. 32 et al., p. 9.
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Government should aid educational television with funds for

its development. The Chairman stated his own view that tele—

vision pgp pg had a vast potential in the field of education,

and he hoped that testimony would indicate that his view had

‘widespread support.

The first six witnesses to appear in the Hearing

were authors of the various bills under consideration. Most

of their testimony, understandably, dealt with the pratical

"internal" concerns of getting the legislation passed by

the House. Representative Roberts, for instance, pointed

out that the "matching-funds" provision of his bill (H.R.

2926) was patterned after the Hill-Burton hospital construc-

tion program (Hospital Survey and Construction Act of 1946,

P.L. 79-725), a policy which had received previous support

in Congress because of its stimulating effect on private

funds within the States.1 Representative Moulder (H.R. 3043)

reaffirmed the same intent even more forthrightly when he

said, "My bill provides for matching funds . . . because I

believe it has the best opportunity of passing through Con-

gress and probably there would be far less danger of a veto

by the President."2 Representative Boggs hinted at the

strategy of sending all of the pending educational television

bills to the Commerce Committee rather than to the House

Education Committee, where they would probably not have re-

ceived such favorable attention.3

 

1Ibid., p. 11.

2Ibid., p. 18.

3Ibid., p. 19.
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Opposition to the proposals in the Hearing came pri-

marily from the ranking minority Member of the Subcommittee,

Representative John Bennett, who was supported by other

minority Members from time to time. Bennett's contention

was simply that a Federal aid program for educational tele-

vision was not a wise proposal, especially when there were

other areas of educational need, such as school construction

and the improvement of teachers' salaries, which seemed to

him to have greater priority. Bennett contended, further-

more, that there was no evidence of need for the Federal

Government to assist the States in establishing more educa-

tional stations, that they were proceeding very well with-

out Federal intervention.

Another question Of particular concern to Represen-

tative Bennett was on the specific wording of the Boggs

bill (H.R. 32), which would make nonprofit groups, such as

community educational television organizations, eligible

for Federal grants. Bennett wanted the control over any

funds allocated placed with recognized State educational

authorities or local-government subdivisions of education.

Representative Boggs's contention (and he was supported by

some Members on this point) was that such a provision would

be too restrictive, and would deny funds to many of the

leading educational television operations already in exis-

tence or in advanced-planning stages. It was recalled that

 

1Ibid., pp. 13-22, passim.
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the Committee had amended the Senate bill of the previous

session (S. 2119) in such a way as to exclude nonprofit

groups from being eligible to receive Federal aid, and

Representative Bennett obviously thought that that policy

ought to be continued.

If you leave this wide open, and I repeat again the

phrase "educational television broadcasting," means

different things to different people, and unless

you can nail it down to a specific type of sponsor-

ship, then I am afraid you would get into all sorts

of controversies as to what private nanrofit foun-

dation should be given conSideration.

Congressman Bennett stated all of his opposition to

the bills in a summary statement for the record. He reiter-

ated the objections raised by the Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare, to the previous legislative propos-

als, namely, that (1) regular progress was being made in

educational television development, (2) the best Federal

support of the movement could be made through the existing

programs of reservation and the encouragement of new techni-

ques by the Office of Education, and (3) there was still in-

sufficient proof of the efficacy of television in education,

although the provisions of Title VII of the NDEA might pro-

vide the additional research evidence needed to validate

that contention. He then went on to raise three additional

questions of a more philosophic nature:

If Congress should decide to get into the

field by providing funds for the construction of

educational television facilities, what basis would

 

1Ibid., p. 28.
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there be for Congress denying Federal funds for the

construction of other college facilities that are

very much needed in many of the colleges and uni-

versities throughout the country and are being held

up because of a lack of funds?

No. 2, if Congress does get into this field

of providing money for the construction of facili-

ties, . . . will Congress then, having assumed an

obligation in that field, be requested to provide

the funds for maintenance, for administration, and

carrying on the program thereafter? I think it pre-

sents a very basic question.

The third thing that concerns me is whether

our record shows the need for Federal funds in this

area and whether there has been a serious lack of

progress in this field on the part of the States

themselves to such an extent that this program will

fall by the wayside unless the Federal Government

. . . provides the necessary funds.

These points and one other, that of the means of

financing educational television facilities grants through

increased taxes, or priorities, or whatever, were the main

ones which Representative Bennett, supported mainly by

Representative J. Arthur Younger, sought to develop through-

out the two-day hearing. Nearly all of the witnesses were

asked questions about these concerns. They were asked in

particular if there was evidence that there was a lack of

interest at the local level, or at the State level, sufficient

to be certain that educational television would not develop

except through Federal aid. Wherever possible, Representa-

tives Bennett and Younger tried to indicate that where edu-

cational television growth had slowed it was because of un-

willingness, not inability, to support the movement at the

 

1Ibid., pp. 43—44.
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local level, and to show that the Federal Government could

afford far less than the States to become involved in a pro-

gram which the States themselves were unwilling to support.

The witnesses who favored the proposals attempted

to convince the Subcommittee that Federal aid would bring

about more rapid development of educational television, but

none was able to refute positively the contention that edu—

cational television growth would not altogether stop without

it. The prOponents stressed the immediacy of the need for

educational television expansion, and recounted the values

and virtues of the medium as a vital tool with which to im-

prove the quality of education. Much of what was said in

these regards had been said in virtually the same ways (by

many of the same people) in the course of earlier hearings

and debate.

For the first time at any of the educational tele-

vision hearings, a representative of the Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare, testified in person. Lawrence G.

Derthick, United States Commissioner of Education, appeared

to justify the Department's opposition to the legislative

proposals in general.

Much of his testimony, however, dealt, not with the

bills at hand, but with the provisions of the recently

enacted National Defense Education Act, and especially with

the research grants in the field of educational media

 

See es eciall the testimony of William G. Harley

(Ibid.,1pp. 70- 9)), Le and Hazard id., pp. 138-47), and

L. D. Haskew (Ibid., pp. 147-53).
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(including television) which were then being made under

provisions of Title VII. Commissioner Derthick was the only

‘witness to oppose the bills, and Representatives Bennett

and Younger attempted to use his testimony to substantiate

their own position that there was not enough known about the

value of television in education, and that Federal money was

being best spent through the investigative programs of the

NDEA. Through Derthick's testimony the implication was

made that educational television interests at present did

not know what they were doing.

At this point Chairman Harris interrupted the tes-

timony with an observation about the testimony being devel—

Oped by the Opponents. Speaking to Commissioner Derthick,

he said,

I am not impressed at all with the state-

ment that there is a lack of organization and

ability to accomplish the purpose. In the hearing

thus far, we have had some very great men, out-

standing educators, before this committee. They

testified . . . that there is not any question of

having the ability to accomplish it. It is rather

the question of getting the facilities to make pos-

sible further accomplishments. There has not even

been any indication of the lack of any ability on

the part of the institutions or the organizations

that are to be responsible for this program of

carrying it out. So, for that reason, it looks to

me like the position that is presented here is

pretty much out Of tune with what has been said

here all day yesterday and today.1

Harris's remarks summarized well the scope and the

overall point of view expressed during the Hearing. The bulk

 

1Ibid., pp. 200—201.
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of testimony had, in fact, been devoted to supporting the

contention that educational television was a valuable asset

and needed to be expanded--not investigated--to achieve its

greatest potential.

Further Committee Action on Educational Television

The Subcommittee adjourned its hearing and met on

June 3, 1959, with the full Interstate and Foreign Commerce

Committee of the House to review the testimony in executive

session. There was not enough support at that time, in

spite of the overwhelming testimony in favor of Federal aid,

to bring a bill out of the Committee. Therefore, the Com-

mittee voted to defer action on all of the proposals until

a field study could be completed by the Subcommiteee.1 That

study, which took the form of public hearings, was not con-

ducted until late in the fall of 1959.

Educational Television Field Hearings2

The specific areas which the House Committee's study

attempted to develop were (1) the uses of educational

 

1Congressional Record, CV, Part 17, p. D283.

2Hearings were conducted by members of the Interstate

and Foreign Commerce Committee in the following cities:

Topeka, Kansas (Representatives Brock and Avery), November

3; San Francisco, California (Representatives Moss and Avery),

November 12; Seattle, Washington (Representatives Brock and

Avery), November 14; Denver, Colorado (Representatives Flynt,

Brock, Avery, and Rogers), November 16; Raleigh, North Caro-

lina (Representatives Roberts Rostenkowski, and Collier),

December 1; Atlanta, Georgia (Representatives Flynt, Roberts,

Rostenkowski, and Collier), December 3; Birmingham, Alabama
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television in various parts of the country, (2) the need

for eXpansion of educational television facilities, and

(3) the respective roles which the Federal, State, and local

governments and private groups and institutions ought to

play in the continuing development of the medium.1

The Study revealed that there was virtually unanimous

support of the principles of educational television in all

of the communities visited, and that the development of the

movement in these areas had been achieved in a variety of

ways and under several forms of organization and support.

There was, however, no such unanimity of opinion on how the

Federal Government ought to participate in the future devel-

Opment of educational television, beyond the continued reser—

vation of the noncommercial educational channels, for which

 

(Representatives Roberts, Rostenkowski, Collier, and Huddles-

ton), December 4; New Orleans, Louisianna (Representatives

Roberts, Rostenkowski, Collier, Boggs, and Hebert), Decem-

ber 7; Tam a, Florida (Representatives Rostenkowski, Collier,

and Cramer , December 8; and Miami Florida (Representatives

Rostenkowski, Bennett, and Collier), December 8. A summary

of these hearings, which provides the infonnation for this

section was published in 1960: U.S. Congress, House of

Representatives, Subcommittee of the Committee on Interstate

and Foreign Commerce, SummarygfoUpplemental Field Hearings

on H.R. 32, H.R. 1981, H.R. 3723, H.R. 4248, H.R. 4572,

H.R. 2926,_H.R. 3043, and S. 12, Educational Televipion,

86th Cong., lst Sess., November 3, 12, 14, 16, December 1,

3, 4, 7, and 8, 1959.

Ibid., p. 3.

Ibid., pp. 1-8, assim.
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there was universal support.1 Views ranged from a position

that the Federal Government should both establish and Operate

educational television facilities, on the one hand, to a

complete disavowal of Federal assistance of any sort, on the

other. Most witnesses, however, seemed to favor "a long-

term program of construction aid, but wanted no operational

aid, and some of these witnesses advocated a 'one shot'

program of construction aid . . . as a matter of expediency

or last resort."2

Witnesses differed in their views of the specific

legislative proposals before the Committee as to whether

Federal aid should be in the form of matching grants (various

formulas were proposed by those who supported this position)

or outright grants.3 There seemed to be general agreement,

however, that nonprofit community educational television

organizations should be eligible to receive Federal aid (as

 

1A8 a result of this concern about reservations,

Representative William Avery subsequently introduced a bill

(H.R. 9448--January 7, 1960) "to amend the Communications

Act of 1934 with respect to the allocation and continuing

reservation of noncommercial educational broadcast channels"

(Congressional Record, CVI, Part 1, p. 158). A discussion

of the rationale of this bill and Avery's Opposition to

other forms of Federal educational television support may be

found in William H. Avery, "A Congressman Looks at ETV,"

NAEB Journal, XIX (May-June, 1960), pp. 13-17.
 

2House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee,

Summary of Supplemental Field Hearings, p. 8.

3Ibid., p. 11.
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proposed in the Boggs and Magnuson bills) and that credit

should be allowed for the amount of capital already invested

in their operations. Some witnesses felt, however, that the

overall control of educational television development within

any State should be vested in a State commission of some

1
sort.

Issues and Questions Before the Committee

Early in the Second Session of the Eighty-Sixth

Congress (1960), the House Committee met to reconsider the

educational television question in the light of its field

investigation. The main questions and issues which had

been raised during the Washington Hearing and the subsequent

field study included both "internal" and "external" consider-

ations. The main internal questions seem to have been

these:

1. Should the Federal Government aid educational tele-

vision financially at all, or was such assistance

to be construed as Federal intervention in educa-

tion, the traditionally inviolable preserve of the

States?

2. Was financial assistance the best policy which the

Government ought to follow in aiding educational

television, or should the Government limit itself

to the encouragement of educational television--the

continued reservation of channels for educational

 

11bido, pp. 1.1-1.2.
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broadcasting, and the stimulation of research and

utilization of the medium?

Should the Federal government aid educational tele-

vision even though progress (however slow) was being

made, especially when State and local governments

were financially unwilling to support the develop-

ment of the medium?

Could Federal aid for facilities construction be

limited to a "pump-priming" enterprise--a one shot

proposal--or would Federal construction aid lead to

a perpetuation of the program through operational

and maintenance subsidies as well?

Should the Federal government undertake even a limited

financial program, such as that proposed, at the

risk of deficit financing and an unbalanced Federal

budget?

Should Federal aid be bestowed on educational tele-

vision facilities at the expense of other Federal

aid to education, such as increased classroom con-

struction, and the raising of teachers' salaries?

What form of legislation would have the best chance

of being approved by the House of Representatives—-

i.e. matching grants or outright grants; control

vested in the State superintendent of instruction,

on in a State educational television commission;

eligible recipients of Federal grants limited to
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State-supported and/or supervised educational insti—

tutions, or these plus nonprofit educational tele-

vision corporations and community—operated stations?

The external questions remained the same as they had

been through all the previous hearings and discussion of the

various educational television proposals to date:

1. Could the expansion of educational and instructional

television alleviate the continuing educational

"numbers crisis" and the shortage of teachers and

classrooms?

Could educational television improve the quality of

education in the United States.

Was there a need to accelerate the steady growth of

educational television facilities--i.e. was there

an imminent threat from commercial broadcasting

interests seeking the educational reservations; was

there a decline in the amount of non-government

subsidy of the movement; was the movement in danger

of failing?

Was educational television a good "economic" invest-

ment compared to other areas of educational need?

Could educational stations, once they had received

initial capital for the acquisition and installa-

tion of equipment, continue to find operational

support.

Did the educational television movement have "grass

roots" support, or was interest in the medium cen-

tered primarily among a small, special-interest group?
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A Committee Bill

Not all questions raised during the investigation

had been satisfactorily answered, but there had been enough

opinions expressed and pieces of evidence introduced into

the transcripts of the various hearings to enable the Inter—

state and Foreign Commerce Committee to make a new try at

educational television legislation. An attempt to incor-

porate some of the facts, opinions, and suggestions devel—

Oped during the hearings was made, at the suggestion of the

Committee, in a "clean" bill (i.e. a proposal which, in

effect, made a "fresh start" on the problem) which was in-

troduced by Representative Roberts on February 23, 1960

(H.R. 10609),

To amend the Communications Act of 1934 to estab-

1ish a program of Federal matching grants for the

construction of television facilities to be used

for educational purposes.

It was this second Roberts bill (rather than H.R.

2926) which was discussed by the Committee and ordered re-

ported favorably with amendments, in an executive session

on March 24.2 Chairman Harris submitted the Report to the

House of Representatives on April 7, 1960.3

H.R. 10609 was a compromise bill, drawn with the in-

tention of satisfying as many of the "internal" objections

as possible, while still attempting to meet the needs

 

1Congressional Record, 86th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1960,

CVI, Part 3, p. 3297.

2

 

Ibid., Part 17, p. D146.

3Ibid., Part 6, p. 7702.
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manifested by the "external" conditions and considerations.

It was virtually identical to the earlier Roberts bill

(H.R. 2926), with a few significant exceptions. H.R. 10609

stipulated that all requests for Federal grants were to be

approved at the State level and submitted to the Secretary

of Health, Education, and Welfare through a State educational

television agency, which alone was to be responsible for

conducting a State-wide survey (with Federal funds being

provided up to $10,000 per State). The State plan had to

be submitted within three years after the passage of the

amendment, whereupon a State would be eligible for construc-

tion funds, on a matching basis, of up to $1 million for

three years from the date of submission of the State plan

(thus the six-year termination part of the program was re-

tained). In addition, an allowance of twenty-five per cent

of the capital investment of operating educational television

facilities was to be allowed as a credit toward the match-

ing funds needed for a grant. The bill retained the features

of the earlier Roberts (and Moulder) bill which placed the

administration of the program with the Secretary of Health,

Education, and Welfare, and which permitted grantees to be

nonprofit community groups (however it carefully spelled

out the definition of that category). The bill also (1)

required assurances that operating funds would be provided

by the grantee, (2) authorized the FCC to give assistance

as needed in administering the Act, and (3) authorized an
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appropriation of $520,000 for development surveys and $52

million for construction grants.

When the bill was reported by Chairman Harris, it

was accompanied by amendments which altered the proposal in

five ways: (1) a stipulation was added that the survey

grants to States should also be made on a matching-funds

basis up to the maximum Federal grant of $10,000; (2) as—

surances were required that a State would provide matching

funds for each Federal grant (a strengthening of the

language of the bill); (3) the authorized appropriation for

construction funds was reduced to $39 million; (4) a maxi-

mum ceiling Of seventy-five per cent of the cost of a pro-

ject " or $150,000, whichever is the lesser sum" was placed

on the amount of Federal aid to an existing educational

television operation, and (5) a ceiling of $750,000 (rather

than $1 million) was placed on the total of grants avail-

able to any State.2 These modifications were intended to

meet still further some of the objections of the fiscal-

minded opponents of Federal aid programs in three ways: by

(l) reducing the Government's commitment by $11 million,

(2) by forcing the States to guarantee that they would pro-

vide an equal amount of capital and would continue to meet

 

1U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, H.R. 10609,

86th Cong., 2nd Sess., February 23, 1960.

2U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Report

on H,R, 10609, Educational Television, House Report NO.

1466, 86th Cong., 2nd Sess., April 7, 1960, p. l.
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the operating costs and maintenance of any facilities con-

structed by the matched grants, and by (3) permitting

existing television Operations to obtain Federal aid, but

placing a limitation on the amount of credit they might

obtain for the earlier investment.

A ndnority report was filed, signed by Represen—

tatives Avery, Milton W. Glenn, Samuel L. Devine, and

Archer Nelson. The views expressed by this minority bloc

emphasized (l) the evils of launching new Federal programs

which would be "extended and continued indefinitely," re-

sulting in ultimate Federal control of education, and a

dislocation of educational priorities, (2) that there was

no need for Federal funds, in spite of the relatively slow

progress of educational television development, and (3) that

the Federal Government's responsibility in the field of

educational television was being adequately met by the en-

couragement of Title VII media research, by the Office of

Education, and by the reservation of noncommercial channels

by the FCC.1 The last two arguments were the main objec—

tions raised by the Administration against the legislation.

Two points are worth noting about the authors of the

minority report. The first is that, of the four dissenting

Committee Members (who were relatively junior Members at

that), only Representative Avery had participated in pay of

the hearings on the legislation. Second, although Congressman

 

1121s.... pp. 42-44.
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Avery had attended four of the field hearings (at Topeka,

San Francisco, Seattle, and Denver), he had not participated

in any of the Washington hearings. Furthermore, it is

significant to note that Representatives Younger and Ben—

nett, who had been most vocal in opposing the legislation

during the Washington hearings,did not join in the minority

report.

Educational Television and the Rules Committee

The majority report of the Committee was accepted

with the amendments proposed and referred to the Rules Com-

mittee of the House of Representatives for a ruling on the

conditions of debate; and on May 12, the Rules Committee

met to consider H.R. 10609.1

At the time when educational television legislation

was before the House, the Rules Committee was generally felt

to have strong feelings against education bills of any sort—-

 

1Congressional Record, CVI, Part 17, p. D261. The

Rules Committee of the House serves the function of estab-

lishing the rules and conditions by which a particular bill

may be debated on the House floor. It has, therefore,

extraordinary power because it is able to stipulate the

conditions and procedures by which amendment and debate on

a bill may be conducted. When the Rules Committee fails to

issue a ruling on a bill, it is not usually possible to

bring the bill to the House floor for any discussion (See

Clapp, pp. 308—12). Senator Joseph S. Clark has called the

Rules Committe of the House "the single most powerful com-

mittee of the Congress," and notes that "the perverse power

it exercises today is to veto floor consideration of legis-

lation a majority would pass" (Joseph S. Clark, Congress:

The Sapless Branch [New York: Harper and Row, Publishers,

1964], pp. 135, 131).
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1
even those cloaked in the guise of communications bills.

Furthermore, under the strict rules of the Committee, only

those persons with a direct interest in H.R. 10609 itself

were permitted to testify before the Committee. Therfore,

since "outside" witnesses, who had presented a strong case

in support of the "general" proposals in Open hearings be-

fore the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, were

excluded, the success of educational television legislation

rested squarely on the presentation of a case by the House

supporters themselves.

The Rules Committee heard three witnesses in its

consideration of H.R. 10609. Representative Roberts, spon-

sor of the bill, who was the first to testify, attempted

to convince the Committee of the merits of his proposal;

but, according to one source (who was present at the Hearing),

he was not able to present a good case for the measure, and

had particular difficulty in answering questions raised by

Representative Clarence J. Brown, a Member Of the Rules

Committee.

The next witness was Representative Avery. As the

ranking Member of the dissident vocal minority on the Com-

merce Committee his position was clear--he was opposed to

the educational television bill on grounds of principle.

 

1See Clark, p. 132.

2.‘
Ibid., pp. 130-36.

3Information obtained from an interview with a source

requesting anonymity. See su ra, chap. v, p. 188.
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Representative Harris, who was not present at the

opening of the hearing and who, apparently, was "sent for"

when the bill seemed to be in trouble, was the final witness.

He testified in favor of the bill, but was not able to con-

vince the Committee that it should be presented to the

House for debate. The vote was a tie--five Democrats voted

in favor of the bill; all four Republican Members of the

Committee and one Democrat voted against it-—and the Com-

mittee did not grant a rule on H.R. 10609.1

Educational television legislation thus became a

"dead issue" in the Eighty-Sixth Congress. On June 23, 1960

Senator Magnuson introduced a statement for the Record la-

menting the House's action on H.R. 10609 and calling for

renewed efforts to obtain passage of an educational tele-

vision facilities act.

An Interpretapive Summary

General Considerations

No appreciable changes occurred in 1959 and 1960 to

lessen either the nature or condition of the educational

 

1New York Times, May 13, 1960, p. 15:6. This action

by the Committee tends to reinforce the opinion of Senator

Clark that "it is easier to pass a bill on the floor of the

House than in the Senate; but it is a good deal harder to

get it to the floor for passage" (Clark, p. 130). Some con-

sideration was apparently given to bringing H.R. 10609 to

the floor of the House on Calendar Wednesday (when bills may

be presented without Rules Committee approval) but the plan

was dropped because of the problems involved (See Ibid.,

pp. 133-34, and Clapp, p. 311.

2Congressional Record, CVI, Part 11, p. 14006.

H
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problems of the United States, which remained in a "crisis"

state throughout the period. Nor were there any significant

achievements at the Federal Government level toward alleviat-

ing the problems. After the passage of the National Defense

Educational Act of 1958, the Federal Legislature reverted

to its more usual reluctance to legislate in areas of educa-

tion-—in spite of the continuing need for Federal aid and

the urgings of national educational spokesmen. Technology

in education continued to develop, especially with the pro-

mulgation of the so-called "teaching machine" and the con-

tinued expansion of the use of educational television.

The commercial television industry began to level

off in its growth as the VHF spectrum became relatively

saturated; but the business of broadcasting continued to

grow at a rapid rate, with television revenues and profits

increasing about ten per cent annually. The two major oc-

currences which most affected broadcasting during the period

were the quiz-show scandals(and their related consequences),

which were revealed to the public in 1959, and the series

of "Great Debates" between Presidential candidates of the

two major political parties during the campaign of 1960.

The former drew attention to a laxity in public responsibi-

lity by the networks (and also a laxity in the moral atti-

tudes of the public), which the industry made an effort to

rectify; the latter provided a "dramatic" opportunity to

perform a public service in the area of national affairs.
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Educational broadcasting continued to grow at rela-

tively the same rate at which it had been developing since

1956, but there was some expressed concern that it was

beginning to show signs of levelling off by the end of 1960.

A total of fifty-four noncommercial educational television

stations were operating at the end of that year--an increase

of seventeen during the two-year period.

Instructional television continued to receive wide-

spread attention, and was aided in many areas of the country

by commercial broadcasters' support. There were, however,

warnings sounded in some educational quarters that tele-

vision-~and other technological innovations as well-were

still largely in the experimental stages, and that enthusi-

astic claims by advocates of the media should be scrutinized

carefully if the best interests of education as a whole were

to be served by the new technology. The most dramatic in-

structional television development to date-~and one of the

most controversial--was the announced plan to operate an

airborne television station, flying high over Indiana, serv—

ing a vast in-school audience with instructional television

programs.

Congressional Activity

In Congress, renewed efforts were made (by Senator

Magnuson, in the Senate, and Representative Roberts, in the

House of Representatives) to have an educational television

facilities bill enacted. As it had in the Eighty-Fifth
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Congress, the Senate passed the Magnuson proposal. In the

House, following hearings in Washington and in ten other

cities, a compromise bill was drafted and submitted by the

lCommittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, only to be

defeated in the Rules Committee of the House.

The Senate Discourse on ETV

Several factors are worth noting with respect to the

educational television facilities proposal in the Senate

and the legislative discourse which attended it. The first

is that the Eighty-Sixth Congress marked the first time that

opposition to the educational television facilities proposal

was evident in either the Senate or House. In the Senate,

the bipartisan measure (S. 12) met token opposition from the

Republican Minority Leader (whose job in the Senate it was,

after all, to support the Administration's opposition to

the bill). The Administration had Opposed it through the

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and the Budget

Bureau; and Senator Dirksen opposed the bill on virtually

the same bases as did these agencies.

On the other hand, the Magnuson bill had strong bi—

partisan support in the Senate Commerce Committee (it was

co-sponsored by the ranking Minority Member of the Commit-

tee); and the Senate's treatment of the bill reflects clearly

the reliance of that body on the work of its committees in

formulating policy and positions on most legislative
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matters.1 The fact that the Committee had unanimously ap-

proved the bill was probably an important factor in bringing

about Senate passage.

The issues at stake in the Senate were primarily

external in nature-~the bill was advocated on the basis of

national need and the responsibility of the Federal Govern-

ment to meet the needs of the nation. Educational need was

not stressed, however, so much as were the need to develop

educational television as a valuable natural resource, and

the need to preserve the educational sector in television,

as manifested by the reserved noncommercial channel alloca-

tions. The bill was Opposed primarily on internal grounds--

i.e. it was not a budgeted program, the Federal Government

would have to increase its deficit in order to finance it,

and a Federal program of initial aid to educational tele-

vision would lead to the perpetuation of Federal aid, at

least, or possibly Federal control, in the extreme.

With respect to the speaking in the Senate, there

was nothing especially characteristic about the form or

structure of remarks made in the course of debate--there was

no apparent "Senate style" of speaking. Each speaker who

participated in the brief discussion of the bill expressed

his views in his own way. Senator Magnuson argued for the

bill on a logical basis, emphasizing the report of the Com—

mittee's investigation of the subject, refuting some of the

 

1See Clark, pp. 66—69, assim.
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possible objections to the bill, and appealing for the

Senate's approval in the interests of alleviating a strong

social need. Senator Schoeppel spoke in a more "colorful"

vein, used a more "eloquent" style of language and imagery,

appealed more to the philosophic and emotional natures of

the Members of the Senate than to the logical and factual

bases of the question. Senator Yarborough used analogy,

examples, statistics, and comparison in supporting his argu-

ment in favor of the bill.

In Opposing the bill, Senator Dirksen relied heavily

on his well-recognized profundity of language, on the "ex-

pert testimony" of the Secretary of Health, Education, and

Welfare, and on logical refutation. In short, the Senate

debate on educational television facilities legislation was

characterized by a variety of speech modes and methods, re-

flecting the speaking manner of the respective participants.

The House Discourse on ETV

In the House of Representatives opposition to the

educational television facilities legislation was developed

in the committee hearings, rather than on the floor, where,

of course, there was no debate. There was no strong, bi—

partisan support for the measures, as there was in the

Senate--opposition developed primarily along party lines in

both the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce and

the Rules Committee (the Republicans Opposed; the Democrats

favored).
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The progress of the various House bills through all

the hearings, field work, compromise proposals, and amend-

ments reflects to some extent the more independent nature

of the House of Representatives as compared with the Senate.

More strategy was used in meeting minority objections through

compromise, and in seeking local "grass roots" support

throughout the Nation. Considerably more emphasis was

placed on the language of the proposals, and on the speci—

fic implications of each term and condition within the bills.

Other internal considerations, such as the Federal Govern—

ment's rightful role in education, the degree of support

which ought to be expected from the respective States, the

priorities of the television proposals in the scheme of

Federal legislative concerns—-all of these were of more

importance in the House activity than they had been in the

Senate (in fact, most of the internal considerations were

not even discussed in the Senate).

Finally, of course, the conditions of debate in the

House, the power of the Rules Committee to thwart legisla-

tive proposals no matter how carefully planned and presented,

introduces another element of difference between the two

Congressional bodies. Educational television legislation

in the House was unsuccessful, not because of a lack of

adequate research by the investigating committee, not because

it lacked support, not because it was poor legislation, butbe-

cause of a single circumstance--the inability of one or two
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Congressmen to convince their colleagues on the Rules Com—

mittee, on a particular morning, that the bill should be

debated on the floor of the House.

Thus, educational television facilities legislation

failed of enactment a second time in the United States Con-

gress. But the important "spade-work" had been thoroughly

accomplished in both Houses. Another attempt was in the

offing, and a change in the political circumstances of the

Federal Government would make all the difference.



CHAPTER VII

EDUCATIONAL TELEVISION AND THE

EIGHTY—SEVENTH CONGRESS

Introduction

This chapter, which concludes the substantive por-

tion of this report, contains a discussion of the "climate"

and events in Congress which led to the final passage of the

Educational Television Facilities Act of 1962 (P.L. 87-447),

and an interpretation of the Congressional discourse which

attended the legislative proposals leading to the Act.

The National Climate

In 1961 the nation confronted several "new frontiers."

A victory by the Democratic party in the national elections

of 1960, launched Egg New Frontier, as the National Adminis-

tration in Washington was called, which was backed by

Democratic majorities in the Senate and House of Representa-

tives. Americans watched the national space program cross

a new frontier as well, as the first American astronaut was

hurled in a capsule to the fringes of space and back again.1

 

1New York Times, May 6, 1961, passim.
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And America continued to face, not a "new" frontier, but an

awesome one all the same, in the increasing complexity and

severity of its educational problems.

The Educational Scene

In 1961, for the seventeenth consecutive year, en-

rollments increased at all levels of America's educational

system. The total number of students approached fifty

million by 1962, and there was still no end in sight to the

increasing school population.1 New school construction was

not sufficient to Offset the increasing school population;

and even though more teachers were entering the school

systems, the continuing shortage of qualified teachers seem-

ed to be a problem for which no immediate relief was in

sight.

The biggest increases in enrollments had by 1962

shifted to the high schools, where the costs of education

were more expensive than in the lower grades. The National

Education Association (NBA), in its 1962 Report, estimated

that the costs of public school education had risen 146 per

cent in the preceding decade, and could be expected to rise

above the present $18.1 billion per year figure at the rate

 

1This and subsequent information, unless otherwise

noted, developed in this section from Encyclopedia Britan-

nica: Book of the Year, 1962, pp. 218-22.
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of about $1 billion per year for most of the forthcoming

decade.1

To meet these various problems, educators continued

to turn to a variety of innovations and technological aids.

Thousands of students attended split—shifts, early-morning

classes, and longer school terms, and, also, participated

in accelerated programs. Team teaching, independent study

techniques, differentiated assignment practices, programmed

instruction, and television were all used with greater fre—

quency than ever before. Educators reacted to these in a

variety of ways: there were those who opposed "technologi-

cal devices" of any sort, as threatening "to destroy diver-

sity," and those who expressed cautious skepticism about

the efficacy of such devices; the serious "scientists"

sought proof of their value, and the extremist advocates

thought technology was the much sought after "panacea" to

all education's problems.2

By 1961, the "revolution" in American education had

veered away from the "post-Sputnik" emphasis on the sciences

and languages; and the position of the humanities and arts

in school curriculums was more in balance. "Continental

Classroom," for instance (NBC's nationwide, early-morning

 

1New York Times, January 6, 1962, p. 54:1.

2Ibid,, July 2, 1961, Sec. IV, p. 8:1. See also

Ibid., March 2, 1961, p. 24:6; March 4, p. 12:7; May 14,

Sec. III, p. 7:1; October 27, p. 6:4.



290

network educational television series), departed from its

science-oriented offerings to present a course in Economics,

and later History and the Social Sciences.1 The broadcast

series was joined in 1961 by a competing network television

series originating with CBS, called "College of the Air,"

which presented Biology as its initial course offering.

The competition between the networks for early-rising scholars

aroused some criticism from observers, who thought the res-

pective educational offerings should be coordinated rather

that competitive.

The Broadcasting Scene

The broadcasting industry's main concern in 1961

stemmed from its relations with the "New Frontier" in Wash-

ington. In May, the newly installed chairman of the FCC,

Newton Minow, addressed the national convention of the

National Association of Broadcasters (NAB) in Washington,

and delivered his first official speech since taking office.

It was a blistering attack on the industry's programming

practices, directed primarily at the television industry;

and it became one of the most talked-about and controversial

addresses ever directed to the industry. The epithet "vast

wasteland" (which was the phrase Minow used to describe

 

1Ibid., March 9, 1961, Sec. IV, p. 9:4.

2See Ibid., June 2, 1961, p. 63:5; September 17,

Sec. IV, p. 9:1; September 24, Sec. IV, p. 9:5; September 26,

p. 79:4.
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commercial television) resounded throughout the nation from

editorial columns to Congress, and became a descriptive ad-

jective in many everyday references to television.

Minow's speech, which was followed by some Commission

actions against licensees for "unsatisfactory" programming

practices, brought charges from the industry of "censorship

by the raised eyebrow" (as the FCC's concern over programm-

ing was termed); and the controversy raged for nearly two

years.

More fuel was added to the coals of denunciation of

television broadcasters by a Senate investigation of network

programming practices in June, 1961, which was held in New

York City. Many writers, producers, artists, and other

"creative" employees of the industry, complained about hav-

ing their creativity "stifled" by the "play it safe" demands

of advertisers and program sponsors.

In spite Of its troubles with the Government, how-

ever, broadcasting continued to be a thriving, profitable,

and sometimes even a philanthropic industry. In New York

City, the three major networks and several independent

 

1Newton N. Minow, Speech to the Thirty-Ninth Annual

Convention of the National Association of Broadcasters,

Washington, D.C. May 9, 1961. See, for instance, New York

Times, May 11, 1961, p. 75:1; Saturday Evening Post, July 1,

1961, pp. l3ff; Broadcasting, May 15, 1961, assim, and suc-

ceeding issues; Commonweal, August 11, 1961, p. 445; and

many other publications.

 

 

2Encyclopedia Britannica: Book of the Year, 1962,

p. 579.
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television stations contributed more than one-quarter of a

million dollars each to enable educational interests to pur-

chase a commercial station to be converted to educational

television purposes.

The FCC, still trying to find a solution to the UHF

dilemma, began operating a UHF station in New York City to

test the effects of skyscrapers on UHF transmission charac-

teristics. The FCC also requested Congress to pass legisla-

tion requiring manufacturers in interstate commerce to pro-

duce all-channel (VHF and UHF) television receivers, to im-

prove the operational "climate" of prospective television

broadcasters, a proposal which also had significant implica-

tions for prospective educational television broadcasters.2

Educational Television Developments

Probably the biggest single event affecting educa-

tional television during this period (other than the Con-

gressional activity which will be discussed below) was the

late 1961 purchase by an educational television group of a

commercial VHF television station (WNTA) in New York City.

The sale, which involved the FCC, the State Government of

New Jersey, the Educational Television and Radio Center

(NETRC), and many cultural and philanthropic organizations,

took nearly a year to negotiate. The station, renamed WNDT,

 

1New York Times, June 30, 1961, pp. 1:5, 55:1;

December 23, p. 41:3.

2

 

See Ibid., October 24, 1961, p. 1:1.
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began operation as a noncommercial educational television

facility early in l962—-it was New York City's first educa-

tional television outlet, and it left Los Angeles as the

only major metropolitan area without an educational tele—.

vision allocation. NETRC viewed the New York facility as a

potential "key station" for the national educational tele-

vision network it continued to envision.

In other educational television developments, South

Carolina inaugurated a State-wide, closed-circuit, education-

al television system early in 1961, which proposed to link

all of the State's 413 high schools within five years.2

The Midwest Program on Airborne Television Instruction (MPATI)

began experimental programming in May, 1961,6uui,in September,

followed with regular programming to a five-State service

area containing more than one million students.3 The Council

on Medical Television, a branch of the American Medical

Association, reported the use of television for medical edu-

cation in twenty-seven medical SChOOIS and nineteen dental

schools, and laid plans for teaching post-graduate students

and continuing the education of doctors by means of open-

 

1See Ibid., February 22, 1961, p. 1:6; March 30,

pp. 1:5, 59:2; May 4, p. 75:1; June 30, pp. 1:5, 55:1;

August 16, p. 63:2; October 26, p. 37:1; December 23,

p. 41:3.

 

2Ibid., January 29, 1961, Sec. IV, p. 9:4.

3Ibid., May 15, 1961, p. 57:1; September 10, Sec. IV,

p. 9:4.
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circuit television broadcasts.1 The Ford Foundation con-

tinued its support of the NETRC in New York City, and ex-

tended its earlier grant of video tape recording facilities

for NETRC affiliates to an additional twenty-five new edu-

cational television stations (at a cost of $1.9 million) as

soon as they should become affiliated with the "network."

The Minnesota Mining and Manufacturing Company complemented

the Ford grant with $250,000 worth of video tape.2 Finally,

1961 was the year in which Pope John named St. Ambrose, a

fourth century Bishop of Milan, the patron saint of educa-

tional television, because "he knew well the art of moving

the spirit and conscience of men by his word and his pen."3

In spite of all these developments, however, educa-

tional television was still not a commonplace. While there

were fifty-four noncommercial educational stations on the

air at the end of 1960, and by mid—1962 this number had in-

creased to sixty-two, there were still vast areas of the

nation which had never seen educational television. John L.

Burns, President of RCA, estimated that only two per cent

of American students were receiving any "significant por-

tion" of their education from television. Burns felt a mas-

sive effort should be launched to establish a nation-wide

educational television system (at an estimated cost of $2.5

 

1Ibid., November 19, 1961, Sec. IV, p. 7:3.

2Ibid., January 11, 1961, p. 94:8.

3Ibid., December 8, 1961, p. 74:5.
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billion) which could "solve our basic national education

problem within a decade."1 Fred Hechinger, education editor

of the New York Times, wrote that, in contrast to the heat

of debate which had often surrounded educational television,

the medium itself had had "only a modest impact" on educa-

tion, but it had, without "revolutionizing" it, added "a

new dimension to education" in those situations where tele-

vision was effectively used. He pointed out that in the

ten years of the educational television movement the "patho—

logical fear" in the minds of teachers, of being replaced

by television, had proved to be groundless, but a more real

and significant impact was being made by television on

teachers through the comparative and competitive relation-

ships between classroom teachers and "television teachers."2

Educational Television and the

Eighty-Seventh Congress

Legislative activity in Congress regarding educa—

tional television facilities, which resulted for the first

time in the enactment of a law, grew out of the previous

efforts in both the Senate and House of Representatives to

aid the educational television movement. Behind the Con-

gressional "scenes," well organizedtnn:"unofficial" efforts

of the NAEB and the JCET were directed toward marshalling

educational television support around the country and focus-

ing it on the center of legislative activities in Washington.

 

1Ibid., April 29, 1961, p. 47:4.

2Ibid., March 26, 1961, Sec. IV, p. 9:1.



296

One such venture took place during the Presidential

election campaign of 1960. In October, William G. Harley,

President of the NAEB, sent both Presidential candidates a

letter soliciting their comments on Federal aid to educa—

tional television. Replies were received from both candi-

dates endorsing, though in somewhat different ways, the

educational television movement. The position of then—

Senator Kennedy was consistent with the previous support he

had given to the educational television bills in the Senate

(he had voted for the Magnuson bills, but had not spoken

on the issues), and was very specific regarding the need

as he saw it and the urgency of the situation:

Two-thirds of the population still has no access to

educational television service. This is not for

lack of zeal or interest on the part of educators

or State or local officials, but, primarily, for

lack of funds for the initial capital investment

required for construction of stations.

Since education is a matter of national

concern, the Federal Government should assist in

expediting and accelerating the use of television,

as a tested aid to education . . . . More should be

done to assist the development of educational tele-

vision for the benefit of all our people. I pledge

you that I will back actively suitable legislation

aimed at this objective in the next session of the

Congress and will urge its support by my Democratic

colleagues. ~

Vice President Nixon's reply was less specific, but

still reflected the support of educational television in

 

1Letter from Senator John F. Kennedy to William

Harley, October 14, 1960, entered as testimony and reproduc-

ed in U.S. Congress, Senate, Communications Subcommittee of

the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Hearin s,

on S. 205, Educational Television, 87th Cong., lst Sess.,

1961, pp. 4-5.
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principle, a position which Mr. Nixon had held during the

time he had been presiding officer of the Senate:

I pledge my cooperation in the development

of a national educational television policy to help

realize the goal of the fullest possible educational

Opportunity for every American.

This policy should . . . define respective

roles of the Federal and other levels of government,

broadcasters, educational institutions and others

concerned. Within its assigned role Federal assis-

tance in the stimulation of the use of television as

an aid t? education will have my sympathy and

support.

With Senator Kennedy’s election to the Presidency,

educational television interests launched renewed efforts

at Federal legislation in the Eighty-Seventh Congress with

considerable Optimism.

The Senate--First Session

Three days after the opening of the new Congress, on

January 6, 1961, Senator Warren Magnuson introduced S. 205,

for himself and Senator Schoeppel:

To eXpedite the utilization of television transmis-

sion facilities in our public sghools and colleges,

and in adult training programs.

The bill was identical to the bill passed by the

Senate during the previous Congress (S. 12--86th Congress).

Senator Magnuson pointed out this fact, and emphasized the

 

1Letter from Vice President Richard M. Nixon to

William Harley, October 10, 1960, entered as testimony and

reproduced in Ibid., p. 5.

2U.S. Congressional Record, 87th Cong., lst Sess.,

1961, CVII, Part 1, p. 262.
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continuing urgency of the need to activate the unused re—

served educational television channels which had been set

aside by the FCC in 1952. His brief speech, which accom—

panied the introduction of the bill, included most of the

points which he had stated in an article written for the

NAEB Journal,1 plus quotations from earlier reports to the

Senate on his past bills, and hearing testimony. The bill

was referred to the Commerce Committee for hearings.

Hearings on S. 205

The Subcommittee on Communications held a two—day

hearing on the legislation on March 1 and 2, 1961.2 Seven-

teen witnesses, some of whom had appeared at earlier hear-

ings, testified on the bill. They included Senators, Fed—

eral Communications Commissioners, national educational

television representatives, a commercial network executive,

local and regional educational television broadcasters, and

spokesmen for various community and citizens' groups inter-

ested in educational television.

Senator Magnuson, who presided during most of the

sessions, made it clear at the outset that the purpose of

the Hearing was not to determine the values of educational

television—-those facts, he felt, had been sufficiently

 

ISenator Warren G. Magnuson, "A Case Against Waste,"

NAEB Journal, XIX (May-June, 1960), pp. 21-25.
 

2Hearings on S. 205,;Educatipnal Television, 87th

Cong., lst Sess., 1961.
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established previously--but to develop "a complete record"

so that the specific legislation before the Committee could

be reported and quickly passed by Congress. He expressed

hope that Members of Congress and the public would examine

the record carefully:

Once they do, I am confident we will find additional

support for this legislation. We need it. We can-

not afford to be too little, too late. Let us move

ahead while there is time.1

As the Hearing progressed, there were no surprises

in the testimony of the witnesses, all of whom supported

the legislation. No new issues or points of contention

were develOped--virtually all of the statements, whether

made orally or submitted for the record, reiterated the

long-since familiar chronicle of the effectiveness of edu-

cational television in this situation or that, and how much

and how urgently the proposed Federal legislation was need-

ed to continue the development and to exploit the full po-

tentials of the medium.

There seemed to be slightly more emphasis during

this hearing than in previous ones, on multi-station opera-

tions-~State-operated educational television networks, re-

gional planning, and the prospects of a national educational

network television service. There were only a few witnesses,

especially among those who represented operating facilities,

who spoke of only one installation; most talked of the

 

1Ibid., p. 3.
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interconnection of several stations, and they saw in S. 205

the means whereby this might be accomplished.

The only opposition which occurred in the Hearing—-

and it was more skepticism than outright Opposition--came

from Senator Frank Lausche, a Committee Member, who was

concerned with the "need" for Federal funds to finance edu-

cational television, an area which he thought should be the

priority concern of State and local authorities. He took

exception, he said, to

what I believe to be an erroneous conclusion that

the only way it can be done is through Federal fin-

ancing.

My position is that local governments and

State governments ought to undertake using their

resources in the fullest capacity and not come con-

stantly to the Federal Government.

Many of the witnesses, in contradiction to Senator

Lausche's position, clung to a conviction that Federal money

was needed at the outset in order to stimulate the later

flow of State and local financial support. It was stated

most clearly by James T. Aubrey, Jr., President of CBS

Television, who said:

In some communities the need for an educa—

tional television station is often not apparent to

the general public before the fact. The public

doesn't quite know what educational television is

and what it can do. They are unwilling to give this

unknown infant their support. When an educational

channel comes on the air, however, the picture

changes. A station's programming becomes its best

advertisement. By attracting viewers, . . . a sta-

tion can marshal public support and raise the funds

 

1Ibid., pp. 100—101.
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necessary for its continued operation. In short,

it has always proved easier to raise money for an

accomplished fact than for a dream on paper.

The only "new twist" to the arguments advanced dur-

ing the Hearing on behalf of educational television came

from Federal Communications Commissioner Rosel Hyde, who

testified as an individual, rather than as a spokesman for

the Commission, when he said:

I believe that our communications system no less

than our educational system needs a nationwide,

adequately supported educational television ser—

vice. . . .

In connection with the mandate of the Com-

munications Act to study new uses for radio and as-

sisting in the effort to assign frequency channels

to such uses as will best serve the public interest,

I have talked to many professional educators.

There is no doubt . . . as to the importance

of television techniques to education, but . . . . I

firmly believe that an extensively available and

adequately financed noncommercial television service

is the single most important addition needed to im-

prove our communications institutions in the public

interest. . . .

Starting with a different economic base,

educational television is not under the pressing

need to equate public interest with maximum sales

. . . . It can take the long view; it can recog—

nize that the educational level of our country is

rising and that the leisure time available to our

citizenry is increasing.2

Commissioner Hyde's view of the legislative proposal

embodied in S. 205 as a stimulant to the communications sec-

tor, rather than the educational sector, was unique in the

 

1Ibid., p. 19.

2m, p0 121'
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Hearing, which was generally an updated repetition of the

previous hearings held by the Committee. It was, in short,

as Senator Magnuson had intended it should be, a hearing in

which the record of past achievements, present capabilities,

and future potentials were compiled for Congress's use in

treating the legislation.

The full Commerce Committee met on March 8, 1961,

in executive session, to review the Hearing and it voted to

approve S. 205 with an amendment suggested by the General

Accounting Office of the Comptroller General (that recipi-

ents of Federal grants under the bill be required to keep

records of expenditures under the grants, and make them

available for audit).1 The bill was reported to the Senate

with the Committee's amendment on March 14,2 and placed on

the Senate Calendar. It was made unfinished business on

March 16, called up on March 20, and reached the floor on

March 21.3

Senate Debate on S. 2054

The debate on S. 205 consumed about two hours, dur-

ing which time seventeen Senators spoke on the bill--twe1ve

 

1Congressional Record, CVII, Part 19, p. D79.

2U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Interstate and

Foreign Commerce, Educational Television, 87th Cong., lst

Sess., March 14, 1961, S. Rept. No. 67 to accompany S. 205,

Calendar No. 65.

3Congressional Record, CVII, Part 4, pp. 4209-10,

4285, 4351-52.

4Ibid., 4353-68.
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in favor of the proposal, five against it. The debate was

characterized by a thorough analysis of the proposal, but

it was not a heated controversy. In fact, at the outset,

it was somewhat lighthearted.

Senator Magnuson, who was the first speaker, as

sponsor of the bill and chairman of the investigating com-

mittee, did little more than explain the previous history

of the legislation, pointing out that the bill was identi-

cal to previous measures which had passed the Senate, and

reiterating that there was no substantial opposition to the

bill either,in the Committee or by witnesses before the

Committee. He was interrupted, however, by Senator Dirksen,

the Minority Leader, who took issue with the bill's proposed

appropriation,exclaiming that "$50 million is a lot of seed

corn for States ranging all the way from Rhode Island to

Texas or Alaska or Hawaii." Dirksen went on to point out

in addition that the bill had been opposed in the previous

Congress by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,

and that the new Secretary (under the Kennedy Administration)

was also opposing it.1

Senator Dirksen's reference was to a letter from

Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, Abraham Ribi-

coff, dated March 17, to the Commerce Committee, in which

the Department commented on the bill from the Administra-

tion's point of view. The Department agreed with the

 

1Ibid., p. 4355.
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worthiness of the proposal contained in S. 205, but felt

that the President's proposals for Federal assistance to

other areas of educational concern had greater priority.

In addition, the letter specified other Objections to the

proposal which were somewhat different from those raised

by the previous administration, but which resulted in the

same end: the Department recommended against passage of the

bill. This caused Senator Dirksen to remark, with a touch

of humorous irony, that he found himself "holding up the

hands of the new Secretary of Health, Education, and

Welfare."1

Senator Ribicoff's letter, or more specifically the

date on which it had been written, set off a colloquy in

the Senate which was the only really animated portion of

the debate on S. 205. Senator Lausche, who was opposed to

the bill, attempted to cast doubt on the Committee's actions

in reporting a measure before it had received official com-

ments from the Administrative agency most directly involved—-

in this case Health, Education, and Welfare. (It will be

recalled that the Committee report was made on March 14,

three days before the Ribicoff letter was written, which

resulted in the absence of an official comment in the print-

ed Report distributed to the Senate, usually a routine in-

clusion.)

 

1Ibid., p. 4356.
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The dispute was settled to the apparent satisfac-

tion of all concerned when Senator Magnuson explained that

the Department had been invited to testify before the Com—

mittee on two separate occasions, but it had waited six weeks

(presumably to give the matter a full investigation) before

replying. He pointed out further that the Committee's

omission was not a unique phenomenon in the Senate's action

on bills, and then went on to conclude his opening statement

in support of S. 205.

There were some questions by various Senators which

interrupted Senator Magnuson, some lighthearted banter with

Senator Dirksen about the problems of reading the "fine

print" in the Re ort, and several congratulatory statements

by Senators who commended Senator Magnuson for his persis-

tence and skill in handling the educational television leg-

islation.1 Overall, however, the Magnuson remarks were

very much like his remarks on previous occasions pertaining

to the same legislation--a recapitulation of the history of

the educational television movement, brief excerpts from

the Committee Report, extractions from the Hearing testimony,

an explanation of the provisions and safeguards of the bill,

 

1Senator Dirksen referred to himself as a "trifocal

and bifocal" person who had trouble reading the insertions

in the Record. He also Observed that Ribicoff's letter had

been written on St. Patrick's Day. There was laughter in

the Senate when Senator Magnuson replied that he did not

know why Mr. Ribicoff (who the Senate knew was of the Jewish

faith) had sent his letter on St. Patrick's Day (Ibid.,

pp. 4355, 4357.
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and a refutation of the Health, Education, and Welfare oppo-

sition to the bill (on the grounds that the Department

wanted to put the measure Off for further study; whereas

Senator Magnuson maintained that "We have now lost ten years

in regard to the proposal . . . . All the Department has to

do is to read the testimony.")1 There was little structural

argument contained in the speech, and the tenor was more

like an informative report than an affirmative advocacy.

However, there was a clearly discernible line of thought

throughout the speech, in spite of the number and variety

of interruptions which occurred as various other Senators

asked for clarification of details on the proposal.

Of the sixteen Senators who followed Senator Magnu-

son in speaking on the bill, about half were actually pre-

pared to speak on the bill, on one side or another; the re—

mainder participated in a peripheral fashion, asking ques-

tions or making comments prior to voting on the bill. Those

who spoke at some length in favor of the measure were

Senators Cooper, Schoeppel, Cotton, Keating (who proposed

a clarifying amendment which was subsequently adopted),

Yarbourough, and Randolph. Senators Dirksen and Lausche

opposed the bill.

Both "external" and "internal" considerations were

made part of the debate. The proponents relied, as in pre-

vious debate on the same legislation, on "external"

 

1Ibid., p. 4357.
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considerations for the most part, with particular emphasis

on the educational potential of television and the need for

developing the reserved noncommercial channels for the

greater good of the Nation. There were also some attempts

made by the proponents to meet objections of an "internal"

nature by stressing the local-support provisions of the

bill and the fiscal considerations involved.

The opposition speakers concentrated, as they had

similarly in the previous Congress, on the "internal" issues

of promoting a new Federal program, the likelihood of con-

tinuing such a program beyond its intended "seed money"

intent, and, most emphatically, the opposition of both the

past and the present Administrations (through Department of

Health, Education, and Welfare comments). Senator Lausche

was the opposition spokesman who forcefully contended that

there was no need for thelegislation--that the States could,

if they would, finance the development of educational tele—

vision by themselves without Federal intervention.

As in previous debate on the proposal, there was no

controversy over the merits of educational television, or

the need to continue to encourage its development; what

conflict there was (and it was very slight) arose with res-

pect to whether the encouragement should be in the form of

a Federal aid program.

The main "external" topics raised during the brief

Senate consideration of the educational television facili-

ties proposal were the following:
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The power of television and the efficacy of tele-

vision for educational purposes.

The relatively slow progress of noncommercial edu-

cational television channel activation, and the

financial considerations which had created that

situation.

The dimensions of the educational crisis in America,

the urgency of the condition which necessitated

Federal assistance, and the degree to which 8. 205

would provide aid in meeting the crisis.

The competition between commercial television in-

terests and educational interests for the as-yet

unused channels, especially in view of the inten—

sive efforts by the FCC to broaden the television

sphere through better utilization of UHF and the

all—channel receiver proposal.

The need to broaden the programming base of American

television, to introduce new levels of programming,

and to generally uplift the state of the art.

The main "internal" considerations which were raised

discussed in the Senate were these:

I. The grounds on which both the past and present Ad-

ministrations had opposed educational television

legislation.

The condition of the Federal budget, the amount of

money to be appropriated, and various controls on

the way funds were to be spent and by whom.
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The language of the bill insofar as intent and

statement were concerned, the specific terms used,

and the clarification of meaning (the Keating amend-

ment, for instance, strengthened the language to

clarify the intent of the bill that control over

television development should remain at the State

level).1

The relationship between the Federal Government and

the State governments as it affected the proposal,

the degree of local commitment which ought to be

required, and the reciprocal degree of Federal con—

trol which ought to be exercised.

The institution of a new Federal spending program,

and the degree to which it was thought to be "nec-

essary."

The manner of distribution of funds contained in

the bill, including possible inequities among appli—

cants.

The limitations by which a Federal program ought to

abide, particularly in regard to continuing, opera-

tional support of the facilities proposed by the

bill.

The role of the Federal Government in the field of

educational television, that is, whether or not it

should be considered a matter of interstate commerce

by which the Federal Government had any Constitu-

tional right to intervene.

 

116id., pp. 4362-63.
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It can be seen from the above that the internal

considerations outweighed the external in sheer diversity

and number. However the emphasis, especially by the pro-

ponents, was heavily in favor of the external considerations

of (l) the educational crisis and (2) the efficacy of tele—

vision to help alleviate that crisis. In the long run those

two matters carried the debate for the proponents, even

though it might be quite legitimately recognized that there

was no "clash."

When a roll-call vote was finally taken on the bill,

S. 205 was passed, as amended, by an easy 67—13 majority.1

On March 22, S. 205 was referred to the House of

Representatives for its consideration.2

The House--First Session

The House of Representatives took up educational

television legislation independent of the Senate, and con-

current with it, at the beginning of the First Session of

the Eighty-Seventh Congress. On January 3, 1961, the open-

ing day of the Session, three educational television bills

were filed in the House:

H.R. 132 (by Representative Roberts), To

amend the Communications Act of 1934 to establish a

program of Federal matching grants for the con-

struction of television facilities to be used for

educational purposes.

 

11bid,, pp. 4367-68.

2Ibid., p. 4613.
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H.R. 647 (by Representative Boggs), To amend

the Communications Act of 1934 to assist in the es-

tablishment and improvement of certain television

broadcasting facilities.

H.R. 965 (by Representative Harris), to ex-

pedite the utilization of television transmission

facilities in our public schools and colleges, and

in adult training programs.

H.R. 132 was similar in virtually all respects to

the amended version of H.R. 10609 (which had received Com—

mittee approval in the previous Congress,tnn:had failed to

win Rules Committee approval and had therefore died) except

that the appropriation contained in H.R. 132 was restored

to $1 million per State. H.R. 645 was nearly identical to

the Boggs bill (H.R. 32) of the previous Congress. H.R. 965

was identical to the Magnuson bill (S. 205), which had not

yet been introduced in the Senate, and was also virtually

identical to the previous Senate-passed legislation.

These three bills were followed very shortly by

H.R. 2910 (January 18, by Representative McIntire), which

was identical to H.R. 965, and by H.R. 5099 (March 1, by

Representative Byron Rogers), H.R. 5536 (March 13, by Repre-

sentative McDowell), and H.R. 5602 (March 14, by Represen-

tative Moss), all substantively identical to H.R. 132.

These seven bills, in all, were joined on March 22, by the

2
Senate-passed S. 205. All were referred to the Committee

on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

 

1lbid,, Part 1, pp. 37, 49, 55.

21bid., p. 990; Part 3, pp. 3000, 3332, 3945;

Part 4, p. 4613.
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Educational Television Hearings

Hearings were held before the Subcommittee on Com-

munications and Power on March 20, 21, 22, and 23, and

again on May 17, and 18, 1961.1 Thirty-two witnesses ap-

peared to testify before the Subcommittee, which was pre-

sided over by Representative Morgan Moulder. The witnesses

included eight Congressmen, representatives of the FCC and

,the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, national

educational television organizations, educational represen-

tatives, educational television broadcasters, commercial

organizations, and representatives of educational television

community groups. Sixteen members of the Subcommittee or

the parent Committee participated from time to time during

the six days, making it (quantitatively at least) the lar—

gest of the educational television hearings to date.

The objective of the Hearing, as expressed by Chair-

man Moulder, was similar to the purpose of the Senate hear-

ing which preceded it: to compile a complete record, in

order to Obtain the greatest amount of support for the

specific measure which would be selected for presentation

in the House.2 The major emphasis during the Hearing was,

 

1U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Subcom-

mittee of The Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

Hearings on H.R. 132, H.R. 5099, H.R. 5536, H.R. 5602,

H.R. 645, H.R. 965, H.R. 2910, and S. 205, Educational

Television, 87th Cong., lst Sess., 1961.

2Ibid., p. 2.
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therefore, as far as the committee Members were concerned,

placed on the practical aspects of the various pieces of

proposed legislation-~very much an "internal" consideration.

Representative Harris, Chairman of the parent Committee,

who appeared as a witness, focused on this point very early

in the Hearing, by his contention that there had not been

sufficient evidence obtained during previous hearings, in

spite of the number and diversity of investigations in both

the House and Senate, field hearings, and correspondence,

indicating to his satisfaction that the States would avail

themselves of Federal aid to educational television if it

were made available to them.1 The Subcommittee sought to

obtain these assurances through the testimony of witnesses

appearing before it, and also by means of a letter from

Chairman Harris to each of the fifty governors of the States,

the replies to which were included in the Hearing record.2

Much of the testimony, and many of the exhibits

introduced into the record, related, as similar information

had in the Senate Hearing on S. 205, to the establishment

of State and Regional networks, and there was correspondingly

little discussion or emphasis devoted to the problems of

individual station growth.

There was much interest shown by the Members, through

their comments and questions of witnesses, in the details of

 

1Ibid., pp. 38-40.

2Ibid., pp. 235-297, passim.
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particular bills-~in the specific wording used and the im-

plications of meaning intended. There was also consider-

able discussion about the respective differences between

the bills, as they might affect acceptance in the House.

Some of the more significant questions which were raised

were the following:

1. Whether to treat the proposals as communications

matters--the broadcasting spectrum being a natural

resource in need of develOpment--rather than as

educational legislation, and, as the former seemed

to be more acceptable (and strategic in the light

of the fate of previous education measures in the

House) how to minimize the obvious educational (in

the strict sense) implications of the bills in

favor of a broader educational interpretation.1

2. Whether to stipulate matching-fund grants (as the

Roberts bill and its companions did) or outright

grants (as the Senate bill and the Harris bill did).

3. Whether Federal aid should be limited to broad-

casting facilities, or whether closed-circuit faci—

lities should also be made eligible under the grants

program.

 

See especially in these regards, remarks of Repre-

sentative Harris (Ibid., p. 39-40), Representative Walter

Rogers (Ibid,, pp. 115-16 , and Representative Younger

(Ibid., pp. 184-85).
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4. Whether funds should be made available for projects

which involved the leasing of transmission lines

for linking closed-circuit units or transmitters

to studios, or whether these lines, if used, should

be specifically owned by the applicant for Federal

aid.

5. Whether there was any control over the programming

of the aided facilities by the Department of HEW,

or the FCC, and whether or not there ought to be.1

These concerns, it can be readily seen, are mainly

"internal" matters, arising out of the Subcommittee's desire

to get an acceptable bill through the House. They were not,

by and large, discussed during the Hearing by witnesses on

their own initiatives.

The main opposition to all the educational tele-

vision proposals came, not surprisingly, from Representa—

tive Avery (who it will be recalled played a significant

part in defeating an earlier bill in the Rules Committee).

It was his continued firm conviction that the States could

develOp educational television to its fullest potential

without Federal aid if they had a mind to do it.2 Representa-

tive Younger, on the other hand, who had opposed the legis-

lation in the hearing of the previous Congress, had

 

1See particularly the view of Representative Avery,

who was especially concerned with FCC Chairman Minow's in-

terest and belief in the programming responsibility of the

FCC (Ibid., p. 185).

2Ibid., pp. 179-80.
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apparently had his objections assuaged by assurances that

the intention of all the pending legislation on this matter

was to aid in the activation of reserved television channels,

which had already been secured by the Federal Government and

which were firmly in the Federal domain.1 Representative

Bennett, who had been the most outspoken opponent of the

legislation in the previous hearing, did not participate in

this one.

Probably the most significant testimony boding well

for the future passage of educational television legisla-

tion was that of Health, Education, and welfare Secretary

Abraham Ribicoff. It will be recalled that the Secretary

had not appeared at the Senate hearing, and that his com-

ments in opposition to the passage of S. 205 had been a

significant issue in the Senate debate on the bill. He had

been invited to testify before the House Subcommittee by

Representative Harris, and had been scheduled to appear on

March 22, the third day of the Hearing. But on the after-

noon of March 21, he asked to be excused, saying that he

would testify later.2

It may have been no more than a coincidence, but

the Senate had passed S. 205 on March 21, in spite of the

Administration's objections to the bill as detailed in

 

1Ibid., p. 3.

2Ibid., p. 89.
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Ribicoff's letter to the Senate Commerce Committee of

March 17. In other words, the Secretary had Officially

opposed educational television legislation only five days

before he was scheduled to testify on the subject before

the House Subcommittee. When the Senate passed the measure

over his objections, the Secretary requested a postponement

of his appearance before the House group.

According to one source who was involved with the

proceedings at that time, there may have been a causal re-

lationship between the Senate's passage of S. 205 and the

Secretary's postponement. When the Senate bill was passed

(by better than a five-to-one majority) a telephone call

was made to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

advising them of the result of the vote, and further inform-

ing the Department that the Magnuson forces would not be

"put off" on educational television legislation. It was

pointed out that the Department's opposition to the pro-

posals was consistent with the previous (Republican) Admin-

istration's opposition to the same measure, that it reflected

a serious deviation from Administrative policy as expressed

by the campaign promise of President Kennedy in October,

1960, the President's support of the measure when he had

been a Senator in previous Congresses, and that it was in-

consistent with the President's Education message to Con-

gress of the previous month.1

 

1See House Document No. 92, Congressional Record,

CVII, Part 2 (February 20, 1961), pp. 2429-31.
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Whether this resulted in the postponement of Secre-

tary Ribicoff's appearance before the Subcommittee or not

cannot be stated as a certainty. However, it is a fact that

the Department was silent on the educational television

question until May 10, when Secretary Ribicoff reversed his

opposition on the legislation and announced his support of

the principles implicit in the measures pending before the

House. The occasion was a speech before the National Asso-

ciation of Broadcasters on the day following the famous (or

infamous) Minow "vast wasteland" speech.1 In his address,

the Secretary announced that the Administration was strongly

in favor of educational television development, and that

his Department was working out specific proposals by which

it might be aided with Federal funds which would be presented

to the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee of the House

on May 17.

During the interim period between March 21 and Maylfih

two significant events took place. The Budget Bureau for

one thing, changed its position on educational television

legislation and approved the expenditure of some funds for

that purpose.2 The other, and perhaps more important, event,

 

1Address by Abraham Ribicoff, Secretary of Health,

Education, and Welfare, before the Thirty-Ninth Convention

of the National Association of Broadcasters, Washington,ILCL,

May7é0, 1961. See also New York Times, May 11, 1961,

p. :3.

2See the letter from the Budget Bureau to Chairman

Oren Harris, May 18, 1961, in Hearings: H.R. 132, et al,

pp. 15-16. '__'—_
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or series of events, took the form of replies to Representa-

tive Harris's letter to the governors. By May 10, replies

had been received from all but a few States; and the great

majority of them, which were turned over to the Department

of Health, Education, and Welfare, indicated that there was

truly ”grass roots" support of educational television through-

out the country at the State and local level, and that the

States were prepared to participate, even on a cooperative

matching basis, with a Federal aid program.

When Secretary Ribicoff did appear before the House

Subcommittee on May 17, he brought with him a detailed pro—

posal for educational television legislation which included

a reduction in the total amount of funds for facilities

construction (to $25 million), matching-grants provisions

for both State surveys and construction, and the elimination

of the $1 million-per-State proposal in favor of a project—

by-project proposal.1

The Subcommittee received the Department's proposal,

concluded the Hearing, and spent much of the summer of 1961

working over the transcript and other documents in its files

on the educational television question. Finally, in an

executive session held on August 7, the full Committee

voted to approve H.R. 132 with massive committee amendments.

The Committee Report on H.R. 132, with the amendments, was

 

1Ibid., pp. 355-90.

2Congressional Record, CV11, Part 19, p. 475.
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submitted by Representative Moulder on August 21, and the

bill was referred to the House Rules Committee, where it

stayed through the remainder of the Session.1

Analysis of H.R. 132, As Amended

The amended bill resembled H.R. 132 as Representa-

tive Roberts had submitted it only in its broadest outlines.

The bill had been almost completely rewritten by the Com—

mittee to accomodate, insofar as possible, the various sug-

gestions and objections expressed in the Hearing and within

the Committee.2 It was very specific in its intent and limi-

tations, and the wording of the bill was extremely precise

(especially when compared with the broad stipulations of

some of the other proposals, such as S. 205). The major

provisions advocated by the Committee compromise measure

were these:

1. Provisions for closed-circuit television operations

were deleted; only broadcasting facilities were

eligible to receive Federal aid.

2. Funds for matching survey grants to the States

totalling $520,000 were to be appropriated over a

three-year period and to be held available until 1967.

3. The total appropriation for construction grants was

reduced from the original Roberts proposal ($50

 

1Ibid., Part 12, p. 16572.

2U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Interstate and

Foreign Commerce, Educational Television, 87th Cong., lst

Sess., 1961, Report No. 999 to accompany H.R. 132.
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million) to a total of $25 million and this amount

was, likewise, to be appropriated over a three-year

period and held until 1967.

The States had to provide proof of their intent and

adequacy to match the Federal funds for which they

applied.

Applications for Federal grants had to be channeled

to the U.S. Commissioner of Education through a

legally authorized educational television agency

of each respective State, which, in turn, had to

certify that the applicant's proposal was consistent

with the State's plan of educational television

development.

Federal grants were to be made (on a matching basis)

only for equipment to be used for television broad-

casting, exclusive Of building or other facilities,

and exclusive of operating and maintenance costs.

A maximum amount of $1 million could be requested

by any one State.

Applicants who owned facilities at the time of their

applications were eligible to receive a credit of

up to twenty-five per cent of their capital invest-

ment in determining the amount of matching funds

required.

The applicant had to be the authorized operator of

the facility for which the Federal grant was intended.



10.

322

Applicants who were eligible to receive Federal

grants included the State supervisors of education,

the State educational television agencies, tax-

supported State universities or colleges, and non-

profit educational television organizations.

The major differences between H.R. 132, as amended,

and S. 205 were:

1. The House bill reduced by half the amount of the

appropriation for construction grants, and further

stipulated that these were to be matched with local

or State funds, instead of being outright grants.

The House bill proposed a State survey (with match-

ing funds) to aid the States in making the best use

of Federal funds. This was not proposed in S. 205.

H.R. 132, as amended, proposed channeling the appli-

cations for Federal funds through State educational

television agencies to the Commissioner of Educa-

tion (thereby assuring the local control of educa-

tional television development in each State); 8. 205

placed full discretion in the award of grants with

the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare.

H.R. 132, as amended, was more specific in spelling

out the eligibility requirements of applicants for

Federal funds than was 8. 205.
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The House--Second Session

Soon after Congress reconvened for the Second Session

of the Eighty-Seventh Congress, on February 6, 1962, the

President sent his education message to both Houses. It

contained a specific charge to Congress to expedite passage

of the pending legislation relating to educational televi—

sion, "to provide matching financial grants to the States

to aid in the construction of State or other nonprofit edu-

cational television stations."1

A short time later, on February 26, the Rules Committee

of the House met to hear testimony from Representative Oren

Harris relative to H.R. 132, and approved the bill for de-

bate.2 That decisiOn was reported on February 27,3 and

H.R. 132 was brought to the floor of the House on March 7,

for debate.4

House Debate on H,R. 1325

By the procedure of the House of Representatives, the

discussion of the educational television bill began with

debate on H. Res. 552, the parliamentary vehicle by which

H.R. 132 was brought to the floor for debate. Representa-

tive Elliot, of the Rules Committee, moved passage of the

 

1House Document No. 330, Congressional Record, CVIII,

NO. 18 (February 6, 1962), pp. 1546-1606.

2Ibid., Part 19, p. D70.

31bid., Part 3, pp. 2987, 3040; Part 19, p. D72,

H.Rept. No. 1390.

41616., No. 33 (March 7, 1962), p. 3213.

5
Ibid., pp. 3212-46.
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Resolution, and traced the history of previous educational

television legislation, stressing the urgency of the present

need to activate unused educational television channels

(which lacked funds with which to begin operation) in the

light of the American competition with the educational

system of the Soviet Union. He then explained in broad

terms the nature and provisions of H.R. 132.

Representative Avery Opposed the Resolution, and

argued that H.R. 132 was not to be debated relative to its

value to the nation, but rather should be considered as a

matter of trespass by the Federal Government into an area

of education which by rights ought to be left to the States.

Secondly, he said, H.R. 132 would spend Federal money which

was needed for other purposes. He attempted to refute the

contention that there was a great need to activate the

educational channels by pointing out that about the same

proportion of commercial channels as educational channels

remained inactive after nearly ten years of allocation.

Finally, he raised the question of supervision of the

channels, if they should be activated, alleging that the

Federal Government would have no control over them to pre—

vent their being used for "indoctrination" rather than "in-

formation."

The above exchange between Elliot and Avery, it will

be recalled, was on the Resolution (H.Res. 552), and follow-

ing Representative Avery's remarks that measure was brought
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to a vote and passed. Debate now began on H.R. 132 itself,

with the House dissolved to a Committee of the Whole.

Representatives Harris and Bennett, as senior Majority and

Minority Members of the investigating committee, respective-

ly, were each granted one hour of time to dispense among

those who wished to speak. Representative Harris spoke

first.

He began, and stressed throughout, the importance

of H.R. 132 as a piece of communications legislation, hold—

ing that broadcasting frequencies were a natural resource,

under the Federal domain, and that it was the responsibility

of the Government to see that equitable use was made of the

broadcasting spectrum in the public interest. He pointed

out that the bill had bipartisan support and had received

the support of an overwhelming majority of the Committee.

Next he discussed the slow rate of development of the re-

served channels, and contended that they could not be re-

served forever, expecially in view of the impending further

development of UHF television, and that therefore there was

some urgency to the demand that Congress assist in the acti-

vation of the as-yet unused channels in the public educa-

tional interest.

These were the needs and justification for the legis-

lation as presented by Representative Harris. The remainder

of his speech was a very careful explanation of the provi-

sions of the bill itself; and during this time he read,
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almost word for word, item by item, from the Committee report

of the previous year. He concluded with a very brief re-

capitulation of the need.

Representative Bennett was the next speaker; and he,

like Harris, spoke in support of the bill. Bennett's speech

probably carried considerably more weight in determining

some votes than the text itself would indicate, because it,

first of all, supported Harris's contention that the bill

had strong bipartisan support. Bennett, it will be recalled,

was the ranking Republican on the Interstate and Foreign

Commerce Committee, and he had been given half the time of

the debate as the opposition leader. The fact that he spoke

for the bill minimized the opposition and indicated that

the bill was not a partisan proposal.

The speech itself was a revelation because Represen-

tative Bennett began by relating how he had opposed the

legislation in earlier hearings, but had changed his mind

and become an advocate of the measure in the course of the

Field Hearings of 1959, in which he had participated, and

by which he had become an educational television "convert."

He then went on to point out four reasons why he now sup-

ported educational television legislation: first that edu-

cational television enabled the educational system to make

the best use of scarce teachers in the areas of science

and languages, by making them available to greater numbers

of students; second, that educational television was an
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economical means by which schools could get more value for

die educational dollar (these two reasons might be classi—

fied as "external" factors). Third, he said, the legisla-

tive proposal itself had been changed in the course of years

of investigation, and now called for the States to match

the Federal funds proposed on a dollar for dollar basis,

stipulated that a State plan had to be submitted, and more

clearly vested the control of educational television devel-

opment with the States rather than with the Federal Govern-

ment. And finally, he said, the amount of Federal money

allocated had been reduced by almost half the original amount

(these last two reasons could properly be classified as

"internal" considerations). And so, Representative Bennett

concluded, he was in favor of the legislation and urged its

adoption.1

Representative Springer was the next speaker, also

in support of H.R. 132. He called for support of the measure

because, he said, educational television had proven itself

to be both economical and effective in meeting the needs

of the schools, because the development of educational tele-

vision was consistent with the Commission on Goals' recom-

mendations of 1960, and because educational television would

benefit all people of the land, not just a special interest

group 0

1Ibid., p. 3217.

2Ibid., pp. 3217-18.
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Representative Springer's remarks were followed by

twenty statements from other Congressmen, many of them very

brief (and many of them extended and otherwise altered in

the Record), of which only two were opposed to H.R. 132.

Representative Hugh Carey said that he regretted the Com-

mittee's amendment which would deny Federal aid to non-

public schools, and he was, therefore, forced to Oppose the

bill solely on the basis of that amendment. Representative

Thomas Ashley, on the other hand, was the only speaker other

than Representative Avery to oppose the bill on the grounds

of principle--that the Federal Government ought not to in-

trude in an educational matter. He maintained, furthermore,

that there was no need for Federal aid to educational tele-

vision, that there was no support for it from leading educa-

tional agencies oand organizations (such as the National

Educational Association) and he prOposed that if, as had been

said by the proponents of the bill, educational television

saved money, then educational television could pay for it-

self. He concluded,

Because no need is apparent, because other

means of financing is available and being used, and

because ETV is "the fastest growing mass media means

of communication"--without direct Federal aid, I ask

your support in rejecting this unnecessary addition-

al burden to an already strained Federal budget.1

The other eighteen statements (it is questionable

whether or not they were speeches, most questionable whether

 

1Ibid., p. 3225.



329

or not they could be considered part of a "debate")1 were

enthusiastic declarations of what value the proposed legis—

lation would have for this or that State (represented by the

speaker), and what was being done and would be done with

funds available under H.R. 132.

When the time for debate ended and amendments to

the bill were in order, two amendments were offered. One

was a clarification of the language of the bill (presented

by Representative Hemphill of South Carolina) to make cer-

tain that closed—circuit equipment would not be completely

eliminated from consideration in the bill, providing that

its use was "incidental" to broadcasting purposes. Repre—

sentative Harris accepted and supported the amendment as

part of the bill.

The other amendment (by Representative Griffin of

Michigan) proposed a significant modification in the eli-

gibility conditions of applicants, which materially affected

the entire purpose of the proposal; and this became the only

subject of controversy in the entire discussion.

 

1The Qgpgressional Record is not at all clear as to

the source of these remarks, because at least half of those

who obtained the floor as "speakers," obtained permission to

extend and revise their remarks in the Record, and there is

no distinction made in the printed transcript between oral

statements and the subsequent insertions, corrections, or

substitutions. The absence of opposing views on the legis-

lation does not necessarily mean that everyone was for it,

but perhaps that there was very little flexibility--the

voting had been decided beforehand. See, in these regards,

Neuberger, "The Congressional Record is Egg a Record,"

New York Times Magazine, April 20, 1958, pp. 14ff, and

Clapp, pp. 144-149.
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The Griffin amendment originated as a result of a

question asked of Representative Harris concerning whether

the "non-profit groups" specified as eligible applicants

would include factional groups (such as the AFL—CIO's Com-

mittee on Political Education—-known as COPE--or the Cham-

ber of Commerce). Harris answered that they would not be

eligible because they would have to meet the FCC's defini-

tion of an educational organization as well as that of the

proposed law. That answer would probably have been suffici-

ent to allay the fears of the House that vested interests

might obtain control of educational television facilities.

However, a few minutes later, Representative Harris

corrected himself and admitted that, under certain circum-

stances, such an organization might establish a "non-profit

educational agency" which would meet the terms of the pro-

posed legislation and the FCC's requirements. This state—

ment raised a new issue, one which, it seems clear, the

Committee managers of the bill had not intended to be raised

on the floor (the matter had been discussed in hearings,

and had been resolved to the Committee's satisfaction).

Several questions were directed to Harris asking for clari-

fication, and he attempted to assure his colleagues that

fliere were adequate controls to ensure against "special

interest" groups obtaining Federal funds for educational

television facilities.

The amendment which Representative Griffin presented

shows his lack of understanding of the bill and of the history
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of the proposed legislation which preceded it (and he was

rather severely castigated by some of his more knowledgeable

colleagues subsequently), for he moved to strike the clause

from the bill which enabled a "nonprofit community educational

television organization" to be an eligible applicant, and to

substitute in its stead an organization consisting solely of

educational institutions. This meant, in effect, that all

community-operated television stations (such as those in

Pittsburgh, Boston, San Francisco, Chicago, New York City,

and so on) would not be eligible to apply for Federal grants

with which to improve their facilities.

The Members of the investigating committee rallied

against the amendment; Representative John Moss called it

"a most mischievous amendment," since it would deny funds

to the most outstanding of the educational stations then on

flhe air; Representative Younger attempted to show that the

amendment was unnecessary and actually harmful to the pur-

pose of the bill by explaining the context of the question-

able passage; Representative Harris enumerated the list of

twelve of the nation's most successful and outstanding edu-

cational stations, most of them pioneers in the movement,

Who would be denied Federal aid if the amendment were passed,

pointing out that "the very organizations that must be given

the credit for the miserly progress that we have made in

this field now would be the very ones that would be dis-

qualified."1

 ——

1Congressional Record, CVIII, No. 33, pp. 3235—37.
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Representative Griffin countered that there was not

enough money in the bill to develOp educational television

completely in any case, and, since the term "nonprofit or-

ganization" was unclear, it would be just as well to limit

the beneficiaries of the act to recognized educational in-

stitutions or groups of them joined together for broad-

casting purposes. He was supported by House Minority Leader

Halleck, who eXpressed "very serious misgivings about this

broad language contained in the bill," and said further that

Congress should not get itself "spread too far too fast."1

A vote on the amendment was subsequently passed, by

voice. Harris, hoping to defeat the amendment in a "division,"

asked for a revote and called for tellers. The vote was

retaken; and it passed again--69—66.2

The House dissolved the Committee of the Whole, the

bill was reported, as amended, and then passed by a roll-

call vote of 337 to 68. Representative Harris -immediately

moved consideration of S. 205 and amended it by substituting

the title and language of H.R. 132, just passed, in place

of the wording of the Senate bill. This passed by voice;

and H.R. 132 was subsequently tabled.

 

11bid,, p. 3237.

There was not a quorum voting on the amendment; but

since the House was in Committee of the Whole, such was not

necessary.
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The effect of this parliamentary move was simply to

clear one bill for resolution by a conference between the

House and the Senate. The Senate had passed one version of

educational television legislation (in S. 205), while the

House had agreed to a different version (in H.R. 132).

In order to resolve the differences between the two versions

it was necessary that they be related to the same piece of

legislation. The House, therefore, amended S. 205 by de-

leting all the Senate language and substituting the House

language of H.R. 132. S. 205 was then passed by the House

in a substantially different form than by the Senate and

could be taken to a joint conference between the two bodies

for resolution of the differences between the two versions

of the same bill. \Conferees for this purpose were appointed

immediately.1

Issues of the Debate

The major concern of the House debate on H.R. 132,

insofar as it generated any discussion among Congressmen on

the floor, was the fear that some "improper" organizations

(such as organized Labor or the Chamber of Commerce) might,

under certain conditions included in the wording of the bill,

obtain control of educational television facilities, and

might become eligible for Federal aid. The Griffin amend-

ment was proposed and passed to prevent such an occurence,

although the amendment itself created more harm than good.

 ——

11bid., p. 3240.
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The concern was an "internal" one, reflecting, as it did,

the conservative attitude of the House toward "vested in-

terests" and their relationships toward Federal aid programs

(the same kind of conservatism can be readily observed in

other educational legislation, particularly as it affects

private and parochial schools).

The particular issue to which the Griffin amendment

was directed had been discussed in hearings on the legis-

lation, and had been satisfactorily eliminated as a concern

by the men who knew most about broadcasting legislation in

the House-~the Members of the Committee. It was an unneces-

sary amendment, first of all, and a harmful one besides.

That it passed the House is prabably an indication of the

House's general lack of understanding of what was actually

contained in the bill and implicit in its language. While

this may be understandable, considering the size of the

body and the diversity of interests represented, it still

reflects the basis of some contemporary criticism of the

House, namely, that Members do not very often understand

the proposals on which they are called to vote.1

It is probably safe to say that most of the infor-

mation by which voting behavior was determined on the edu-

cational television issue in the House was obtained from

the explanation by Representative Harris of the specific

 

1See Clapp, p. 145.



335

nature, extent, and conditions of the legislative proposal.

These were definitely "internal" considerations. The glow-

ing tributes to educational television (even those which

were not inserted later into the Record) were probably not

listened to, and were irrelevant in any case--there was

hardly a State or district represented in the House which

had not seen some educational television activity, and there

was general consensus as to its efficacy.

The bipartisan support of Representative Bennett

probably added to the bill's strength-~again as an "internal"

consideration. In the same way, the argument of Represen-

tative Halleck (which did not of itself show much under-

standing of the bill or its history) probably had consider-

able influence in obtaining passage of the Griffin amendment,

since it is conceded that, except on extremely significant

legislation (which, in the opinion of the House at that

time, this was not) many votes are determined by who speaks

and on what position, rather than the nature of the argu-

ment.1

The argument in favor of the bill (as differentiated

from the tributes by Congressmen who joined the "bandwagon"

in support of the legislation) was presented by the ten

Members of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee.

Their remarks ranged across a wide spectrum, and included

both "internal" and "external" considerations; but the

 

1See Ibid., p. 125.
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greatest emphasis was given to the need to speed up the

utilization of reserved educational channels, and the values

and virtues of television in education--both "external"

matters--and the factors of controls, economy, precedent

legislation (notably the Hill-Burton Act), bipartisanship,

and the legislative history of the proposal in the Senate

and House over a period of years-~all "internal" concerns.

The opposition to the bill, what there was of it,

stemmed from only two Congressmen who spoke; and it was

directed primarily toward the "internal" considerations of

Federal and States' rights in the sphere of education, the

fiscal wisdom of the grants program proposed, and the

dangers of Federal control of education which seemed to be

(to the dissenters) implicit in the bill. None of the

issues or questions raised by either Representative Avery

or Representative Ashley was answered directly by the pro-

ponents of the bill.

In sum, the question of H.R. 132, except for the

brief scuffle over the Griffin amendment, was not a subject

of real debate in the House of Representatives. It would

seem that the Members were generally willing to accept the

recommendations of the investigating committee, and recog—

nized that the subject, about which personal knowledge

undoubtedly varied from Member to Member, had been thoroughly

discussed in the course of three Congresses and four years

of investigation.
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Conference Committee on S. 205

The amended version of S. 205-~that is, the wording

of H.R. 132 under the legislative designation 8. 205--was

reported back to the Senate on April 9, 1961; and conferees

'were appointed by that body to meet with the House conferees

and resolve the differences between the two versions of

educational television legislation.1

It is traditional in both the House and Senate that

conferees to a joint legislative conference be selected from g

the respective committees who handled the bill. So it was

with S. 205--the House appointed Representatives Harris,

Roberts, Moulder, Moss, Springer, Younger, and Schenck,

while Senators Magnuson, Pastore, Monroney, Cotton, and Case

were appointed from the Senate. The conferees met in execu-

tive session on April 12, to work out a compromise proposal,

and agreed to file a unanimous conference report on the reso-

lution of their differences.2 That report was submitted

in both Houses on April 16.3

The Compromise proposal was not significantly dif-

ferent from H.R. 132, as it had been proposed by the House

 —

1Congressional Record, CVIII, No. 45 (April 9, 1962),

pp. 5652-53.

2Ibid“ No. 56 (April 12, 1962), p. D275.

31bid., No. 58 (April 16, 1962), pp. 6115-17, 6164-

66; U.S. Congress, House, Committee of Conference Education-

al Television, 87th Cong., 2nd Sess., April 16, 1662,

H. Report No. 1609 to accompany S. 205.
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Committee. The Senate conferees agreed to accept the House

version of educational television legislation with, however,

several major amendments:

l. The amount of money to be appropriated for the total

project was set at $32 million, a compromise between

the Senate proposal of $50 million and the House

proposal of $25 million.

The duration of the program.was extended to 1968,

rather than 1967 as proposed by the House.

The stipulation that each State had to complete a

survey of its educational television needs and

develop a plan before becoming eligible to receive

Federal construction grant funds was dropped alto-

gether.

The Griffin amendment to H.R. 132 was dropped, thus

enabling community-operated noncommercial educa-

tional television facilities to become eligible

applicants for Federal aid. The language of the

bill was clarified, however, to ensure that "private

interest groups" would not be eligible.

The Hemphill amendment was retained, thus permitting

facilities purchased and installed under the provi-

sions of the program to be used "incidentally" for

closed-circuit television use as well as broadcast-

ing.

The language of the measure was clarified and sim-

plified with respect to the channeling of applications
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through State educational television agencies to the

Federal Government.

7. The administration of the program was placed with

the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,

rather than with the Commissioner of Education as

designated by H.R. 132.

8. A section was added to the Conference Committee pro-

posal which had not been in either of the Congres-

sional proposals, but which had had some discus-

sion during the House Hearing of 1961, namely, that

not more than fifteen per cent of any grant made

under the program would be used for inter-connecting

educational television broadcasting facilities,

such as networks.

The rationale for the various changes in the legis-

lation, as expressed in the Report, revolved generally

around the premise that expediency was needed in activating

the reserved noncommercial educational television channels.

The State survey provision was dropped because such surveys,

it was felt, were no longer needed in the light of a recent

nationwide NAEB facilities need survey, which had been com-

pleted a few months earlier under a special grant from the

Office of Education and the provisions of Title VII of the

National Defense Education Act of 1958.2

— 

libidg’ pp. 6-9.

2See U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Wel-

fare, The Needs of Education for Television Channel Alloca-

tions, A survey by the National Association of Educational

Broadcasters (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office,

1962 .
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The amount of Federal funds was increased because

the Committee recognized the urgent need for construction

of new educational television facilities. The Secretary of

Health, Education, and Welfare was designated as the admin-

istrator of the program in order to give it the proper

priority among other educational programs within his juris-

diction. The fifteen per cent limit on inter-connection

facilities was introduced in the compromise proposal, the

Report said, to assure that most of the Federal money appro-

priated for the program would be used to establish new

stations, rather than linking existing ones. Finally, the

proposal retained the designation as an amendment to the

Communications Act of 1934 to keep the program in its proper

perspective as a communications matter rather than a Federal

education program.

Passage of S. 205

The Report was introduced in the Senate on April 16

by Senator Magnuson, who moved immediately for adoption,

and the conference Report was agreed to.1 House rules pre-

vented the Report from being considered there until April 18,

when it was discussed in some detail by Representative

Harris, with the motion that the Report be agreed to.2 The

only concern expressed in the House during this discussion

 

1

p. 6117.

Congressional Record, CVIII, No. 58 (April 16, I962),

21bid., Part 5, pp. 6933-37.
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was that the intent of the Griffin amendment, which had been

deleted in the conference bill, was retained in the provi-

sions of the proposal. Representative Clarence Brown, in

particular, wanted some discussion in the Record on the

purpose of the bill to expedite the utilization of "a highly

important natural resource"--the reserved noncommercial

television frequencies--and to give assurances that the bill

"will protect the American people from these so-called special

incorporated nonprofit organizations that are set up for some

particular purpose or other which they may claim is to edu-

cate the listeners. . . ."1

When these assurances had been made a part of the

Record, the Report was called for a vote; and the committee

recommendations were agreed to.2

On May I, 1962, President John F. Kennedy signed

into law the Educational Television Act of 1962 (P.L. 87—

447).

In a statement accompanying the signing, the Presi—

dent observed that it had been one hundred years since the

passage of the Morrill Land Grant College Act had "reduced

old barriers to education and offered new opportunities for

learning." The new Act, he continued, "gives equal promise

 

11616,, p. 6935.

2Ibid., p. 6937. See also New York Times, April 19,

1962, p. 1:49
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of bringing greater opportunities for personal and cultural

growth to every American."1

Summary and Interpretation

The passage of the Educational Television Facilities

Act of 1962 followed a decade of Federal concern with edu-

cational television, and climaxed five years of intensive

efforts by legislators and educational groups, working

largely behind the scenes, to eXpand the utilization of

television for the broad and diverse purposes of education

throughout the nation.

The conditions under which the passage of legisla-

tion was brought about in both Houses of Congress in the

Eighty-Seventh Congress do not seem to have been created by

any single, "dramatic" event, but rather by a slow and

somewhat labored process of evolution of attitudes and legis—

lative proposals throughout three Congresses, Which even-

tually brought the House to a vote on H.R. 132. The factors

which contributed to this process are innumerable, but some

which appear to stand out as being significant from the

standpoint of their effect on the House of Representatives

include the following (the Senate is not of concern in this

particular respect since it had passed virtually the same

legislative proposal in each Congress):

 

1"Statement by the President upon signing of the

Educational Television Act-~May l, 1962," (Office of the

White House Press Secretary, May I, 1962).
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The problems of education throughout the nation con-

tinued throughout the period without abatement.

There were continuing shortages of qualified teachers,

especially in areas critical to the national wel-

fare--science, languages, and mathematics--and there

was continual pressure on Congress to aid education

in some tangible way exerted by national educational

interest groups.

The Eighty-Seventh Congress operated in a new, and

quite different, political climate from the one

which preceded it. The "New Frontier," with its

intellectual and spiritual vitality, and its active

attempts at innovation and new techniques in policy

and legislation, brought new vigor to many legis-

lative areas. When the Department of Health, Edu-

cation, and Welfare repudiated the opposition of

the previous Administration to educational television

legislation, the chances of passage of such a bill

in the House were obviously improved.

Educational television continued to grow and improve,

aided in many instances by the commercial television

industry, which, over the course of a decade had

come to accept educational television as a worthy

adjunct to its commercial services. There were more

educational television stations broadcasting (sixty-

five by the end of 1961) and many more educational

programs on commercial stations.
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An almost unending flow of educational tele-

vision research and utilization techniques, virtually

all of it testifying to the efficacy of television

in a host of educational applications, had been

pouring forth throughout the country. Most States

had investigated educational television through some

agency or other, and many had initiated plans to

proceed with educational television facilities con-

struction as soon as Federal funds would become

available.

As educational television developed, it was

apparent to many observers that there was need to

develop it faster. In other words, the more devel-

opments there were, the greater the opportunity

there was to witness the need for still further

development.

It was obvious, furthermore, that the chief

reason for the relatively slow development of educa-

tional television throughout the sparsely populated,

economically less well off areas was a lack of in-

itial capital. Congress, therefore, and particu-

larly the House, had many more opportunities to

become aware of the local developments in the move-

ment, and particularly of the local needs.

There was considerably more able leadership in the

handling of H.R. 132 than there had been of earlier

bills. Representative Roberts, whose original
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proposals H.R. 132 most closely resembled, and who

was given the credit for writing the bill (although,

in fact, it was a committee bill) had been in the

forefront of educational television legislation

since the Eighty-Sixth Congress. But he was not

really the "key man" in piloting the bill through

the House. It has, in fact, been alleged that he

did not really understand the problems of the medium

or the nature of the legislation needed;1 he repre—

sented the State (Alabama), which in 1958 had the

largest single investment, and most far-reaching

State-planned and controlled educational television

system, and he was pressured by educational tele-

vision interests into continuing his drive for

Federal legislation. Pressure may also have been

exerted, perhaps to a lesser degree, on Representa-

tives Boggs and Moss by the districts they represent—

ed, both of which had active educational television

stations operating.

Oren Harris, Chairman of the very powerful

and influential Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-

mittee, however, took over the control of the edu-

cational television legislations at the beginning

of the Eighty-Seventh Congress, starting with his

 

1Information derived from an interview source re-

questing anonymity. See also supra, chap. vi, p. 188.
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acquiescence to Senator Magnuson's request that he

introduce counterpart legislation in the House

(H.R. 645), in spite of his personal reservations

about the Magnuson bill. It was Harris's idea to

canvass the governors of the States to elicit "grass

roots" support, and it was he who turned the replies

to his letter over to the Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare, for its edification and

enlightenment. Harris piloted the committee bill

through executive sessions of the Committee, saw

that it was properly amended, supported it in the

Rules Committee, was the main authority for the bill

in the House debate, sought an equitable compromise

in the Conference Committee, and again urged its

passage by the House. In fact, the passage of edu-

cational television legislation in the House may

very well have been more due to the prestige and

influence of Representative Harris than to any other

single person. It should also be noted that this

zeal on Harris's part was, apparently, due to his

own interest in the measure, as opposed to any pres-

sure from educational television interests in his

State or home District. Arkansas was among the very

few States, even at the time of the passage of the

Act, in which educational television had not made

a great deal of headway, except in local situations.
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5. There was general public acceptance of educational

television throughout the country. "ETV" became a

familiar term to one—third of the population of the

nation, and most legislators were probably aware of

this attitude of acceptance. When the attitude be—

came incorporated with a proposal which was economi—

cal, Constitutionally valid (i.e. did not infringe

on States' Rights), involved a minimal amount of

Federal expenditures (especially when compared with

other Federal spending programs such as Defense, or

even other education legislation), was not a politi-

cal issue, and in fact had wideSpread bipartisan

support, and had been investigated by Congress for

five years in both Houses, opposition crumbled.

6. Behind the Congressional scene there were the work-

ings of organized educational television organiza-

tions—~the NAEB and the JCET, in particular-~who saw

to it that Congressmen were kept informed on educa—

tional television developments. They were active

in rallying local support from around the country on

behalf of the legislation before Congress. They kept

in close touch with the Committee Counsels of both

the Senate and the House, arranged for some wit—

nesses at the hearings, and even, on occasion, help-

ed in the writing of particular proposals.

All of these factors contributed to the successful

passage of H.R. 132, but it would be impossible to determine
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the degree to which any of them, or any others for that mat-

ter, actually "swung the votes" to pass the bill.

In the Conference Committee the "unoffical" but none-

theless real influence of the educational broadcasters was

again brought into play, particularly with regard to the

administration of the Act. Everyone who was familiar with

the history of the movement, including the conferees, re-

alized that the Griffin amendment to H.R. 132 was a disastrous

proposal, penalizing, as it did, those very stations which

had been the leaders of the educational television movement

throughout the country. The NAEB voiced extreme objections

to it, and also to the House-approved proposal to administer

the Act through the Office of Education.

Their concern, in regard to the latter, stemmed from

the fact that the administrative officer in the Office of

Education, under H.R. 132, would have been Ralph C.M. Flynt,

Assistant Commissioner for Legislation, who had been the chief

opponent of the various educational television proposals in

the Office of Education during the Eisenhower Administration.

Flynt's opposition, apparently, stemmed from a feeling that

there were other educational needs having greater priority

for the limited amount of funds available to the Department

and the Office of Education.

The broadcasters, knowing his earlier feelings about

the Federal support proposal, felt that he would not pursue

the implementation of the Act with as much vigor as they would

like, and so they worked through the Senate Members of the
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Conference Committee and through the Communications Counsel

of the Senate Commerce Committee to have the administration

of the Act vested directly with the Secretary of Health,

Education, and Welfare.

Also, under administration by the Office of Education,

the management of the Act would have been decentralized

throughout the nation through the regional offices of the

Office of Education. The broadcasters, again, felt that their

best interests would be served by having centralized admin-

istration in Washington.

The power of the respective Committees of Congress

is shown very clearly by the history of educational televi-

sion legislation, and especially the power of the Conference

Committee, which Senator Joseph Clark and others have called

"The Third House."1 Their importance is perhaps most clearly

shown by what is apt a part of the public record of legis—

lation.

The public testimony and examination of witnesses is

enlightening, to the extent that it shows the information

available to the respective Committees; but hearings are

usually very calm and orderly, polite and formal. When the

committee proposals and amendments, and compromise proposals

(in the case of the Conference Committee) are compared with

the original bills and with the testimony on those bills, the

"nonpublic" work of the committees may be better appreciated--

the compromises which have been made, the personal influence

 

1Clark, p. 69.
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brought to bear, and the resolution of differences between

individuals. It is in these situations, away from the public

gaze, that legislation is produced; and probably here more

than on the floor of Congress interpersonal relations and the

power of persuasion through speech has its greater influence.

With respect to the speaking on the bills, as they

were debated on the floor of Congress, it is difficult to

find any particular characteristics which might be "labelled"

as "Congressional discourse." In the Senate there was a

lively exchange of views of S. 205, in which both "external"

and "internal" issues were discussed. Argument was well

rounded, with a variety of types of speech supports used.

There seems to have been strong emphasis placed on the per-

sonal prestige of the Speakers, especially with regard to

their seniority and the official position or rank they held

in the Senate. This was an influence which was more felt

than stated, but it seemed clear throughout the debate. The

actual manner of speaking of the respective Senators, and the

arguments they selected, shows no consistency, and reflects

the individual and personal qualities of each man.

It is difficult to generalize any conclusions about

the "debate" in the House of Representatives because there

was no real conflict over the educational television question.

The "internal" considerations seemed to be of paramount im-

portance to the Members; but once the conditions, limitations,

and controls of the proposal had been established by Harris's
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explanation of the bill, to the satisfaction of the House,

there was no longer any evident concern about the "internal"

matters, and the discussion gave way to the encomiums on

educational television, which were chiefly concerned with

"external" materials.

In the one area where there was conflict-~that of

the Griffin amendment--the argument was primarily an "inter-

nal" matter. Perhaps, had a more full explanation of the

provisions of that particular section of the bill been de-

veloped, there would have been do dispute, and no amendment.



CHAPTER VIII

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Introduction

This chapter will conclude the report of this study

by summarizing the highlights of the legislative history of

educational television facilities proposals, and will attempt

to draw conclusions from the study relative to the hypotheses

discussed in the first chapter.

Summary_of the Legislative History of

Educational Teleyision Proposalg

The chronicle of events which led to the 1962 pas-

sage of the Educational Television Facilities Act reflects

the continuation of Federal concern with the public welfare

in the development and use of American natural resources.

The direct antecedent of P.L. 87-447 was the Morrill Land

Grant Act of 1862, which gave to the States parcels of Fed-

eral land, the revenue from the sale of which was to be in—

vested and the income derived therefrom to be used to estab-

lish and maintain public colleges in the respective States.

The parallels between the Morrill Act and the Educa—

tional Television Facilities Act are striking: both grew out

of a concern for the public welfare in the area of education;

both involved a portion of what was recognized as the Federal

352
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domain (land in one case, the television frequency spectrum

in the other); both involved Federal financial support (the

land in the one case was to be converted to cash; in the other

the monies were to be allocated directly); both involved Fed-

eral-State cooperation--even to a "matching" relationship in

one sense--since the States were expected to maintain and

operate the colleges aided by the Federal grants; and, in

the latter case, the States were required to certify that the

television facilities to be constructed would be operated

and maintained with local funds. Thus, in the structure and

underlying premises of both acts there seems to lie the same

basic philosophic attitude--that the Federal Government has

the obligation to promote the public welfare through the use

of public resources in the field of education.

The same philosophy was evident in the enactment of

the Communications Act of 1934. At that time, however, Con-

gress became convinced (in spite of strong representations

by organized educational interests) that a "free-enterprise"

system of commercial broadcasting could effectively promote

the educational and cultural interests of the nation, and

that specific action by Congress to promote the use of a por-

tion of the radio frequency resource for educational purposes

was unnecessary. (This attitude might be considered analagous

to permitting private interests to develop public power re—

sources.)

However, at the end of World War II, when the develop-

ment of frequency modulation broadcasting (FM) was proceeding,



354

the basic philosophy was reasserted (through the FCC, which,

of course, derives its authority from Congress) and a portion

of the "new" FM frequency spectrum was allocated specifically

for "educational noncommercial" broadcasting.

The development of television, which burst on the

American scene as a broadcasting reality just after the war,

and which appeared to be in some ways a totally new natural

resource, provided once again an opportunity to implement the

traditional "public welfare" philosophy. This was not, how-

ever, an uncomplicated matter, because of several factors

which had to be reconciled.

Educational broadcasters, on the one hand, were eager

to eXpand their cultural and educational services through the

television medium, and wanted the same kind of "preferred"

treatment which they enjoyed with FM. Some educators (not

necessarily broadcasters) viewed television as a new kind of

teaching tool--an extension of the "visual aids" technology

which grew out of wartime research; others saw it as a "mul-

tiplier" of the influence of great teachers; some saw it as

a means of "moving back the walls" of the traditional class-

room for enrichment of curricula and for other purposes; while

still others (including some foundations) saw in television

an opportunity to advance adult education programs.

The difficulty was that the educational interests were

not sufficiently "aligned" in their objectives to present a

"united front." Thus, Congress was not presented with a
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Specific need or plan by which educational television legis-

lation might be formulated.

On the other hand, the commercial broadcasting inter-

ests were deeply involved with the technological development

of the medium; and they felt that they had prior claim to its

exploitation as a general communications instrument.

The problem was temporarily alleviated, and the pub-

lic welfare principle enunciated in specific terms, with the

FCC's actions of 1952, by which specific television channels

were set aside and reserved for noncommercial educational

television purposes. This action by a Federal agency, in

particular, was widely recognized as ontinuing the tradition

of the Morrill Act.

It soon became apparent, however, that the allocation

and reservation of frequency space alone were not sufficient

to guarantee that educational television would develop into

a nationwide service. Several factors contributed to this

realization, among them (and perhaps most important of all)

being the lack of funds needed by educational interests to es-

tablish and operate television facilities on a noncommercial

basis.

Most of the earliest noncommercial educational tele-

vision stations were established where the conditions insur-

ing continuing support were good or even ideal-~large metro-

politan areas where financial and cultural resources were

plentiful (such as in Pittsburgh, San Francisco, Boston,

Chicago, Miami, and Denver). In addition, most of these
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early "pioneers" in the educational television movement were

established on VHF channels, where audiences were readily

available to receive their services without eXpensive set-

conversion. Finally, most of them were given capital funds

aid by the Fund for Adult Education of the Ford Foundation.

On the other hand, educational broadcasters were con-

fronted with the same problem as commercial broadcasters

where UHF station activation was concerned--a lack of potential

audiences because of the transmission and reception character-

istics of UHF--and, consequently, the development of UHF re-

served frequency assignments lagged far behind that of VHF.

At least two other factors complicated the growth of

educational stations: (I) the emergence of the concept of in-

structional television (ITV), direct teaching by television,

daich in many cases could be accomplished by means of much

less expensive closed-circuit television equipment, and with-

out the encumbrances of licensing, transmitters, and full-

time operation; and (2) increased attention to educational

television by commercial broadcasters, who cooperated with

educational organizations and school systems from the local

to the national network levels in producing instructional

and enrichment television fare.

Finally, when the Fund for Adult Education announced

in 1956 that it was discontinuing its grants to foster new

educational television station growth, the need for new

sources of capital funds with which to continue the develop-

ment of the movement became even more apparent.
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The progress of the educational television movement

was accompanied by several other factors which added an ele-

ment of urgency to the need for a widespread noncommercial

television service. The in-school population increased each

year, as the "baby boom" of the post World War II period

flooded the educational scene. Educators, faced with short-

ages of every kind--money, facilities, teachers, buildings,

everything except pupils--were receptive to any and all new

technology which would aid them. More and more research in-

dicated television's efficacy as a valuable educational tool,

but the cost involved was still a deterrent in most areas of

the nation.

Experience had shown that once educational television

stations had been established, they had stayed on the air.

Furthermore, there was evidence to indicate that if stations

could pool their resources, through program exchange, they

could both improve the breadth and quality of each individual

station's service, and sometimes could reduce costs as well,

by eliminating duplication. Therefore, it was thought by

some planners, if more educational television stations could

be established, and perhaps interconnected into national or

regional networks, local communities might be able to obtain

the benefits to be derived from the broad resources of a

nationwide educational television service.

The UHF problem was a factor to be considered, as

well. The FCC wrestled with it from 1953 on, but without

much hope of an easy or early solution. There was, therefore,
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as noted above, not much incentive to activate UHF educational

stations, particularly in communities where the audience (and

consequently the financial support) would be limited at best.

In addition, because UHF was generally considered to be a

less desirable type of television operation (for both educa—

tional and commercial broadcasters) there were pressures in

some areas of the country by commercial television interests

to have some of the unused reserved VHF channels reassigned

(especially those in remote areas) and activated as commer-

cial channels-~the argument being that a commercial service

in the public interest was better than no service at all.

All of these conditions were part of the "climate" of

1957, when Senator Warren Magnuson introduced the first bill

proposing that the Federal Government enter into a program

of direct financial assistance in establishing educational

television facilities (S. 2119-~85th Congress). Senator

Magnuson's proposal, which.was passed by the Senate in sub—

stantially the same form in three Congresses, was fully com-

mensurate with the philosophic principle of the Federal Govern—

ment's development of natural resources for the public welfare.

It considered the television spectrum as a national resource,

a portion of which should be develOped for the educational

and cultural advancement of the nation. It was not without

precedents in the areas of other natural resources; and it

proposed a nationwide disbursement of Federal funds, avail-

able to each of the States and territories, for the initial

construction of educational television stations, with the
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understanding that the States would provide the support

needed to perpetuate their operation.

The hearings on the Magnuson bill, during the Eighty-

Fifth Congress, and hearings on its counterparts in the House

of Representatives, centered on three areas of concern:

(1) the nature of television as a medium which was capable of

aiding education--that is, television's inherent value as a

cultural and educational medium-~and, therefore, its deserv-

ing of Federal support; (2) the development of educational

television facilities and the need for Federal assistance--

that is, whether or not educational television could continue

to develop by its own initiative, without Federal support;

and (3) whether Federal activity in the area of educational

television subsidies was a proper concern of the Government-—

that is, whether it would jeopardize States' Rights in edu—

cational concerns, and whether it was an area where continuing

support by the Federal Government might be needed, or where

Federal control might be extended into an area of education.

The first two above concerns, of course, were of a practical

nature; the last was more of a philoSOphic issue.

While educational television legislation was pending

in Congress, the nation's attention was sharply focused on

the inadequacies of American education by the Soviet Union's

successful launching of an earth-orbitting satellite. (It

was implied that the advantages of the Soviet educational

system over the American system had made possible the Soviet

scientific and technological superiority.) For very nearly
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the first time, the American public itself recognized the

educational system of the nation as a vital factor of na-

tional security; and this was reflected in Congress, where

"dramatic" legislation was quickly formulated and enacted

in the form of the National Defense Education Act of 1958.

The Act included one section (Title VII) which pro-

vided funds for the development of television and other tech-

nological aids, but it was not really comparable to the much

broader purposes of the educational television facilities

proposals espoused by Senator Magnuson or his supporters

in the House. It may have diverted, however, to some extent,

some of the support which might otherwise have been directed

toward passage of an educational television facilities bill

during the Eighty-Fifth Congress. As it was, the Magnuson

bill passed the Senate; but Congress adjourned before floor

action on the measure could be taken in the House.

In the Eighty—Sixth Congress, bills for educational

television facilities construction aid were among the earliest

legislative proposals submitted in either House, and they re—

ceived prompt and thorough investigation by the repective

Congressional committees.

In the Senate, the questions and issues were gener—

ally the same as had been raised during the previous Congress,

but with a slightly different emphasis. The efficacy of tele—

vison for education gave way to the consideration of the

Federal Government's "need" to aid educational television

with direct financial assistance, especially while the
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movement seemed to be progressing (slowly but steadily) under

its own impetus and resources. On the other hand, there was

a greater awareness of the value of television, illustrated

by a variety of applications of television to education; and

these seemed to stress the urgency with which the medium

should be develOped on a much more widespread basis.

When the Magnuson bill reached the Senate floor, it

was Opposed on the grounds that the Administration did not

see any need for the legislation, and had also recommended

against its enactment because of the expenditure of funds

which had not been budgeted for that purpose. The opposition

was only token, however, and the measure passed easily by a

voice vote.

In the House, an extensive record was compiled by

the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee over a six-

month period. Hearings were held in Washington, and to allay

fears that the pending educational television proposals might

not have widespread support, in several cities throughout the

country. Following these hearings, early in 1960, the Com—

mittee reported a bill to the House (H.R. 10609), but it

failed to win the approval of the House Rules Committee and

hence died without being considered by the House at large.

The main concerns of the House Committee in treating

the subject during the Eighty—Sixth Congress were to establish

whether there was truly a national "need" for educational

television facilities legislation, and to determine what form

of Federal support that legislation should take, which would
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meet the needs as they existed and would satisfy the basically

conservative and budget-conscious House. The Committee bill

failed to win the approval of the Rules Committee, partly be—

cause of the financial considerations involved, partly because

it appeared to be an education bill (traditionally opposed by

the conservative leadership of the Rules Committee) in the

guise of a communications bill, and also because there did

not appear to be a great need for the legislation.

In 1960, Senator John F. Kennedy was elected President;

and as the Eighty-Seventh Congress convened in January, 1961,

the "New Frontier" was established in Washington. The Kennedy

administration was characterized by a youthful, liberal vital-

ity; and its legislative concerns included sweeping domestic

programs in the area of education. Educational television

facilities legislation was reintroduced, therefore, in both

Houses of Congress, early in the Session, with considerable

Optimism that it would finally be approved.

In the Senate, a brief hearing was held on the Magnu-

son proposal, to make a record rather than to study the pro-

posal, which had already had two previous hearings. The

emphasis during the Hearing was on the need to activate the

reserved educational television channels in the public in—

interest more than it was on education's need to use tele-

vision to meet its continuing problems (although those con-

tinued to exist). Commercial broadcasters, who had taken

virtually no part in previous hearings on educational tele—

vision facilities legislation, entered this one in strong
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support of educational television as a "complementary service"

to their own television offerings. The FCC testified concern-

ing its most recent efforts to solve the UHF problems, which

included proposed legislation to force manufacturers to pro-

duce all-band receivers, UHF propogation research, and pro-

posed "deintermixture" in some areas of the country--all of

which had implications for educational television development.

Educational broadcasters stressed multi-station operations

and State and regional networks, more than they did indivi-

dual station activation.

When the bill (S. 205) reached the Senate floor, it

enjoyed a limited debate in which the prOponents argued the

urgent need to activate educational television channels as a

natural resource which had not been fully developed. The

opponents (and they were very few) argued that there was no

need for the Federal Government to enter the area, since it

was being develOped, however slowly, on its own initiative.

It was also pointed out, quite correctly, that the Democratic

Administration, like its Republican predecessor, opposed the

proposal on the grounds that there was no need for it, and

that the matter had too low a priority for the Federal expen-

ditures involved. In spite of these objections the debate

and the subsequent vote on the measure were heavily in favor

of the Magnuson bill, and it passed by better than a five-to-

one majority.

In the House of Representatives an extensive hearing

was held to "make a record" on the several educational
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television facilities bills introduced in that body. The

testimony of witnesses was very much like that of the Senate

hearing testimony, although the House committee was more con-

cerned with internal details of the respective bills than

‘with the overall principles of the legislation. One of the

Inost significant aspects of the Hearing was the testimony of

the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, represent-

ing the Administration, which, between the passage of the

Senate bill (which it had opposed) and the close of the Hear-

ing on the House versions, had reversed its position on the

proposals and offered detailed and affirmative suggestions

for implementing educational television facilities legis-

lation. The Hearing also revealed considerable "grass roots"

support for the legislation, as indicated by replies to a

letter sent by Committee Chairman, Oren Harris, to each

State governor.

A committee bill was reported to the House late in

the First Session, and the Rules Committee approved it for

debate early in the Second Session. That bill (H.R. 132),

which reflected the best compromises the Committee could make,

with respect to the amount of Federal funds involved, various

controls and guarantees of freedom from Federal domination,

cooperative arrangements between the States and the Federal

Government, and the uses to which the Federal funds were to

be put, did achieve a considerable amount of bipartisan sup-

port, both in the Committee and on the floor of the House.

It was debated briefly and easily passed.
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The prOponents in the House stressed the need to de-

've10p educational television as a natural resource: and they

enmhasized the various stipulations of the bill which would

facilitate that end without incurring other problems or tram-

lneling the States' rights. The token opposition to the bill

'was presented in arguments that the legislation was a Federal

trespass into the educational domain of the States, and that

the program would become a measure perpetuating Federal aid to

educational television beyond the instant conditions of the

proposal.

A joint Senate-House conference committee agreed

unanimouslyto compromises between the two versions of educa-

tional television facilities legislation which had been pass-

ed by the respective bodies, and these were subsequently

approved by both Houses. The Educational Television Facil-

ities Act (P.L. 87-447) was signed into law by President

Kennedy on May 1, 1962.

Comparative Analysis of Senate

and House Discourse

The Senate

The discussion of educational television legislation

was conducted in the Senate during three Congresses in a

rather routine fashion. The Magnuson bills were not recog-

nized as "headline" legislation, and there was not much con-

troversy engendered over them either in or out of Congress.
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The educational television proposal in the Senate

(essentially all three Senate bills were the same), while it

gained bipartisan support, originated with one Senator,

Warren Magnuson, who was the key figure in all the discourse

attendant to the proposal. His power and prestige in the

Senate, as well as the strong "case" which he developed over

a five-year period in support of his proposal, had much to

do with the treatment the bills received, and his influence

was important each time the measure was passed by the Senate.

There was very little opposition to the bills in any

Senate session. It would seem from the limited amount of

debate which occurred in 1959 and 1961 that most of the

Senators who were on the floor and voting tended to rely on

the judgment of the Senate investigating committee (the Com—

merce Committee, which Senator Magnuson chaired). They

seemed to be satisfied to accept both the report of the Com-

mittee as to the validity of the bill and the Committee's

recommendations.

The Opposition to the bills was rather perfunctory,

and came primarily from the Senate Minority Leader (Senator

Dirksen) who, both in 1959 and 1961, Opposed the bill on the

Administration's recommendations that it not be enacted.

This is not a particularly surprising position for the Minor-

ity Leader to take, especially in 1959, when he was the chief

spokesman in the Senate for the Republican Administration

which opposed the measure.
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The bill was opposed on the same grounds in 1961,

but it was seemingly ironic that the "New Frontier" should

also oppose the bill, as Senator Dirksen pointed out, for

substantially the same reasons as the preceding Administra-

tion had. The Administration's opposition in 1961 was prob-

ably either an oversight (which was rectified by the time

‘he bill reached the House) or due to the fact that the new

Administration had not had time to establish policy on the

matter. In any case, Dirksen's Opposition was based, first,

on the Administrations's opposition to the proposal, and,

second, on a fiscal consideration--that the bill would up-

set the budget.

Only one other argument was used in the Senate in

Opposing the measure: that of the intrusion of the Federal

Government into an area of education, which would eventually

lead to either a perpetuation of the support program or to

Federal control over the area of television programming.

These arguments may be classified as primarily "internal"

(especially the first two), since they were not prevalent

issues outside the Congress or throughout the nation at large.

The matter of Federal control was certainly of concern to

some educational interests, but it was not made an issue out-

side Congress, and hence may be considered here to be "in-

ternal."

The proponents of the proposal, led by Senator Mag-

nuson, took each of the above "internal" considerations into

account (more as refutation than constructive argument) in
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arguing for passage of educational television facilities leg-

islation in each Senate session; but the major emphasis in

the argument was placed on "external" concerns--considerations

which originated outside Congress, and which were a part of

the national "picture." Primarily, there were two such con-

siderations: (l) the need to activate the reserved educa-

tional television channels because they were not being de-

veloped on a nationwide basis, as had been intended by the

original reservation procedure of the FCC in 1952; and

(2) the need to assist education at all levels through the

use of television, and the efficacy of the medium for such

purposes. A third point, and an "internal" one, played a

minor, but successively greater role in the Eighty-Sixth and

Eighty—Seventh Congresses: that of the precedent established

by the proposal's having been passed in previous Senate ses-

sions with strong bipartisan support and the unanimous recom-

mendations of the Committee.

The floor debate in the Senate on the educational

television proposal was, in general, characterized by rela-

tively broad lines of argument. There was little reference

to particular cases, as there had been in the Senate hear-

ings; but there were many broad, and sometimes sweeping,

generalizations, especially with reference to "National needs,"

the public welfare, and the responsibility of Congress to

facilitate amelioration Of both the apparent need (to develop

the natural resource) and the implied need (to advance the

cause of education).



369

The Senate hearings were more "informative" than per-

suasive, in the sense that they tended to reveal particular

information about the current status of educational televi-

sion developments in various parts of the country rather than

to formulate lines of argument for or against the legislative

proposal. The earliest of the three Senate hearings (held

in 1958) saw slightly more emphasis placed on the philosophic

principle of Federal assistance to the educational television

movement than the later two, but not really enough to be

significant.

There was no noticeable "clash of views" or argument

on the merits of the proposal in the Senate hearings. This

may have been partly due to the fact that there was strong

bipartisan support of the measure, and also because there

were not many Members of the Senate who took part in the

hearing sessions. In short, the hearings provided the "raw"

specific materials which the Committee spokesmen later ab-

sorbed and generalized in broad lines of argument in the sub-

sequent Senate debates.

The House of Representatives

Treatment of the educational television proposals in

the House (and there were altogether sixteen bills embracing

essentially eight different proposals, in addition to the

Senate-passed measure) reflected some of the Senate's treat—

ment of the measures, but there were some marked differences

as well.
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The House relied (as did the Senate) on the judgment

of its appropriate investigating committee (the Interstate

and Foreign Commerce Committee); but the House was more criti-

cal of the Committee's recommendations, especially with re-

gard to particulars—-i.e. the specific intent and the meaning

of certain language--in the bill which was finally brought

to the floor for debate. The Griffin amendment and the

support it received on the floor of the House is a case in

point. It was proposed by a Congressmen who obviously did

not understand the context of the bill or the implications

of what he proposed. Likewise, the support for the amendment

came from Members who were knowledgeable neither of the bill

nor the problems which it purported to alleviate.

There was not really much debate on the final bill

in the House, either on the Committee version of H.R. 132,

or on the later Conference Committee compromise. The only

issue which provoked a division in the House was that with

which the Griffin amendment was concerned, and that was on

a matter of specific language--the eligibility requirements

of applicants.

The only opposition to the proposal as a whole came

from Representatives Avery and Ashley, both of whom argued

against it with "internal" concerns being paramount-~i.e.

that (l) the Federal Government had no right to respass in

the area of education, (2) the grant program proposed would

cost too much and would be perpetuated forever, and (3) there

was a lack of Federal control inherent in the legislation,



371

thus permitting "special interest" groups to obtain educa-

tional television facilities to "indoctrinate" the public

under the guise of education.

The proponents of H.R. 132 did not answer any of the

above arguments directly, but instead sought support of the

legislation using other primarily "internal" materials:

(1) the matching—funds proposal (and the Hill-Burton Act

precedent for it), (2) the specification of variouscnnditions,

controls, and safeguards in the bill's language, and (3) the

reduction of the amount of Federal expenditure.

"External" considerations were hardly mentioned in

the House debate, except during the long series of "testi-

monials" which occupied most of the debate time (or were later

inserted in the Record), but these were much the same as those

advanced in the Senate: (1) the great need to aid education

in the competitive struggle with the Soviet educational sys-

tem, (2) the efficacy of television for educational purposes,

and (3) the need to activate the unused reserved educational

television channels.

The passage of educational television legislation in

the House of Representatives came about largely as a result

of the leadership of Representative Oren Harris-~revealed by

the succession of hearings, field hearings, substitute legis-

lation proposed by the Committee, a "grass roots" survey of

support for the proposal, and finally the presentation and

defense of the bill before the Rules Committee and on the

floor of the House, all of which were within the scope of



372

Harris's personal influence. One by one, each of the above

elements relfects the effort made by the Committee (under

Harris's leadership) to "work out" compromises, and to garner

enough committee support to get an acceptable bill past the

Rules Committee and to the floor of the House. The Committee

bill which was finally passed by the House (H.R. 132) bore

Representative Roberts's name, but it was unquestionably

primarily engineered, especially in the Eighty-Seventh Con-

gress, by Oren Harris.

The House versions of educational television facili-

ties legislation did not have, throughout the period of three

Congresses, the same bipartisan support which was so evident

in the Senate. Not until a bill finally reached the floor

of the House for the final debate was there made a strong

bipartisan statement in support of the proposal by the rank-

ing minority Member of the Committee (Representative Bennett).

Throughout the hearings there was consistent opposition to

the principle of Federal aid to support educational televi-

sion (from some Members; not the witnesses), and there was

a minority report expressing opposition to the committee bill

submitted to the Eighty-Sixth Congress (H.R. 10609), which

may have had some influence in the Rules Committee's deci-

sion to withhold its approval of that bill.

The testimony of witnesses during the many House

hearings served the function of "filling out the record" re-

garding the status of educational television developments

and future plans ("external" materials). There was, however,
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considerably more attention paid in the House hearings than

there was in the Senate hearings, to "internal" matters,

such as the cost of the proposed legislation, the respective

responsibilities of the States and the Federal Government in

such proposals, Federal aid programs in general, and the

"strategy" of wording a bill to facilitate its passage. This

was, perhaps, the main distinction between the Senate and

House hearings.

In general, it may be concluded that, with respect

to the educational television facilities legislation, the

Senate discourse was characterized more by attention to

"external" (i.e. outside Congress) concerns in the selection

of materials and lines of thought; the House discourse was

characterized by a greater emphasis on "internal" (i.e.

within Congress itself) concerns, of a fairly specific nature

which would affect the outcome of a House decision on the

question.

Tests of Hypotheses

With reference to the hypotheses which were stated

in the introductory chapter (and are here reproduced), the

following statements can be made:

Hypothesis 1: The issues in the Congressional dis-

cussion and debate regarding educational television tended

to follow, rather than lead, the issues concerning educa-

tional television which develOped outside Congress (i.e. in

the press and in public opinion).
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Conclusion: With respect to "external" concerns,

such as the educational crisis, the values of television for

education, and the need for channel activation, the Congres-

sional discourse did tend to follow rather than originate

topics of discussion. With respect to "internal" concerns,

such as the role of the Federal Governemtn in this particu-

lar matter, and the particulars of conditions and stipula-

tions in the legislative proposals themselves, Congress it-

self, particularly in the House, initiated the issues.

Hypothesis 2: Congressional discussion and debate

on the subject of educational television tended to rely

heavily on "external" materials (i.e. materials developed or

prepared and presented to the Congress by agencies or indi-

viduals outsode the Congressional ranks), rather than "in-

ternal" materials (those developed within Congress itself).

Conclusion: The Senate tended to rely more heavily

on "external" considerations during the discussion of educa-

tional television facilities legislation; the House relied

more heavily on "internal" concerns. Both types of materials,

however, were evident in each body. In the debates which

occurred, and also in the House hearings, the proponents of

the legislation tended to stress "external" concerns; the

Opponents stressed "internal" matters.

Hypothesis 3: The issues which were developed in

Committee sessions of the Congress tended to set the limits

of the floor discussions which followed.
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Conclusion: With reSpect to the subject of educa-

tional television legislation, the hypothesis is substantiated

in both the Senate and the House. The Senate was more will-

ing to "go along" with what its committee had recommended;

the House raised far more questions, which had, for the most

part, been foreseen during the course of committee work and

were effectively answered.

Hypothesis 4: In the floor discussions and debates

on educational television facilities legislation, the princi-

pal spokesmen on the respective bills (representing both sides

of the question) tended to be members of the committees

Which previously handled the bills.

Conclusion: The hypothesis is sustained in general.

However, the opponents of the legislation in the Senate were

not members of the Commerce Committee exclusively; and in

the House, where there were many more speakers, most of these

were not members of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-

mittee. Of the two Congressmen in the House who Opposed the

measure, one had been a Member of the Committee and the other

had not. The argument £9; passage of the legislation in both

bodies was carried chiefly by the respective committee Members.

Hypothesis 5: The House of Representatives contri-

buted little to the discussion of the issues pertaining to

educational television which had not previously been gener-

ated in the Senate.

Conclusion: Except for the facts that (1) House

hearings in each Congress followed Senate hearings, and,
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similarly, (2) House debate followed the Senate debates on

the educational television proposals, and (3) many of the

same witnesses appeared at the hearings of the respective

committees, there is no evidence to indicate that the House

investigations, and the discussion of the issues involved,

were in any way related to the Senate's treatment of the

subject. Both Congressional bodies proceeded independently

of one another, developed sometimes similar and sometimes

different approaches to the subject, and finally adopted

rather distinctively different pieces of legislation, which

were resolved in a joint conference. While there were un-

doubtedly communications between the two committees and between

individual Members and staff members of the two bodies, there

is no indication that either body was intentionally supple-

mental tO the other in its investigation or treatment of the

legislative proposals.

Hypothesis 6: The fact that educational television

facilities legislation was being discussed in the Congress

served as a deterrent to the development of educational tele-

\ision facilities throughout the country during those periods

when such legislative proposals were prominent.

Conclusion: There is no evidence to indicate that

such was the case. The number of educational television

stations increased each year by almost the same number,

whether or not legislation was pending in Congress. For in-

stance, five stations were activated in 1956 (before legisla-

tion was proposed), six in 1957 (legislation pending), eight
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in 1958 (legislation defeated), ten in 1959 (legislation

pending), seven in 1960 (legislation defeated), and eleven

in 1961 (legislation pending). Therefore, the hypothesis

is rejected.

Hypothesis 7: The Congressional discourse-—that is,

the speaking which took place in the Congress--had relatively

little influence on the outcome of the legislation at stake.

That is to say, private influence played a greater part in

bringing about the passage of enabling legislation than

public discussion.

Conclusion: There seems to have been a great in-

fluence on the outcome of the educational television legis-

lative proposals exercised through private discourse and

unofficial communication. This is not, however, an unquali-

fied observation.

First Of all, there were not many Senators involved

or differing vieWpoints expressed at any stage of the public

hearings when the proposals were before the Senate. The re-

cord thus compiled, however, provided much of the raw mater-

ial on which the Committee based its reports to the Senate,

and, therefore, the oral discourse of the hearings did have

an influence on the outcome of the legislation in the Senate

to a considerable degree. In the Senate itself, as has been

noted repeatedly, the Committee's recommendations were ac-

cepted without much question, and the vieWpoint Of the Com-

mittee throughout all these discussions was very much that

Of the Chairman of the Committee, who was also the sponsor



378

of the legislation. Members of the Senate, insofar as they

were interested at all in the legislation, were more inter-

ested with whether the Committee approved of the measure

than they were in seeking out the issues individually (even

the opposition relied heavily on the Committee record); and

hence, it would seem that the speaking on the Senate floor

was less important than the public record and the Committee

recommendations in bringing about passage of the Magnuson

bill on three separate occasions.

In the House a different situation prevailed. There

was considerable discussion of the issues during the public

hearings, both for and against the proposals, but nearly all

of these issues and related questions had been resolved

within the Committee by the time the final bill came to the

House floor for debate. Certainly a great deal of compro-

mise and personal persuasion occurred in the non-public ex-

ecutive committee sessions, and perhaps also through unof-

ficial channels, as evidenced by the marked changes which

occurred in the respective bills between the time the first

bill was introduced in 1958 and the last one was debated in

the House in 1962. There was very little discussion of

crucial issues during the House floor debate, except on the

matter Of the Griffin amendment—~which was in itself a rela-

tively minor proposal.

Therefore, it must be concluded, with regard to both

the House and the Senate, that the hypothesis is rejected

insofar as the particular subject of educational television
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is concerned, to the extent that (l) the hearings developed

the materials of "external" evidence of need, proposed solu-

tions, and (especially in the House) the "internal" issues

which were subsequently treated by the respective committees

prior to submitting final proposals to the Senate and the

House; and (2) on a question which became an issue (i.e.

the Griffin amendment in the House) the argument which oc—

curred on the floor itself was the basis on which the outcome

(of that particular amendment) was decided. In other words,

when an issue was raised which had not been treated by the

Committee, specifically and to the complete satisfaction of

the House, the speaking in the House (and perhaps also the

identity of the speakers) did have a significant influence

on the outcome of the legislation at stake.

Conclusion

The educational television facilities legislation

with which this study was concerned was the product of an

evolutionary process, and emerged out of a complex of vari-

ables, including: (1) the need to implement the FCC's 1952

plan to provide the stimulus for a national educational

television service, (2) the need to aid the educational in-

terests of the nation with a technological instrument at a

time of crisis, and (3) a resurgence of Congressional atti—

tudes favoring the development of a national resource for

the public welfare.
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Viewed in this light, P.L. 87-447 was a logical

second step toward the development of a national system of

cultural and educational noncommercial television stations,

in keeping with Congress's traditional philosophic principle

concerning the development of natural resources. The first

step had been the FCC's recognition of education's right to

a portion of the television spectrum for educational (in

the broad sense) purposes. Passage of the Educational Tele-

vision Facilities Act attempted to implement that philosophy

by providing funds to activate many such television facili-

ties. A third step, which may lie ahead, would be for the

Federal Government to subsidize the operation of such faci-

lities. Time alone can tell when and whether that step

will be taken.
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Personal Interviews

Kurt Borchard, Communications Counsel, House of Representa—

tives Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.
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Cyril M. Braum, Engineering Consultant, Joint Council on

Educational Broadcasting. Washington, D.C., May 22,
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John W. Bystrom, Assistant to the Secretary of Health,

Education, and Welfare. Washington, D.C., May 21,
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Walter B. Emery, Professor of Radio and Television, Michigan

State University, former General Consultant to
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Lansing, Michigan, May 13, 1963.

Armand L. Hunter, Director of Broadcasting Services, Michigan

State University. East Lansing, Michigan, June 29,

1963.

Leonard Marks, Counsel for the National Association of

Educational Broadcasters. Washin ton, D.C.,
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A SELECTIVE LIST OF UNPUBLISHED THESES IN SPEECH

AND BROADCASTING RELATIVE TO CONGRESSIONAL

RHETORIC, BROADCASTING HISTORY, AND/OR

THE EDUCATIONAL TELEVISION MOVEMENT1

Studies Concerned with Speaking on a Partic-

ular Issue or Topic in the Congress:
 

Arnold, Jack D. "The Compromise of 1850: A Burkeian Analy—

sis." University of Illinois, 1959.

Cain, Earl R. "An Analysis of Debates on Neutrality Legis-

lation in the United States Senate, 1935-41."

Northwestern University, 1950.

Callaghan, J. Calvin. "The Lend Lease Debate, December 1940—

March, 1941: The Role of Persuasion in a Momentous

Public Discussion." University of Wisconsin, 1949.

Clifford, Sylvester. "A Study of Individualism as Shown

by an Analysis of Speeches on Selected Farm Relief

Bills in the United States House of Representatives,

1929—1933." University of Denver, 1959.

Dean, Richard L. "An Analysis of the Senatorial Debate on

the Labor Management Relations Act of 1947 (M.A.

Thesis)." Louisianna State University, 1949.

Dedmon, Donald Newton. "An Analysis of the Arguments in

the Debate in Congress on the Admission of Hawaii

to the Union." University of Iowa, 1961.

Fisher, Walter Roy. "An Analysis of the Arguments in the

Senate Debate on the Crittenden Compromise Resolu-

tions, 1860-1861." State University of Iowa, 1960.

McCoy, Pressley C. "An Analysis of the Debates on Recogni-

tion of the Soviet Socialist Republics in the

United States Senate, 1917—1934." Northwestern

University, 1954.

 

1Exce t as noted, all studies cited here were con—

ducted to ful ill the Ph.D. requirements at the respective

institutions designated.
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bdicken, Ralph A. "A Rhetorical Study of the Senate Debate

on the League of Nations." Northwestern University,

1948.

(Dlsen, Donald 0. "The Debate in Congress on the Kansas-

Nebraska Bill." University of Wisconsin, 1959.

'Perritt, H. Hardy. "An Analysis of Senatorial Debate on

Neutrality Legislation in the 1939 Special Session

of Congress (M.A. Thesis)." Lousianna State Uni-

versity, 1942.

jPierce, M. Scheffel. "An Analysis of the Argumentation of

the United States Senate Debate on the North

Atlantic Pact (M.A. Thesis)." University of Wis—

consin, 1952. ‘

iReeves, Clyde R. "Issues of the War of 1812 as Compared in

Comtemporary Parliamentary Papers and Debates in

Congress." University of Illinois, 1958.

Scharf, George P. "The Topics of the Senate Debate on the

Taft—Hartely Labor Bill, April-June, 1947 (M.A.

Thesis)." University of Illinois, 1950.

Smith, Robert G. "An Analysis of the Forms of Support

Used in the Congressional Debates Over the Gag

Rule, 1836-1844." University of Minnesota, 1963.

‘Whyte, James P. "The Senate Debate on the Fair Employment

Practices Act, January 17-February 9, 1946 (M.A.

Thesis)." Syracuse University, 1948.

Winters, Paul H. "Debates in the 87th Congress Concerning

Federal Aid to Education."

Wrage, Naomi Herren. "A Study of Representative Anti-War

Arguments Presented in Congressional Debates During

Specified Periods Between 1809 and 1941." North-

western University, 1946.

Studies Concerned with Speaking in the Congress,

but Not with Regard to a Specific Issue or Topic:

Brandes, Paul Dickerson. "Evidence and Its Use By Selected

U.S. Senators." University of Wisconsin, 1953.

Creyfus, Lee Sherman. "Persuasion Techniques in Modern

Congressional Debate." University of Wisconsin, 1957.

Irwin, Ramon B. "Congressional Debates of the James K. Polk

Administration-~A Study in Factionalism." Univer-

sity of Minnesota, 1947.
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Jeffrey, Robert C. "A Survey of Speech Making on the Floor

of the United States House of Representatives

During the Second Session of the 80th Congress (M.A.

Thesis)." State University Of Iowa, 1950.

Monnier, Charles Martin. "Persuasion in the 1953 Wisconsin

State Legislature." University of Wisconsin, 1957.

Robinson, Zon. "A Study of the Accuracy with Which Speeches

Are Recorded in the Congressional Record (M.A.

Thesis)." Syracuse University, 1940.

Summers, Robert E. "The Role of Congressional Broadcasting

in a Democratic Society." Ohio State University,

1955.

Yarborough, Carolyn H. "A Study Of the Debate Techniques

Utilized by Selected Senators in Selected Speeches

from the 85th Congress, 2nd Session (M.A. Thesis)."

University of Houston, 1960.

Studies in BroadcastinggRelating to Regulation,

Legislation.nand Public Policy:

 

 

Edelman, Jacob M. "The Licensing of Radio Services in the

United States: A Study in Administration Formula-

tion of Policy." University of Illinois, 1948.

Fowler, Paul C. "The Formulation of Public Policy for Com-

mercial Broadcasting by the Federal Communications

Commission." Indiana University, 1956.

Freeman, Carolyn Ann. "An Analysis of Proposed Legislative

Changes in the Federal Communications Act (M.A.

Thesis)." University of Illinois, 1948.

Jones, Kenneth K., Jr. "A Survey of Television: Including

the History of Television from Its Beginnings in

1947 (M.A. Thesis)." Stanford University, 1949.

Killough, James A. "Federal Regulation of Radio and Tele—

vision Broadcasting." University of Pennsylvania,

1934.

Magruder, Jane N. "The Development by the Federal Communi~

cations Commission of the Concept of Public Services

As It Applies to Programming." Ohio State University,

1959.

McMahon, Robert 8. "Federal Regulation of the Radio and

Television Industry in the United States, 1927-1959,

with Special Reference to the Establishment and

Operation of Workable Standards." Ohio State Univer—

sity, 1959.
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Olson, Paul R. "The Regulation of Radio Broadcasting in the

United States." State University of Iowa, 1931.

Schwartzwalder, John C. “An Historical Study of the Tech-

nical, Legal, and Financial Development of Tele-

vision." University of Houston, 1953.

Smith, Ralph L. "A Study of the Professional Criticism of

Broadcasting in the United States, 1920-1955."

University of Wisconsin, 1959.

Stamps, Charles H. "The Concept of the Mass Audience in

American Broadcasting: An Historical Descriptive

Study." Northwestern University, 1956.

Stern, Robert H. "The Federal Communications Commission

and Television: The Regulatory Process in an Environ-

ment of Rapid Technical Innovation." Harvard Uni—

versity, 1951.

White, Melvin R. "The History of Radio Regulations Affect—

ing Program Policy." University of Wisconsin, 1948.

Studies in Broadcasting of an Historical-

Critical or Descriptive-Evaluative

Nature Pertaining to Phases of the

Educational Television Movement:

Cross, Livingston. "Past Development and Present Status Of

the Alabama Educational Television Network." Uni—

versity of Alabama, 1958.

Cumming, William K. "College and University Activities in

Television." State University of Iowa, 1954.

Ellis, Robert Gene. "An Investigation of the Ford Founda-

tion's Role in the Early Development of Educational

Television in the United States (M.A. Thesis)."

University of Houston, 1958.

Helmick, Russell E. "A Survey of Educators' Attitudes To-

ward Television." University of Cincinnati, 1951.

Knuth, Fred. "The Use of Television in Public Education."

Pennsylvania State University, 1954.

Niven, Harold F., Jr. "ITV As a Medium of Teaching in

Higher Education." Ohio State University, 1958.
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Packer, Rod Earl. "An Analysis of the Degree to Integration

of Existing Educational Television Stations With

Their Particular Communities." University of Minne-

sota, 1960.

Paul, Aldrich K. "A National Survey of University Partici-

pation in Television Activity." University of

Denver, 1954.

Steinberg, Charles S. "Exclusive Channels for Educational

Television." New York University, 1955.

Stone, Walter C. "The Role of Television in Adult Education."

Columbia University, 1950.

Wood, Donald N. "The First Decade of the 'Fourth Network';

A Descriptive Historical Analysis of the National

Educational Television and Radio Center." Univer—

sity of Michigan, 1964.

Yundt, John H. "Radio and Television Programs in Public

Education Today." Temple University, 1951.

Zaitz, Anthony William. "The History of Educational Tele-

vision, 1932-1958." University of Wisconsin, 1960.


