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Over the last 20 years, specialists analyzing French broadcasting have all come to the
same conclusions. Public broadcasting in France suffers from two structural problems:
1) continual government intervention in its operation, particulzrly in newscasting; 2) its

economic and organizational inefficiency. e

Thepe problems appeagﬁpracncall) ﬂmcsamemmmdmaxﬁtc vision
themselves. WWWg dcvclog first' wrthm, as,an
administrative systemn intimately linked to political power . For this reason, to
understand the present situation of public bmadcasting in France, 1t is important to study
carefully the pcnod from 1920 to 1959, when ﬁm radio and then cxcmon'fea%c-the
1aboratoxyandreach)\mass -media status. This will be the subject of the first section of
this chapter.

The second section will examine the fundamental princip'=s governing the public
service model of broadcasting which took shape beginning in 1959, as well as the
organizational structure used to implement this model It will ther znalyze the
crisi this model encountered toward the end of the 1960s ansf* sempied solutions.
Despite numerous efforts at reform (in 1964, 1972, 1974 and 1982) and organizational
modifications, the fundamental logic of the public broadcasting service has remained

et ﬂl/ﬂaco

After 1982, and especially with the new law on andioviszal communications passed

unchanged. { (ohd Jelic
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in September of 1986, a new organization seems to be taking hold within the
broadcasting system; France has witnessed the creation of a regulatory body independent
of political powe, the appearance of private television stations and the development of
competition. The third section of this chapter will study the modalities of this evolution
and its impact on the social role assigned to radio and eedevision.

The final section will be devoted to the issues facing French public service
broadcasting today. The discussion will cover the possible effects of the changes French
broadcasting has undergone, especially their effects o the variety and quality of
programming. In other words, we will consider the question from the point of view of

2 o\
C}Zl {o those for whom, after all, radio and television exist: the listener and the viewer.
_——
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The history of the PBS in France is essentially the history of bnoadcastmg itself.
From the outset, the State took hold of radio and television and kept private concemns out

W /L of this area.

The beginnings of radio and television in France 0/{/

Following the first radio broadcast in 1922, pubh: authorities to regulate the
development of this new form of communication. Following a practice observable with
numerous other new media (S8 Pool, 1983, pp. 5-6;. they apply the regulatory
framework for the medium that seems most similar. Thus, in 1923, the state
telecommunications monopoly“:; extended to what was then known as the wireless
telegraph. p}

During the next few years, the government allowf experienced amateurs, merchants
and local notables to initiate gpproximately twcnt\ pate radio stations. - . In
1928, the government block@ thxs rise: 11 cnsureéthﬁ szzzus quo by legalizing the

\

existence of 13 radio stations, but forb1d$ the creatioc of new private stations.
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Concurrently, the Stz::sbomﬁup/ﬂx public radio network with stations in the form of

associations created by the PTT (Post, Telephone and Telegraph Office), which viewseA

radio as a natural technical extension of the telegraph. In 1933, the institation of a usage
mmmwmm@#ﬂzmmmmsc  number of its stations.

Thus, French radio in its enfancy followh the same scenario as the telepbonc: after a

shart non-interveationist period, the State begins to reserve the sole right to develop the &

Wmemmwmngm
fres market, which the predominan: republican and statist thought of the period saw as

1: -
Lol public as a whole (Bertho, 1981, p. 385ff).

In the mid-1930's, especially with the Popular Front government (1936), the

authorities’ interest in radio grows for another reason: the realization of the political role
it could play. The Conseil Supérieur de la Radiodiffusion is created in 1935 w
coordinate —to control, in fact— the choice of programs. In 1938, all public station news
hmadmstsa‘r\coombhwdintoasinglc;xogxm Then, in July of 1939, public radio,
untﬁthcnasm'ioeofﬁ)eP'ITcmploying30(X)persons,i_spu1unda'theauﬂxorityofthe
HesidcntofﬁcCoumﬂ(headofﬁ:pmihnmmygovanmmt)zmisngI}sﬂrpassage
from a period shaped by the discovery the technical uses of the new medinm to one
shaped by its political usage. h

The first offical television broadcast takes place in 1935 under the auspices of the
Ministry of Post, Telephone anchlcgrapl; However, due to the Ministry's inability to
g0 beyond a mere technical mastery of the medium & commercialize the equipment
necessary for the reception of broadcasts, television experienced little real development
in the years that followed The war, and the vicissitudes of the Liberation period delayed

AN
any meaningful development of television mmmﬁﬁchg'ooeq—unﬁl the early 50'.

Frorm. Vichy o the Fiftk Republic
Under the Vichy government (1940-44), radio is in an ambiguous position. On the
v

one hznd, the authorines use it extensively as 2 medium of propagandz. On the other

hand. the desire of those officials sometimes referred to as the Vichy technocrats to
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modcmizctthmcapparamsbringscmalmma:ionstq givethe szreratioe
private-sector-style accounting system, iss-employees-are mﬁm MMM
longer civil servants (Queval, Thevenot, pp. 1941f).

mlﬁzﬁmﬂmmmdbm—md‘ﬁchhﬂgmmm
thc(iamanocaxpanm-ﬁednnmm:d French radio broadcasting is placed under the
authority of the Ministry of Information receiving its budget from the Stzr. The heads
of the new government, formed from the Resistance, have been struck by the Nazis'
ideological use of the radio systern. By entrusting the Swz:z with responsTsiliny for the
radio network, they seek to prevent amy use which could be harmful to d=mocracy.
Furthermore, the three dominant paties (the Commznists, Socialists, and
Christian-Democrats) tend to see the state's role as extending far beyond mere
regulation. They see the state as a farce for both social progress and economic
development within c':ioci}socicty.

During the Fourth Republic El/%ssxﬁmchhoﬁmsnng henceforth known as
RTF (Radio-Téiévision frangaise), seeks %Ianon todcﬁncclcarh s mssmn,ns
Wﬂmmw Sixteen different bills are presented with this

J
intent, but the political instability of the time prevents their passage. Ferthis-same

&M not until 1953 does a plan for installing the necessary transmission egripment
. allow television to begin to have a meaningful roke within French society { ). The

number of television sets, then only 24,000, begins increzsing exponemizlly: 500,000 ir
1957, 700,000 in 1958 , 1.3 million in 1960, etc.

The post-war period also wmxsses progressive mfmv: in prodooers’ power.
Until then, engineers and technicians fagve dominatzd andﬁetthc standa3; for the
development of television. For exzmple, they impose the 819-line standzrd —af higher
quality, but more costly and less widsspread than the 623-line standard (NMissica,
Wolton, 1983, pp. 25ff). Producers, often partisans of the Left, also hz@‘q: hich
expectations regardng quaht)?f : <1 :lf'cckame: tz2ken from the clasacal
French repertoi-e, which mc?t with great success, th-;'s o:mons’*"atc the— dasire for g

AL ’
educational television wbwhwodimse the level of cn}rz:re among viewsrs. This idez
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IL The Public Service Model of Broadcasting (1959-89)

égl%&l:mcemgainspoliﬁmlmbﬂity and ratifies its new constitation.
Television 512640 beoomi'a truty mass medium (13% of Freach households have a
television sct by 1960) and enters into a learning stage, during which the French
gradually become famitiar with the "ube” (). More importan:iv, broadcasting is given

dinﬁzstimpcxtzmmgnlzkxystamk:in 1959. For more than 20 years thereafter, what can

bctszmcdth:pubﬁcm'bemodclofbmadcasﬁnggmdnaﬂ)'mkcs;sth& The passage
of scveral new stamites concerning public broadcasting (1964, 1972, 1974, 1982))&1],4«;(
change its fundamental principles listle.

Fwﬂmmlﬁin:ip;rcfﬂzbladd

The public secvice model of broadcasting is based on two ess=ntial ideas:

First, radio and welevision are a public service. InttexfBroadcasting activities
WDWMd&mﬂmmm'Mhmm
ofthcnmm.’sbcymcmmdacdmvﬂcgedm Broadcasting is one expression
of an important civil liberty: the right to free expression. t mus: encourage the public's
education and improvement by providing "information, entertainment and culture.” It
250 serves to preserve and hand down the nation's heritage; as then-President Georges
Pompidou expressed it in 2 1973 press conference, these mediz zre "the voice of
France™ By this, he meant not only that radio and television should express the views
of the government, and thereby those of the nation, but tha: they should also bear
winess o the coturzl wealth of the French nation. As the Mexber of Parliament
responsible for the 1974 public broadcasting budget expressed it. "Broadcasting is the
common depominator among all Frenchmen, rich or poor. urbz or rural, intellectual or

04
Izmm_' W .

Secondly, given its position, the state is the body most capeble of running the
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broadcasting system in the public interest This idea stems from the traditional
philosophical and poltical belief in France that only the State can assure the general
interest of all citizensyFhe regulation of social activities by the free market would only
benefit specific interests. Als0, the notion of state management of broadcasting
develops as a reaction against the supposed disadvantages of a private andiovisual
sector. According to this statist conception, private management would present several
problems:

a) Only certain areas would be able to receive the broadcasts. Since the costs of
installing transmitters to reach certain regions would far outweigh any possible gains
from slightly increased listenen;- or viewership, a private distributer would‘llogicany avog/
glvznﬁ) ;}scrtv/\lice to less populous or geogmphlcally msolated regions. .On-the-eontrary .fhe
Stathou]dcnsurcthataIld%—Fmaeh receive its broadcasts: since the State dREEHEs its
mission in bmadcasungr&‘égmﬁmuy in that it places social goals above financial
considerations, it Would ~ .cffect . cross - Svbsiditahon on
the cost of transmitting facilities.

b) Private management of the audiovisual sector would have a negative impact on the
content of programming. Private companies would essentially seek to increase their
advertizing income by minimizing expenditures on programs and maximizing their
audiences ( ). In the first place, this would prevent the production of certain types of
programs (to understand this concern, one must keep in mind the initial period of French
television, discussed earlier, where - & special emphasxs"‘%; Iggia:cly
costly, original programming on a high cultural level), while inhibiting the exploration of
the medium's latent pontentials (experimental television). Secondly, this type of
management would look for the *lo/w cultural denominator™ among all
Frenchmen, instead of favoring programming that is less accessible but also richer in
cultural content. Finally, the rules of the advertiZing market would degrade the quality of
programming directly. They would slant the content of programs (for example, when a

sponsor applies pressure to tak rogram contra-y o its interests off the air). They
»/

_— =~

TN - . 7

would also "pollute” the national culture by spreading commercial values. Cex.
[n Wi pperters - m
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The French model of public service is highly prescriptive. It is based on the
assumption that radio and television should promote a certain conception of culture
\,\y;j,d@ mgmdlessofmcd‘etastcsanddcsirgsofﬂ)cpdblici:large. This effort to regulate culture

fits in well with Gaullist vision for society. Gmﬂdcomncbencvgﬂﬁrm) beis cue,

NS
. Jé’" 1. charged with restoring France to a position of grandeur, instimtionally,eoonomicallycr OA«J

desires of the nation, which are but imperfectly expressed in the political market place

(where the parties have excessive power) and in the economic market place (where
interest groups and foreign concerns dominate).

The Left, ikewise, adheres to this type of cultural model. But it must respond to a
further question: how to reconcile this effort with a high democratic standard, which the
logic of audience ratings expresses fairly well? Given its ideology, the Left must
necessarily consider the nation's citizens as responsible adults. The notion of alienation
allows it to resolve this contradiction: the bourgeoisie has imparted an ideology which
prevents individuals from realizing their own true needs and interests. This notion
explains the emphasis placed on television's mission to educate its audience by exposing
viewers to a wide variety of programming, as well as the continual demand for

g 6‘} .democratic control of radio and television.

/N MNM&QN\"{P@ X

v 9% ‘\éé Orgamzanonal structure and operation

What form does the public service model actually take in French broadcasting?
From 1959 to 1982, the law defines broadcasting as a State monopoly. This
monopoly was long seen as beieg=of a single unit In fact, it is composed of three
separate monopolies which have become more and more distinct as broadcasting's
—iastimmtons-have-evolved since 1959§

1) monopoly on radio and television signal transmission. Seen as the key to
controlling the audiovisual sector, this monopoly was enforced the most strictly and for
the Jongest period of time until its abolition in 1986. Even "peripheral” radio stations

~veltes culturally. Bymmmmmmbmw /{W"j"’

Wﬂ"
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(see below) were never allowed o instzll transr=a=rs on French sofl or even to use those

)
broadcastigg-monopoly is abotished in 1982 (see

of the French state. Even when ¢

below), the new private Jocal radho stations, FEe &
required to use the transmission nerwork of the public organization for broadcasting
(Tél&diffusion de France or TDF).

2) the monopoly on broadcasting was also swictly enforced until 1982 ( by this, we
mean the assembling of programs for broadcast T-and .. e

production or mez=s of transmission). Althougs. starting in 1972, the law permitted j .
certain exceptions o this monopoly, ﬁcscwcrcﬁmnndmlocahwiandspcaﬁccm ﬂ

_ (for example, a nexwork of televisions within 2 public exhibition). Then , the State m=:

efforts to create private radio stasons beginning ir 1976-77 with prosecution. A major M
TN
4/\
exception to this monopoly are the "peripheral madio stations™ (so called because they
were Jocated just ontside of Fren temritory). Two-thirds of the French can  receive

three major privatz radio stations (Europe 1, Radin-Télévision-Laxembourg and
pws o AN d)
Radio-Monte-Ca=io). It must, however, be said at the State FW
_for these stations and controls  ¢hem otally or partially.

3) A monopaty on production, allowing ooty PBS personnel to produce television
programs was introduced in 1953 and abolished in 1964/ Thus, a small private
production sectarwas allrv:'led owed 0 Gevelop to proside programs 1 public television and
radio. However, & reained marging given the preferential stetos
the public stations had to accord the public production sector.

Although racho and televisior were dependext on the state, kegislation did recognize
their industrial mxiwmnmdalchz:acm)whichéisﬁnguishedﬁmﬁmnoﬂn
governmental activities. Conseguantally, radio n3 television were not governed direcily
by the state, but by public organizenions. Howew=, their changing official status

" mattered kesz than their oommu&( dc;ycnc}/cncc oo
the State. State ocn:rol\{s’ exercis=Z in four imporzant ways:
1) station diraczors 2re namaZ by the Counc of Mmisters (==X 1982):

2) broadcastins depends on the State budger The supervisory ministry thus
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prepares and the parliament approves the amount and uses of its funding (usage tax on
receivers and possible grants from the State; from 1968 on, advcrt(izing revenue).

3) financial management is controlled by administrative procedures, at first only
beforehand, then, staring in 1968, afier the funds have been used.

4) decrees establish certain precise guidelines about programs to be offered ( ).

/4

The system's dysfunctions

Almos: from the outset, the broadcasting system fails to function as'well as had been
boped and is the center of great political debate and criticism. 'Ihccaxhestoontrovcrs;
% over the political, more precisely the partisan, usage of public broadcasting. This
phenomenon is nothing new, as we have seen: the Popular Front and Pierre
Mendz2s-France both made use of radio to gain support for their policies. What
distinguishes this new phenomenon is the use of the image, whose power is considered
greater, and the increasingly systematic nature of General de Gaulle's use of the
broadcast mediz as instruments of governmental action (Tarle, 1979). Convinced that
&_fﬂthcptinxnnﬁamhosﬁlcwhimataﬁmwhcnhcmustmakcnnpop\ﬂar
d&m&hmwﬂéhls television appearances (23 official speeches between 1959
and 1962). The Ministry of Information determines the content of news broadcasts
(Peyrefitte, 1976). "Gaullism is personal power plus the monopoly of television,” said
the analysts of the day. The Opposition parties violently denounce this use of radio and
television, making it one of the principals centers of controversy over the broadcast
media. \I’bmgvofmmans ;gogonvinoed that television haes a decisive influence on public
opinion, despik studies beginning in 1963 which shov?& the limits of its power (Remond,
Newschwander, 1963) ().

The second problm} to be the subject of endless debatcsjgégac €c0nomic structre of
radio and television. Starting in 1962 with the Diligent parliamentary report, criticism of
a wasteful an2 poorly managed broadcasting stvstem s to develop. Several
explznations'eé put forth:

1) Union d>mination forces the adherence to certain rules which make the
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production process much mare costly znd slow the adoptioz of new technologiss (the
lightweight video camera, for example).

2)There is a growing predominance of a "civil-servant” model for broadcasting
employees. B his wt mesii e frmployees' implicite job socarity and 2 mood which
does little to increase productivity, while favoring strikes.
3) The confining nature of rules of administrative management both slows the
production process and reguires the use of a karpe administrative staff.
In fact, this criticis mey have porely “imacinary”™ sources: it has ncvcr"sceleéf_\
Wm,thalpubﬁclxmdcasﬁngismmagcdbssdfwﬁvdyﬂnnaimpubﬁc
_ organizations (Missikz, Wohon, 1983, p. 45) nar thatra private arganization, undzar the
same constraints, wouki be more econommically efficient. What remains certain is that
there is a growing budgezary problem, only exacerbatedby the political demands a public
saviocmodclplaa&sonb:nadcastmg.
Radnmdtdcvmm&)zﬂcmmanymmcﬁmrhmndpogmmnnng(awoond
¢ Lol TV gtafion i created in 196¢,  third in 1973), even as their financial esources increase
at a slower and slower rate. Gradually, the revenoe increase from the usage tax on an
hnmsingmmbaofrwdmggblcvdoﬁ One solution would be to raise the
usage tax; however, the public service model envisages a television available to all and
Parliament refuses to take such an umpopular action. Likewise i the name of e v 7
for-all, Pariizment devoies & arge pant of the bodget (between 10 and 25% of the entire
bmamgmmm)mmMmmmMm

network covering the eatis country.

Efforts at reform

Broadcasting's problems increass towzd th2 end of the 1950's and center more and
more on questions of progrzmming. The visible gap betweesn potinical reality i- France
and the imzge presen=d by radic and tlavision reaches its acm=, no doubt, duing the
events of Mzy 1958 when the trmod in the universiies and indostry is not covared by

¢ televised newscasts unil very laie in its development In another area, financizl
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constraints lead the stzons to develop kess ambizous a2 kess costhy productions. The
tend to resort more and mare o Amencan series, which are much kess expensive than
original French productions, atommagrunnn;nba;fﬁlm Public
broadcasting loses its youthful ambitions, Umhwma'diw;l%

W 7

Efforts at reform then start to emerge in three principal directions:

1) Intermediary bodics are created between governmen: and television (Bourdon,
1986) and social and polincal groups e assured z certzin a~cess (Chevallier, 1984).
The Administrative Council created in 1964 © ensure that elevision represents all the
major political tendencies has no real efect Starting in 1972, a perliamentary delegation
is put into place to oversee the functioning of public broadcasting; however, this remains
primarily a place to present differing paints of view (Pericard, 1986). Nevertheless, the
idea of a "buffer-instimsion” starts to emerge; this is finally realized in 1982 with the
creation of the Hause Awsorizé. It takes somewhat Jonger for the government to assure
social groups access to television; but in 1984, "free expression broadcasts™ are
inaugurated. Unlike public access on American cable television, these programs are
limited to groups recognized as representative, first by public anthoritics, then by the
Haute Autorité ; one must, however, note that these procrams do have a national
audience.

2) A certain amount of competinos is introdaced in the arez of news. In 1969, on
mcmmvcdhmhhmlmﬁw&m?ﬁ?wm%m
autonomous news tear. with its own budget: thas gh chznnels can cover the same
event and, theorencally, present it differently. The Government also indicates that with
the creation of the regional Channel Tkree in 1973 it will inroduce greater <Mw 1%,@)?‘
decentralization in newscasting.

3) The 1964 d=cision to eliminate the monopoly oa production has an important
effect on the financie! manzgement of the systerm. In 1972, a further si2p is taken with
the fusion of teckrice! and productioz services. This enzils bot the reducton of

producers’ power over programming and the appearance of creative ezms organized by
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geare whick allow them to follow a prograr’s preparation mare closely. The most
impmmtdcdsion,bowcvu.ismcuxofadvaﬁﬁng,whﬂ)smﬁnghl%gpmvidcs
additional revenoe for public television. This measure ing strict provisions, &
Mé'rh(:)&thnq:mmdonotmtlumpogrmmg mﬂm'mcfm
other media, particularly the print media, i not endangered. Certain types of
comnucia]smfm-biddcn,snch:stboscfo:k}gcﬁmgﬁlgs. Limits for advertizing are
established: an average of 2 minutes per day per channel in 1968, only 10 minutes in
1970! A ceiling is established for the percentage of P85 s revenue which can come
from advertizing (it is sct at 25% by the 1974 1aw). The stations themselves do not

mazrket their advertizing time; this is done by a special subsidiary.

Amid this whirwind of reforms, we need o give special attention to the laws of
1974 and 1982. These are mare ambitious & scope: the first law seeks to deal more
profoundly with public broadcasting's economic status, the second with its political
stztus.

The law of July 28, 1974 maintains the state monopoly and public nature of the
broadcasting service. However, it establishes a functional division within the
formerly-monolihic system. The Organisztion dc%adio»Télévision Frangaise (ORTF)
& broken up inte seven different companies: a production company (Société Francaise de
Production - SFPj; a transmining company (TéKdiffusion de France—TDF); an archival
company (Instite: National de I'Andiovisuel-INA); and finally four broadcasting
companies (thres for television: TF1, Anterme?2, FR3; and one for radio: Radio-France).
The great innovation is thar, in order to bring greater variety and quality of
programming, the new broadcasting compeies are placed in competition with one

another. un Jar

7

However, the 1aw fails to modify the essential w%s of the public broadcasting
system. It o't "replace . 2s cermain anatysts have argued | |, the polisical mtiondle it
wzs operating under with 2= economic one (Blum, 1982).{.5

1) Publi television is pot privatized. The seven companies created from the former
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ORTF are all State companies, whose directors are’namad by the government and whose

budget is passed by parliament.

2) Although the four broadcasting companies are indeed in competition, the public
anthodticsstillregulatcthcirmlaﬁonbﬁxcoﬂmu' lt:;n’::t.mﬂn
transmitting services of TDF and give a minimum number of orders o SFP, with
financial arrangements determined by the State. The functional division between
production, broadcasting and transmission is thus a mere technical device with littie
success in reducing the cost of the system.

3) Starting in 1974, a battle for ratings begins among the three elevision stations,
similar to the competition one observes in countries with competing commercial
ncthc)fk, but of a substantially different nature. This competition has oaly @ minimal
effect on each network's budget. Each station's budgez is established by Parliament and
only slightly affected (a few percentage points) by the size of its andience. Furthermore,
procedures for harmonizing the different channels’ programs are put i place, so that
stations do not try to steal each others’ audience by schaduling the same programs.

How then can we explain the ratings competition the television channels engage in?
The directors of the public channels feel their own illegitimaty in two important wayss.
First, although they are supposed to serve the population ;;a whole, they are named by
the government and are seen as members of a specific party. Second, since they are
generally high civil servants with no experience in broadcasting, they are seen as
outsiders by the very personnel they must direct Thus, they see andience ratings with
their apparent precision and objectivity as a demoa'an: way to gain recogmiton ( ).

The [974sytem does little to change broadcasting’s dependznce on political
power. Government influence over newscasting continaes, especizlly over the regionz’

newscasts of FR3 —-a company whose creation was meant to decentratize the public
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systemn. In fact, Kuhn (1984) sees in the political arrangements for television and radio
enacted between 1974 and 1981, the very essence of Giscardian politics: increased
presidential power, an effort to destroy the Gaullist state apparatus and the noticeable gap
between liberal rhetoric on social relations and conservative actions with regard to

structures.

Like their predecessors, when the Socialists gain power, they enact a new reform of
the broadcasting sector. A new law is voted and promulgated on July 29, 1982. The
true importance of this law is difficult to determine. Some see it as a renewed attempt to
reform radio and television continuing in the framework of previous limited or legislative
initiatives undertaken in the fifteen years preceding. Others interpret it as a transition to
the period of radical transformation of the French audiovisual sector which commences
only a few years later.

The 1982 law resembles earlier reforms in that, while modifying the public system_
-
- it fails to alter thee

© basic functioning of the system.-The system’s economic structure does-not chanse ( ),

e ORTF-undergoes o
! __Teorganization. Jﬁ-fact,Ee new law augments the differentiation of functions by creating

anew radio broadcasting company for foreign countries and company to market
audiovisual works abroad. A prgvision of the law greater autonomy to regional
v television companies is later scrapped, due to budgetary problems.
On the other hand, one essential innnovation is enacted. An Haute Autorité is
" created to W between political power and the audiovisual sector.
Toward this end, it is given two important powers: 1)it the directors of the public
channels, as fvcll as the CEO of the production wm@%puhﬁc

e N —
channels fulfill the missions ascribed to them (thust‘is?ﬁéggﬂe independence of each
T w froen [ WP
news program).
Infact, howevcr, despite sincere efforts to ensure independence, the Haute Auzorité

fai]:sbt,c/;k fulfill this aspect of its mission. Not only does the government continue to
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influence the naming of pubﬁcw —1In a: keast one case, the Hawre Auzo:¢
gl%;a{intotlﬁspmssm almostpubliqéflly( ); the Haae Awzorité also fails to prever: the
government from influencing directly éch channel's team of journalists. Two factors
help explain this failure. First, we must consider bow the Haute Autorité is appoint=d-
its nine members are designated three each by the Presidents of the Republic, the Senate

andthe National Assembly. The political nature of this body is further encouraged by the

partisan loyalties of some of its members. A second fqctar, doubtless more important,
lies in the Hawe Awtorité's lack of power over the finzncia! aspects of each channe:
Gy )
operation. Since.eaeh station’¥ directorsmust negotiate his company's budget directiv
with the government, how could he fail to respond to-suggestions or requests by the
}Bbvcmmcnt?
| PV
Although it does not modify the basic nature of the public broadcasting systerr. the
so—gporRa ko Vy
1982 lawdoeczbangthc seedspé&—{ncu(gﬁ—(dxovxsualsm The law is not only soTrg
reform of French broadcasting, but the first legislative effort to consider the
communications sector as a whole, taking into account the probable and possible
developments of new communication technologies (videotex, cable television, sateliies).
Most importantly, the 1982 law containsone profoundly imnovative provision: the
abolition of the State monopoly on broadcasting, whi
-OuRA
nm\ofthcsystcm But, not until 1984 will this provision be applied to televisioc, and

@} clear the way for a reorgammuon of the French audiovisual sector.

Crises and consensus

‘rra-cerain sease, French public broadcasting hes been in a continual state of csis
since its inception, a permanent crisis which becomes more apparent at certain momens
(1965: strike by producers; 1968: strike by all emplovees with over 200 lzid off;

1973-74: ﬁolent polemics over newscasting).
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Most of thr reforms adopizd have simply been a‘:vscr&d within the existing structure
cofthe sysiem without really changing its operation or comrecting its dysfunctions. There
has been a notioeable gap between the theoretical effect of decisions made and the
manner in which they were actually put into effect. To ciie but one example, the 1974
law provided that the number of arders stations had to place with the public production
company should decrease regularly. This provision was never put into force. Efforts at
reform have been unablke 10 overcome either vested interests, often finding support in the
adzology of publiic servize. ar the organizasiona® and cultrzl rgidness familiar to
sociologists (Crozier, Friedberg, 1977). |
In fact, the reforms mﬁamkcnoou/l\dgtrmﬂychangtﬁ)cbmadcastingsystcm, since
mq-&ﬂedmmmfmmmnomﬂmmmq@:m(ms) beneath the
mrfmofnok:mpolcmx:s,ﬁmchbmadcashnghzsalwmkno“napfefemd—‘
( \ﬁvicg)cmscnsusm:rmpnbhcmmodcl 'Ihachasbccnconscnsus in the
ﬁrstplaoc,ovu&ncpxmapalswhchsbouldmgmﬂrhmahamngsystcm Asy\i’\
mdnmedabowzthcl:fcﬂﬁz)(:ghhzvcﬁnsamcoomqmmof&npohﬁcaland
cultural role of ®levision The different essaonal groups associated with this
medium have also maintained wl’?édnoashavcahmdcfaﬂedttﬁsmdcl
uhmhglmmmekvammmandb@odmindwumdxm.mngofanmm
(Flichy, 1980, 'Ihepimmcdxa,apowﬁfulpressumgmumemoc have longbecn
quite satisfied with the div: of/ ituted between themselves and the broadcast
T :
nbdxa.N/\I:\ti\/mgnnal mqao;n}yonncus has been mzintained and its adv:rtiz.ng revenue
protected. m:f;pw'hasalsomgnimdtbsbcmﬁsdasysmmthatpum Little
emphasis on the entertainment aspect of elevision while trying to develop a truly original
televisual genre. This geee2 consensus has limited the search for answers to the many
probliems facins radio ant television, since any answer had to conform to the existing
public service model. Bowever, the eighsies have wimessed 2 new questioning of the
validiry of this pzblic servize model; therefore, we must now examine the causes and

modzlities of £2¢ process. 2s well as its possible consaquences.
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IIL. The Appearance of a New Organization (1984 )

Upon their arrival in power in May of 1981, the Sacialists begiz © apply their own
left-wing version of the public service model: they mzntain the Staizs role and the idea
of a public service, but with gmtzrdcmocraczy, grezx= social comm—iczion (1.e. more
aco&ssmomnmunicaﬁonmediaforsocialgm:lps)a:ﬁgmdmﬁnﬁm The
legalization of private local radio stations in November of 1981 is 2 s—iking examplz of
this new onentation. The Socialists respect the aspizmoas of differ=n: social groups,
manifest in the creation of numerous local radio statians despite their eardicr illegality, and
attempt o promote radio stations that are both ceYarral (by requirizg stztions to be run
by associations and outlawing advertizing) and truly kocal in nature {by Limiting the
power of their transmitters) (Vedel, 1987).

Beyond this, however, there are few changes. Despite the creation of the Hawae
Autorité, governmental pressures still influence the ntiovisual seciax (Chevallier,
1985). For two years, the abolition of the broadcastinr monopoly is anly put into efect
with regand o local private radio stations. Tne Ministry of Communications
indicates on several occasions that there will be no a=%orization for private elevision
stations; this attitude stems quik possibly from a fea- on the Sociahsx' part of allowing
the development of political avenues of expression i competition w2 the poblic
stations.

Nevertheless, an evolution of thought is underwzy within the Socialist government,
as well as in the political and intellectual milieu as 2 whole. Progesstvely, French leaders
modify their perception of the rolz of media in socies 2nd of the principlss which should
direct communications policy, as well as their undersanding of the issnes which
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influence the communicatons sectr. For the Socizsw, who now must ac teelly manzzs

the sector. siz to realize the difficz’nes inhere: 1= such an underzkding.

An Adaprxior. 1o preseru realities
Four important evolutions in this period influence the conception and organization of
the PBS.

1y Rezizz= o of techonolegise’ mnovesoms

Techzice progress in commuzications 27wk both new forms of communication

(Direci-Broadzzs: Sarell "°s [DBS.. for exz—p:2) end greater access 1o the exising

technology (miniaturizing and Jow=red cost of receivers, for exz—ple). Until the
beginni=g of txe 1980's, public avhorites i= Franoe had though: of television and

audiovistz programs in generel o=y in terms of & mass broadeas: elevision sys2m
Thus, the need to simate broadcas: television in relationship to cebie
television ¢ic not arise in France/Vadel 1632 b

a) uniike in the United States, iz France czble t=levision did no: develop naturzlly as
a means to trexsmit broadcast television stz3ons. In France, the broadcast transmission
network covered fairly repidly the eatire coc=y, which is, after 27, much smaller the=
the Unirad Sezes.

b) France remaine ttouched by the second phase of cable's
developmen. when in the early 70 5 other cocmmies saw cable nerworks begin to
distriburz the own programs inst=ad of merely re-ensmitting brozdcast programs.

. In 1975 the government stoppes cable ©izvision in order bor 1o protect the print
media and publc television and to block new evenuss of politica! expression.

In =z ezly 80's, the situation dagins to chznge. For essentz’v indusiz! rezsors.

()')

France 1zznzhes 2 DBS program &= 1978 2f Ten i 1932 a procza to ins! czbla TV
(Vedel. 1986 The governmen: ce= no longer zvois considering - increass in the
number ¢f chz=nels. nor confron==z growizz dout= 2hout the rolz of public telavision

~

and presant sorees of zudiovisuz’ programs ¢ ).
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But. it is primarily the imponance of foreign direct-broadcast satellites that charnges
122 Socialists' pcmepdoﬁ. This phenemon has an almost traumatic effect on the
Government which fears not only the ereation of addition channels, but primarily a threat
1 13 ability to regulate the national media — a principle which, in the name of national
&= cultural independence, had always guided French communications policy.

2) A new understanding of communications activities (in the broad sense)

‘ni! 1980, communications activites are conceived of almost exclusively in culmurzl.
sucial and political terms. One communicates to exphange ideas, transmit a cultural
heizge, or effect a polidcal influence. In 1982, the Minister of Culture inroduces the
nazonof  cultural industry, juxtaposing two terms previously considered irreconciliable
1= France. When the expression was used previously, it was with a critical, even
peromative intent, in the spirit of the Frankfort School: critics denigrated the subordination
o culre to capitalism, the destruction of creative genius by the market place, the
Tzxsformation of cultural goods into merchandise (in the Marxist sense) (Fiichy, 1980;
M:znelard, Piemme, 1980). Politicians and intellectuals alike avoided considering
communications activities as economic acts: they were aware of this facet, but
pr=lerredto emphasize other aspects of communication. What they now begin to realize
& e role that communications can tzke in developing the economy during a period of
recession. "This is one sector which has seen steady growth in the midst of industria!
r=cession,” declares the Minister of Culture in 1983, echoing in his own way the theme
¢ Se information age (). This new perspective on communications contibutes to
&y>ther development: radio and television's problems are no longer seen merely on &
nzoonal level, but on an international one. One good barometer of this evolution in
t=-iang is the type of research requesied by different government offices. When the
viazotex plan begins in 1978, the emphasis is on social experimentation (in other words:
wIzU's it good for?) and local studies. When the cable plan is launched in 1982, priority
I+ given to market studies (who'! buy 1t?) and undersiznding the stategies of the mzior

communications companies with intemational markets.
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3)The recognizon of the publisjan actor in the audiovisual sector’s evolunion

For decades now, French radie and television policy has been thought of, organized
and implemented azcording to prescriptive models, not based on the tastes of the Frenck
public or publics. Gradually leaders realized that the public is not a formless, passive
mass, but a body which has wants, desires and perhaps, after all, a certain autonomy.
The blossoming of local radio stations cleariy played a role in this realization. During the
70's. restrictive Jagislzdon and coercive power could no: preves: the creztion of &ozers
of "bootleg" radio stations. The Socialist government, which had after all legaliza3 locz’
radio stations, discovers m turn the public’s new autonomy when they try to irmpoase
their conception of Jocal radio: hundreds of thousands of young people demonstzze in
the streets in 1983 to protest this "infringement on the right to free expression”

When radio 2nd television were still novel technologies in France, they cou'Z ke
advantage of the public's wonderment. These stunning technical innovations co:1d
homogenize and "anesthetize” their audience. But, as these technologies becams more
and more commorplace, new, ever more varied needs dcvelop?Prat, 1986). Regulating
the audiovisual sector without taking these needs into account quickly becemes
impossible. Consider, for example, the tax placed on VCRs, which not only wzs
highly unpopula-. bu: which thousands of Frenchmen managed to avoid paving
altogether. Thus, new guidelines are introduced, based in the simplest terms on the need
for more programs uttized in a greater variety of ways.

Yer, this l2aves an cpen questior. : how
to regulate sociz’ demand, whether solely by the market place or by the intervension of
public authorities through new procedures (Vedel, 1984, o).

4)The role of the sizte brought into question
In 1981, the i2fi-wing government is elected on a platform of breaking witk
capitalism. But ir less than two years, its socizl plans change considerably. Economic

difficultes lead the Socialists 1o question the role of the State and 1o place renzwa?
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emphasis on private enterprise. The Staz is no longer necesszmily seen as the bes: agen:
for social progress because of it rigidness. Private enterprise is now sees as a place of
social vitality with room for innovation, not merely as a profi-making machine thriving
on exploitation. In 1984, the President of the Republic says French society needs to
acquire a mixed economy where the private and public sectors will become
complementary sectors supporting one another, perhaps ever merging within a third
sector. This new plan reflects considerations which have engaged a large segment of the
Left for several years now in a effort to redzfime the role of ts Sz afar the fllure of
the welfare-state and the Keynesian economizs (Rosanvalloz. 1981).
A Turning Poins in 1984-85

This ideological evolution will modify the percepzon of the issues and
allow problems to be framed in novel ways zad different so!zsors to be envisaged.
Beginning in 1984, the Socialist governmen: strives primarily to respond to demand for
more programs v.*ithinacoma\/\no;tc\c}\ologi:al changes, copeszon and the new
international nature of communications, whils still maintainine its high culroral standards
and encouraging the economic growth of the communications sector. With its present

SEeEr o%
structure, however, the public system is"unzb:e to respond o this demand.

What solutions can be foreseen?

a) One could increase the revenue availzhie for public reio &2 television to allow
them to take on more ambitious objectives. But, this solutio= posas severz! difficulties.
The government would need to raise the uszgs tax, somethirc which most polincians
refuse to do; or it could progressively oper the floodgates of advertizing revenue. But
by doing this, the nature of the system iself 5 a public service wozld be broughiinto
question. In any case, increasing the funds zvzilable for the public svst2m would not
necessarily have the desired effects given ths évsfunctions z=.2 shiggishness of the
system itself,

b) Without increasing the revenue availzh:2, public radic 214 t2lzvision could
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provide more programs by cutting the cosx of their prozzms, the onlv budge: item the
stations really control. This could be effected by reducing the number of major
productions and taking advantage of the in:ernational market with its mulztude of
low-priced American programs. But it is feared that this solution will bring a reduction
in the quality of programs.

¢) A third solution had previously been unthinkable, given the mentz! framework of

government leaders: allow the private sector to fulfill the growing demand for more
programs while maintzining a public sector which woull ensure high-guzlin
programming. This is the solution adoptad.

In 1984-85, new initiatives are underzken leading to the creation of new private

stations. A fourth stadorn, Canal-Plus, is created in I\ove:n\b_ci of 1984. The initial pla=n
1s for a cultural stanon providing access for different social groups A(edn.anona; !and
social orgamzanons) but it finally starts broadcasting as a coded, pay channel, whose
programming centers on movies and spors. Although the idea of pay teievision seems
elitist in the French context, the Socialists justify this option in two ways: 1) this protects
the new channel from dependence on advertiging (this decision occurs in a period when
past ways of thinking have not been completely abandoned). 2) French industry must
master the technologies of coded broadcasting. a domair rich in economiz potential ( ).
Then in 1985, the State aliows the creatioz of a fifth stazan, entrusted to  Franco-Iraliz-
communications group, with programmizg centering oz game shows, seties and initialiv
—

m\g\jigs, as well as a sixth station offering contemporary music programs zimsad at the

young. These two channsls will be compieiely dependen: upon advertizing for their
revenue.

What considerations underiie these dacisions?

a) The government se2ks first to offer 2 wider rangz of programs by creating more
thematic or targeted stations alongside the generalist publhs stations--in other words. it
seeks to respond either to specific tastes. or to the genere’ needs of a pz— culer group of

the population at large.
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b. It seeks 10 encourege the davelopmen: of intermnationz] communices azs grouns.
capabic not only of providing French viewers with programs, but also of exporting these
programs. Among the demands placeé on the private stations is a provision reguiring
o thcmbpmducc,a\mdpr&smtmoreandmoml:rcnchpmgrams( ). This economic

necessIty is m@ the rezson for entrusting the fifth channel to Berlusconi, whose

-
e v
Co"‘q‘:‘

financiz] resources and professionalism. ascompanied by a European cultural rhetoric,
soon insiced the Socialist d&”is{on-makcrs.

¢ The governmen: sesis 1o give new L% to the public system by crezsmg rveln. It
is hoped that entrusting the new stations 1o private managers will force the public stations
to rationalize their manzgement and to take the public’s needs more into accou:. The
idea, thus, is to reform the public system from the outside, not from the inside.

d) At the same time, the Socialists wa=: o protect the public broadcasting for the
unique conmibution it can meke, given its mission, its longstanding tradition z3d its
public financing. They hope that by rapidly creating three private stations, two of which
will be wholly financed by advertizing (). they will be able to put an end to t= calls for
privatzing the public service voiced by the opposistion starting in 1984. Their theory in
this ms:znce is that the advertizing market in France is too weak to suppon!‘nﬁxa;cﬂo‘;four

advertzing-financed stations.

The er. of the public senvice model ?

Trus beginning in 198+ the Socialists’ goa! is to modzrnize the broadcastng systerm
while maint2ining a public service. The right-wing parties, which recain powe= in the
Marck 1986 elections, will efect even grez:er modifications of the audiovisuz sactor.

A new law on audioviszzl communiczzions passes parliament and is promzigated on
Sepiz=ber 30, 1986. This lzw brings two major changes 1o the existing svstz=:

1} Audiovisual commz=ication is no boager defined as a public service. U5 unid!
11986. tme understanding of the notion of public service hz2 undergone numerous

evoluzons. First, it had t2ken on broader maaning as the public stations were given

more cumerous and more precise duties( ). Ther, starting in 1984, the nosdoz starts to
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take o & more resoted sense. Jtis na 2bandoned. sinse the new privass sizons are
seen as suppliers of the public service, bzt the demands placed upon becoms much less
important For cxaxr;ple, the requiremen: of equality among 27 television viewers is
abandoned when the fifth and sixth channels are allowed not w provide their programs to
all Frenchmen ( ).

The 1986 law goes much further in that it brings into question the very id=a of a
public service broadcasting. During the debates over the 1982 law, one Socizlist déput)'
expressel the view thz: & the commuz:cetons sector is & putic service; the oxlv
difference between the broadcast and the print media is tha: ir. the first case, the State
iself provides the publiz service, whereas in the second case, private companies are
entrusted with this mission. According 1o the legislators of 1986, communicztions
services are not, by nzure, a public service. Radib and elevision do. of cozsse, have
educadonal and culome’ functions. Bu: this doesn't mea= they must nacessz=v be
considered a public service. Numerous other sectors such a¢ movies and sports play a
disarct culral and sociz! part in sociesy. the new majorizy paints out, witho:: being
considered public services.

2)The Right does no: recognize the legitimacy of State im=rvention in the audiovisual
sector. Under the twin rmfuences of th2 ideological radica¥zztion bor of their
experience in the opposidon and the refvenation of their membershin (), the Right has
abandoned its Gaullis: conception of the audiovisua! madiz 2: an integrel per: of the Stare
apparaws. "What principle gives the Sz=z2 any right to teke charge of broadoesting
televisioz and radio prozmams?” asks Frzngois Léotard, the n=w Minister of
Communications. Ten vears ago such z question would have seemed out of place: but
today, concerns about the State’s proper role are so grea! thz: it can be raised without
provolarg violen: crincism. The new communications polisy is primzty id=ological:
the government is impiementing its thaory of the free-ma-ice: in whick the Szzie's role is

merely thzt of a regulzixr. Parnsans of the State’s withd-awe” are rareh mozvatad by

© crnince! enzlyses of the pemiod during which the Stzte dommz2d One of the few experss

,E’ to have made this npe of anzalysis is Freches (1986), now aZviser for Commaunications
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to the Prime Minisies. Hes emphzsizes that, due to the State's domination, private
enterprise has been barred from the rapidly developing broadcasting sector, while the
private press and movie companies have depended heavily on the government assistance
for their survival. He feels this simation has prevented France from developing
communications groups capable of competing in the international marketplace. The tota!
mcome of the largest French commmznications group barely surpasses the advertizing
budget of a mzjor American film company.

The new govermmen: seeks 12 reduce State intervention in social and economic
activities, especially in sectors like communications where freedom of expression is at
stake. Thus. the privatization of £ public sector is high on their agenda. But they 2k
hope to modify the role of the s:z:2 as regx;lator. Although they still see a role for the
government and Pa-lizment in providing general guidance and rules for the
communicasons seCtor, the impie=znton of these guidelines should be entrusted 1o 2
body separaiz from the State. A new principal replaces the old imperative of public
service: cormpetinon. They fee! thz: by restoring the "normal conditions of economic
necessity” they will gaurantee freedom of expression and assure the economic growth of

the audiovistal sector.

The presen: sinuarior. of the audiovisual sector in France

First, the public sector has bees reduced. Initially, the Right planned to
privatize the two mzin public stzsions, TF1 and Antenne2. But this raised both practice’
and poliica! éifficuldes. The government needed to find buyers and to overcome the
French public's amachment to the existing model, while avoiding possible conflict witk
unions and the poliscal oppositior. In the end, they decided to privatize only TF1. Ths
choice of TF. rather than Anternz was obviously discussed. One of the most

convincing justficetions for priveZzing TF1 was its budgetary deficit, which would
e ————e __’,_,——————”/
e — ————————

~ aliow the governmen: o demonstz= the possibilites of private management. The

governmen: was s cnincized for s decision to privatize a public station, rather the- i;

crezie anew privez= one. Cntics esked why the private sector did not use the funds

3
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devoted to buyving TFI to increase creative effors in the audiovisuz’ sector. Two
explanantons were given: no more channels are availzble o reach a large audience ( ):
an equilibrium needs 1o be established immediz:aly between the private and public
sectors, so tha! each can benefit fully from the other. In additioc, the revenue from the
sale of TF1 will likely be reinjected into the audiovistal sector.

The privazizztion of TF1, an operatio- mad= difficuk by the lack of any preceder:
French or other, will take place after a peblic competition between buyers. The field wili
consis: of grours tnder Frenck control, éemons=esny suficien: technical and finemiiz
resources. The buyer will only hold 50% of the capizal. the res: being divided betwzzr
employees (10% and small shareholders {following the Thatcher model). The

a
preponderen: criterion will be the buyer's culmural plans.
V= S N

Another mZcetion of the reduction of the public sector is the madification of the
status of the p=>lc producnon company (SFP;. This organizasion will now be subjac: i
the same rules as private-sector companiss: ie. it will no longer depend on the State for
ix funding. The S:zte will, nevertheless. retziz 2 mzionny of the czpital.

Although the reduction of the public sector has clear symbolic and emotionzal impact,
it remains somewhat limited. There is, for instance, no change for radio. The
governmen: coasiders the legalization of private locz! ratio stztions in 1982 and the
removal of Stazz capital from the "peripheral” radio stations a: the end of 1985 suffizier:
(). We should not also that the State mzintzine coawo! of the principal audiovisue’
production company, despite its private menagemen: as well as the principa! |
transmitiag co=peay (TDF). Finally, the concepson of radio and television as the
“voice of France™ persists with the main=nance of z company providing radio abroaZ (z
sftuation not unigue to France) and the b-oadcasting company for the oversea
Cepartmens -- mszs which would especiz’y profi: fom greater auonomy in

newscasung.

The secon impoman: poinito note i= the developmen: of 2 new zudiovisuz’ svizam

1¢ the crezzon of 2 Commission Nationzt: dz 12 Commnizason et é2s Libenss (CNCL:.
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which tzkes the place of the Hawe Awrorité. T=is commission 1s g2ven fairly brozs
powess of three different sorts:

1) Like the Haute Autorité, the CNCL nz—es the directors of ths public broadsasting
SECIoT.

2) It controls private radio and televisior. companies’ entry into the bméd::esting
systeme it assigns broadcast frequencies (for 2 period of 10 years) a5 well as%.:‘l‘nc::-zﬂg
the use of cablke networks. In exercising this fenction. it must asscre pluralism it
communicenons by preventng centain compzi2s fro= zmassing > much infivenze.
The provisions of the law are extremely comm.zx. They place limir on the potentiz’
auliznce of any. paraculer company (the ceil— s varies éepending oo the medivz, 222
sesk 10 prevent monopoliss on the local level

3) It establishes precise regulations for co=panies’ cperation aad sees to thei-
ezforcement. Both privas and public compz=s=s are suject to cemzin obligesons, the
genezal nature, but not the precise modalities of whick, e deterrmined by the Stats.
Thess obligations relate primarily the condinms of the productioc of works broadzasted
by the company (a ceiling is established), conZitions for advertizing and film wocks,
and requirements for certain specific progra=s. In addizon, the pcblic companies zre
placed under special obligations (e. g. minirr—m hours of broadcas: during strikes.
transmission of governmental annoucemens—see below j. The roiz of the CNCL 1= to
deiz these conditions and to interpret them a-comding o the type of service offersZ I
cz= 1pose all or pant of the following rules: —imurr izngth o“%;:;%'fh::
tomez dsvoted to the trensmission of origina! Fr=nch wois: minim== amount of czlmure’

¢ educanonz! programming.

Finally, during a transitional period, the ONCL 1s ctzrged wit- organizing the sale
of Tr1 1o the privar: secior and reassigning Coznnels 5 znd 6 1o & Zerent ownen

Thus, CNCL wili become an importan: 27307 in the French andzovisual sectorn. which
acooding 1o the new 12w will now be subyas: o the ril= of compezsnon. Inis given
. e

pOWeSTS I Interpret the law, the exerciss ¥ whict =il infiue=oe the fun—e

10

s .

wiZ

£

orgemizanon of the priva broadcasting sect=w. and thzs the public sector also. Tzis naw
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com—issior. should soon empiny 207 persons and v evenruzly empioy 500 ani ek
budge: of 250 million francs (ca. $3§ million) in 1587. By way of comparison. £z
Hauze Autorizé had a budget of 20 million francs (c2 $3 million) 20d 30 employess.
The Amencan RCC is openly taken as a model for 1S new COMMIsSion.

Third pein:: the new audiovisual system should work towards greatsr specializatio=.
Jinked to the introduction of increased competitioc. The idea of functional speciz’zz300
is not new, since it was introduced in the 1974 law (see above). This law sought to
sepzmzi2 brozdsesung activide: o= those of procT=0n 9 the- boozdcasters conll 2hs
advantage of the best programs at the lowest price. Butthe regulzsion of relations
baswess broadcasting compasnizs and the public proZscton Compay hindered this

A provisioz of the new law provides that eack szlior will be ghie to rely on =2
procoess of it choice. The SFP wil thus be in & asmz situztioz of competitioz whe
it will have to obtain its revenue by finding clients i the nationz! aad internationza’
mzres. Nevertheless, fora period of two years. = SFP will st be assured a
minimurm number of orders from the public sector &xd TF1.

'I'ncd_ffcrca:pnvatechannslscan}ikcvnseus:mcuznsmlmng company of the=
choize or ransmit their own programs. Thus, TD= io0ses its moaopoly. But in taz sho
e, few compextors will chelienge . excep: phzps the Direcnon Générels a23
Téit-ommunicedions (DGT), & braach of the PTT:

We shouli. however, take noz of certain re—ocTession in his Process of
specizlizznon: France-Médiz Inrzmadonz! creat=" & 1932 to m=xet public progzms
ahroad, is abandoned. The government felt that tizs company was not performing
adacuzrely and that the best me-keter of programs was e broadcaster itself.

The i=plementation of thess new priaciples poss soverzl prosiems. These wio bz
exa—ina? in the following secion where we will comsider the possinle consequens=s of

the new svsier on broadcastog.
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V2at problems does the implerentatior of a new systex of
broadcasting present? Will this nev system put an end to
E-Vver—Tent pressures on troelzest journzliisr? What will be +*re

effects on programring with the advent of competition between

the privete and public sectors?

4

S$ tte nev syster econorically viable?

v

£

[

s rst pretlex in guestion is the ceracity of <te

advertising market tc guarantee financirg fcr the system, m-re

specificelly for the private cha-nels,

Twe remzrks can be made concerning this sthject:

1-Frzzce is & country where, in proportion to otzer

industrizlized coumtries, still little is invested in

advertising. Ir 1683, &dvertising irzvestmert totaled 27

biiliez french franes, which in relatioz tc the GRP represec:zs:
€C.70% ir Fra-:ce

corrzresZ to C.B3% ir Wes: Gerrcany

1.35% it Greest Britain

1.55% ir the US4

{(Scurce: Inmstitu: de Eecherche et d'Etzmie Pohlicitaire, Peris,

~

¢

ny
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2-Televisiocz ir Frasce, -agein co:;gred to other industrialized
cou=tries, is 2 1little wutilized ountlet for advertising. In
1985, total television advertising rose to 4.6 billion francs,
vhic™ represerts the fclloving percentage of all media

advertising:

4

Yre-zce

¥y

corrzrei to Zz3% in the TSt :\i

31% in Greazt Britain

£7% ir Italy

Tris sitvetioz is explained by the restrictions on
advertising revenue thzt tke public channels were able to use
(25% of total PBS revenues) ( ). A second factor played an
eguz11ly irmportant role: 2 certain nuzber of areas in the
€csoory WETE nect &llceved tc advertise on television,
particulierly rubliskirg houses, retailers, tourist-trade
busiresses =i terporers errloyment agencies.

Ltcoording to  officiel  esticztes  (Bredin, 1985), the
irzrezse in evesiletle advertising space on television, due to
the privetization of TIF1 &=2 the appearance of private channely
cculd Fieid Y=twveez 787 rillioz and 1 tilliorn francs. The

cpszizy up cf televisicz afvertising to these areas that until

£l



now have been forbidden from using it, could in time ¥iel?d
between 1 and 1.7 billion francs a year. Moreover it is
possible to increase the television advertising rates vwhose
cost per thousand viewers is presently 20X to 30X lower tha=z
the market would allow. In total taking into account the
ertire growth of the advertising market ir ¥rance, televisicz
should enjoy an "ad" market grossing about 8 billion fremcs
annually in a few years.

The PBS:%udget for 1987 forecasts app;oximately 2 billioz

francs from ad revenues. There will therefore be nearly 4 tc 5§

billion francs available to private chamnels ir the next tw:

rt

three years. It is already known that the budget for TF. will
be in the order of 2.5 billion francs and that on a totel
budget of about 1.8 billion francs Canal Plus will earn about
200 million from advertising (the rest coming fror
subscriptions). The other two privste chennels, 5 a=Z 6,
should earn 1.5 to 2 billion francs.
reep: to be
Therefore in the short-run, the syster "V viable ané shcoticd
allow for the operation of the envisioned privete channels witk
7094' programming if one estimates thzt the part o¢f tks
private channel's budget allocated to progreamming is betveez
65% and 70%. But in the longer run little extra revenue car te
expected from advertising. the ad mzrket is not infizitels
extendable: new media appear such as videotex (with more t-z= 2

rillion terminals) or private local radic stztions. Ficzllw,
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to reduce the printed press' share of the aZ merket wsuld
elicit great difficulties for that medium. It will therefore
be difficult in France to go beyond 3 or 4 private channels,
if, at least , one wants television that does iﬁé; offer
low-quality programs (gameshows, low-priced TV series bought on
the inferrafianel/ market, etc.). In particular, tc create lccel
television that offers truly original programcring as had been
envisioned in 1985, seems especially difficult wvithout looking
toward other means of financing such ;; subsidies frox local
@Quthopities or contributions from televiewers.
Perhaps a certain economic niche exists for the =S channels.
They will have two advantages:
-much lower broadcasting costs; the rent for a chamnel of TDF1
should run about 60 million francs versus 450 =xillion fro
carrying TFl or A2 signals.
-a potentially large international audience (atout 100 millior
people) that can attract new announcers. T

TN~ )

If the new system is economicazlly viable oz tte whole, the
financial stability of the public channels may coxe intc
question.

The national public broadcasting companies (&2, FE3 and
Radio-France, principally) may have a two-£fcl¢ protlez of
financing and of costs. Taxe on TV sets is & financial

resource that will hardly expand. Hostilisy toward its

jncrease 1is commonplace among parliamentarie-s znd iz the




immediate future its rafe will even be lessened since the
public sector is reduced. The long term problem which arises
is the legitimacy of this type of financing in an environment
of private and apparently free TV. Many of the French have
never well understood or accepted Vh& they must pay a tax on
their TV set, independent of “consumption” of prograzs. For
several years, the return on the tax has been poor; it is
estimated that between 300 and 700 million francs will not be
paid this year because of delinquent payers and p'irating
users. Will this phenomenon grow along with private TV that
doesn't ask for anything? And it will be difficult tc forr a
defense. From a legal standpoint, verifying ownership of TV
sets in private homes poses a problem. From an econoxic
standpoint the cost of organizing a system of verification and
payment almost equals whatever losses that would be recuperated.

Advertising constitutes an even less inexhaustable source
of revenue for the public channels than for the private ones.
If the ad market becomes saturated, then public TV would not be
as well situated for attracting announcers as would private
TV. Public TV cannot run commercials during films, which
represents guaranteed exposure for the announcers. Moreover, it
is 1likely that most of private television will be run by
pulti-media groups that will be able to offer packages of ad

space in several media (TV, radio, print)ar speeal retes.

14



Cost-control by the public channels will depend upor their
programming strategy in relation to that of the private sectcr
(see below). If they engage in a ratings race, they run the
risk of experiencing spiralling costs: higher figures to

attract the most popular IV personalities (as is done in Italy),

in order to assure the tr:adcest cf & spiriing event o = spppker

foreign TV series. This tendency already exists within PES &ud

the competition with private channels could exzcerbate it.

The French capacity in audiovisuel production

One of the great objectives of t:

[13)
th

ey systex iIs ¢t

(R}

strengthen the system of French audiovisual production in the
perspective of an internatiorzlized comruxrications market.

As indicated above, in order to rezlize this objective it

(sFFP)

was decided to put the public proéuction companinn a
competitive situation. The syster of otligztory orders plzces
by the channels to the S¥t ﬁto disappeer &after a trez-siticco
period. It is hoped that the SFF will botk retionalize its
management and since it will no longer produce exclusively fecr
the national channels, will open ur to the mneeds c¢f tkte
international market.

Will the SFP be able tc survive ir these new conditions?
For many years it has experienced fipencial difficulties
(according to estimations, about 100 francs ir deficit oz a

budget of 1.4 billion). The challerze is tc succeed iz

rodernizing the SFP while preserving tr: produztion epreretus

3§



that is unique to France. Oze oftern forgets that the financial
status of the SFP poorly tractslates its real social wutility:
the permanent avallability of an apparatus (sets, co;;:tnes,
etc.) that is accessible tec private coxparies; the mzintaining
of' a highly qualified perzanent staff while the private

companies pass the cost ¢f texporary wlererployment cf thelr

personnel to unemployme-:t insurance and therefore tc¢ the

collectivity; and finally the efforts toward resezrck a.nd

perfecting technics.

Erom
Moreover, mwh is exgected Ythat the channels will be

prohibited fror producirg tteir c»z stows/witkt the excepsicz cf
newscasts or informaticzzl progru:s). That would allowv the
production companies to fill their role to the fullest: tc find
the necessary financing, conceive projects and assexble the
talent; then to market their crestions.

This presents a two-fold grotlem:

-alongside a somewhat irsfficier: SFF, the private production
companies constitute & fregile sector (&beoo six perrznernt
companies), which has d-ze subs:tzntial subcontracting fcr the
SFP and which seems pocrly eguipped tc opereate oo an
international level.

-as long as the private sector of Frenct producticn is neot
truly competitive -a sitzstizoz thzt should teke at lezst & few
years to reverse- the pcossibility arises that the chzaznels,

being free to contract wit: the producer of their ctcice, are

14
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-going to %pok primarily towards foreig- mezrkets. The presence
of foreign stockholders in the operation of the private
channels may vell increase this possibility.

The public authorities have wunderstood this weakness and
this danger. That 1s why 1liberalizing schemes are
accompanied by more interventionist mezsures. On one kznd, the
public or the private channels will have to broadcast & certain
qupta of original productions in Frecch . On the
other hand, different mechanisms of financial support ::e put
into place to help French productior companies such as
specialized finance coxperies offering £fiscal adve-tzges, a
state-run system of guaranteed loans and grants alloving
producers to prefinance their projects. 1In fact the public
authorities are confronted with a real dilemma here: to either
defend a certain conception of Frenck culture that the
francophone market no longer allows to Dbe aprreciated
economically; or thg France put itself in the intermational
arena undoubtedly at the price of a rather radical modification
of what is a French audiovisuszl prograr, that is, less and less
the vector of a pure culture, more and mcre a culturally bkrbrid

product.
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The new broadcasting system and the news:

The conditions of televised nes have greatly improved in
France in the past thirty years. The creation of the Haute
Atorit€ was an important step in spite of persistez: gcvernment
pressures which, henceforth, are done in a "profess’ionalized"
fashion (Cayrol, 1986). Today many jourmalists believe that ar-
additional step in the liberalization of newsreporting could be
reached with the advent of competition from privete channels.
It is difficult to predict how the nev syster, bzrr fror the
1986 law, is going to function but one can already attempt to
consider its possible effects on televised news.

an/

1- PBS news programming

Firstly it must be noted that in the immediate future a single
public televised newscast will be available ir prime-tire
(8pm-10pm) on A2. Until now FR3 only brosdcested a brief
bulletin at 7pm and a more complete newscast at tte ezd of the
evening mainly forr management level
professionals. The principal risk therefore is tc have all the
political pressures concentrate on the prograr showvz by 42
which because of its status as public channel will be expected

to set the standard for neutral and objective mnews. £nd since

.(/\/\_’_ -
the law imposes an obligation of plurelity oz tke public

programming companies, this stenderéd will ©be even morTe
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expected. Certainly in the case of TF1 which for the short
term will be the sole provider of a widely watched televised
newscast, the obligation will be @uivalent. >

But in the case of the other private channels
the CNCL will be able to adapt the rule to the particular
situation of ééé£ channel. For exazyle, the CRCL right decziie
that the plurality rule can be relaxed for the 5th chanrel
because that channel does mnot broadcast over the entire
territory:an hat the "true” p1u£élity is guaranteed by
the public channels.

A second factor may influence the type of newscasts thst
the public channels are going to offer. The public chaﬁnels
are the only ones obliged to broadcast official statements of
the President of the Republic and of the government, and the
responses of parliamentary parties given to ther by right since
1982, Moreover they must transrit certain parlisrentery
debates (but not in prime-time) under the control of the
Parliament and reserve time for certain political groups,
unions or professional organizations. Once can iragine that
the private channels will follow and broadcast a ststerent
by the President of the Republic. But the treatrent Ezy be
different: the private channel can for exarple select excerpts
from the speech, inserting reactions alcngside ther. Tne saxe
message can therefore have a different allure: institutional

for the public channel, more lively for the private ones.
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On the contrary, a public channel can haﬁg certain
advantages in the matter of news. Televised news is expensive
(6500 francs per minute in 1985) and it is often considered
less e&fhdent « in terms of natings than other types éf

N
programming. Because making a profit is not one of their
objectives and to the extent thet thke creation of private
channels does not lead them into a ratings race (see below),
French public channels can be wmore in;Iined to progran
newsmaga;ines and special editions of news programs. Besides
it is this type of programming that has already built the
reputation of French public TV and constitutes & sort of
culture that is rooted in public organisms. ‘3\\,r11/72/
P

A final ©positive element that can emerge frozm the
competition with the private sector is linked to the pursuit of
the scoop. Often teams of journalists from the public channels
were incapable of <covering certain events or of fully
exploiting sources on account of manzgement's adrinistrative
rules that they had to respect (for exar;le, liritations of the
length of time that technicians could work, complicated
procedures for obtaining funds, the necessity of justifying the
use of projects funds to the public acccimtants instead and not
for whatever results these funds Eigtt engendeg. Pressure
stemming from more quickly operatic-s teams of ©private

journalists could lead to more elasticity on the part of

management in the public channels,



and
2- Private channed newvs prograrm—ing

The important point here is to know what is going to be the
attitude of the owner of the channel in regards to broadcast
Journalism. There are Zguidelines in tkis domain. The
ownership of capital does not alvays mean the control of
ccntent. Certain owzers 1invest iz & revsperer or televisicz
corpany as they wouléd in any other sector ir the econory it
hopes of earning profits and leave the editorial
responsibilities to the profession.:al. Other owners, on the
contrary, consider their newspaper or television station as ar
cutlet for personzl expression, concert therseives cleosely with
the messages broadcasted, and choose their principal
Journealists.

It is still too early to know which case will be applied by
the future owners of TFl which for sometime will be the only
private channel offering genuine nevs-orierted programs ( ).
Arong those seeking tc buy TF1l there is the Eersant group vhose
rightist political orientation is clezr and overt. Tnis groug
rlayed an irportant role in the lest electoral! carcpaign by
systeratically supporting the candidztes thst went on to forr
the present majority of the right ( } in its nucerous dailies
znd on its local radio stations. Thet lawv whtich privitizes TFl
stipuletes thzt the choice of the cpsrztcr rust be rade while
teking into account the necessity cf assurirg plurality in the

rews, and moreover avciding the crezticz of dorinant corpanies

&1



potential degree of plurality offered by private television
therefore will depend upon the CRCL wvhich is in charge of
selecting the operator of TFl.

For what will follow and on a more general level, the CNCL
possess limited means for acting on how private channels inform
vievers. Its moral power wkich comes froz public
recommendations, directly opposes the legitimate right of all
owners to manage his property as he sees fit. The law of'1986
specifies that the r-ighté of Jjournalists from public channels
are independent of their opinions, beliefs, or political or
religious affiliation. Such protection does not exist for the
private channels. The only means of real action available to
the CRCL for correcting a situation where the mews is overtly
slanted will be the non-renewal of the private channel's
license.

Advertising revenue, upon which the private channels will
depend entirely, [nq.y have a real influence on televised news.

On the context: the desire for meximum viewers mey lead to

emphasizing a certain political centrism and to dispelling

points of view that are two extreme; alse, the pressures
of announcers on the context are always something about which
to be concerned.
vnat is at risk of most likely changing is tte form. It is
onplicete TV
not yet known if newsYwould be interrupted by cormercials.

But whatever the case, the managing of time on a private

channel will undoubtedly be different fror that of the public
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channels which until now has been rather lax. Interviewing and
debating styles could be modified. On the French public
channels journalists rarely interrupt a statement that is too
long, and if they do so they will elicit a protest from the
person who is speaking. On a private channel, the need to
broadcast commercials could make this type of interruption, as

well as the constraint of the time clock, admissible.

News and growing media

Beyond the private or public management of channels the new
French broadcasting syster hardly cores close to the ideal
model of print journalism where plurality in the news is
favored by the nwvmber of pePers.  France did go from 3
channels to 6 but the growth in channels did not translate into
a proportional growth of mnewscasts, for reporting the news is
costly. Thus Canal plus only broadcasts brief bulletins plus a
weekly newsmagazine. So far €hannel 5 does not have a newvs
program even though one is p&hne:’ . Along the same lines,
local private radio stations generzlly devote only & limited
amount of time to nevs. The development of some 20
decentralized radio stations created by public radio seems to
have been interrupted both for economic and political reasons.
The new audiovisual scene will realistically change 1little
about the situation of local news reporting in France, which
remains subjected to a quasi-monopoly of regional dailies
except if the public secter decides to act in this domzin (see

infra).
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- Only the; take-off of videotex for the morent presenfs other
possibilities of expression in the French audiovisual system.
Contrary to foreign systems, the French videotex system known
as Teletel, is in effect becoming a mass-mediur (Vedel, 1987).
It allows practically anyone to broadcast messages destined for

all the subscribers on the telephone and m-recver te crganize
interactive communication (direct debates, questior-answer
ses;ions, etg.). Political parties, unions and 1large
organizations are discovering the potential of this medivm .
More than conventional television or cable and its

public access, videotex can be for France ac elezezt in the

transformation of /»lﬂ'v'ca’ commvnicaher .

The respective roles of the public and private sectors

Generally two models are envisioned

1- In the first one, public sector programring is defined as
the negative of private sector programming. Thet is, public
television produces all that private TV is neither otliged or
willing to do.

~-Firstly public TV fulfills the public service mission that the
State imposes upon it: transmission of political comxumigques,
on air access for political groups or unions, consuzer affeirs
and religious programming, obligatory breczdcasts of

performances from the Comedie francaise, etc.. Eere puhlic TV

[

s no more than a common carrier and not & true Erzster of

program content.



~Public TV could afso be a TV of research and innovation,
programming educational or cultural shows that private TV would
not run because they receive low ratings. What will be
important for this type of public television will not be to
maximize the ratings of each program, but to do so
comprehensively over a longer period of time. It wIll be abou:
successively reaching small audiences which, as a whole,
represent the spectrum of televiewers and not one auvdience that
is always the same,representing-ﬁnly one part of the population
even if it constitutes a majority. In other words,

public television wald satisfy tre public by
satisfying many different publics .

Depending on how these two functions are articulated and
realized this model can be called the cultural ghettoc model or
the TV reference model or television of value standerds.

2- The second model is a model in which the putlic channels
accept ﬁhe criterion of maximum rating as fundarentel to their
legitimacy and define programming from the exazyle of private
channels. As Guillou nctes (1986), emphasis wczld then be
placed on fictionms , entertainmrent shows &xd gameshows;
one would witness higher prices in order to obtzin the most
popular programs and personalities; the funis would be
proportional%yto the expected audience - T-is £kodel cof
competition already existed in a premature stage within the
would
PBS. The privatization of TPt Yonly change the s:aztus of one

of the competitors but not the relations witz the othes

aliveated
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channel, A2. The problem that would be faced‘if this model
came into fruition would be the reaction of televiewers and
that of members of parliament and the government. The first
group might not accept giving to pay for public channels that
are not at all distinguishable froz private ones. The second
group would be worried that public Tv, ir order to keep a large
audience, would neglect the objectives that are imposed upon it.
Tﬁé realization of these models-and the evolution towards
possibly a third model will depend on a number of factors among
which the most prominent are:
~Institutional constraints.
Public and private channels will be subjected to programming
obligations. Here the CNCL can play an important role in
assuring that the constraints on the public sector are not
inordinately burdensome in relation toc the public sector. It
help in
could formﬁv a complementary rappert rather thzn favor arc
unbalance system inevitably leading the public sector into =&

cultural ghetto.

-The strategic choices of the public sector leaders

Taking into account the constraints imposed wupor them, the
leaders of public channels still hzve & pargin of freedox. The
method of financing the public sectcr protects ther fror having
to seek only high ratings. It is ur to them to reconcile the

demands of the audience and those c¢f the culture. Establishing



prograr schedules that cater to the public at large during
prime-time and to portions of the public at other times is only
a sinpl;sﬁc an/mwfir vay to reach this synthesis (why must one
go to bed late because one does not share the tastes of the
majority)?

One of tte advantages of the putlic sector, as Neuschwander
and others point out (1986), is having at its disposal an
apparatus covering the entire territory and a special trust in
the i’rench regions. There is surély a card to be played here:
that of local and regional news reporting which may expand to
service and educational programs; a=? that of exploiting 1local

cultural wealth on a national level.

~The evolution of the audiovisual syster

It is necessity to integrate the possible evolution of the
audiovisual system which will create both new restrictions and
new opportunities. The appearance of the DBS channels, the
developrent of cable can resuvlt in a4a growing number of
specialized channels (thematic or for targeted audiences). The
public channels should position thermselves in relation to this
new reality which could quarter ther in an institutional ghetto
unless they prepare for this evolution. Guillou (1986) notes
thaet tke public sector could fulfill the role of impetus anc
coordination for creating a complerent to the channels géared

towzrds a specific audience. It coulé put into placquuality
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co-productions that will be appreciated in different media over
a rather 1long period of time; what the public sector can
undoubtedly do better than can the private sector because it is

not obligated to look for short term profits.

~The behavior of televiewers

This is without a doubt an important variable and not only
in terms of ratings, but also in terms of the expectations and
habits of consum:erism. Rearly thirty years -of public TV
probably has not left French televiewers immuvneé .. They are
certainly attached to specific types of prograc—ing. Tre
relative failure of the 5th channel is interesting in the
respect that one cannot change television overnight. The
French may get used to movies being interrupted by commercials
or to the proliferation of -";nerican—style gameshows, but that
will take time. And in the short term, the tastes of
televiewers as they have been formed by 1long dealings with
public TV, will constitute a restrictive element for the
possibilities of changing televised programs. In the sare
manner, employees of TV companies are et Ked specific
professional habits and values.

By selling TF1l to private concerns one is not only selling

walls and equipment that can be used in any way. One &lsc

cedes & business culture that cannot be quickly changed ani a
attached

wealth of potential televiewers that are ¥~ to a certain icdes ef

television s,
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