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BROADCASTING SEMINAR, 21 SEPTEMBER [ & ¢

.

In preparation for Monday's seminar, the Prime Minister may
wish to see the enclosed copy of the Home Secretary's speech today
in Cambridge to the Royal Television Society Convention.

Nigel Wicks wrote to William Fittall on 15 September about
"Video Nasties" and as you know the subject came up again at
yesterday's briefing for the seminar. We will let you have a full
reply to Nigel's letter as soon as possible: in the meantime you
will no doubt have already drawn the Prime Minister's attention to
the note on video recordings which was annexed to the paper about
broadcasting standards and sex and violence on television which

the Prime Minister saw recently. I attach a copy of that annex
for ease of reference.

Copies of this letter and enclosures go to Alex Allan

(Treasury) and Jeremy Godfrey (DTI).
/J§¥tu$h #SAthMX““
;o / e,

David Norgrove, Esq
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ANNEX A

VIDEO RECORDINGS

| P The Video Recordings Act 1984 - based on a Private Member's
Bill prepared and stronqu supported by the Government - came into
operation on 10 September 1985. The Act pthlbltS the supply of a
video recording containing a video work which has not been given a
cerlificate by the British Board of Film Classification. The Act
is being applied in stages to successive classes of video work, so
as to give time for their submission to and clearance by the
Board. Since 1 September 1986 a certificate has been required for
all English-language video works except those which are identical
to cinema films registered with the DTI between certain dates. It

is envisaged that all video works will be subject to the Act from

. September 1988.

2% The 1984 Act was founded upon the availability of the BBFC to
operate it. 'The Board commanded respect because it has since
1912, on a non-statutory basis, censored cinema films to general
satisfaction, including the satisfaction of local authorities who
are statutorily responsible for preventing the showing of
unsuitable films but who in practice adopt the Board's )
classifications. The Board carries out its video functlons under
the supervision of a President and two Vice-Presidents de51gnated
by the Home Secretary of the day, but it remalns an- 1ndependent
body which could withdraw its services at any time. There -i's a
“Video Consultative Council composed of representatlves of local -

 auLhor1t1es and of the video trade and of persons of 1nd1v1dual

dlstlnct;on, which regularly meets officers of the Board to ::

discuss general issues.
3.  These arrangements are working well. -~ “Video nasties” have

disappeared from the shops. The videovtgaﬁe has come round to the

view that the Act is in its interest becau$§*claésification helps

-1-
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its image and promotes the family market. The Board says that it
has refused certificates to 13 video works, all because of
violence, and cuts 29% of those passed for adult viewing, more
than any of its counterparts in the EC. " The trade do not objecl.

Artistic critics tend to complain that the Board are too severe.

Very few complaints have been made that they are too lax.

4. There are arrangements for appeals against the refusal -of a
certificate or against a decision to place a work in a particular
category. There is no provision for appeals against the grant of
a certificate, since it is not practicable - nor would it have
much effect - for a certificate to be revoked after issue. 'Three

appeals have so far been made, two of which have been allowed.

5a A watchdog organisation with the functions I envisage for
broadcasting could not operate very satisfactorily in conjunctlon
with the BBFC. The Board itself already exercises the closest
form of supervision possible - that of censoring video works
individually and in the closest detail - over cinema managers and
video shops. The Video Recordings Act is a success for Lhe
Government, received very broad support and has not been
fundamentally questioned. It would ‘not be sensible to 1mply that
. these arrangements are defective. Nor would 1t be sen51ble to
establish a new body with the function of declaring whether y
individual works were acceptable, when the supply of these works

- ‘would ex hypothesi have been authorlsed by another body exer01s1ng
statutory functions. Although the Board have not’ been consulted
I would expect their response to be that, 1f the new body S vnew‘;

is to be preferred to thelrs, the new body should 1tself exerCLse

. the censorship role. The Board take their duties very serlously,

often consulting with psychiatrists and others - including
potential viewers - on the effect of 1nd1vxdual scenes lhey
could say that they have as much adv1ce to give to a new body as
the new body has to give to them, and they would probably be

right. e ik
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1-’ SECRETARY'S SPEECH TO ROYAL TELEVISION SOCIETY CONVENTION

9,30 am on 18 September 1987

It is a great pleasure to bé invited once more to address the RTS

" Biennial Convention. I am delighted to have this opportunity to
share with you some ideas about the development of the television .
system. ‘Television is a successful and\growing section of British
industry working in an increasingly competitive market. But is also
something far more. It is a social and cultural enterprise which
has a formidable influence in shaping our society. It helps to
determine how people view the world about them: it colours
attitudes and informs opinions. For the most part those who work in
British television produce programmes of creditable quality and know
that with the exceptionally powerful medium to which they have

access must come a substantial responsibility.

The title of this talk is not "The Government fights back". Among
other recent excitements in the television world, we were all -

diverted by Denis Forman's Dimbleby lecture a few weeks"égo. And

diverted in two ways. First, because the lecturé"was.%;as,l would

expect - entertaining. Second, because it led us wiftiiy away from -

what I see as the main challenge noﬁ’iscing us: which is-té_ -.

= ﬁxst:engthen'tﬁeupoSition”oifthe;viener:asfthe~brnadta§£ipg _

environment - technologica1,~sociéi and Efinancial —“dévelops; We
‘need a framework which will accommodatefﬁﬁése ch;hges_dnd>at the

same time ensure, for the viewer,-higg p;ogramme-standards, a wide

range of choice and value for honey._'Denis,gorman answered his

L
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question - who are the masters now? - by talking about politicians,
the broadcasting authorities, international media mercenaries and

television producers. There were, to be fair, brief references .at

the beginning and end, like the nub ends of a loaf, to the viewer,

but an I being too unfair in saying that tne lecture gave the
impression that the viewer was seen as a powerless and paesive ,
recipient of what others choose to give him? To my mind this is
topsy turvy. Broadcasting is about programmes, and programmes are
for viewers. The job of broadcasting policy is to ensure that the
individual viewer, as consumer, citizen and taxpayer, gets the best
service that broadcasters are able to provide. If Qe were to treat
the viewer, in Denis's words, as a constitutional Monarch only, then
we will not get broadcasting policy right. The viewer is not sinply

there to accept whatever advice you or I tender to him.

The job of getting the policy right is a continuous process. This
of course puts the legislator‘in a difficulty. ﬁvery now and then
the framework within wnich broadcasting operateé'needs to be changed
if it is not to be stult1fy1ng We are at sucn“a“momenr now. But
the facts, interests, opinions and p0551b111t1es whlch the i

leglslator has to take into account Shlft from week 'to week. He is
e lt:q:mg 4o take a still photcgraphmfe.a :x:ap;dly mv:.ng sce.ne.- _The
< sage'dellberat1ons of‘whltehall anﬂ-HEStmlnstex are- cnnstantly
| ,1nterrupted by ingenious entrepreneurs and pa551onate evangellsts
" bustling through the door w1th some_new 1dea, some new technological
discovery which, they say, traneférms the whole Scans and compels us
to start afresh. There will never be a homenr when everything stops
moving so that we can click the shutter and get a clear picture of
the scene. But we cannot let that fact hold us.baék.

.,




There comes a time, which is not today but must be fairly close now,
when we have to decide what proposals to put tp Parliament for
changes to the framework of’broadcésting. Precisely because we
cannot claim to foretell the future or know what the viewer will
choose or the engineer make possible, that.gramework needs to be as

flexible as we can make it without losing its purpose. We must, as

far as possible, act as enablers rather than grand architects.

This was the spirit in which the Peacock Committee approached its
task, and I believe it is the right one. The immediate issue which
prompted the Committee's appointment was the possibility of
financing the BBC through advertising - and we should not forget the
considerable controversy over the increase in the BBC licence fﬁee
which was one of the spurs to action. But its terms of reference,
quite deliberately, also invited the Committee to consider any
proposals for securing.income from the consumer other than through
the licence fee: that is, amoné other things, from subscription.
This naturally 1led the.Committee-tb ifs‘éénCept éf a future where a
free and fully competitive market in broadcasting mightAbg
attained. Whatever coﬁciusions eaéﬁ gf us_cqﬁéé:tb on the various
specific proposals in tﬁé'feport; the}e can'belgo_doybtAthat they

Sy zthonghtuiﬂélyanﬁﬂid':agmﬂjni_:. a1 ;.;_-.'

As you will know, the Peacpck.Cqﬁmiﬁtee qbncluded that the present

requlated duopoly mimicked well the kind of free market which it
wished to see - but which in an age of spectrum scarcity was not
hitherto realisable. I would endorse the Committee's tribute to all

of you who work in what is not only an industry but also a brand of

.
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journalism, of the performing arts and much more besides. Our
system has succeeded in producing a service wh?ch is both of good
quality and diversity and of consiéerable ard sustained popularity.
But the Committee argued both that the present_system could be
improved - made more efficient and more’ responsive to thefviewer'sl
wishes - and that it could not in any event be sustained
indefinitely. The Committee identified three stages for the
development of broadcasting, with the first taking us through in the
1990s, with the bulk of television supplied by only a limited number
of channels. The Committee's recommendations for Stage One were
intended, first, to secure the continuity of BBC finances; secong,
to maintain television quality and standards;-and third, to prepare
the way for future stages and in particular for the exercise of

consumer choice and sovereignty.

We have, of ceurse, already accepted the Committee's advice that the

-

BBC should not be made.to depend oh‘edVertieing finance and that the

television licence fee should be kept in line with the RPI.

A system entirely dependent on competltlon for advertlslng revenue
<r-nd1ﬂ as Peacock S0 clearly_hruught nut have'zealfﬂangezs +- Ingder
such a system a broadcaster ﬂnes.nnt séll to‘the ccnsumer its
“prlmary product - namely programmes rather it sells a secondary
product - advert151ng time - to a th1rd party, the advertiser. This
inevitably distorts tge ability of the viewer to signal his

preference and the value he places on the television programmes he

receives. Such a system also values predictability: hence the very




long runs in the United States for any successful format, and the
scarcity of the single.drama which has so often been a high point in
our schedules. It is right;that iﬁ presentjcircumstances we should
continue to ensure that the two halves of the duopoly do not compete
for the same pool of finance. One half looks to advertising and the
BBC looks to the licence fee. Nonetheless, it is a clear drawbackf
that neither brings the programme producer into direct contact with‘
the consumer, and it is for that reason that we have been taking

forward our study of the prospects for subscription financing.

As you will know, we published in July the Consultants' report on
the technical and economic feasibility of introducing subscription
television. Subscription as a payment mechanism is already emerging
through cable, through subscription teletext and it is in prospect
through DBS. BSB plan that one of its channels should be financed
through subscription. As the consultants' report brings out there
is an importaﬁt choice betwéen the use of subscription as a way of
providing mainstream fihaﬁce fé:ia-téleQision service as a whole, -
and as an ancillary source of finance for new supplementary

services. . It may indeed be that subscription”can be used at first

to supplement exisEing'programme'sérviges, by allowing viewegs who

fn-iShztnxﬂn;sn"to;péyGtﬁjohtain;pmemdnm;pxngiammgsyuhjnh tha

broadcaster cpuiﬂ not otherwise afford to provide, with pefhaps

'subscriptipn graduallj_ﬁeing dsea to-fihanée the system as a whole.
On publishing thé'repdrt we made i£ élear that we would welcome
comments by fhe e;d of Sgptember. As yet we have ourselves taken no
firm view on thé ﬁattér. But I remain interested in the potential

of subscription, partly as a new source of finance for our

-




television services and partly as a way of bringing those operating
the system into a direct relationship with the consumer. The
attractions of principle are undoubted: we now need, informed by the

consultants' report and the response to it, to see what the

- -

implications of various options are in practice.

For the immediate future our decision to tie the licence fee to the
RPI will secure the continuity of BBC finance, as Peacock wanted,
and provide strong incentives for the improvements in efficiency to
which I know the Governors and senior management are committed. I
am impressed by the way they have bitten on the bullet.- Peacock was
clear that one of the weaknesses in the present protected duopoly
was that there was not enough of a competitive market to restrai;
inefficiency and restrictive practices of various kinds. Inflation
in broadcasting costs, and the restrictive practices which can fuel
that inflation, need to be_tackled as least as vigorously as
inefficiency and inflation elsewhere. The press has shaken itself
free of that fatal émbrace;‘bfoadcéstihg can do the same.

There are a number of recommenddfions by the Peacock Committee whicb"

are inten&éd_to bring in greatét'ma}ket and competitive disciplines,

*fﬁﬁ:bfstinmaafing the:aﬁilityﬁpfithé inﬂnéfiy:tuﬁsatisfy‘thervieﬁeménf-

We come back to the primacy of the viewer. The Peacock Committee
has been cfiﬁicised in some quarters for placing a lot of weight on
efficiency and the removal of unnecessary obstacles to the operation

of market pressures. These critics have constructed a dangerous




dichotomy between efficiency and programme quality: the pursuit of
efficiency, yes, they say, 3 useful and desirable objective so long
as it does not interfere with the serious business of making good
quality programmes. Oof course, good programmes will not necessarlly

be cheap programmes OI vice versa.. But we. should nevertheless be
prepared to see efficiency and quality as two sides of a slngle_ ‘
coin: providing viewers with the best service possible at the best
possible price. Efficiency is to do with ensuring that the
resources available for programme making are used to best effect, so
that the resources are there which enable a camera team to be sent
to cover a good story and so.that a new drama series can be mounted
in place of a repeat. To improve the efficiency with which
programme making resources are used in order to make possible a'.
petter quality of product is not to mimick the Goths, Vizigoths and

vandals as they closed in on Rome - and should not be treated as

such.

The Peacock Committee was at palns to stress that it was not

advocatlng what the report calls commerc1al 1315582 -faire. In
c1rcumstances where the ordlnary v1ewer does not yet have a

mu1t1p11c1ty of channels o choose from and no way of dlrectly
fntn:e 1S'nnt'so stralghtforwarﬂ 'But-the furthet"we-aﬁvance down
that path, the more the burden of proof will change: where there

are restralnts on compet1t1on the stronger will become the need to

justify them.

Wwith this in mind, we are now considering, in preparing a

Broadcasting Bill, a package of proposals which are to do with




promoting efficiency, competition and diversity.

First; we are looking at the case for tefor@ of the system of
awarding ITV contracts. _The Broadcasting Act of 1987 provided for
the present contracts to be extended for a-i&mi;ed period. to create
an opportunity for reform to be considered. There are prébably nof
many people who believe that the present arrangements are ideal.
They take the form of a competition, but one in which it is not
clear that all the participants are operating with the same currency
or the same exchange rate. The IBA has done its duty under the Act;
but changes which the present system has from time to time brought
about have had a touch of the artificial and arbitrary about them.
The members of the IBA, men and women of talent and total integrity,
have been make to look from time to time, through no fault of their
own, like the late Duke of Newcastle bestowing his boroughs. There
'may_therefore be a case, as the Peacock Committee proposed, for a
tender proceddré which includes within it more transparent and
therefofe'mbré aefensiﬁié-mecﬁanishs for determining who gets a

contract. The implications of such a change for regulation and the

levy would, natﬁra}ly,'qeed-éé be weighed with care.

1ﬁant we nnst.ask go thet;mesent nnntract g levy“pmnceﬂnres e
‘ strmulate the yrogtamme-cnmpaazes to'be fastamov1ng,.aﬂaptab1e and

‘ eff1c1eqt? Do they stlmulate "fresh thinking by the broadcasters and

diVefsitf,for the viewers?

The same questions apply in the case of another important and

perhaps under-discussgd feature of the ITV federation; the network




system. I welcome the fact that the IBA, and the ITV companies

themselves, are now considering reforms to it. We may have our own
views to contribute. A network isnclearly needed and makes economic
sense: 1if a good programme is made it should be seen nationwide
since-that will incur no additional cost. .&hat is less certain is
whether such a high proportion of networked material shouid arrive/
automatically by divine right, without surmounting some competitive
process of selection. There is a sense in which present
arrangements are an accident of history. 1In the absence of a more
competitive process based on programme quality, there can be no
guarantee that the viewer is receivihg the best programming
available. The present system may offer insufficient incentives to

all the programme companies to seek out and nourish programme makers

of talent.

This obviously links_in>with the live issue of access for
independent'producers. We have made the objective clear - 25% of
new programmes on BBC and ITV should be prov1ded by independent
_producers as 'soon as p0551b1e. Some useful progress has already

been made, whlch I welcome. I have also, however, made it clear

that the p0551b111ty of leglslatlon to ensure that the target is met

Itnaunsquen.lf It,JS‘neeﬂed.

We are sure that 1ndependent producers have much to offer the

:_\v1ewer,-and deserve a fair opportunity to compete for access to both

“‘regional and network services.




We are also considering the Committee's proposal that Channel 4
should be reconstituted, without putting at ri§k its ability to meet
its distinctive programming }emit.”

There are various ways in which this might.be dpne, and it negds to
be remembered that Channel 4 is not an island and cannot ﬁe
considered in isolation from the rest of our broadcasting system. I‘
think that the Channel 4 Board had this in mind when they expressed
the view some months ago that they would not wish to see ruled out
the possibility of alternative structures for Channel 4 as part of a

more general restructuring of UK television.

I have spent the last few minutes talking about possible changes
within one side of the existing duopoly. I am making no
announcement today of Government decisions on these matters. My
colleagues and I are examining them carefully - the issues I have
faiséd»éré éléarly interrelated - and we shall present our
cdnéldsibﬁs to ygﬁ'énd.ﬁp_Parliament as soon as we can. The
commentators have béen lgaping mégrily ahead like hares in this

© race, but, rest assured, the tortoise of Government is on its way -

Lgna:ﬁiilgcertainly'be sﬁimuLated by the Prime Minister's seminar

—fg;ghefﬁhmediate‘future; the majority of viewers will continue to

) {;f;fy-aﬁ the programme services provided within the duopoly. But

w_—ihét situation is changing and will continue to change. Since I

”;aSt addressed your Conference a contract has been awarded by the

IBA for a British DBS service. There is the potential here for

o




!rst three, and then five, entirely new services, available

throughout the country.to all who obtain the necessary equipment to
receive them. Here, potentially, is a doublino of the range of
choice for the viewer. There are already other satellite services
whose-future development.may be linked to tﬁe development_of caole.
There are other ways in which the constraints of spectrumiscatcityi
may be overcome. You will know that our consultants on subscription
referred to the possibility of new off-air terrestrial services
either in the VHF or UHF bands. Off-air services at high
frequencies may well become possible in the next few years. We need
to establish what I might call the engineering possibilities - and
this audience will hardly be amazed to learn that there is not
entire unanimity among the experts on these matters - before we oan

L
consider the lines of policy for the years ahead.

But there are other, and more immediate, ways of creating new

programme services that do not depend on additional channels. For

'the;most'paft the night'hours still remain unused - although I

-t
Te

notlce that an- 1ncre351ng number of the ITV companles have begun to

camp out in them of late. I remain to be convinced that.there is

’;,:_any corollary to squatters rights on the airwaves. _Peacock's

'yropnsal uas-that:the nnn—occupled nzght-t:me.hnnxs«ni tte,anc.znd
ITV'televlsron wavelengths should be Treed’ ixnm‘programme Tegulation
andfsold for broadcasting purposes. I find some difficulty in the

1dea that these hours should be free of regulation altogether. 1If

- ij regulation is justified even when adults are expected to be the main

."';_aodience then it is justified at night too. Nonetheless the idea of

‘using the night hours to bring into being new kinds of programme




service, and perhaps new programme providers, is one with many
attractions and we shall be giving it the serious consideration

which our subscription consultants proposed.

- o

I hope that it will be clear from -what I have said so far'that our
concern for the quality and range of programmes available for the

viewer is paramount in our thinking. We shall therefore be seeking
to provide a framework which enables such programmes to be made and

then shown, but which also weeds out those programmes which fall

short of accepted standards of taste and decency or which are

excessively or gratuitously violent. If we are truly concerned
about programme standards, we need to have the right mechanisms in
place to respond to the widespread public concern about the display

of violence and sex on our screens.

:I need not dwell on the sombre form that this concern has taken on

'1n the llght of the tragic events at Hungerford. Nor would I seek

»fo place an over 1av1sh share of the ills of society at your door.
Bu;_clearly_the.;ndustry, and those responsible for its requlation -
'indluding mféeif - must recognise that the power of the medium of

-

telev151on carrles w1th it special respon51b111t1es. Most people
Jnclnﬂzng;nnst of the yonng.uho.see programmes shuw1ng vlolence as
entertalnment are able to teep-what they see separate from the1r own
_-i;ges. AThey recognlse the frontier which marks the willing
—T~-}suspen51on of disbelief, although there is of couise an important
questlon about the risks of crossing and re- crossing that frontier

':T_too often and too willingly. But beyond that I myself am persuaded

_that there are a minority of viewers for whom such a




frontier does not exist. What they view, what they think, and what
they do form a confused and massive force at the centre of their
lives. We have too to be alert toithe possible insidious effect of

too heavy a general level of violence on television in giving a

- -

false idea of its prevalence in our society, or in making it more

difficult for some viewers to reject the idea of using vielence_to
achieve individual aims. Television is a medium with mass appeal.
It is more intrusive and compelling than the newspaper, the magazine
or the £film in the cinema, though all these also have their

responsibilities.

We are therefore committed by our election manifesto to bringing
forward preposals for stronger and more effective arrangements te
ensure independent oversight of programme standards in respect of
violence and public taste, without weakening the primary
"responsibilities in this important area of the broadcasting

5authorities themselves. The nature of the broadcast medium is such

that spec1al arrangements for its regulation need to continue. This

—means that we requlre our broadcastlng authorltles to exercise

”vdlrectvsuperv1sory respon51b111ty - about wh1ch I shall be speaking

to the Chalrmen of the BBC and the IBA later thlS month. We shall

jﬂﬂé} alsoihexhr:ng:ng41mnaﬂnast1ng‘-mth:n.the lawini.tte.aznﬂ'sn:far ‘AS
*o‘bscern'ty is ~oncerned. In 'aﬁvhtxon, we ‘are 'loohm; as set out in our.
-Manlfesto at the right form for a new body to reflect public interest in

standards on matters of sex and violence - of which, in my view, violence is

more important.




Nor, in this context, shégld we forget the wider broadcasting
picture. We have already recognised, perhaps more than other
countries, that television programme services are likely
increasingly to cross frontiers. We do not propose to place any
inhib;tions in the way of this in-pursuit.o% economic
protectionism. It is however important that there are adéquate
arrangements to ensure the maintenance of programme standards. Thaf
is why we have been active in the work going on through the Council
of Europe to develop a binding Convention on broadcasting. We see
the need for a common understanding on programme standards and the
need for open doors, or open skies, as two halves of the same
proposition: namely, that television programme services, though no
doubt reflecting their native cultures, will be increasingly -
international in their availability, and to some extent in their

character.

CONCLUSIONS

I do not see television as under attack, and certainly not from the fﬂf

Government. Politicians and broadcasters have been scrapping about ;;ff.
bias, and from time to time will scrap again. Thé%gfis'ﬁoﬁhing new .. ..

- -

‘niéparfinnlarly frightening about that, ‘though each prnfeSsinn:teﬁﬂs: -

fﬁtn*get’in-a-panic about {he'poﬁer of the other._:Eéch should be T
prepared to listen attentively'to the other, just-iq:qgse;ghey hea;”
, something useful. The ground rules are prettf wei}fﬁhoﬁﬁ, and have‘
7 operated quite successfully through recent contfovéfgies. We'really
must not let these arguments divert us from the muéh-moré d;ffi;ult

‘task of setting the framework of the future. Our concern is to

.




unlock the possibilities of television in the way which brings the

greatest benefits to the vieéwer in the form of good and varied

programmes. This is exciting work for all of us with a care for the

-

health and vitality of television..







