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Final lxamination

Business and government are not only compatible but

such a degree that it is often difficuvlt fo distinguish

tween the two. Some would have us believe the opposite

true, Harold Agnew (advisor to Ronald Reagan) would have

believe that anti-trust and conflict-nf=interest laws are

example of an "'almost adversarial' relationship hetween
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dustry and government.” The problem with this view is that

business and government have worked hand in hand on almo

“every mejor technologicel development that can be imagin

The advancement of technology has seen the governme:

and business eng

ship. When the government wanted advanced technologies

at
ad,

,-VL

ged in a sort of mubtually parasitic relation-

for

defense communications or weapons all they needed was a de=-

fense contract with a private corporstion. This corpora
wowld develop such technologies and once they are nmade u

ful the ceorporation owns the righis btoward menufacturing
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these products for retaill sales, Thus, the government has

the newest and most advanced technologies at its disposal.

On the other hand the business carries the manufacturing

dispersing rights with the blessing of government.

ness and governuwent people s

Why is it that the bus

ready to pursue such helpful policies ftoward on another?
main surge toward such policlies comes from the Advisors
preaidents surround themselves with., These advisors are

pulied out of a big

buginess "mini-government in walting.

and
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This becomes most visible 1n the change of presidentioal ade
miniagtrations. Drake Lundell Jdrvr. sketches the movements be-
tween the board of directors at International Business Mach-
ines Corporation {IBM) and the cabinellsof the last four pres-
idents in his exticle in the November 10 isggsus.of Compubere
world magazine., 1% is not hard for one to predict whatlt pol-
icies will come from a president that has sdvisors such as

an oil company executive, a nuclezyr physicist and a former
Oommander of the Adlr Torce Systems Command., We can expect

the new administration to ( as already pledged) let loose the

s :
_ American oil companies to search and develop new resources in
(" - £

0il. VWe can expect a greaster emphasis toward

dependency on

ndelear energy and { ag already pledged) quicker licensing

v

of nnelear power plants. PFinally, we can expect {as already
A€ En 3 £ o

p;edged) a move toward a greater build-up in arms for "de~
Vo e . : .
fensive® purposes, It is most important to realize, I feel,
that these advisors are utilized to find ways to impliment

the new technologies and not necessarily to seamrch for the

3]

possible consequences of such policy.

"Propress ig dirty business, we are
taught the gsmell of the reward,”
Hugh FPrathey

erfect vell of negutral-

o

Technology puts up a {(almost) 1

ity. When something goes wrong at a nuclear power plant the

hlame is most often put on human error, % The reason for this
ig that Americans have (for so many years) been bombarded
with new technology. So much has been made avellable To them

that they believe sach new technology is being made To help
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Them, Thig vell aFﬁ utrality covers the fact that corpop-
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ations will develop new technology for the simple reason thaot
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they want to make money with the product. Too often the so- z,Jm ﬁé&wwkf
cial congeguences are not discussed or nevelr even r@search@dif;ﬁ i
Tt is enough for an average American to know that thelr auto- %fﬁf
mobile is saving time end allowing long distance travel. Theyé&n&

do not have to worry about the negative affects this

have on their envirvonment, Thus, technology ig neutral of 1ts
true reason Tor existence (i.e., profit). And after we have
been taught the "smell of the reward" it is quite difficult
for the average American to guesltion the consequences of techw
nology. It is easier to push such a guestion aside with the
hope that some new technology will "elean up the act’ of a-
nother,

We can see how technology has been useful. What iz not
geen is the fact that some uew techﬂmlogies are simply useless
to many peonle, There are Two Wdfu in which technelogy can

become usliess. Ueople very often can not afford the newest

technoJOﬁvs Such items as microwave ovens and System 111 te-

Jevigsions do not come cheap. Further meny (i€ not all}) peow
91@ have ng need for such “improvements. ' Though most people

JUS—,
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w#ﬁ snnot afford or do not need these advancements, they buy them

%
%wagﬂanvwnv This, of course, comes from the fact that we live in a

" . io . .
% 7%//0msumwm society with plenty of systemi © incentives to help

,uﬁ/{’

fﬁwf%e qocial and environmental congeguences,

§ buy., Thisg makes it hard to argue that these people do not

.ﬂPPd or cannot afford such technologies., But it is not hard

LB f;\}/tww 7 bg: f)i/t,pﬁ e i%'(i__
0 gee how the 'need? for nuclear power Can inut apart L rom,,
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The reason Awericans have this "technology is good? ate
titude is that we have been taught bhe usefulness of these pro-
E/ A ] ~
] %b ju ducts by their inventors— the experts. Dxperts can (and are)

b oo @@ relied upon to make technology declsions bhecause they know how
%yw“’ - fot o ,
muoh tife will be "inproved" by their new technology., The

N
QWM %_”@é problem with relying upon these people is that they suffer
ﬂﬂ

from the "tunnel wvision” mentioned above, What is more is the
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; “ forgolbten idea of alternate solubions which might prove bete-

h“ﬁ ter in the long run. Murthur, these experts are out to improve

f Ay ; . .

ﬁW“ thely own financisl situations which helos to legitimate (for
the expert) a push toward corvorate advancement, Bven in the
non-expert decision making ranks the experts are caught up in

corporate and technoloesical improvement {(i.e

.y Abscam).

Throughout the history of broadcasting the lesding de-
clgion makers have been the corporste entities which have either
invented, developed or paid for the use of broadeasting. The
decision to develop communications technology like the Radio
and Television was made in the government., Thevy needed better
communications for defense purposes, The development of these
communications devices was actually done by private corporations, "
With the blessing of the government thege corporaticons were
teft with the ability to manufacture these products, JoTpoTe
ations like Westinghouse, General Glectric and Wegtern Ilectric
(American Telephone and Telegraph) had bé@n making the first of
these technologles, Radic ,for years before il became a domi-
nant form of transmitting information to mass audiences,

After World War 1 these companies had to shutdown product-

=

ton because communication devices were no longer necded to SUpD-




port Tthe war effort. Then Westinghouse came up with a great
idea. If Tthey supplied the generszl public with something to
ligten to, Tthere was a possidblility that they could sell their
military communications devices to private individuals. Thus
it wag the need to sgell radiog which ignited the broadcasting
industry sround 192G,

From there the beginnings of sponsored programming came
about with "brand name® programs as the "Hrowning King Orch-
egtral After ATD's decision to start shat theyv called "Toll
Broadcagting in 1922 such programs became the order of the

day. They were merely shows, paid for by a store or company,

and carried the name of the spongoring Firm, There wos never
any mention of products., What ATT was to call #Radiotelephonel

became (for ATT) an extension of their telephone facilities.

advertising.” fThe development of radio programming centered
varound the industry's willingness Tto allow indirect and later
direct advertising.

With the formation of the Radio Corporation of America
(RCA), conselidation and cooperation within the industry it-
salf was achieved, Western BElectric wasg "allowed" to control
the manuvfacturing of transmitters while General Blectric and
Wegtinghouse would control the production and distribution of
Radios, "all sold under the RCA trademaxk," Thege companies
began to build uvp thelr own tTaﬂSmit%iﬂé%Sﬁ&ﬁiOﬂS all over
America thus contrelling hoth ends of the broadcasting indusht=-

;

Ty production of recievers and the production/trensmission

of progranpning.




There have been many atiempts to put non-commercial
broadecasting on the alr but in general these attempts have
been stopped. This is caused by the economic infeasability
of non-commercial broadcasting and most importantly by the
tégonomic boom insighted by svonsored programming. One such
attennt at non-commercial programming was the Wagner-Hatfleld
provpogal under President Hoosevelt's new Federal Communicas
tions fet. This was an attempt to give one-forth of all
radio channels to public {non-commercisl) broadcasters. This
attempt, like s0 many others, was defeated,

And Then there wag television...and it was good...no,
better!

Following the Second World War we saw the rise of tels-
vigion as the major medlium for gsponsored programoing. Spur-
red on by still more military (war inspired) technological
improvements the broadecasting industry stepped into a new era
of snonsorship. This "improvement" made possible a greater

N
A

Yaumber of more effective forms éf advertigsements, If it was
not a hundred bucks for showing potato chips in a party scene
it was the "geood feeling” we get towan@ a corporatlion which
gponscred zome form of toutured ! program. Still furthur is
the yet uknown affects of hypnetising "subliminel? advertig-
ing., Like DuPonts "Clavacade of America,' in radio's heydey
Alcoa gave us "Hee It Nowl Institution@l advertising gave
thege corporations the Ygood guy” imageﬂhnd provided maiy non-

) hHOOﬂm@%cwel gtations with money to produce Dprograms.

Y o

L Wx7&y; e Thwq Feorporate culture® exists because of the exireme
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bk$utu imvolved in producing documsenteries, nolt to mention an
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L s s Taverage entertoinment program, After Alcoa took away its
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gpongorahip of See It Now, CBS was hard pressed to afford
k It #
producing a $90,000.,00 one-hour programn. 'They soon stopped

% it all together. Most "educabionall programming has to sub-

]

,?%ﬁ %, | gidised by corporations bhecause of this high cost, I the

D AN i

‘:@ii corporations don't want Lo sponsor them we don't get them,
Phﬁp P What is more important is that of the ones they do decide to

i@ J’pomsor most are chosen under corporate criteria. There is

W”‘“ W
g g@w)& some governmental subsidation of this type of programming but

e

xﬁwﬁudw this influence can be considered inadegueteat best. Thus,

qu ntent decisions have been made, throughout broadcasting
”§ . N

- h ¥ history by The Snonsor.
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i Bertram Gross sees the gelectivity of public information

(in the hands of corporations) as the major contrel device in

Pl

the posgibly "imminent fricuodly fascism.” T.V. iz meesn Dby

Gross as a device used to mute and channel the thoughts of

i/iadivﬁfiualﬁs Used as a manipulative device "7V ig the inde-
gpensible magic gtroke performed in order to accustom the
neople to a mechanical, quasi-ritualistic activity until i3t

becomes second mnature (Gross peg. 258). Content decisions

(created issues and covered up issues) are made by program

[9s}

editors 1n order to produce the "best' program which will give

the largest audience and Thus the most advertising revenue

for both the network and the sponsor. In a friendly fascist
ety DbDaniel Boorstin's “pseudoweventf will bscome 80 Der-

vasive as to appear objecltive and be "7 the news that is

fit to print.¥ We will think that 1ife's actualities are

being presented to us when in reality it will he the part of

Life which “they want us to see. Lross eﬁplﬁiﬁﬂi

Tn CGeorge Crwell'ls 1984 Winston Smith




and his fellow bureaucrabts in the Minis-

write past tory., Under Iriendly fas-
cism, in contrast, skillful fTechnicians
and artists at scattered points in the
information complex will create curvent
nistory through highly selective and slan-
ted reporting of current events,

(Gross pg. 262)

The "truth? we will ge® will merely be & highly technologi-
cal Tabrication which will appear to tell us the whole story.
Eptyaﬁ Gross said, "'straight talk' wust never be recorded in

any form, and, if recorded, must be promptly destroyed.”

Daniel Bell discusses the utilization and control of knowe

in three areas:

ledpgs and informetion

1, Ixpansion of the technigues of sure-
valllance,

2. Concentra
record keeping.

o, Control of access to strategic in
formation by monopoly or government im-
nogition of secrecy.

tion of the technology of

Thege areas of possible control, insists Bell, all depend upon
the social svetem in which one lives. Bell states, "It is not
in the technology per se but in the social and political sys-
tem in which that technology is embedded.,’ ALl Ffour of the

authors (Bell, Schiller, Smythe and Barnouw) sug

e
Yoo

ast the pog-
gibility of social control which new technology in imfmémation

present. Dell says it mewvely "widens 211 kinds of possibilit-

ies." Vet Bell steps back from this and sits behind the veill

&

o

of Democracy which will aliow the people to decide in which way
these technologies will be used. iHe feels that Poonpetatlve

use of the various btechnologies is one of the best means of
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aking up monopolies, public or private."” "lon't worry®

saya, it will all work out for the best,”

Smythe, Barnouw and Schiller take a decidedly different

w on the matter. WSure,” these men might say, "it will

work out Tor the beat, but whose definition for best are we

talking about?!

programming leads him to sug

Barnouw's chilling skebeh on the history of sponsored

that with each "good" use a

technology might have the "possible benefits were always eas-

to evisage than misuses and corruptions.® He asks whether,

contrary te Bell's anti-monopolistic belief in competition,

each new technology brings us'back to 'sguare one'! =—in mon-

opolisztic terms??  Barnouw feels that contrel of the infore

mation system lies in the hands of the sponsor and will stay

there unless something is done to provide an alternate voice

in the media, Until the Yuniwagined guestion and the unwel-

wﬁpme angwer! is allowed to come out from the Yfringe" of so-

&

ciety we are stuck in a perpetuval 1ife of channeled and pack-

aged information.

Schiller feels that, because of the decreasing potency of

} some American industries, the communication fechnology indust-

ry ig being Yassigned a priority role in meintaining American

o+

world economic hep@ony.”™ Thus the industry 1s in the fore-

front to advancement among all US industries. Because of the

\‘1

importance of maintaining the world economic hegemeny this in-

dustry must {according to Americon economice tradition) bhe con-

1o

led to a large extent. This is done of course by the mon-

opolistic tradition of technological advancement. And this

]
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done as ususl by a minority of companies: in this case the
o w 2 g




Tatenational Business Machines Corporation (IBM). Thus,
Sehiller takes Barnouw'!s mononoliastic sgcepario to the world,
St111 Schiller, like Bell, leaves some hope Tor the world of

ndividuals. The room Tor improvement comes, according 1o
Schiller, because "the rate of technical change renains rapid
and altough this is by no wmeans a guarentee of satisfactory
outcomes, it deoes prevent patierns of control from being fro-
zen., "

Smythe's view on the control of information and the "copm-

sciousness industry® is also systemic. He too feels that this

vhe ite existence and

system iz controlled in order to perpett
the media is the wmost importent tool in this control., Smythe,

nowever, takes the interesting angle that advertisement belng

iam disgcussed Dy Mari—

an added Ffeature to the monopoly caplts
igt and Marx himself, Thus, he goes along with Bell in say-
ing the new technology (and particularily in advertising) adds
gome new dimensions to the possiblity of control. However,
Smythe does not think 1t is just another problem to be worked
ogtx Tnatead, says Smythe, adverltising has become the impor-
tent missing link (so to speak) in monopoly capitalism that
Marx never bargained for. This argument centers around adver-
tiﬂing improvements and innovations, He says that the current
é"?

ﬂ”’monopo]v capitalist society makes the masses into a Hoommodl Gy "

W
%“7 i ﬁﬁ{fwhioh can be bought, sold, tormented and otherwise alienated by

4 W :
Aﬂb wdvortl ers, This, perhaps is the icing that Marx never put on
1W A
.
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The CGross book was: excellent; scary; insightful; almost
spine tingling: informative:; useful; has great quotest: and

ig T think one of the most important hooks I've ever read.
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