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Remaining public

The Communications Act of 1934 af-
firmed that the airwaves belong to the

" public and those who use them should

operate in the public interest. But Con-
gress will soon be considering a bill that
would turn over the public airwaves to
private broadcasting interests completely.

The legislation, HR-13015, dubbed the
Communications Act of 1978 in order to
give it instant importance, is authored by
Rep. Lionel Van Deerlin (D-Calif.), Chair-
‘man of the House Communications Sub-
Committee. The bill is intended to be mon-
umental—both in its scope and as a trib-
ute to Van Deerlin’s service in Congress.

Significantly, neither the public nor the
broadcasting industry was involved in
drafting this potential landmark legisla-
tion. It arrived on the congressional scene
after a year’s preparation during which
time few outside of Van Deerlin’ s office
knew what was going on.

Why change the law now? Van Deer-
lin’s office offers the excuse that the 1934
act is ‘‘too vague’’ as to government
standards concerning the ‘‘public con-
venience and necessity’’ under which
broadcasters have been operating and
that it’s time now to let ‘‘market forces’
determine the future of the airwaves.

In short, it means a wholesale sell-out

.of the public interest to capitalist forces**

On the surface, HR-13015 appears to

~ treat both public and private interests

equally. Henry Geller, former Chief
Counsel for the Federal Communications
Commission and now President Carter’s
advisor on telecommunications, has called
the bill “‘courageous legislation.”” Indeed,
certain sections hit private interests hard
while others appear to promote the pub-
lic interest. But observers say the true test
will come during the bill’s two-to-four
year journey through the congressional
labyrinth where the trade-offs will have
a tough time surviving intense lobbying
from powerful broadcasting interests.

Central to the legislation (and the basis
on which the entire bill should be opposed)
are provisions to turn over radio and TV
frequencies to the broadcasters who now
are merely licensed to use them.

Radio broadcasters, for example, must
currently go through a license renewal

process every three years and their privi-
lege of operating on a frequency can be
challenged by the-public. HR-13015 would
grant radio sfations a license-in-perpe-
tuity. Such a license would be subject to
a petition for revocation at any time, but
only on criminal grounds such as fraud,
running a lottery or using foul language.
The broadcasters would not be held ac-
countable to the public interest.

conttol of airwaves threatened

- ““This bill could affect all of our rights
for many, many years to come,”’ Firestone
pointed out. According to his analysis,
HR-13015 is extremely faulty because: -

sbroadcasters would not be held ac-
countable to the public;

it e¢liminates the ascertainment pro-
cess;

sthere are no guidelines for equal em-
ployment opportunities, minority and

If HR-13015 passes, the U.S. will
be the only country to abdicate
complete control of the public

New applic¢ations for radio stations
would be selected and- awarded by a
vague ““lottery’’ system, eliminating com-
petitive hearings.

TV broadcasters would be granted five-
year licenses for two terms and after ten
years would receive a license-in-perpetuity.
They, too, would be subject to petitions
for revocation, but neglect of program-
ming would {not be deemed sufficient
cause. )

Sec. 434 the legislation mandates
that TV stations would be obligated to
present news, |public affairs and local pro-
gramming ‘‘throughout the broadcast
day,”’ but critics of the bill say this will

be the first clause to bite the dust in the .

trade-off stage.

One of the more frightful sections reads
that broadcasters would have to treat con-
troversial issues in ‘‘an equitable man-
ner.”” Charlds M. Firestone, director of
the communications law program at UC-
LA, says, ‘“What they want to do is trade
the Fairness IDoctrine for a so-called ‘equi-
ty principle,’|but the rewrite conveniently
doesn’t define that principle.”’

Appearing at a recent government-
sponsored s¢minar on the bill in Holly-
wood, Firestpne blasted the legislation as
“giving away the airways to existing li-
censees and jnot maximizing the public’s
First Amendinent interests.”’

es to private enterprise.
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children’s programming;

*no federal standards are set up for the
cable TV industry.

The trade-off for the public giving up
its airwaves is a set of ‘‘spectrum use fees’’
which would be charged broadcasters an-
nually for the use of their frequencies and
channels. The fees, expected to be in the
hundreds of millions of dollars, would be

funneled into four funding areas: (1) are-

vamped federal commission to Oversee a
revamped industry, (2) support of the
Public Broadcasting Corporation, (3)
loans to facilitate minority group entry
into the broadcasting field, and (4) rural
telecommunications loans.

While some of these use$ might excite
a liberal reformer, they do not warrant
passage of the legislation. Hitting stations
for large use fees is inflationary since it
would lead to higher advertising costs
which would in turn be passed on to con-
sumers.

Broadcasters are, understandably,
vehemently against the whole concept of
spectrum use fees and are already lining
up their big guns to d6 battle over this
section of the legislation. Proponents of
the bill, however, still cling to the idea
that with exclusive ownership of a fre-

" quency in perpetuity as the carrot at the

end of the stick, the broadcasters will ac-
cept this trade-off,

Another jarring provision of the bill
would allow AT&T to get into the com-
mon carrier business in return for a dives-
titure of its Western Electric affiliate. Cri-
tics see the raw power of AT&T as mus-
cle enough to exert an immediate domi-
nance in that industry and effectively elim-
inate all competition.

One of the most interesting sections of
this proposed new Communications Act
of 1978—and the one with the most po-
tential for abuse—is Sec. 351 (4), which
reads: ‘‘The flow of information trans-
mitted across national boundaries
should not be restricted by any nation,
except to the extent necessary to protect
its national security and the personal pri-
vacy of its citizens.”’

Sound familiar? It’s the old Nixon
dodge—justifying censorship in the
name of ‘‘national security’’—meaning
the government can prevent any informa-
tion it wants from reaching the public.

There’s much more, But it’s best to-
write one’s representative for a copy of
the bill while voicing a concern about the
push being assembled to steamroller it
through.

It’s important that the public not be
left out of the debate on this issue. Cur-
iously, even the private sector is having
problems, In a recent meeting of critics
of the bill in Los Angeles, actress Kathy
Nolan, a member of the prestigious Car-
negie Commission on Public Broadcast-
ing—a private commission that is fond
of bypassing and excluding its critics—
said, ‘“We’re being frozen out!”’

Opposition to the bill is being coordi-
nated by the Telecommunications Con-
sumer Coalition, 256 Washington St.,
Mt. Vernon, NY 10550. Also, the Nation-
al Citizens Communications Lobby, 1028
Connecticut Ave., Washington, DC 20036.

If HR-13015 passes, the U.S. will be the
only country in the world to abdicate com-
plete control of the public airwaves to pri-
vate enterprise in the name of demo-
cracy. |
Burt Wilson is chatrperson of the Los
Angeles chapter of the Democratic So-
cialist Organizing Committee and a mem-
ber of the National Task Force for Bet-
ter Broadcasting,
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GAMES

Class

Using the marketplace
and a popular format,
Ollman has launched
an ironic form of
Marxist education.

The legend of the new game Class Strug-
gle spreads. The inventor-—Bertell Oliman,
professor of politics at New York Univer-
sity and author of the highly respected
book Alienation: Marx’s Concept of Man
in Modern Society—dcvoted seven years
to perfecting his creation. Since last May,
when he started selling it, the game has
gained an international reputation. The
first 5,000 copies have sold out and 25,000
more¢ are being printed.

The game’s impact has only begun. It’s
been successfully tested in numerous class-
rooms. A Socialist Party study group test-
ified that they learned a great deal from
playing it. Major bookstores that never
before handled games now display it in
windows next to novels and scholarly
books. Italiun and German firms are ne-
gotiating for marketing rights in Europe.

Why is there so much interest in an Am-
erican game of class-struggle when so lit-
tle talk of class struggle gces on in Am-
erican life? One answer is that the game
is ingenious, original, and enteriaining.
It takes political cliche and represents it
in a colorful, engaging manner, Using the
business world’s marketplace and a for-
mat derived from mass culture, Ollman
has launched an ironic form of Marxist
education to disseminate socialist thought.

In readable language, the game makes
clear the nearly invisible class forces that
create everyday life. This is no mean task,
given the academic character of Marxism
in America. The game’s popular presen-
tation of class struggle is rich in humor
and optimism as well as hard reality.

One chance card for the Capitalist class
has the rich man’s daughter insisting on

Struggle 1s g00

eloping with the garbage man, so the up-
set capitalist misses a turn wondering what
he’ll tell the neighbors.

More seriously, the game’s rules ac-
knowledge the superior position of the
capitalists, and they are given certain ad-
vantages. Capitalists go first, and they
can assign to Workers the distracting task
of handing out plus and minus points,
the assets and debits accumulated in the
game by each side.

Chance cards and board squares allow
Capitalists their full array of control de-
vices—sexism and racism, drugs, specta-
tor sports and mass education.

The Workers are rewarded for fight-
ing back. They gain assets by forming
trade unions, organizing rent strikes, set-
ting up an independent political party and
uniting around issues of race and sex.

As an introductory course on Marxism
designed as a board game, Class Struggle
is openly and palatably didactic. Individ-
ual players play not for themselves, but
rather as representatives of a class. The
two major ones, Capitalists and Work-
ers are supplemented by four minor ones
—Farmers, Small Businesspeople, Pro-
fessionals, and Students. Alliances be-
tween classes are helpful in amassing
points and winning the game. Only the
Capitalists or the Workers can win the
game. The minor classes can win only in
alliance with one of the two major classés.

A chance throw of the dice determines
who will represent what class, much the
same way our birth determines what class
we’ll become part of. With class identities
set, we’re ready to wind our way through

the 84 squares leading to the last of six

major confrontations, Revolution!

Rolling the dice, playing the game.

I played Class Struggle twice with Ollman.
Both times, his throw of the dice made
him the Capitalists, while both times I

was the Workers. We first played with the -

Beginners’ Rules, and then went on to the

Full Rules. The most complex rules offer .

more subtle analyses of class strategies
and alliances, with increased penalties

and rewards for pursuing victory.

In our first game, Ollman won by only
one point, considered a narrow victory.
The game attempts to reflect the differ-
ing degrees of historical dominance of
one class by another. There are smash-
ing victories and narrow defeats.

In the second game, I was determined
to win for the working class. Paule Oll-
man and her sister represented the four
minor classes, and neither would ally with
me. The minor classes operated quite in-
dependently of the two major ones, and
for a while it looked as though they would
accumulate more assets than either of
us, and like the regime of Napoleon III
in France, by-pass Capitalists and Work-
ers and seize the state.

One of the most interesting moments
was when Paule Ollman explained why
she (as the Farmers) refused to ally with
me (the Workers). Seeing the world
through the eyes of an independent pro-
ducer, she decided she did not want to live
in a socialist workers’ state. This projec-

tion of real consciousness is encouraged

by the game. Her decision hurt both of
us. It weakened the Workers as well as
the Farmers.

Initially, I fell far behind after a bad
run of the dice, but after rolling double
after double I caught up with the Capi-
talist marker, just three steps short of the

~ominous skull-and-crossbones square,

Number 81, Nuclear War. There we were,
Workers and Capitalists, breathing down
each other’s necks. Ollman told me that if
he shot a three, he’d land on Nuclear War
and blow up the world, ending the game.

-Sure enough, up came a three, and it all

ended suddenly.
In a way it was frighteningly appropri-

. ate, since the minor classes refused to

strengthen the position of the Workers
and Capitalists who were running neck-
and-neck. Only the ruling class can use
nuclear weapons, and it is required to use
them if the Capitalist marker lands on 81.
If the Workers get there first, they pre-
vent the Capitalists from initiating a hol-
ocaust for the rest of the game.

d clean fun

The dramatic end of the game raised some
provoking questions and debate among
us. I felt that the rules concerning 81, Nu-

clear War, made the end too mechanical.

Nuclear war is a last-resort, drastic and
desperate act. The ruling class has many
intermediate means of control, from TV
to the job market. The secret of its domi-
nation lies in the invisibility of its class-
repression. Nuclear war should not be au-
tomatic; it should be permitted only af-
ter a number of conditions have been met.

Also, there is a tendency in the game to
portray class struggle in a linear fashion.
We go from turn to turn, adding assets
and subtracting debits. Yet, real class
struggle is a conditional back-and-forth
movement. Each event conditions the
shape of the next phase, while itself being
conditioned by what came before, The
one-by-one collection of pluses and min-
uses gives class struggle an incremental
character and deemphasizes the condi-
tional quality of advances and setbacks.

The game could be strengthened by
making more of the situations ‘‘condi-
tional”’—if workers set up their own news-
paper, they would be in better position to
finance a radio station, and if they had a
radio station, then when the confronta-
tion over elections occurred they could elect
more of their own representatives.

Ollman has included a number of linked
situations that allow flexibility in the mak-
ing of class alliances, and enable the
chance cards to offset each other’s ad-
vantage. When Workers occupy a fac-
tory, they force the Capitalists to miss &
turn; when Capitalists successfully use
red-baiting, they gain an asset to save
for a future confrontation. More of this
would be good.

Ollman welcomes criticism in the refine-
ment of the game. The intelligence behind
his original conception has already made
Class Struggle an ingenious aid in the
spread of socialist thought. How far can
it go? Here is tongue-in-cheek square 82:
““Government orders the destruction of
all copies of dangerous game Class Strug-
gle.”’ It may be too late, however. [



