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196, lssue (6). Zenith and Teco have depicted for us th
operandi and methods used at‘Hartford~which*include thiee funétional,orgahif
zations--the local ‘franchise organization, the IV station, -and program sources
At Hartford, the first two were under. commen ownership. We dre‘toid-than., 2ok

there appears to be no reason:why this should not be, although it often may ..
not be the case. Three'pqssibie methods for makingfarrangements among these
elements for obtaining programs (para. L18) are mentioned, We are informed .
~that at Hartfordyprbgrams~were‘obtained from more than Soﬁsourbes,during;the,'
First tw0'years,of‘Cheitria1; These,partiesfihdieaCe\that;Zenith does not
intend Lo ‘engage in program production or distribution, that for business
and legal reasons they would be precluded from .entering into arrangements -
with local franchise holders 8iving any program supplier exclusive use of
Phonevision facilities, and that the'same»considerations would preclude local
5 franchise holders from entering into arrangenments with station‘licehsees.that i
would require the-latter. to use ohly;programs'supplied by the franchiSe ho1der;g

& modug

197. 'Telemetér, yith'caniderable experience in Canada, stresses

. ‘the impprcancéwoffpermitting a single firm to engage in all phases of STV. . S
‘Operations including production of entertainume t, broadcasting it to the public,
installing decoders, and all other aspects of “the business. Withoutkthis;‘they
insist, STV may ‘not get oﬁfﬁthe~gr0undw, They dre therefore of thexopinion;,
-at-this stage, that it serves’ no useful purpose -to try tb'pfedict,and‘separ' e.
" the elements of STV_and\regulate,them, ~Moreover, they strongly favor ‘per "

nitting exclusive franchises, contrary to the position of Zenith-Teco.:

198." Thus, the two entitites that have the most actual experience = -
in STV operations appear ‘to have views that differ in some essential respects.
This‘undefscores the fact that we are inan uncharted~a;ea1 :There is no real
~evidence that\res:riction¢is,necessary. In free TV some manufagturers,aﬁd
‘licensees have gone into,programming,tquromotefgompetitiva‘free TV,  Why
should the same not be permitted in STV? We have only conjecture to argue
against it i s : A T : ‘s

, o199, We have, through limiting STV operations to five station
©markets ‘and to one station”in'thOSefmarkets, and»through»limiting the kind o
o of Programming that STV statio s may broédcast«(sée'lssue(lé)),>taken sufficient

steps at this time to protect the existing TV structure. We Ehink it essential -
that some thought be given to what might be necessary to protect the growth.’
of the new STV service. It appears. that some sort of broader' purchasing base
for programs might be effective 1in making available to. viewers programs of.
little'maSS~appeal-~operas, plays and the like~-which may not be available
on the basis of single-station purchasing. ' (It might also be helpfiul. in -
obtaining more and better mass-appeal programs, .thereby aiding STV to achieve’
greater mafket'penétrétion-~aknu ter about which doubts have been expressed.)
As was mentioned in. the cowments,. if a relatively small number of viewers in
each of many commnities were to vi an .opera, it might mak roducing and -
selling operas an attractive busines 'venture;f'Lack'df‘guéh programming on -
-STV. trials is one of the ateas. that STV Opponents have chosen at whie
“their darts. It would appear unreasonable, th ' : ins
tion .of STV operations, or against procurement an




