~ally, such a tax would be regfes‘SiVe,beCauSe low-income peoj

G

would not keep up with the need unless there were periodic iner
It can also be argued that p
casting in proportion to the amount they spend on T

cople will not benetfrom pibli
e

»

g -

“a higher proportion of their income on television sets than high -lncome ,

~ people and would, therefore, pay a higher proportionate tax.

~cial needs of public broadcasting.

L for the largest share of broa

© Tunilies than by bigh-income families.

' A NEW TAX ON THE GROSS REVENUES OF 0O [MERCTAL BROADCASTERS

 The rationale fora tax on gross revenues of con roadeasters
‘begin

 would be that the frequency spectrum is a public resource to

with, and that a portion of the economic returns from its commercial - .
‘use can appropriately be dedicated to sharing the costs ‘of public . =
~ broadeasting. It is, of course, a statutory requirement under the Fed-

 eral Communications Act that applications meet, the test of public in-
. terest, convenience, and necessity.

nsiion,of?fiﬁtham:Well‘—elstablishe‘ principle. o
« (ross revenues of radio and television broadcasters currently total

" about $3 billion and have been growing nearly 10 percent annually.
- A tax on gross revenues would change over time roughly in proportion
 to changes in programing costs for the broadcasters. . “hus, the reve-

nue would grow and maintain a reasonable relationship' to the fina

" On the other hand, it is possible that a large share of suc
~ would be passed on to consumers through increases in the reta;

- of products advertised on the broadcast ‘media. The portio:  of the tax

passed on would be highly rgfre?s;siw;;jsi"r_iceithea products accounting

oadcast revenues—automobiles, ‘beer, cos-
~metics, nonprescription drugs, soap, and tobacco—account for a much
- larger proportion of expenditures by low-income and middle-income

| USE OF GENERAL REVENUES

' Goneral tax reventies might legitimately be called on to finance pub-

' lic broadcasting on the grounds that there is‘a general benefit to the

~ public from the activities of the Corporation. This approach, sup-
‘ported by ‘classic public finance’ doctrine, would not exhibit the regres-

sive tax tendency of the foregoing approaches.

¥ On the other hand, some people would reject this approach on the -
~ erounds that general fund fgra,ncino';ema;ils"?Sfpjt'icﬁ'bﬂdgetaryi controls.
- Nevertheless, it is possible that thé%xécﬁtiveaﬁdth‘e::@oﬂgres’s could
 work out some satisfactory ‘arrangement that would permit, review
~periodically but not ammually. -~
Por SemRple . o e e
" Provide for paying of general fund revenues into a trust fund
according to & statutory formula—perhaps related to the total
_ number of public television and radio. stations—and authorize .
. appropriations for a 3-year period to be made all at one time.
Provide that all payments into a trust fund established by law -
~ would be paid automatically to the Corporation unless the Con- -
' gresstook negative action to prevent such payment. . 5

A gross revenue tax would be an

Ctl"v



