146, Charberiayne Joad,

. CAVPALIGH FOR INDIPENDENT BRDADCASTING,

L HETTIOU AL

nthers,

I vas, to say ‘he least, very plezsed and flatiered by the remarks nmade in
Mre Bunzi's letter to me following upon your lasth Commitiee meeting, and 1 feel
“hat I owe ir, Bunzi something of zm =zpoleogy for my previous remarks to him. Those
of you vho kinow me will perhaps understand that I have had rather more than my

£ill of perempiory communications from free radio orgenisations, although I now
e

reaiise thal from his owvn noint of view ir. Bunzle had every reason ic be perempiory.

I am adlressing this letter To &ll of you, not in the vainglorious assump-
tien thalt it vill be read vith solemn ceremony at one of your meetings, but so
ot eny and all of you may feel free to read 1t should it prove of interest.

wl

Torking as I do, within the BEC, it is occasionally possible for me “c see
both sides of cuestions invelving the decisions of thatl organisaiion. L *hink it

is falr to say thalt the government controls the BBC: its set-up is such *hai the
reaily importent decisions lie in the hands of e man o» men who have been direcily
anrointed by e govermment. These are the men vho say that local radic will be set
Lp Gespite ‘he obvious inability of the BEC 4o afford it (the mash to get *his
Schene uncer wey before the next General Ieclion is, I think, significent) and vho
have "he powsr fo change the entire Tace of British radio despile adverse criticism
ircm every nossible quarter. They, as a group, are not broadcasters but minor pelit—
iclens, mere inteorested in thely cvm future than in that of their medium. It is
thereiore rather unfzir fto bleme the B3C es 2 vhole for Taulis vhich reslly lie

with the govemnment of the dey. )

ihe government 1s evidenily very afraid indeed of unconirolled commercial
radlio. Hemce their complete gbandonment of the basic mules of humanity {not %o
nention Inglish Law) vhen drafting “he Marine Offences Act, and hence aisc thelr
vanicky rush Jo blow up *he conly Thamegistuary fort to a#till be a possible base for
such cperations affer the passage of the Act. The cause of this fear is, I *hink,
obvious. &% stems from the one big misieke of the original »irates: thet of supo-
oriing The Jonservelives in the GLO slections. At the ‘ime, *this seemed like z good
idea, but had they reserved their offorts for a Gensrel ilection, the whols course
of cormercizl racdio in this country might have been vary different. At the same
time, cne must agree that it is not reascnable o allow commercial cperators, vho
may werl have very wierd political ideas of their own, %o carry such power. 1t
would cpen vide the door 0 neo-nazis and similar undesirables o achieve some real
sgy in our national life. (Admittedly, this is carrying the argument %o its limit,
bt L really suspact that this is the sort of thing vhich worries the government,
not 2il of vhose members are aged kill-joys). Thers mst iherefore be some sort of
political control over radio. Thal easier method then to vperpefuate the monopely
of “he BEC? 2o it is ineriia, rather than direct zntinathy, on the pari of
goarmment. vhich we have o cvercome, vith concrete and gensible zitema




Zeonomic viability is aiso not, in my opinicn, z good basis for permitiing the
existence of a commercial station. It might work at firsi, bui as scon as there were
mere siations wishing to transmit than could be supnorted by the available audience,
i% weuld be & case of vho could attract the most listeners. Thich eguates with vho
can provide “ne most easily assimilable programmes, and not with vho can provide
the nost local (i.2. nminority) interest. I7 a broadcaster wishes to attract
eavertising fron Joca-Ucla, and has a choice between & top-forty show, with =
potential audisnce ¢f several millicn, and an ocuiside broadcast from the local
woelry marathon, with a probable llstener figure of oniy a few thousand, which is
he bound o cheose? There must then be a 1limit to *he number of staiions, with their
service areas striclly defined, and each must have an audience of sufficient size
to nermit the transmission of loss-making nrestige programmes. I would further
supgest that a ceniral zuthority should network the best nrogrammes, either on the
same or & different dhannel, in order %o kesp ihe individual s*ations compeiing
wlil each other in this respect. Tais of course nzkes the commercial stations
wegional rather than local. But this is precisely vhat the old pirates were, and
nay weil have been a contributing facior to their success.

Techaicel Teasibility is a good point, but somevhat meaningless under the
circumsiances. It is techmically feasible o Slect several hundred radio chennels,
umised now or to be vacant soon, ‘hroughcut the entire gamat of wavelengths com-
prising long wave, medium wave, short wave, VHF and UEF. More than enough, in fact,
for everybedy. Thet is more difficuii is to unglue the red tape surrounding these
waveiengths. I1 cemms to me that there are two possible approaches: either to per—
Suade e governmeni o move the BEC right out of the medium waveband, as most
continental wuniries have done with their national networks ( giving scope for
redio 1 in stereol), or to plump for a VEF or UHF umused ielevision chanrel and o
hope o persnade the set maymfacturers to follow. Afier all, the radic industry was
built up by supplying the sels that the public demanded, i.e. the nrogrammes came
before there was any means of litening o them. I'm sure tha® sufficient public
demand would overcome their present objections tc the higher frequencies. There
zre also the itechniques of single-sideband and multiplexing {(as in sterec) to con-
siger as means of reducing the congestion in the medium waveband, a2gain dependent
on *he atiitude of the set manufacturers.

vould heve thought, incidentally, that competition with radios 1,2,3and 4 was
Just vhat we were aiming for. It is-sursly their patheitic inability fc fill +the
gap left by e pirates vhich has led o ihe existence of orgapisations such as

the 7IBY I +think that ‘he complete destruction of, at ieast, radio 1 vould be a far
better declared aim of the Uampaign ‘han an unspecified, and o me wnspecifizble,
gervice which would not compete with zny of theml

Yo return, finaily, to myself;, 1 shall Go my besi to attend the meeting on April
Sra wo vhich jou so gengvously invited me. But I beg you to forgive me and to rest
agsured of my good iptentions should I faili I =m indeed initerested in helping
jour cause in sny way I cane. Bul I must meke it clear thet I am even more interestad
‘n not helping the cause of the Free Dadio Ascociztion, vhich to me means the
ergonal comferi and aggrandissment of one Ceoifrey Pearl. I have had hanging over
head for over a year a writ for slender issued by this man as a result of my
“elling the truth sbout his operations to the Sunday Telegraph and the Sunday Times.

rits vhich he refuses to drop and his solicitors refuse tc take any further.

o I
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fegsibly larcline is still in the same boat. The zause of free radio is welconme



w ay help I cen give it, but I vill not be again assoclated with any form of
swindle, nor any atterpt fo gain unwilling or disinierested members for obscure
political parties, nor any atiempt on the part of one indivicdmal to force his fellows
to acknevledge hﬁrn ag thelr superior. Geo*\""ey Peari has done, and for all I know

is still Cdoing, 211 these things; I consider them “o be the very negation of

freedom in eny sense. (To say the leastd) Thereiore, ig the CIB has any. .=.,houghts

of alrramablon) or even of collsboration, with the FRA vwhilst Geoffrey Pearl

rexaing its proprietor, it would be better if I were not m.vnl ved. 4 would be mor

cf a hindrance o you han 2 help!

Tours sincerely,

fnthony Peters.



