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Background: The fight over media ownership rules

Call for comments

In the fall of 2002, the United States Federal Communications Commission
(FCC) launched "the most comprehensive look at media ownership
regulation ever undertaken" by the agency.1 As required by law, the FCC
invited comment from the public and other interested parties as it 
considered eliminating the last remaining broadcast ownership restrictions:
limits on how many TV and radio stations one company can own, restric-
tions on the merging of TV networks and rules against TV owners 
controlling radio stations, cable networks and newspapers in a local area.

According to a study by the Future of Music Coalition (dir p. 28), by May
2003, more than 9,000 individual citizens had filed comments opposing the
elimination of these rules; in contrast, just eleven people had voiced sup-
port for deregulation.2

Organizations around the country waged letter-writing, call-in and petition
campaigns, staged public demonstrations and participated in public hearings
to urge the FCC to retain the rules and prevent further media 
consolidation. Advocacy groups produced pre-addressed postcards to
make it easy to contact Commissioners and Congress; they created online
forms to help people file comments at the FCC.

And the comments flooded in.

The vote
On June 2, 2003, the agency voted to eliminate or reduce many of the lim-
its on media concentration, despite the fact that nearly two million people
had contacted the FCC and Congress demanding the opposite.3 The
Commission split three to two along party lines, and the Republican 
majority adopted new rules that would allow for greater media 
consolidation locally and nationally, while retaining the ban on mergers
among the big four TV networks and increasing limits on radio ownership.
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1  FCC News Release, "FCC Initiates Third Biennial Review Of Broadcast Ownership Rules" 
http://hraunfoss.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/DOC-226188A1.doc

2  Future of Music Coalition, "Analysis of Public Comments Filed in FCC Docket 02-277—the Broadcast
Ownership Proceeding" May 14, 2003 http://www.futureofmusic.org/news/PRFCCdocket.cfm

3  Press release from the office of FCC Commissioner Adelstein, July 2, 2003.
http://hraunfoss.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/DOC-236095A1.pdf



Companies would now be allowed to own a local TV station and a local
newspaper, a greater number of stations in large communities and more sta-
tions nationwide.

In announcing the rule changes, FCC Chairman Michael Powell insisted that
they were essentially mandated by previous act of Congress and the courts.
But the public and the opponents of these new rules took their case to
Congress and the courts—and the FCC was taken to task.

A backlash from Congress
Immediately after the FCC vote, Congress responded to the outpouring of
public concern with a series of bills designed to reverse parts or all of the
FCC decision. In July 2003, the House of Representatives added a provision
to block the FCC and retain the original limits on national TV station 
ownership within an appropriations bill that included FCC funding.The bill
passed the House by 400 to 21, despite a threat of the first-ever veto by the
Bush administration. As of this writing, the fate of the bill is now under 
consideration in the Senate.

Stopped in their tracks
As various measures to reverse the FCC decisions were debated in
Congress, media dealmakers were gearing up for the new rules to take
effect on September 4, 2003. One day before the new rules were to become
law, a federal appeals court temporarily stopped them. Prometheus Radio
Project (dir p.43), a nonprofit organization promoting community radio, and
the public-interest telecommunications law firm Media Access Project (dir p.34)
scored a victory in their court challenge against the FCC and a coalition of
media conglomerates including Viacom, Fox/News Corp. and 
GE-owned NBC/Telemundo.4 The court is currently hearing arguments for
a combined case that pits the national television networks, newspaper-TV
conglomerate Media General, the National Association of Broadcasters and
the FCC against local station owners, minority broadcasters, public-interest
independent media advocates and the National Council of Churches (dir p. 21),
all of whom oppose the new FCC rules.A decision is expected in early 2004.

The Senate takes action
On the heels of this court victory to stay the new media ownership rules,
the Senate issued its own version of opposition to the FCC. On September
16, 2003, the Senate voted to overturn the entire FCC decision through a
rare action called a "resolution of disapproval." Again, this prompted a
threat of a presidential veto. Consumer groups, citizen-advocacy and civil
liberties organizations supported the use of this special legislative procedure,
along with a coalition of 14 national media-worker unions and guilds. As of
this writing, the resolution may soon be scheduled for a vote in the House.
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4 United States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit. Order 03-3388, September 3, 2003
http://www.mediaaccess.org/3rdCircStay.pdf



The future of broadcast media regulation is now in the hands of the courts
and Congress. And the public, represented by hundreds of organizations
around the country, is still raising its voice against media concentration.

For more on the history, issues and implications of media ownership
regulation, see the resources listed in the back of this directory.

The opposition to big media: Who got involved and why

Early action

When FCC Chairman Michael Powell took office with a clearly stated
deregulatory agenda in January 2001, media policy watchdogs mobilized for
action, filing comments in defense of ownership limits at the FCC, waging
press campaigns and urging Congress to take action against media concen-
tration.The Consumer Federation of America (dir p. 22) conducted town
hall meetings across the country to raise questions and concerns about
media ownership. A March 2002 protest outside FCC offices by more than
sixty media activists and community media producers yielded 
endorsements from nearly 130 organizations, public figures, scholars and
journalists around the country who joined the demand to the FCC that
"media and communications technology should serve people over profits."
Advocates mobilize
Once the full review of ownership rules was announced on September 12,
2002, advocacy groups and public-interest organizations redoubled their
efforts: circulating research, hosting public events, issuing press releases and
building coalitions one phone call at a time. They also improved on the
FCC's own online system for filing comments (which was complicated and
required knowledge about the agency's docket system) by creating easier
online forms for public use which automatically submitted comments to the
FCC. The filing form created by Media Tank and the Prometheus Radio
Project (dir p. 36, 22) was distributed to other activist groups around the 
country to post on their own Websites to encourage comments to the FCC.

Consumer networks, filmmakers' associations, community media 
organizations, media-workers' unions and children's advocates urged their
membership to get involved; small media companies, religious groups and
civil rights organizations all took up official positions against media 
concentration.The interests were different but the common message was
clear: limits on media ownership are required to protect diversity of 
voices and choices for the public.
The public gets its hearings
Public-interest advocates and Democratic FCC Commissioner Michael
Copps urged the agency to hold public hearings on the issues. Chairman
Powell only agreed to one official hearing, citing budget constraints and 
dismissing the need for a "19th century whistle-stop tour."5 However, the
two Democrats on the Commission, Copps and Jonathan Adelstein,
proceeded to participate in forums on ownership rules in 13 cities. 6
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Universities took on a prominent role, serving as hosts to these semi-official
events and, in many cases, partnering with community organizations and 
citizens' groups to draw a wider public into the debate. Around the 
country, standing-room-only crowds heard advertising executives say they
can't compete in the current market. Musicians and producers described
the absence of outlets for their work. Environmental and peace groups 
testified that broadcasters had refused to sell them advertising time.
Advocates for morality in media and decency standards in broadcast 
programming decried increased sexuality and violence on TV. Journalists
bemoaned the declining quality of local news and labor representatives
reported on decreased newsroom diversity and minority ownership.While
these self-organized hearings also featured pro-deregulation speakers,
members of the public in every audience overwhelmingly spoke in favor of

regulation to stem the tide of media concentration.
Opposition from left to right
The issue of media ownership limits brought together issue groups of every
stripe who fear that fewer owners will reduce their chances of getting their
perspective into public debate. United for Peace and Justice, Global
Exchange (dir p. 52, p. 29) and other peace organizations around the country
staged demonstrations connecting media concentration to pro-war media
bias. Simultaneously, the National Rifle Association generated upwards of
300,000 postcards to the FCC by warning members that consolidation of
media could "cripple our efforts to reach out to your fellow Americans"
with pro-gun messages.7 "When all of us are united on an issue," said Brent
Bozell, president of the anti-indecency media watchdog group Parents'
Television Council (dir p. 41), "then one of two things has happened: Either
the earth has spun off its axis and we have all lost our minds, or there is 
universal support for a concept."8 

This directory: What it is and who it's for
This project catalogues organizations that participated in campaigns against
media ownership deregulation. It was designed to

• document the historic and diverse public response on this issue.

• record the involvement of groups who don't generally focus on 
issues of media policy, and understand why they did.

• help organizations working on media policy recognize their allies,
collaborators, and partners—past, present and future.
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5 FCC Chairman Michael Powell Statement on Broadcast Ownership Proceeding, February 5, 2003.
http://hraunfoss.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/DOC-230976A1.pdf

6 Hearings were held in New York, Seattle,Austin, Durham, Phoenix, Chicago, Burlington, San Francisco,
Los Angeles, Philadelphia, San Rafel (California), Detroit and Atlanta, according to a statement by
Commissioner Copps, June 2, 2003.
http://www.fcc.gov/Daily_Releases/Daily_Business/2003/db0602/DOC-235047A9.pdf

7 Estimated numbers of NRA postcards are from several news sources, including Business Week's 
column "Stop the FCC's Covert Operation," May 30, 2003.
http://www.businessweek.com/bwdaily/dnflash/may2003/nf20030530_8491_db028.htm



The directory is intended to serve as a tool for organizers, advocates and
researchers alike. It will be released in several editions as new information,
data and analysis are added, culminating in the launch of a fully interactive
online version. The first edition provides basic contact and organizational
information about the involved groups; subsequent editions will include
descriptive statistics and aggregate analysis about why and how groups got
involved with this issue and key information about their future plans for
media policy advocacy.

(See "Note on the First Edition" p. 7 and "How to Use this Directory", p. 8)

If you have ideas for additional uses of this directory or want to give 
feedback for future editions, please contact survey@mediaactioncenter.org.
Information about upcoming editions will be available at
http://www.mediaactioncenter.org.

Methodology: How we did it

The entries in this directory represent self-reported data from organizations
invited to fill out an online survey. Although public-interest advocacy for
media ownership limits began before the Review of Broadcast Ownership
Rules was announced, this project focuses on the time when public partici-
pation dramatically increased—that is, from the announcement on September
12, 2003, to the vote on June 2, 2003. CIMA generated an initial list of 
nearly 250 groups who took an organizational position against media 
ownership deregulation during this time by any of the following activities:

• filing a comment at the FCC on the media ownership review

• sending or endorsing a letter to the FCC, Congress or 
President Bush

• participating in official or semi-official public FCC hearings

• organizing or endorsing a public demonstration about this issue

• issuing a formal press release on the issue

Organizational names and email/phone contact information were gathered
through Internet research, review of FCC filings, review of endorsed letters
and protest announcements, materials from the public hearings, interviews
with advocates and CIMA's own documentation of events. An initial invita-
tion by email as well as several follow-up emails and phone calls were sent or
made to each group.As of first edition printing, a total of 93 groups have com-
pleted the survey, a response rate of 38 percent.

The project objectives, methodology, invitation letters and survey questions were
reviewed and evaluated by an informal group of reviewers representing target users of
the directory (see Acknowledgements, p. 63).

5INTRODUCTION

8 Statement of Brent Bozell at FCC Roundtable Discussion, May 27, 2003.
http://www.parentstv.org/ptc/publications/release/2003/0527.asp
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This directory contains detailed entries for each organization that responded
to the survey.As a historical record,we have also included the full list of organ-
izations that we culled together in a state-by-state index. It is important to
note that several of these groups did not advocate the retention of media own-
ership limits but merely hosted public events or conducted research that 
presented a public-interest perspective.Although some groups did not take an
advocacy position and chose not to be included in the Profiles of Participants,
their research was often used as evidence in arguments for media ownership
limits (see the “Resources Section”, Page XXXX). Furthermore, as media
ownership still remains a moving policy target, organizations' positions on the
issue are not static. Again, we remind our readers that our time-frame for e
valuation of groups' participation in media ownership activities ends on June
2, 2003. As a result, some organizations that played a prominent role in the
debates declined to complete the survey because their organizational concerns
or priorities have shifted since that time. Others that have gotten involved
since that time are similarly not included.

CIMA recognizes that our attempt to catalogue organizations that articulated,
represented or researched a public-interest perspective in the media 
ownership debate is incomplete.Although we diligently monitored the media,
the official and unofficial hearings, public demonstrations, action alerts both
online and off and other public moments of expression in the debate on
media ownership, many activities and developments undoubtedly escaped us.
As for those groups who responded to our invitation, respondents are 
self-selected. If an organization did fit the criteria but was not contacted to
complete the CIMA survey, the fault is entirely our own. Future editions will
feature a slightly expanded list. Please contact us if your organization would
like to be included.We are extremely grateful to everyone who took the time to
participate in this project.

If you have ideas for additional uses of this directory, would like your 
organization to be included or want to give feedback for future editions,
please contact survey@mediaactioncenter.org.



Why a directory?

There has been much talk in the press, legislative and executive chambers,
university halls and on the street about the groundswell of public support
to retain limits on media ownership.Yet, very little exists in the way of a 
historical record on who got involved and why. A directory allows readers
to get a quick snapshot of the range of groups who supported media
ownership limits during the FCC review: who they are, why they took a 
position against concentration, what they did to oppose it and what media
policy involvement, if any, they are planning for the future. As a tool for
organizers, the directory offers an easy way to find key information about
organizations.

What to expect from future editions

The Media Policy Action Directory, 1st Edition, is intended to serve as a
tool for advocates and organizers working on media ownership regulation
and other media and communications policy issues. (Please see "How to use
this directory," p. 8.)
The second edition will include additional information from responding
groups as well updated text. Summary statistics and in-depth, aggregate
analysis that examines the diversity of the participating organizations will
also be featured. We refer to not only diversity of constituency base or
organizational mission but to diversity in terms of geography, resources,
political orientation and more. The second edition will explore why and
how groups got involved in this issue, their plans for the future and overall
reflections on the nature of this aggregate as a public-interest social 
movement. More than just an expanded resource for organizers, the 
second edition will focus on serving researchers, media professionals,
policymakers, media-advocacy funders and others interested in deepening

their understanding of the opposition to media concentration. CIMA is 
currently seeking funds to produce an interactive online version of the
Media Policy Action Directory that will include significantly greater 
indexing and search capabilities as well as an updateable, scalable structure.

Information about upcoming editions of the Media Policy Action Directory
will be available at http://www.mediaactioncenter.org.To join our mailing list
and receive alerts when future editions are published, contact
survey@mediaactioncenter.org.
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HOW TO USE

THIS DIRECTORY

This directory is designed to be a handy guide to contact information
and Websites for groups involved with public-interest media 
policy. Information about group mission and constituency has been
provided to introduce the groups and their work and to help target
your communication with them.

Future editions will include additional information, indexes and
search capabilities. 

IMPORTANT NOTE: this directory is NOT to be used for any commercial
solicitation, nor to automatically subscribe groups to your mailing list without
permission. Please respect the time and the inbox-overflow of the individuals
listed for each group and make any communications courteous and direct.

This first edition has two types of listings: 1) profiles of all 93 participating
organizations in alphabetic order, and 2) a state-by-state index of all 247
groups in our original target list, listing group names only. Profiles of partic-
ipating groups contain: organization name, contact information, Website,
mission statement, constituency and membership. "Constituency" refers to
how groups describe their own constituents, based on categories of 
"public," "electorate," "consumers," "members of organization" with the
option to write in another term. Groups were asked about two types of
members, individual people and organizations.

Membership size is represented by graphical icons, as per the following key:

Individual membership size Small (1-99)

Organizational membership size Small (1-99)

Individual membership size Medium (100-999)

Organizational membership size Medium (100-999)

Individual membership size Large (1000+)

Organizational membership size Large (1000+)

Individual membership size Not Applicable

Organizational membership size Not Applicable

Individual membership size Incomplete
Symbol represents groups that did not complete this section of the survey.

Organizational membership size Incomplete
Symbol represents groups that did not complete this section of the survey.
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