Shadegg - Oxley Letter Opposing Increased Funding for the Corporation for Public Broadcasting (CPB)


In this new age of media choice, the generous taxpayer subsidy for CPB is a throwback to the days of three-channel, black-and-white television.  CPB has strayed far from its original goal of providing educational content.  With educational programming now plentiful on other channels, CPB is trying to branch out into “new media.”  While mission creep is nothing new, it’s not something that should be underwritten by taxpayers.


In the interest of establishing budget priorities, Rep. John Shadegg and Rep. Mike Oxley are circulating the attached letter to the House Appropriations Committee opposing any increase in funding for CPB for Fiscal Year 2002.   This includes an objection to any unauthorized appropriations for CPB to fund the conversion to digital broadcasting.


The deadline for signatures is May 26.  If you are interested in signing the letter, please contact Tim Johnson of Rep. Oxley's staff at 6-0762 or Lance Wenger of Rep. Shadegg’s staff at 5-3361.
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

April 24, 2001

The Honorable Ralph Regula

Chairman, Subcommittee on Labor, HHS, and Education

2306 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, DC 20515

Dear Chairman Regula:

We write to express our opposition to any increase in the appropriations for the Corporation for Public Broadcasting (CPB).

As you know, CPB operates on a forward-funding basis.  Last year, Congress approved a generous $365 million in funding for CPB for fiscal year 2003, a $15 million increase over fiscal 2002.  Indeed, the CPB’s line item has increased in each of the past five years, with a total increase of $115 million or 46 percent from fiscal year 1999 to fiscal year 2003.  The CPB’s last authorization expired in 1996.

We question the need for this steady rise in public broadcasting’s federal subsidy.  When the CPB was established in the late 1960s, there were only three television networks.  Today, Americans have access to numerous broadcast networks, cable systems, and satellite services, in addition to the Internet.  The crowded FM and AM dials provide a plethora of commercial and noncommercial stations, and satellite radio has arrived on the scene.  The suggestion that taxpayer-subsidized broadcasting is needed to provide quality programming is no longer valid.

Despite perennial claims of under-funding, public broadcasters are branching out into “new media,” including Internet ventures, satellite radio, and digital cable.  National Public Radio’s president has been quoted as saying, “We could think of ourselves as a multimedia company.”  Should the taxpayers really be forced to subsidize a “multimedia company”?

Again, we urge you to oppose any increase in spending on the Corporation for Public Broadcasting.  We also would object to any unauthorized appropriations for CPB to fund the conversion to digital broadcasting.

Thank you for your consideration of these views.

Yours truly,

Michael G. Oxley, M.C.




John B. Shadegg, M.C.

