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INTRODUCTION BUT TELEVISION’S
NOT SOAP!

Approaching television branding

Tn 2009 Channel 4 produced a trailer for its on-demand service 4oD. In the
advert a young man entered a convenience store whose shelves were filled
with popular Channel 4 programmes represented as branded consumer
‘goods. Working-class comedy drama Shameless (2004-) appeared as a four-
pack of lager, cooking show Came Dine with Me (2005—) as flour, teen drama
Skins (2007-) as Pot Noodle, and older shows such as Brookside (1982-2003)
and Vic Reeves’ Big Night Our {1990-91) as frozen produce. The adverr made
explicit the dramatic changes that television had undergone over the pre-
‘vious three decades. Once & broadcast medium dominated by a handful of
“national channels hroadcasting linear schedules into the home, by 2009 there
were hundreds of channels and, if you did not want to watch a programme
when it was broadcast, you could download it and watch it later on your

' computer or portable media device. The positioning of television pro-

grammes as branded consumer products in this crailer for one of these new
on-demand services is pethaps unsurprising given the emergence of branding
as a strategy to respond to the challenges and complexities of this new tele-

" vision landscape. John Thornton Caldwell has argued that “Branding” has

emerged as a central concern of the television industry in the age of digiral
convergence’ (2004: 305), while Rogers et /. (2002: 48) claim that the new
‘digital era’ of television ‘must be considered the age of brand marketing’.
Television corporations now have brand strategies and television channels are
being constructed with brand identities that are conveyed through logos,
slogans and rrailers. Even programmes are now being constructed as brands
designed to encourage audience loyalty and engagement with the text
beyond the act of relevisien viewing,

However, despite the proclamations that television has entered a ‘world
full of brands’ (Ellis 2000: 165), the adoption of branding by the television
industries is by no means straightforward or uncontested. If we retusn to the
40D trailer, it is striking that, even though an awning with rthe URL
‘Channel4.com’ does fall open as the man leaves the shop at the end of the
advert, the store that contains all these branded programmes is simply
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named ‘Convenience’. If television programmes are branded here, the

new television service being promoted is not a branded supermarket chain -

but a generic (and slightly down-at-heel) local convenience store of
cornet shop. In some ways this mirrors Simone Murray's (2005: 422) argy.:
ment that media conglomerates have atrempred to shift public perception of
them from being a ‘household brand’ to being a ‘house of brands’ in order 1o
obscure increasingly concentrated ties of ownership. Here, Channel 4 situateg
itself as a local, smail and accessible business, rather than a large corporate
branded supermarket chain. Yet the 40D trailer also reveals an anxiety abourt
how branding should be applied to television in the digital era. Sanjay
Nazerali (former matketing director for MTV Europe) argues that there is little
evidence to justify the money spent on branding channels and that television
has specific attributes that make branding less useful than in the consumer
goods industries: “Television channels aren’t really products. Our consumers
aren’t really consumers — they’re viewers. They don't directly pay for us
(except in rare pay-per-view cases), don't watch us (they watch our
programmes) and they don’t use us to describe themselves. (Nazerali
2003: 30). While the television programme, therefore, seems relatively open
to being recast as a branded consumer good within an on-demand environ-
ment, ‘television’ itself seems resistant to the logics of branding. If the
digital era of television is the ‘age of brand marketing’, we need to ask
what is being branded here, and how. Indeed, despite the increasingly wide-
spread references to branding in both the industry press and academia, the
uses and meanings of ‘television branding’ are often taken for granted. A
central aim of this book is to correct this by offering a sustained examination
of how and why branding has been used by the television industries in the
USA and the UK. '

What Is branding?

Celia Lury (2004) argues thar the role of branding in contermnporary industrialized
societies can be traced back to the mid-nineteenth century, when branding
began to be used by soap manufacturers as a means of product differentia-
tion. The branding of soap through packaging was a strategy designed to
convey a set of attributes thar distinguished the branded scap from other
generic soap products. Effectively, consumers were not simply buying soap,
but were purchasing a set of actributes created by the packaging of the soap.
As such, the brand conveyed cértain qualities to the consumer and acted as a
guarantee of the origin of the product, providing product differentiation and
offering reliability and enhanced consumer loyalty. These early examples of
branding were intended to enable the producer to circumvent the retailer
and speak directly to the consumer, although soon enough retail outlets
began to emerge as brands in themselves, sometimes with their own branded
products.!
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hin the retail industries over the second half of the

wentieth century altered the ways in which brfinding was used and
‘reased the importance of branding as an 1nd'ustr1a1-strategy. Fury notes

it in’ the post-war period, marketing became mcreas1.ngky {ntegrated into
Liction, legitimared by the development of markering science and con-

Broader shifts wit

et research and the rise of self-service outlets (such as supermarkets) in
hich the product needed to speak directly to the consumer (2004: 22-23).

arketing is particulatly concerned with clomx'{lunicating directl.y with the

wumer, and the integration of marketing into the production process

sefore altered the uaderstanding of the relarionship betvgeen producers and
simers. Emphasis shifted towards designing and matketing products based
i tesearch into the experiences of the consumer. The designand style f’f Fhe
rodiict became as important as its functionality as a way ofcommumcatmg
¢ and idefitity of thie product to the consumer (se€ Tury 2004: 24-25).

6 funcrion of branding in this new environment shifted from §im_ply

ndicating product origin and inviting consumer loyalty, to communicating
shared values between producer, product and consumer. The purchase of a
Fanded product, thetéfore, did not simply provide reliability, but also
became a way in which the consumer adopted the values conveyed through
he brand. For example, if [ were to purchase a Nike trainer, I vyoul_d not
imply be getting a reliable piece of footwear; I would also be buying into a
of values about individuality, determination, dynamism and cool con-
veyed by the brand. Hence, branding emerged as a means of managing the
‘complex relationships becween the consumer, the product purchased and the
toducer (and sometimes retailer) of that product,

Adam Arvidsson argues that the development of these new marketing
ractices was tied to the emergence of electronic media and, in particular,
clevision (2006: 232253, Television and other electronic media provided a
ieans through which consumers could learn about the symbolic and use

value of new products (Jansson 2002: 10). At the same time, and particularly

‘over the 19508 dnd 1960s, the use of consumer goods to construct social

telationshipsand identities became mose visible, whether in the development

- of youth culfuresor the pressures on the suburban family to ‘keep up with

. the Joneses’. Arvidsson argues that media culture fills consumer goods with
" meanings that have the potential to ‘enable their user to think him- or herself
- different’ (2006: 39). However, as the increased mediatization of consumption

placed more emphasis on the symbolic dimensions of consumer goods and
their productive uses by consumers, it also opened up the meanings asso-
clated with products to contestation. As a consequence, constructing and
maintaining a ‘brand image’ that communicated the symbolic dimensions of
the product became more central to the marketing of consumer goods.
However, for branding to be successful, these symbolic dimensions added
to the product have to be accepted by the consumer. Thus, branding

depends on interactivity, two-way communication, between the consumer

3
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and producer. Yet this interactivity is not open or equal. Rather, brandipny

atremnprts to shape, control and/or manage the values atcributed to products and:;
through this, the uses to which the product is pur. Branding is therefoge-'_
much more than simply an element of design and packaging added to 3!

product. Rather, the brand needs to be understood as a ‘new média object!

(Lury 2004: 6): a form of mediated and dynamic communication that cons.

stantly frames and reframes the relationships between producers, products
and consumers. As Lury argues, ‘the account of activities of the marketers .

does not adequately describe the brand’ (2004: 51). Indeed, Lury argues that
accounting for the activities of all of the different constituencies that mighe’
engage with the interface of the brand (designers, marketers, producerS,"-
consumers) would not adequately describe the brand because it would fajl to’

acknowledge the brand as ‘a complex, indeterminate or open object” (ibid.).

While it might not be possible to pinpoint a specific determining definition.

of a brand, however, we can trace the different and changing ways in which
the brand functions as an interface within culture in order to understand
how it operates as a culrural artefact,

Yer, if television was central in the development of the branding of consumer
goods, what about the branding of television irself? One of the difficulties
with applying branding to television is the nature of television as a medium.
Sylvia M. Chan-Olmsted argues that ‘On the sutface, ... branding and brand
management notions ... appear to be not as applicable to the broadcasting
industry due to the diverse and continuous nature of its product (programming)
and lack of specific product attributes as well as easily identifiable_product
logos’ (2001: 78). Broadcast television produces programmes that are ordered

and fransmitted as a schedule through television channels by specific broad- ©

casters. Essentially what is provided is the.experience of watching television.
Within the consumer goods industries branding emerged to manage the
relationships berween the producer, product and consumer. In th

industry the channel that aggregates the consumer’s_expe;ieﬁcgiq__"thg_tele-
vision programme adds an additional layer to the relationships between
producer, product and viewer. While in the consumer goods industry it
is the product (and occasionally the corporation) that is branded, within the
television industry the product is potentially both the tefevision programme and
the channel (or other service/medium) through which that programme is
_ viewed, As such, we can think of thtee areas where branding might be adopted
(’§J\by television broadcastersfgr)rporations, channels/services and programmg@z

" Practices associated with branding have been used in the USA and UK
from the start of television broadcasting in each of these areas. The BBC
adopted a coat of arms shortly after receiving its firse Royal Charter in 1927
that symbolized its public purpose and acted as a form of corporate branding.
It urilized the colours associated with the three non-English national regions
of the UK (blue for Scotland, red for Wales and green for Northern Iteland)
and depicted two eagles with bugles around their necks between a shield

4
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ob’e: and stars to symbolize the breadth of th§ corporation’s ‘pul?lic
i Along the bottom of the coat of arms is the motto: ‘nation
ad;a‘s't;ig' eace unto nation’, exemplifying the national purpose upon
SPE".-..B%C’S chatter was based. Films designed to communicate the
S ]ze BBC to the public were also produc§d in this period, such as the
i:]Post Office Film Unit’s impressionistic docur_nentary' I.Vae Vaize of
i (1935) and the BBC-produced promotional film This i the BBC

" :Wbi-ch followed the corporation’s activities for a day. ‘
- as not until the early 1950s that the BBC developed a logo specifically
gg.:téievision service. Indeed, the use of logos for television chapnels only
cally emerged in the UK in 1955, when the amval.of ITV provided com-
- for the BBC's television service for the first time. ITV was made up
‘;F'l'ti'qimber of regional companies which used idents (short films trans-
.zeg. in between programmes that animated their channel logos) to f:lism
inguiish their services. In che USA, the nationa}l networks afldl locgl stations
iso developed channel logos (refetred to as station 1Ds) to diSFll:lgullsh theljn-
es from their rivals.? However, the characteristics of the television mdusgues
ie USA and rhe UK at this time limited the usefulness of chajnnel branding. B
[USA_from the mid-1950s to the mid-1980s the national networks ¢

elv

was. 100 specific or too defined cqgld_'__pptent_ially__a_tl'iéjr}é\'.té viewers, and so
sranding functioned primarily as a shorthand dev1c.e foF indicating the gen-

al identity of a network. Similatly, the same period in the UK was char-
cterized by a duopoly between the BBC and ITV, both regulated by a

‘similar public service remit. Within the US network oligopoly and UK

duopoly there was little competition between’ tele\{js?ion channels, and so
tle value in conceiving of and promoting the _tglems@r}__.;;vhmgg_r_}.gj___g__swﬁ _E{,an'

/;H/pwroductlnm this context, branding emerged primarily as the adoption of

‘hannel logos that functioned to differentiate and d%sFingmsh egch (.:hannel.

' The public service ethos behind British television at this time also

‘militated against the adoption of branding as a cultural form that (ijerged

within the markerplace (Lury 2004: 4). The associations of branding and |
.+ marketing with the promotion of products _Witbi_p_a.umgr!ggtl)lgc_e_ 0

* profits pulls-against the public service ethos of broadcasting as a

provided by boads the cative
associations of branding with marketization even extended to the

networks, John Thornton Caldwell argues that the networks promoted
themselves to the US government as caretakers of the airwaves as part of

H ; H >
a strategic move to protect the government-sanctioned network oligopoly.

Early on the networks exploited one side of their dualistic identity
(lobbying for trusteeship with regulators), even though they

n_ broadcasting. The networks endeavoured to attract - . .
d mass audiences and it was common practice for a network to, /.. /
ititate the programming innovations of its rivals. Any brand identity that
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effectively and simuleaneously sold themselves to viewers (as branded
producers of entertainment). This tension between branding and
trusteeship has existed in American netwotk telévision from the start.
o (Caldwell 2004: 306)

The ephemeral nature of broadcasting also militated against the adoprion

of programme branding. Much early television was produced and trans-

mitted live, and so did not exist separately from its broadcast on a television

channel. Even when broadcasters adopted recording technologies over the -

1950s and 1960s, a significant proportion of television production {(particu-
larly in the UK) was as-live, and the BBC famously wiped vast swathes of its
¢~ own archives in the 1960s and 1970s (see Fiddy 2001}). The trade in rights
to television programmes from the 1940s and {from the mid-1950s) the
trade in programmes on film (and later on videotape) did construct the
programme itself as a product that could be branded (see Johnson 2009 and
" Santo 2010).¢ However, at this time such practices were not cencral to the
television industries in the USA and UK whose primary soutce of revenue
was the sale of spot advertising (or the licence fee in the case of the BBC).
Therefote, although it is possible to identify pracrices associated with
branding from the 1940s ro the 1970s, and alchough this is the period within
which branding emerges as key to the consumer goods industries in the USA
and the UK, the nature of broadcast television and the industries within
which it was produced worked against the adoption of television branding.
- Yet, by the mid-1990s the trade press in che USA and the UK were pro-
-~ claiming branding as essential to the television industry. The first two parts
of this book will examine in detail the reasons why branding was adopted in
the USA and the UK from the F980s. In doing so, it will examine the
impact of the deregulation and marketization of television, the rise of new
technologies that displaced broadcasting as the central experience of relevi-
sion and the emergence of branding as a broader cultural strategy that
extended well beyond the consumer goods industries into areas of public life.

Television history and periodization

The changes that have taken place in the US and UK television industries
since the late 1970s raise the thotny problem of periodization. To what
extent is it possible to argue that over the 1980s television entered a new
and distinct period in ics history? There are a number of different models for
understanding the periodic shifts in television history. John Ellis (2000)

: [ argues that television has developed over three distinct eras: those of scatcity,

! availability and plenty. In the era of scarcity television developed as a key
component of consumer society, but was characterized by a relatively small
nuwmber of channels and broadcastets. The growth of satellite and cable
in the late 1970s and early 1980s ushered in a new era of availability, in
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‘which television services were expanded. This expansion was intensified in
the era of plenty thar emerged at the end of the 1990s when digital tech-
.nologies vastly increased viewers’ choices and the old model of broadcasting

came under threar.
If Ellis’s model highlights che gradually increasing channels and platforms

Jrough which television has been distributed, Rogers, Epstein and Reeves's

(2002) model of TVI, TVI and TVIIE (developed in relation vo US television R B

and largely corresponding to Bllis's periodizations) focuses on how television |
d and discribured. In the era of TVI, the three-nerwork oligopoly

ted the production, distribution and transmission of television pro-
rammes. Television was a mass medium funded through the sale of adver-

g . . .
tising based on total audience ratings. Over the 1970s cerrain demographics

carted to emerge as particularly valuable for advertisers and broadcastets
(such as the youth market). The turn towards demographics was accentuated
with the emergence of cable and satellite relevision over the 1980s as sig-
“nificant competition for the networks, partly as a consequence of deregula-
ijon. This ushered in the era of TVII in which che nerwork oligopoly was
broken and new niche cable networks introduced dnggfé,p_hi_cs as core 1o
fie ways in which advertisers paid for airtime. However, Rogers ¢t «l. atgue
‘that the eras of TVI and TVII were both characterized by the dominance of
“econd-order commadity relations,/in which most television was paid for
“indirectly by-consamption of the products advertised on air. They argue that
he era of TVIIL from the late 1990s, can be characterized by the emergence

f (first-order commodity relationsfin which viewers can pay directly for v

television, either through premium subscription channels or through new
‘on-demand services.
While the eras of TVI, TVII and TVIII usefully outline key changes to US
elevision, a perhaps more descriptive way of petiodizing the same shifts
is that adopted by Amanda Lotz, who describes these changes as a move from
the ‘network era” (late-1950s to mid-1980s), to a period of ‘multi-channel
“transition’ (mid-1980s to mid-2000s), into the ‘post-network era’ that began
n the mid-2000s. As with Rogers ef a/., Lotz sees continuities between the
etwork era and the period from the mid-1980s onwards when the network

ligapoly was challenged. However, she argues that from the mid-2000sa ;-

new era has begun to emerge in which ‘different industrial practices aze .
becoming dominant and replacing those of the network era’ (2007a: 7-8). .
One difficulty with the models of both Rogers er @/, and Lotz is that they are
based solely on the US context and so cannot account for a key shift in most
public service contexts, which is the emergence of the firse non-public service

" channels in the 1980s and 1990s. By contrast, Ellis’ model rends to flatten

out nationally specific developments in television while drawing largely from
British public service broadcasting.

One of the ways in which this book attempts to avoid being too parochial
on the one hand or too generalist on the other is to adopt a comparative
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approach. Focusing on the USA and the UK enables comparison between
two different models of organizing and funding television — commercial and
public service — from two nations with advanced television industries. There
are some limitations with this approach, not least the Western-centric focus
of looking solely at the USA and the UK. Yet, there are some benefits in
that these two industries faced a very similar set of changes over the 1980s
and 1990s. They therefore offer useful cases for comparing the impact of
these changes in commercial and public service contexts. This is particularly
important for a study of branding in television because branding, as we have
seen, is associated with the increasing conflation of consumerism and market-
ization. As a consequence, while the adoption of branding might seem a logical
strategy in the commercially competitive environmene of US television, it is
potentially more problematic for the UK's public setvice broadcasrers. This
raises the question of whar functions branding might serve in the different
contexts of US and UK television and the extent to which branding strategies
can be used to serve commercial and/or public service aims.

The difficulty for such an approach is to develop a historical model that
enables comparison between the UK and US contexts while simultaneously
allowing exploration of the national specificities of each industry. It is for
this reason that I have chosen to adopt a fourth model in circulation within
hiscories of television that argues for the development of television through
three eras: broadcast, cable/satellite, and digital. The primary reason for
choosing this terminology Tays with the focus in this book on the television
industries, and specifically television broadcasters, themselves. Thus, while
Ellis” model of scarcity, availability and plenty usefully describes many of
the changes outlined here, the terminology reveals his driving interest in the
social function and place of television. By contrast, the focus of this book is
on examining how and why television broadcasters in the USA and UK have
adopted a particular industrial strategy — branding. Although this will
involve examining brands as new media objects (as argued above), this book
is particularly interested in asking why the television industries in each
context adopted this particular strategy at this particular moment in history
and what this might tell us about how the television industry and the
products and secvices that they produce are changing.

However, i adopting periodizations drawn from technological shifts (the
move from rtelevision as a medium of broadcasting to the rise of cable,
satellite and then digital technologies), the intention is not to posit a
technologically determinist understanding of the historical development of
televiston. Technology does not determine historical change, because the
socto-cultural and industrial significance of any technology is shaped by
policy, market conditions and broader social and cultural factors. Yert, at the
same time, television is a technology and its historical development has been
tundamentally affected by technological developments. Indeed, attemprs to
delineate the specificity of television are always bound by an understanding

““hroadcasting is no longer adequate as a way of describing television.
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‘ “he rtechnological possibilities (or limits) of tht? medium (see _Car‘roll
§03). While, therefore, television is a cultural medium of- comrmunication,

is also, essentially, a piece of technology. As such, thl_s b_ook_'__u_ses the
broadcast, cablefsatellite and digital eras to re_fe_r:. to the political, 1;_1dust1.'1al
o-cultural factors shaping the changes brought about by the adoption
technologies that zltered the nature of television and the industries

and's ci

ij'fddﬁce it. B N

_A-key reason for my emphasis on the?_t¢§hﬁ919{of1_F?l_Pf’_‘_?l j Qf r:elev1s10'n as a
ediom lies in my hypothesis that the ‘fundamerifal shift that be.gan in the
1080s was the gradual challenge to the centralicy .of broadcastmg to our
iniderstanding of television as a medium. As argued above, from its intro-

ction (in the 1930s in the UK, the 1940s in the USA and later across

ch of the rest of the world), television was conceptualized as a medium of
liroadcasting.” This has shaped the ways in which television has been studied,
regulated, produced and consumed. The challenge to broadcasting began in
he. 19808 with the increasing dominance of icable television in the USA and
the ‘emergence of satellite as competition to the public service broadcasters
ini the UK. As will"be"explored in more depth in the first two parts of this
book, cable and satellice undermine some of the fundamental assumptions
bout television as a broadcast’ medium: that television cannot be paid for
at the pdin't" of reception, that television is a medium of the masses, that
television is a national mediiimi™ These challenges are amplified with the

émergence of digital “télevision. By 2010 television was no longer the set in

the corner of the living room broadcasting an ephermeral linear schedule to
an undifferentiated mass audience. The emergence of new platforms and
‘technologies that allow viewers to download programmes on demand and
circumvent che traditional channels and broadcasters seems to threaten the

‘fature of television altogether. While the range of academic publications

‘exploring the ‘end of television” have usefully chalienged che extent to which

‘these changes will be the death knell of broadcasting, in the digsil?_al era

“This Book is therefore centrally concerned with exploring this fundamental |

- change in the very naeure of television as a medium, arguing that branding, -
" as a key industrial shift over the period, offers a useful lens for examining the

changes that threaten to undermine our conceptualization of this once- .
familiar technology. However, it is important to raise a number of caveats=
here. First, it is worth retarning to the issue of periodization. The emergence
of cable, satellite and digiral technologies is significantly different in the US
and UK contexts. This is particularly the case with cable and satellite. In the
USA, cable began to offer competition to che broadcast networks over the
1980s. By contrast, in the UK it was not until the very end of the 1980s
that satellite services emerged to compete with the terrestrial channels, and
cable has taken far longer to develop as a mature industry, Furthermore, the
development of satellite and cable in the UK had the addicional significance
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of introducing television services not regulated under 2 public service remit:

for the first time. In many ways then,-the most significant aspect of th

emergence of satellite and cable in the UK was the hroader political conrext’

that threatened public service broadcasting, rather than’ al comperi:

tion for viewers that these Tiew services presented. Similarly, while the new .
‘cable chanaels in the USA did threaten the network oligopoly, it is arguably’
the emergence of large media conglomerates that brought the networks and
cable channels under the same corporation that has had the most impact on_
the television industry, Therefore, although we can usefully distinguish a-

broadcast, cable/satellite and digiral era in each context, they are not neces-
sarily temporally the same. In the USA, the cable/satellite era begins in the
1.980s, but needs to be understood within the context of a histary of cable
extending back to the 1940s. In the UK, the cable/satellite era only begins
in the late 1980s, but the impact of the political shifts thar brought about
this technological change need to be traced back over the 1980s.

Not osly, therefore, are these periodizations nationally specific, they also
need to be understood “as finid analytical constructions rather than fixed
temporal schema. Tndeed, one of the difficultiés in writing about the present

is being Gifidble to step back and gain a critical perspective on the changes -

that are taking place around us. This makes it far harder to pinpoint key
moments of change when it is impossible to know the full significance or
impact of thatr change. Central then to the approach taken within this book
is the argument that, to understand the present, we need to take a historical
approach in order to trace the significance of the changes that have takea
place to television. While this book focuses primarily on the period from
the 1980s to 2010, when broadcasting as a dominant model for television
came under threat, there is the need for further historical work that craces
the historical precedents for the changes witnessed in television over the past
30 years and challenges the dominant assumptions about the broadcast era of
television. It is heped that this book will be a sput to such work.

Branding and television

These differences in the development of television have shaped the structure
of this book. Parts I and IT focus on the changes in the US and UK television
industries in order to examine why branding emerges as an industrial scrategy
over the cable/satellite and digital eras. Chapter 1 traces the development of
branding over the cable/satellite era ins the USA, exploring the emergence of
channel branding within the cable industry in the early 1980s and rracing
its adoption by the US networks over the 1980s and 1990s. Chaprer 2 then
focuses more specifically on the digital era (from the late-1990s) and the
particular problems and issues that this has raised about the use of branding
within the US television indusery. Part I then shifts focus from the USA to
the UK. Chapter 3 focuses on the more comimercial companies within

10

INTRODUCTION - BUT TELEVISION'S NOT SOAP!

Rritish broadcasting and examines their adoption . of branding from the
60s to the 2000s. Chapter 4 then looks more spegﬁcaﬂy at the chz.lllengffs
' by the UK's public service broadcasters w1th_m a hostile .polmcal. Fh-
‘and with the introduction of non-public service commercm% television
for the first time. This chapter will address the specific debates raised by .the
+ of branding within a public service context and ask whether the adopt'mn
randing is indicative of the marketization of public service broadcasting
he UK. The first two parts of this book offer a detailed account of the
glopment of US and UK television from the 1980s to 2010 and the (ofren
ied and complex) ways in which branding was adopted by broadcastess
ithin each industry over this period.
lowever, in order to examine brands as new media objects, it is necessary
ook beyond branding as a feature of the industries that produce television to
e-xaﬁline it as a fearuze of the texts of television themselves, which is the aim of
Part 111 of this book. While textual studies of relevision have tended to focus'on
¢ programme, Chapter 5 examines channel and service brands by anglysmg
¢ ‘interstitial spaces between programmes (both on air and online) to
explore how they function to manage the relationships between produ.a?rs,
viewers and the different rexts and platforms that now encompass television
25 4 medium. By contrast, Chapter 6 focuses on programme brands, arguing
at branding theory can help us to analyse the extended texts of television
‘ now co-exist across a range of media. Branding emerges as a strategy for the
and UK television industries over a petiod of significant change, when
the very nature of television as a broadcast medium comes under threat. The
nal chapter returns to some of the issues raised here about applying branding
television in order ro develop a theorization of television branding.
‘Merhodologically, this book combines analysis of primary sources such as
dustry, trade and press documents, audio-visual materials and interviews,
with critical interrogation of secondary historical and theoretical texts drawn
tom the fields of television and film studies, media, management, cultaral
studies and sociology. Some interviews with industry personnel have been
ertaken to gain insight into the processes of brand creation, bur the
search focuses on primaty souces such as annual reports, trade magazines,
print and multimedia texts, as these are the means through which brand
strategies are constructed, conveyed and explained publicly and they provide
the best evidence of how television industries have used branding. In doing

aC_Cd

50, this book aims to further our understanding of the changes wrought by
‘the adoption of cable, sarellite and digital technologies and to offer a critical

theorization of the uses of branding by television broadcasters. Just as
branding emerges as a tool for the television industries to manage the new
landscape of the digital era, this book argues that examining the uses of
branding within television can help us to understand the ways in which the
television industries and the nature of television itself as a medium have

s changed over the past 30 years.
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Notes

See Celia Lury (2004 18-28) for a history of branding from the mid-nineteenth century
when, she argues, ‘branding becomes a visible force in the organisation of production ;
industrialised countries’ (2004: 18-19).

While this book focuses on the adoption of branding by television broadcasters, bragg
strategies extend to other aspects of the television industry, such as production companies
and stars, There is certainly the need for further work that considers how branding fus
tions more widely across the television industry and how these brands interact with (
corporate, channel/service and programme brands of broadcasters examined here,

See Chapter 5 for a more derailed discussion of the histoty of channel idents and station IDg:
One difference between the USA and the UK is that the public service remics of the UK
broadcasters did coneribute o the construction of more distinct identities. For exampl,
FT'V has been commonly associated with populist programming {largely because it was
funded by advertsing and despite the fact that it was regulated by the same public service
remit as the BBC), wheteas the BBC has at times been seen as both avancular and staid
(occasioning the feminized moniker “Auntie’).

The attempts by the nerworks to construct a corporate identity as trustees of the afrwav
could, ironically, be seen as a form of corporate branding in iwsell, Indeed, Chaprer 4 will
complicare the negative association of branding with markerization through an examinarion
of branding by the UK public service broadcasters, Channel 4 and the BBC,

In its negoriations around the sale of rights to its programming in the 1940s and 19505

the BBC was adopring practices akin to brand management, such as attempting ro control '/

the uses and meanings attribured ro its programming in crder to protect its corporate fmage
(Johnson 2009). Avi Santo has examined the licensing and merchandising of the television
series, Batman (ABC, 1965—67) and The Green Haorner (ABC, 1966), which were managed

as cross-media brands (Santo 2010). Paul Grainge argues that Disney's development of -
television series for ABC in the 1950s could also be understood as an early example of

brand marketing in the television industry (2008: 44).
This is not to argue that television was simply a medium of broadcasting in this period.
Indeed, one of the interesting consequences of the changes thar have taken place to tele-

vision over the past 30 years is that the new ideas emerging about television have :

provided relevision historians with new models with which to challenge our assumptions

abour television’s past. My own work on the trade in rights at the BBC in the 1940s and

1950s stemmed largely from work on the incressing significance of rights in the con-

temporary television industry and the need to question how new these practices acrually

were (see Johnson 2009).
See for example, Graeme Turrer and Jinna Tay (2009) and Lynn Spigel and Jan Olsson
(2004).
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