Second sight

If knowledge is power, then the internet stands to make a tiny minority very powerful indeed - and leave the rest of the world trailing far behind 
Net news 

Victor Keegan 
Thursday September 7, 2000
The Guardian 

It is often said of the internet that Content is King: but it is not true. Access is king, because without access there can no content. The growing worry is that the internet, despite genuine government initiatives both here and in the US, will continue to be disproportionately rich, white and middle class. 

The bare statistics of the digital divide are now fairly well known. In Britain, according to a recent Guardian/ICM poll, 59% of the most affluent AB social group have internet access compared with only 14% of the poorest DE classes, which include the unskilled. In America white people are much more likely to have a household computer than African-Americans (44.2% compared with 29.0%) though, interestingly, the gap at work is much less pronounced. 

Long before Francis Bacon coined the phrase "Knowledge is power", quick access to information endowed the recipient with a comparative advantage. The arrival of an information society turns it from an advantage into a necessity. Speed of access to information - whether share prices, new scientific research or news - is more vital than ever. 

And in the information age you need not only knowledge of facts but also knowledge of the skills that produce the knowledge industry, because most new jobs require them. Within these trends, subtler changes are taking place. For instance, circles of those with privileged knowledge are widening at the expense of those outside them. In pre-web days, for instance, only an elite circle of people had access to insider knowledge and analysis in the City. 

Now, thanks to the proliferation of financial web sites with instant (and usually free) access to share prices, charts, analysis and instant gossip, the insider circle has greatly increased. But the gap between those in the loop and those outside it is widening, especially as knowledge itself becomes the source of competitive advantage. 

The digital revolution has opened up a new divide within existing workforces. Older workers (over 40s these days) find that, suddenly, youth is preferred over experience, and stored knowledge is devalued, counting for nothing because of the cultural revolution within the new companies. Suddenly, twenty-somethings are running their own companies instead of being corporate cogs in a bigger machine. 

A new kind of divide is also opening up as a result of the changing relationship between capital and labour. As Professor John Kay has pointed out, the capital market is no longer there to provide capital for the development of the business but to enable people who dream up new ideas for new businesses to get the benefits as quickly as possible. If this succeeds then it will open up yet another financial divide in society. 

Judging by the rate at which new dot.com companies have been falling in recent months, though, it could have the opposite effect. 

No one is more outside the loop than developing countries. When you read of the amazing electronic markets that are being constructed to harness the deflationary powers of the web and bring down the prices of raw materials and commodities, remember who is at the other end of the chain. Almost certainly it will be a developing country which was already suffering from the decline of its main source of income (commodities), even before the success of the internet. 

There has also been a big switch of equity and investment capital from developing countries to the hi-tech markets of the booming internet economies - though the way the market has collapsed suggests that much of that capital may have had a higher return if it had been left in the Third World. 

It is not only wrong but counter-productive to allow the Third World to fall even further behind. As Hasso Plattner, co-chief executive of SAP AG, the German software firm, told the World Economic Forum this year: "The more the [developing nations] can be members of this digital society, it will help us to trade with them, and then live in a more prosperous world" This is a double tragedy because, unlike previous revolutions, the internet is capable not only of narrowing the gap between the knowledge-rich and -poor but also the speed at which that happens. 

The industrial revolution started 200 years ago but its ripples have yet to reach huge areas of the world - especially in Africa. No one ever had an economic incentive to build high capacity telephone lines to homes in remote parts of Africa because the cost of constructing landlines is prohibitive. And the village, being its own network, had probably had no desire for wider communications. 

Remember, most people in the world have yet to make a telephone call, and more than 90% of all computers are in the developed countries. Wireless technologies are now available (the satellites are already passing overhead) that could enable African countries to leapfrog the industrial revolution into the information age. That ought to be the prime concern of the World Bank. But it is not happening. 

The fruits of the information revolution are going disproportionately to those who are already in the loop. A new underclass is being created in developing countries - and within developed ones - from which it will be even more difficult to escape. The internet started life as a mutual society, but it was a mutual society for those who could afford to be in the know. 

Unlike physical wealth, units of information can be distributed without any extra cost. But the problem of providing affordable access to enable poor people to make use of all the "free" knowledge has not yet been solved. 

Internet 'wake-up call' 

To help maximise the number of people who have access to the internet, he launched an initiative to make computers available to 100,000 low-income families for as little as £5 a month. He told the UK Internet Summit: "We could have a society divided between the information haves and information have nots, a society with a wired up superclass and an information underclass. 

"Therefore, we are going to help people buy computers and we are going to help them train. I want Britain to lead the world in getting people online." 

New businesses 

Mr Brown also announced a relaxation of rules to make it easier to gain access to start-up funding for small companies in growing sectors, such as IT. He also changed tax rules to allow employees who borrow computers from work for personal use to escape facing extra tax on a "benefit in kind".  He said this would benefit at least 300,000 employees. Money to fund the new initiative will come from the previously announced £1.7bn national IT strategy. 

Avoiding inequalities 

Mr Brown told the summit: "No one should be without computer or IT skills. 

"As we enter the next century, we must make sure that nobody is left out of the computer revolution. We cannot allow inequalities in access to computers to lead to inequality in life for the next generation. Anyone left out of the new knowledge revolution will be left behind in the new knowledge economy, so we will pioneer a system so people will be able to borrow computers and software in the new century the way local libraries have lent books in this century." 

The government said that it would be negotiating with companies, community groups and charities to provide the computers. The Treasury hopes they can then be leased for a "nominal" fee, starting at £5 a month. The computers will be available to families of the unemployed or where people are claiming benefits such as the working families' tax credit. They will be older models refurbished with the latest chips and memory capacity, and modems for internet access. The scheme was broadly welcomed by the Conservative technology spokesman, Alan Duncan, although he said the government should do more to bring down telephone bills for internet users. 

He said: "There is no point in giving people a cheap bit of kit if they find themselves with an enormous phone bill at the end of the month."

Computers create 'children's underclass'

By BBC Education Correspondent Sue Littlemore 

The internet offers amazing educational opportunities. But there is concern that it is creating a new "technology underclass" for those children who have little or no access to it. 


Ambleside Primary School in Cumbria illustrates the divide. The children are fortunate to have ready access to information and communications technology at school, which has its own Flash-enhanced website with more than a thousand pages of pupils' work and even a live webcam. The children use CD-ROMs in their projects, design number games on the interactive website, and use computers to control little robots. 
But the headteacher, David Raven-Hill, is aware of the dangers. 

"Those who don't have the choice - who don't have computers at home - their self-esteem may be knocked relative to those who do have computers at home, and that does concern me," he said. 

Increasingly, "having a computer" is equated with having an internet connection - few are sold these days without a modem. Up to a fifth of households in the UK with children are online. In Ambleside, eight-year-old Jade Cunniff uses the personal computer in her father's study to connect to the school website, where she writes a book review. She is aware that she is relatively fortunate. 

"Most people just show off, that they are the best because they have got a computer and the other people haven't," she said. “That makes the people who haven't got the internet upset." 

Her friend, Charlotte Brass, does not have a computer at home - her parents say they would struggle to afford one. As a result, she feels left behind compared with children who do have one. 

"When it comes to computers, they always turn out to know the most about what you have to do," she said. 

Higher marks 

Teachers have said that pupils who do their homework on computer often get higher marks - not least because the presentation is better. That is just a small part of what might become a new and extremely damaging social divide. Academics are warning already of a technological underclass. 

At Sheffield University, Professor Gill Valentine says that children who are excluded from the technology now will be marginalised as adults. 

"They will be completely disenfranchised," she said. “They won't be able to find work, they won't be able to participate in everyday life, they won't be able to vote, they won't be able to access all sorts of information." 

Efforts to get computers into public places such as libraries are welcome, but teachers admit the ideal is for every child to have a computer at home. 
The world at his fingertips

A new government strategy claims that IT should be used as a tool for helping disadvantaged people 

Michael Cross
Thursday November 3, 2005
The Guardian 
When home is a soggy sleeping bag under Waterloo Bridge, computers seem to have little relevance. But this shouldn't be so, says the government, which hopes to tackle social exclusion through IT. 

Its ideas include "virtual life portfolios" - secure internet repositories of documents to enable homeless people to claim benefits, get medical support and apply for jobs - as well as text messages to communicate medical results and keep truanting pupils in line. 

A strategy published this week by the prime minister's Social Exclusion Unit sets out a vision of IT helping to bring the illiterate, the housebound and homeless into society. However, digital campaigners have questioned whether the strategy will prevent the emergence of a "digital underclass". It will also face a rough ride from organisations worried about allowing public agencies access to personal data about citizens. 

Until now, government policies on digital inclusion have concentrated on providing access to the internet for poor or otherwise disadvantaged people. Two years ago, this effort was pronounced a success when research showed that 98% of people knew where they could get online access. The snag is that one in five Britons has no interest in going online, and they are almost all from society's deprived groups. 

In its new strategy, the government hopes to answer those who say it is not doing enough to close the digital divide. Its message is that people usually regarded as socially excluded are doing it for themselves - not with the internet, but with mobile phones. It suggests that public agencies make more use of a technology that has roughly the same penetration in sink estates as in millionaire's row. 

More controversially, the strategy says that public agencies dealing with the socially excluded will have to lose their inhibitions about sharing data about people at risk. Such information sharing between health services, police and local authorities could enable a "targeted response" to people at risk of becoming homeless or falling into crime. 

This message coincides with that of the government's first IT strategy, Transformational Government, which was published yesterday. It says that data-sharing between agencies is essential to create efficient "citizen-centred" government. 

The politician responsible for the strategy, local government minister Jim Fitzpatrick, said this week that the time is right to unlock a "critical mass" of data, such as fire brigades' records of domestic fires, to share with other agencies. 

Research shows "loud and clear" that people on the receiving end of public services welcome data sharing if it means they get better public services, he said. "There is a real contradiction between people on the ground and those making sophisticated arguments [about privacy]." 

However, like the wider IT strategy, the digital inclusion strategy is light on detail. The minister could not say how he would tackle one current obstacle to data sharing, the law preventing information in council tax databases being used for other purposes. The strategy reveals that the government department responsible, the Department for Work and Pensions, "intends to take additional powers in forthcoming primary legislation." 

However, the strategy does say that public services can learn a lot from current IT initiatives, such as a successful project by homeless charity, Crisis, which saw more than 100 users visit its internet cafe each day. 

Plans to share information will cover young people at risk and homeless families. A web-based system developed by local authorities allows professionals from social services, education and law enforcement to register low level concerns about young people going astray. Under an initiative called Notify, meanwhile, local authorities pass on information about families in temporary accommodation when they move across council boundaries. 

Groups already working to promote IT among the socially excluded cautiously welcomed the strategy. "It's a bit woolly," said John Fisher, chief executive of the digital inclusion charity, Citizens Online, which contributed to the report. "We'll judge it by what happens, but when I see words like 'should' and 'consider' I fear it will be left on the shelf." 

Neither does the report clear up the confusion about which government department is responsible for digital inclusion, which has been without a political "owner" since the Office of the e-Envoy was wound up last year. 

According to Fisher, real political clout is needed. "There's a lot of activity across government and elsewhere, but it doesn't join up very well. It needs to have very senior political support and backing."

Rural area have-nots lose out on the net


Technology underclass must be given right of access, warns report 

Stuart Millar, technology correspondent
Monday March 4, 2002
The Guardian 
The internet revolution has created a new underclass of people in rural and remote areas who are being excluded from the brave new world of teleworking, virtual shopping and online public services by lack of access to technology. 

That is the conclusion of research, to be published this week, which warns the much-hyped potential for new technologies to "render distance obsolete" is not being realised. 

Despite confident predictions that the expansion of information and communications technologies (ICT) would bridge social divides - between urban and rural and rich and poor - the UK's knowledge economy currently threatens to bypass large areas of the country, leaving them "trapped in a cycle of low skills/low value work". 

The research, carried out by the Local Futures Group thinktank for IT giant IBM, calls on the government to treat access to technology as just as important as access to transport and health care. 

"Those unable to travel easily to work, to access ICT, shop or socialise are in danger of becoming excluded from our increasingly mobile society, missing out on the opportunities available, and penalised for their lack of mobility," the authors conclude. Rural communities stand, in theory, to gain most from technologies which allow them to work, shop or access services electronically. 

But the researchers found that home-based teleworking remains an urban phenomenon, rising fastest in London where congestion and the costs of commuting provide good reasons for people to want to work from home. 

The image of someone using new technology to work from their remote Highland cottage remains largely a myth. 

Part of the problem, according to the authors, has been failure to identify demand and social requirements. The failure of teleworking in the countryside, for example, may be because working life still requires regular face-to-face contact with employers, colleagues and clients. 

"Too much research has focused on new technologies and markets, on the possibilities rather than the realities of human communication, and ignored the social context of people's needs, desires and patterns of behaviour, both at work and leisure." 

The report concludes that mobile technologies offer the best platform for breaking this cycle, with services from customised weather reports and skills training to remote health care and e-democracy all delivered through wireless networks to mobile phones, notebook computers and handheld devices. Mobility is described as "the killer ICT application in rural areas". 

One of the most promising technologies is interactive digital television, which experts believe has a better chance of penetrating rural areas than conventional PC-based internet connections. Already embryonic services such as interactive advertising and email are proving extremely popular. 

But achieving change will require more effective leadership and intervention from the public sector, the report warns. The weak consumer base and dispersed nature of business has meant that rural areas have been overlooked in the market-led roll-out of broadband communications services, a situation which will not be reversed unless public sector bodies such as local councils, schools and health trusts take the lead. 

The researchers also criticise the government for "missing a trick" by failing to find innovative ways of using mobile technologies to bridge the digital divide between urban and rural. They point out that while it is possible to get bus timetables via a mobile in London, this service is unheard of in the vast majority of rural areas. 

Paul Revell, IBM's wireless e-businesses service executive, said: "The big challenge with rural areas is to ensure that they can join the virtual community but that is going to take government working hand in hand with the private sector". 

Kate Oakley, the group's director of research projects and co-author of the report, said: "Immobility is an aspect of exclusion. ICT should help break down that problem because it gives virtual mobility but ... the take-up has just followed normal socio-economic lines so existing inequalities have just been reinforced." 

She added: "If you accept that ICT access should be part of the infrastructure then you can't leave it to the market because it will take too long and the gap will get 

Researchers in New York found that, even in a densely-packed city, there was less access to high-speed internet connections in low-income areas such as Harlem. NYCwireless was set up to provide bandwidth to poorer people through partnerships with housing associations, park authorities and recreation centres. 

Extract from speech by Greg Dyke, Director General of BBC
The changes happening in technology; in the wider society; and in our competitive environment are what make this one of those times in history when change at the BBC is essential. 
Let's take technology first. Digital television, and with it as many as 160 channels in digital satellite homes, has arrived at a pace faster than any could have imagined, certainly faster than I anticipated when I gave this lecture six years ago. 
But we are only just beginning to see what digital television can really bring. 
Electronic programme guides are already changing viewing habits in digital homes dramatically, but the real revolution will come with the arrival of the TiVo box and similar in-home, hard disc recording technologies which will give the consumer complete freedom to watch what they want, when they want it. 
I still believe there will be a role for conventional channels by the end of this decade - at times people will still want informed selection - but the channels are likely to be more focussed, and aimed either at particular audience groups or based on particular programme genres. 
Secondly society is changing. Huge gulfs have opened up in the attitudes and values of different generations in a way not seen before. In recent research people from different age groups were asked if they agreed or disagreed with the following statement: 'There is too much sex, bad language and violence on TV and in cinema today.'Amongst the over 45s 72% said they agreed. Amongst the 25 to 34 year olds 79% disagreed. This dramatic polarisation of views creates real challenges for programme makers, broadcasters and regulators alike, particularly in the areas of taste and decency. 
The people brought up in the Thatcher age are the biggest challenge of all whether you're a politician, the Chief Executive of Marks and Spencer or a television executive. 
For these are the children of the multi-channel age, they are used to choice and love it – whether it's shopping, music or television and they are certainly not deferential to Britain's traditional institutions like the BBC. 
This generation doesn't complain if they don't like our schedules they simply turn over. 'Disgusted of Tunbridge Wells' is disappearing and being replaced by 'Not bothered of Newcastle'. 
And as the retiring speaker of the House of Commons reminded us recently this is also a generation with very little interest in conventional politics.However what we know is that they are passionate about many of the important issues of our times, they just don't think Westminster politics can provide the answers.I believe this will become an increasingly serious problem for broadcasters and programme-makers steeped in a tradition of reporting conventional politics. If the BBC is to stay relevant over this decade we have to understand this generation and meet their needs, not only because they matter, but because we are all being influenced by them. 
In the old days kids wanted to be like their parents. These days parents, terrified of growing old, want to be more like their kids. As Bob Dylan wrote: "I was so much older then I'm younger than that now." The third reason the BBC has to change is that the BBC's competitive environment has changed and will be transformed beyond recognition in the next decade. Consolidation and merger are the order of the day amongst media companies. Our competitors today are bigger, richer and more ruthless than at any time in the BBC's history.They are increasingly part of a global media industry which has access to vast capital funds. This is competition on a scale the BBC has never seen before. It's this combination of factors which mean that this is one of those periods when the BBC, and BBC Television in particular, has to go through fundamental change. In the words of Margaret Thatcher: "There is no alternative". 
Inside the BBC we have been discussing the changes we need to make to our television channels since I first took over, as no doubt many of you have read in Broadcast and elsewhere. 
One thing I have discovered in that time is that there is no such thing as a confidential debate in the BBC, but if a few headlines are the price you pay for an open and questioning environment it is a price worth paying. 
At the BBC we all recognise that changing anything is difficult to achieve without controversy. But no-one feels this more keenly than our new Director of Television Mark Thompson who went to make the keynote speech at the Banff festival in Canada a couple of months ago. Mark took the opportunity to outline some ideas about the future of our television services in an intelligent and thought provoking speech. He opened the debate. 
Within days the forces of darkness came down upon him. He was accused of being a philistine with plans to turn BBC ONE into an all entertainment channel, which he didn't say and is not true, and relegating all serious programming to the fringes, again which he didn't say and is not true. It was all familiar stuff. Predictably the retired old men of the BBC came out in force to defend yesterday as they always have done and always will. Had they read the speech? I doubt it. Did they understand the arguments? Unlikely. They just want television the way it was in their day. But that simply isn't an option. 
So what are the changes we plan to make? 
Well one of the dangers of making this speech here today is, as our Head of Press said to me, I'm bound to disappoint. He told me "people are expecting you to be Moses coming down from the mountain with tablets of stone". Of course Moses had it easy - he only had to carry the stone, someone else had already worked out the messages. Let me make it clear, I haven't come here today with all the answers, there are no new Ten Commandments. 
What we do have are some exciting ideas for the future of BBC Television in the first decade of a new century which also happens to be the first decade of the digital age. Like all ideas some will succeed and others won't but that doesn't matter, this is only the start of a journey, the process of change is ongoing. 
Let me explain our plans in three parts. First of all I want to talk about money and what the BBC can and cannot afford to do. Secondly I'd like to talk about our proposals for a portfolio of BBC public service channels, which will eventually be available in every home in Britain. 
And finally I want to talk about the purpose of the BBC and public service broadcasting in the digital age. 
Starting with the money then. One thing I have learned in my years in the television industry is that money matters when you're trying to make outstanding programmes. 
It's not enough on its own – at some time or other most of us have spent a lot of money producing a very average programme - but trying to make fantastic programmes without the right budget is incredibly difficult. 
In fact I believe one of the problems of BBC Television today is that too many of our services have been under funded. 
BBC ONE certainly needs more money, particularly for drama and quality entertainment and two of our digital services, BBC CHOICE and BBC KNOWLEDGE, were started without enough money to commission truly original and inspiring programmes, programming of the quality people expect from the BBC. 
If we want to spend more money on our traditional services, and we do need to, there are certain consequences. Firstly we have to find the money and secondly we have to limit our plans for new services to what we can afford.
This year's licence fee settlement, which gave us an increase of inflation plus 1.5% every year for seven years was a fair, even generous, award. By 2007 this will produce a real increase of £250 million in that year compared to last year. 
But 2007 is too late. If we want to shine in the new competitive digital age, and we must, we need to spend more money now, which is why I've spent so much time in my first six months as Director-General looking for ways to save money right across the BBC. 
I have to say I believe the potential for savings is significant. The BBC currently spends 24% of its income on running the institution of the BBC. Our target is to reduce that figure to 15% over the next three years which will give us an extra £200 million a year to spend on programmes and services if we achieve it.
I'm hopeful that over five years we can do better than that. We've made a good start and believe me it's a lot more than just cabs, croissants and consultants. 
I also believe we can increase our commercial income from BBC Worldwide and BBC Resources Ltd - and we've established BBC Technology Ltd with the aim of bringing additional revenue into the BBC. 
We're also looking at whether there are more commercial opportunities in the world of new media than we're presently exploiting but that review is not yet complete. 
The second thing we have to do, if we want better funded services, is to limit our ambitions for expansion. 
A criticism of the BBC over the years has been that it has tried to do everything the commercial sector has done. Those days have to be at an end. We cannot possibly afford to have a tank on every lawn, or compete in every area of the market place. 
We need to agree the range of services which people will get for their licence fee and then call a halt. That way we can ensure that those services are properly funded and are services we can all be proud of. 
The combination then of the licence fee increases, the major savings we're making inside the organisation and our growing commercial revenues means we can afford a significant increase in our spending.
In this financial year we will be spending £100 million more on programmes than last year, and that doesn't take into account the cost of covering the Sydney Olympics, which is extra.
Next year we plan to increase that by a further £250 million above inflation and the year after by another £130 million. 
That means in the year 2002/3 we will be spending £480 million a year more on our programmes and services than we spent last year – a 30% real increase in programme spend over just three years. 
This amounts to the biggest increase in programme expenditure in BBC history. 
Considerably more than half of that money will have been saved inside the BBC. This will not be achieved without real pain and a lot of people will have lost their jobs through no fault of their own. 
However we are spending licence fee payers' money and the obligation on us must be to spend as much as possible on programmes. 
So what are we planning to do with the money? 
We believe that in the age of digital television it will not be sufficient for the BBC to offer only two mixed genre channels which are somehow supposed to meet the needs of everyone. That is not how audiences will want to receive television in the future. We need a more coherent portfolio of channels. 
However, as I've already said, people have an expectation of BBC channels in terms of quality which we have to meet. As we are inevitably constrained by money, this means we must limit the size of this portfolio. But there is another more important reason for limiting the number of channels we plan and that is the principle of universality. What universality means is making all our publicly funded services available in all homes. 
Universality has been one of the core principles of public service broadcasting in the past and should remain so in the digital age.It means that everyone regardless of race, creed or bank balance will have access to the BBC's services. Like many others I have at times toyed with the idea of a subscription-funded BBC. But now that we can all see the dangers of the digital revolution, as well as the advantages, the principle of universality is more important than ever. 
We must avoid the emergence of a digital underclass, a world where some are information rich while others are information poor. The BBC can help to achieve this both with our ambitious plans in the world of education but also by seeking to ensure that all our publicly funded channels are available in every home. 
The BBC should be an essential part of the glue which binds this society together in the digital age.In order to achieve this principle of universality it means we are only going to offer a portfolio of channels now, which, within a reasonable period of time, will be available in every household in the land. The Government's proposals for analogue switch off, possibly in the latter part of this decade, will make this achievable. For then all homes will be digital and all will be multi-channel. In practice what all this means is that we believe we should offer a portfolio of seven services across five channels. Five, because this is the maximum number we believe we will be able to deliver on our digital terrestrial multiplex, the platform with the least capacity. 
Of course we could do more on satellite or cable but this would mean abandoning our aim of universality. Incidentally seven services across five channels is also the number we believe we can afford to fund. Together they will enable the BBC to meet the needs of our increasingly diverse audiences. 
So what are these seven services? Well two of them are pretty obvious, BBC ONE and BBC TWO will continue as the mainstays of BBC Television for the foreseeable future and be the only BBC channels available in every home until analogue switch-off. 
Getting these channels right for the future is a big challenge. In the early years BBC ONE and BBC TWO will still have to be aimed at people who only have analogue television, the majority of homes until at least 2003. However, over time they will need to evolve to become part of a BBC five channel offering which will eventually be available in every home. Given that we can't have analogue switch-off tomorrow, we have to face a world of two speed television. This will be a difficult trick for all of us to pull off. For BBC ONE in particular this challenge comes at a difficult time when, partly as a result of under-funding, the channel is not doing as well as it should. 
As Chris Smith acknowledged in a recent interview in the New Statesman, we had very good Autumn and Winter schedules last year and we have some great programmes this autumn, including the adaptation of Kingsley Amis' Take a Girl Like You; William Ivory's new drama The Sins and Sir David Attenborough's new series State of the Planet. We need more of that kind of popular, quality programming. I believe we now live in a competitive world where the average simply isn't good enough. We need more of the very best. 
BBC ONE needs to have a greater impact on people's lives. It needs to be more modern, more in touch, more contemporary. It needs more programming that you simply cannot miss. While this may mean that some old faithfuls disappear and others move from the fringe of BBC ONE to peak time on BBC TWO, it does not mean we are banishing all current affairs, documentaries, religion and arts to other channels. Far from it. But programming in these genres, just as in drama and entertainment, needs to be more engaging, more exciting, more gripping if it is to be on BBC ONE. 
We need more factual programmes like Walking with Dinosaurs, Fergal Keane's Britain, Eyes of a Child or the Panorama Special on football hooliganism. More compelling drama like Warriors, Clocking Off or Wives and Daughters, more comedy like The Royle Family or The Vicar of Dibley and more investment in mainstream sport. 
Our aim is to make BBC ONE the gold standard of mainstream television. Now all this is going to cost and we plan a major injection of cash. More than half of the extra money to be spent on the BBC overall will go on improving and modernising BBC ONE and TWO, with most going onto BBC ONE. Next year alone BBC ONE's budget will be increased by £95 million and the year after by a further £55 million, with a lot of this additional money to be spent on drama. 
Let me move onto news. News is the cornerstone of public service broadcasting on the BBC and I think I can say with some confidence that the BBC is now Britain's pre-eminent news supplier. Currently we have a 66% share of all network television news consumed in Britain. 
On BBC ONE we have created a highly successful news hour between six and seven with the BBC's six o'clock national news convincingly beating the six-thirty on ITV. 
We now want to turn our attention to the mid-evening slot. After a great deal of thought we have decided that we will move the BBC's nine o'clock news to ten o'clock next year. 
Editorially we believe it is a better slot, after the US markets close and in time to report on the Commons' divisions, but the main reason for the move is that we believe that more people will watch it, it's as simple as that. 
Ten is a more secure slot for the BBC's main evening news in the digital world. Currently in digital homes audience share for the nine o'clock news often falls below 10%.
In the multi-channel world the nine o'clock slot, the start of the post watershed schedule, is a lot tougher than ten. The move to ten o'clock also gives us the opportunity to expand in an area which is increasingly under threat on ITV – regional news and regional programming. The BBC's early evening regional news is now beating ITV in all but one region in England, is winning comprehensively in Wales, is neck and neck here in Scotland and is closing the gap in Northern Ireland. This would have been unthinkable only five years ago but commercial pressures are inevitably taking their toll on the regional nature of ITV. With ITV's late regional news now relegated to 11.20pm we believe we have a real opportunity to provide a stronger regional news service at a more accessible time. 
So with the move of the nine o'clock news to ten we plan to double the length of our late regional news bulletins and improve their quality. For viewers of news and current affairs this all means that there will be a full hour and a quarter available on BBC Television after ten o'clock, starting with UK and local news on BBC ONE followed immediately by Newsnight on BBC TWO. 
Before I move on let me say a bit more about the BBC and the Nations and Regions. 
Until recent years the BBC was a very London-centric organisation. This is no longer in keeping with the times. I believe the responsibility for reflecting the UK in all its many forms has gradually shifted from ITV to the BBC over the years. It will be a central plank of the BBC's purpose in the years ahead. 
We are giving more power to the Nations and Regions. Next April we're handing back control of production facilities in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland to the national Controllers. 
We're also planning to increase the budgets in the Nations and English Regions by a total of £50 million a year over the next two years. It will be for the Controllers in those parts of the UK to decide how that money is spent, not for London. 
Now it may seem odd to say all this in a month in which we have announced the closure of our two large studios in Birmingham and created a studio joint venture with Granada in Manchester. But don't confuse studio capacity with a commitment to regionalism.
We all know that changes in production techniques have meant that none of us need as many large studios as we once did. The money saved in Manchester and Birmingham from these changes will all be spent on regional production. 
Let me move onto BBC TWO. This is a success story with the channel achieving a higher share of the audience now than it had ten years ago. 
But it is also a channel with a split personality. It's the channel of the Open University at the same as being the channel of Gimme Gimme Gimme and The League of Gentlemen. 
This eclectic mix has worked brilliantly in the analogue world but in a digital world of 160 channels it may make less sense to viewers. 
Channel 4 may face the same problem. In the end there is very little audience flow from Robot Wars to Crufts Dog Show. 
In the long term we plan that BBC TWO will increasingly focus on intelligent specialist factual programmes, our key leisure and lifestyle programmes, thoughtful analysis, creatively ambitious drama and comedy, and specialist sports. 
That won't be for some years, maybe not until analogue switch-off. Until then BBC TWO will continue to offer a rich and diverse range of programmes. 
It will still be the test bed for edgy comedy and entertainment aimed primarily at young audiences, some of which will graduate to BBC ONE. 
It will retain, of course, its wide ranging commitment to serious programmes of all kinds. It will also provide a peak-time home for some of the programming which is currently shown late night on BBC ONE. 
Now for the new channels. Imaginatively we've given them the working titles of BBC THREE and BBC FOUR. 
Given what I said earlier about the importance of reaching younger audiences it will come as no surprise to learn that we propose to use the evenings on one of our digital channels for programming aimed at this age group. 
BBC THREE will offer original British comedy, drama and music as well as providing arts, education and social action programming delivered in a way likely to be attractive to a young audience. 
We've also been piloting a very different sort of news bulletin that breaks many of the conventions of traditional news services. 
I suspect in developing BBC THREE we will need to break a lot more rules before we're through. 
In preparing for this lecture I read that at the time of the BBC's fiftieth birthday someone scrawled across the wall in the gents toilets at Television Centre, "The BBC has always been 50". 
Well on BBC THREE we've got to learn to be 20. We know we can do it because we do it on Radio 1. 
BBC THREE will emerge out of BBC CHOICE but will have a significantly higher budget. 
BBC FOUR will be very different. It will be unashamedly intellectual, a mixture of Radios 3 and 4 on television. 
It will be based around arts, challenging music, ideas and in-depth discussion. It will be serious in intent but unstuffy and contemporary. It will be a style of television which you can't find anywhere else. Is there an appetite for it? 
Well more than 800,000 people visited the Monet exhibition at the Royal Academy last summer and on just one Saturday this year more people visited Tate Modern than fill Wembley Stadium for an international football match. 
And all around Britain festivals like the one here in Edinburgh are flourishing. 
We know there's a potential audience, the challenge is to attract it to the channel. 
I am also very keen for us to deliver a rolling breakfast time business news on BBC FOUR. Just as interest in politics has waned in recent years interest in business has grown. I don't think British television has yet caught up with that. 
BBC FOUR will be developed out of BBC Knowledge. But again it will have a significantly higher budget. 
In all we plan to spend £130 million a year on BBCs THREE and FOUR. 
Our fifth channel will be BBC News 24. While not a favourite of Rupert Murdoch or Gerald Kaufman I happen to like it and believe in its future. 
It seems obvious to me that the world's biggest news gatherer, the BBC, needs a 24 hour news service as part of its channel mix.
Increasingly this is how the viewer will watch news and I believe it's the BBC's responsibility to provide news in the way people will want to receive it. 
We saw the value of BBC News 24 when reporting the Concorde air crash in Paris. Instead of a news flash on BBC ONE, we simply switched to the BBC News 24 service. That's the first time that has happened, but it is the pattern for the future. 
Finally we plan two new childrens' services to be played in the daytime on the channels occupied by BBC THREE and BBC FOUR in the evenings. 
One will be for pre-school children and the second for children aged between six and 13. 
These will have separate identities from BBC THREE and BBC FOUR, if only to enable them to be easily found in the children's section of the electronic programme guide. 
Nearly half of all children live in multi-channel households where for much of the time they are watching predominantly American-owned channels, largely showing American programmes. 
Shouldn't they, and their parents, at least have the option of choosing British childrens' programming on channels free from advertising? We believe they should. 
Interestingly when our childrens' programming is available on BBC ONE and BBC TWO, children in multi-channel homes still choose to watch it ahead of the cable and satellite alternatives even though you cannot easily find it on the electronic programming guide. 
We have done preliminary research on our proposals for BBC THREE, BBC FOUR and the childrens' channels and the response has been very positive. 
However we cannot go ahead with these without further consulting the public and then seeking the approval of the Secretary of State. We plan to do both this autumn. 
Finally we do plan to continue with BBC Parliament on the same basis as now, which means it will be fully available on digital satellite and cable, but digital terrestrial homes will only receive an audio signal. 
This, then, is our proposed channel portfolio. Together the channels will deliver the BBC's core aims. 
All will carry predominantly British original productions. All will make a contribution towards achieving our educational goals which I regard as one of the principal aims of my period as Director-General. 
All will include a broad news and current affairs agenda, and all will carry challenging factual programmes. 
However over time each channel will develop its own personality and will increasingly be aimed at particular target audiences.
So is all this public service broadcasting? I believe it is. The BBC's role in our society will always be complex – we're the guardian of impartiality and political independence, we're arguably the country's most important cultural organisation, we're a major player in the world of education, and increasingly we're Britain's leading global media player. 
But in the digital era I believe the BBC's single most important role will be to make possible the production of great British programmes. 
Our channel strategy is a means of achieving this – a way of commissioning, producing and broadcasting original British programmes of all kinds on a mix of channels which will make sense to audiences in the digital age. 
Over time the channels will inevitably change – perhaps in ways we can't yet foresee - but the commitment to creating exciting British programmes will not. 
Nearly every audience in the world prefers to watch programmes which reflect its own culture, its own lives, interests and passions. 
And in the UK, with our long history of quality programming for both minority and general audiences, this is particularly the case. 
Over the past forty years both the BBC and the commercial sector have contributed to building a vibrant British television production industry across a broad range of programming. 
However to repeat what I said earlier, and it bears repeating, the market is changing. I've talked about what this means for the BBC but it could have more dramatic consequences for commercial television. 
Sitting here tonight, none of us can be sure that advertiser-funded television will, in a decade's time, be able to continue to play its part in funding and producing the full range of high quality television. 
Channel fragmentation alone will gradually erode the current revenue base of Britain's commercial channels. If in the commercial world you lose share year after year, in the end you either change your cost base dramatically or fall off the cliff. And when you combine channel fragmentation with the introduction of new technology which makes recording programmes and then skipping the ads very easy, the medium-term economics of ITV, Channel 4 and Channel 5 start to look fragile. 
In fact, according to recent research, two-thirds of all viewing in TiVo homes in the USA is of recorded programming and nearly 90% of TiVo viewers spin through the ads. 
If advertiser funded television starts to struggle, the responsibility for the commissioning and production of British programming will fall increasingly to the BBC. 
This is why I believe the public service role of the BBC could well be far clearer in ten years time than it is today. To sum up then. We've started our digital journey. We've changed the structure inside the BBC, we're making considerably more money available for programming and we've got a coherent plan for our channels. 
But this alone is not enough. Making television is a creative process and if we really aspire to be the engine of a new era of great British production in all genres of programming we have to be able to attract the best talent to work with us, both inside and alongside the BBC. In every area of programming we need people who are passionate about their subject - be it opera, science, comedy or any one of a dozen others. This means creating inside the BBC an environment in which talented people can flourish. 
I do understand why people look back to some earlier periods at the BBC as a golden age for programme makers. They were. But the world has changed and changed dramatically and going back is not the answer, even if it was possible. It never is. Maybe it's time to take down the portraits in the Council Chamber, not as an act of disrespect to the past but as an act of faith in the future. Luckily that's not my decision. 
Maybe it's time to find a new boardroom with plenty of windows so that we can embrace the outside world, not shut ourselves off from it. It is certainly time for us to take the flame of public service broadcasting and use it to inspire a new generation of talented British programme makers. So let me end by reminding you of my rather simple definition of the purpose of the BBC in the digital age. It is to make and commission great British programmes. Everything else is secondary. 
