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would be well sat1sﬁed it Would have the same advert1s1ng on 1t that,' "

- ithasrightnow.

I do not like some of the advertmmg, but I ﬁnd some’ of the adver-.“ ‘
‘jt1s1ng is better than some of the programmg Iget. :

- Mr. Orrineer, That is more a reflection on the poor quahty of 5

| g programmg than the excellence of advertising, I think.

* T must say that I would be- very much concerned if pay telev‘1s,10n :
~ were permitted to carry advertlslng in addltlon to mekmg a charge :
for its programs.
T do think there isa tremendous opportumty for the future here. Ny
If we adopted your philosophy, not necessarily your le%1slat1on, be-
cause I think Congress ought to make the decision, but if we adopted

- your opposition to subscription TV, we would be denylng somethmg

which is very exciting to the general pubhc

I think it is a subject t%et deserves ‘further exploratlon by the :
Gongress with an affirmative outlook.

Mr: Dingerr. I think the- comm1ttee should demend a full account-;

2 .:_“mg from the Federal Communications Commission as to why this

‘abundance of problems are now strangling them, why they have not

evolved an expedited procedure to handle the matters, why they have
‘not made a better allocation of the spectrum, why they have not solved :

~ theclear channel problem.

~ They are up to their ears in problems and yet they are creatlng
~ hew mischief at a time when it isnot desirable. '
‘Mr. OrrincEr. Well, now we ere back on common ground I agree i

g 3 ‘with the gentleman completely

-Mr. Macponarp. I am sorry the time of the gentleman has exp1red
- Mr. Brotzman. ;
Mr. BrorzMAN. Thank you, Mr Chaurmen ’
. I.am sure you have followed this subject over a period of years as
: '_a member of this committee, is that not right, Mr Dlngell2
 Mpr. Dingers. That is correct. .
. Mr. Brorzman. To follow up on Jim’s uest1on1ng here, there really
. are two problems as I see it. One is ]ur1sd1ct1onal and then there is the' :
- substantive question of—is subscription TV good ¢ =
- Actually most of your remarks go to the substantive matter, but
your bill, if T. understand your remarks, is for the purpose of msur-
ing retention of ]urlsd1ot1on in the Congress. v :
Is that correct ? : _
‘Mr. Diveerr. That is correct. : !
_ Mr. Brorzman. Now turning to your statement ]ust for a moment .

‘I understand the jurisdictional questlon, have you followed the Hart- e

‘ford trial over a period of time?
. Mr. Dineerr. I have made a study of the comments on the Hart-
- ford trial as included in the Commission’s fourth order and report.
. Imsofar as having scrut1n1z1ng it or observed how it Worked I must k
' confess Ididnot. ‘
Mr. Brorzman. How was this set up2 By that T mean what oppor-
tunities were afforded to different agencles and dlfferent competltwn to
: part1e1pate in this particular trial ¢ ;
Mr. Dincerr. I did not—— ‘
Mr. MacpoNaLp. Mr. Brotzman, if you Wlll excuse me, the peo le Who :

“ran the experiment w111 test1fy and I thmk they w111 probab y have

all thOSe answers.



