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There is no'government agency, or any other body, to tell him that
hemaynotdoso. . oo o
There is a long subject, and
- different. aspects. But I think this s very undamental. .. .
" The second question that he raised is‘since ‘broadecast ‘content in

 this sense is now regulated by the Goverr ment, may this not raise in

~gome broadeasters the fear that if they present:material unsympa-

~ thetic to whatever ‘administrationis in :p‘Werf“sthey\ may face the

T have the contrary view. I have the view atthefalrness doctmne v
~+is a protection to t‘he}bimadcaster*ra,thersthanﬁwthreaﬁ:to‘lﬁhejbroa& b

I hope we will approach it from meny

caster; because if there is undue pressure from:one agency of the gov--

~ ernment, as for example the White House or Congress or ‘the city hall, |

~ the broadcaster may tell that candidate or politician that there is a

~ doctrine for which he is responsible, the doctrine of fairness in the
_ treatment, and that he cannot, in exercise of his public responsibility,

" treat only one side of the issue. i

- T would also urge that in terms of the history of thedoctrlneof ~
 fairness there has mever been, in my understanding, any charge by

" broadcasters or others that this doctrine has been administered in any

~ way which suggests that the broadeaster is required to present a view

- favorable to the administration. .~ . e T

Tt seems to me that what is confusing here is to regard the Govern-
‘ment as being a monolithic body with monolithic interests. There are

problems

many different agencies of the (Government which approach

 from many different points of view. Certainly the Commission, in my -
~_opinion, has never been the handmaid of a monolithic government
. designed to oppress or abuse the power which it has. e

overall treatment,off? c()nﬁf@

" Third, does the requirement for an.

 yersial issues make for wishy-washy, ’On'—thé-%fence?fqim:lityfinv‘bro_‘ad?‘f -

cast jomrmalismyio i b e B b e
T would: suggest the broadcasters should not: demean themselves
because I think they have done magnificently in covering of two.of

the most controversial Ris‘sues,faced, the k\Vi‘etnam‘ war fa'nd’ the ce o

~ Certainly this doctrine has not hampered them in their treatment of
 these issues. . . . L han s D
" In terms of the fourth question, on the subject.of comment and opin-

e ion, the fact that broadeasters have to allow for the presentation of -

" responsible opposing viewpoints and the fact that the networks don’t
editorialize, I think their decision as to whether they -editorialize or

~ not is something obviously that the networks themselves should com-

. ment on. ST e PR R T T e

o

" As far as the fact that there is a requirement for the "presa;ltaﬁidp
* of responsible viewpoints on the other side of editorials, I think this
has in no way harmed the function of the broadecaster or limited his. -

freedom in any way.

o  Broadcasters do ,edltorializ‘:e' and they do ‘,p"et‘fni“c"cbnﬁiCting}:vi‘eWs;

because the interest which they serve is the interest of the public to
“hear the other side. . s b T
' The public may judge the two sides quite differently. When a broad-

- caster presents an editorial, it is under the auspices of that institution

- and, if the broadcaster occupies aprommentpart in'the community, -




