E - arein any event a very uncertain guide. They tell us,
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v wpens’ohal:éutta‘dkﬂ rules, Wﬁi@h--ﬁaiieabeing c,halleng asunconstltutmnal i
- In the Red Lion case pending in the Supreme Court, hs % ‘,
codified into specific regulations which require pport to reply

- to personal attacks and also require the station to offer rebutt

- in the case of editorial endorsements of, or opposition to, ‘qualified

ourt, have now been

~ political candidates. These regulations have also ;;bwee_n chal,l;eng»gd : 1n o
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- The Commission’s enforcement of the fairness doctrine is substan-

tially similar to its enforcement of the equal time requirements. Upon

complaint that a licensee has not accorded fair coverage to a contro-

versial public issue, the Commission forwar

, ds the complaint to the
licensee and demands a reply. If the reply d t satisfy !

- mission, it informs the station of the error of its ays, indicati
perhaps that the matter may be considered at renewal time. In : C

- tion, it may demand from thé licensee a; statement of how it will compl
- withthe doctrine in the future, = . : iy

A notification to the appli’can@','ﬁha;ﬁ the matterwﬂl be 00n51dered e
. at renewal time is the kind of “lifted eyebrow”—to use the words of

a former FCC Commissioner—technique which the Commission has -~ =

employed in other aspects of broadcast regulation—usually with nota-

ble success, Generally, it is not so much the possible loss of a station’s
license as the threat of being forced through the ordeal of a hearing
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| formal procedure, the Commission has In one recent case isst ed a l1-
| year renewal where a station’s Ppresentation of ‘eontroversial public -
issues had been of questionable falrness s, & ot ORI ‘

app ication down for
hearing for inquiry into its compliance with the fairness doctrine. =
If the fairness doctrine has been incorporated into section 315, then

I might add it has also set another renewa

enforcement methods such as cease and desist orders and fines would

‘presumably be available although the Commission has not resorted
to such methods. A ajor reason: for “codifying”e:it’srnew;-,;pérsc‘mal' .
attack rules into regulations, was to make clear the availability of such

‘methods to enforce policies, .~ R e

~+ The requirements of the;,e;faithéés doctrlne are elusive. The Co

‘mission has attempted to furnish guidance in its so-called fairness

‘primer,** which is chiefly a collection of various past rulings. Time =
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does not permit a detailed review and analysis of these rulings. They

for example, that

civil rights, racial Lin.t,egration}?the,banning of nuclear testing,” “kpe-

biozen,” 28 and pa TV * are controversial issues of ublic importance, =
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