" pothing useful or relevant thereto. Call it censorship if you will. In
 my view the banning of personal abuse over the public airwaves
protects the true purpose of the first amendment, which is enlighten-
- ment and the pursuit of truth. 'We should be through with ‘trouble
on this front 1f we restored to the airwaves ‘the good ‘manners of
communication of a civilized society. SRR A e
" Dean ‘Barrow. Thank' you, Professor Siepmann, for those excel-
 lent comments. R , S ~
My, Chairman, during Professor Robinson’s paper, a reference was
" made to a motion in the seventh circuit by the Federal Comunications
~Chairman Hyde states that if the committee desires, he will be happy
tointroduce it into the record. VAT B Y R
- The Cramuman, It is up to your judgment and his. o
* Doan Bamrow. Would you éare to comment on that, Mr Chairman, -

and arny other matters which have been raised in the presentation of
these two papers? RN B SO e

 STATEMENT OF ROSEL H. HYDE, CHAIRMAN, FEDERAL

JOMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

M. HYDﬁLChaifman Staggers, I think it might be helpful to the

study of the subjects under_examination, it T would supply for you
" the motion which the United States has filed in the seventh circuit.
T think I ought to explain why it ‘seemed appropriate to file the
" motion. I will do so at this time if it meets the pleasure of the
committee, oot o Vv b
~ The essential features of the rules, and I am referring to the per-
sonal attack rules, are that where a personal attack occurs in the con-

text of a controversial issue of public importance, it is the responsibility

“of the licensee to notify the person attacked, send him a copy of the
' seript or a summary, and offer him a reasonable opportunity to respond
inpersom. .. o o S g R
. The basic purpose is to make available to the public the opportunity
to hear both sides of important questions, imluding‘thepersonal char-
acter of;persons_,advocatmgi a viewpoint when their character is put
missue. e o Crn el ST ey ] Tt
~_ The personal , attack rules. are thus a part: of the general fairness
© dogtrine. The new rules, including editorializing rules adopted at the
same time, were challenged by NBC, CBS and, in a third case, by the
- Radio-Television News ‘%«iredtors Association, and a group of licencees.
The United States is a respondent in these cases, together with the
Commission. - ‘ Cwt

Tn discussing the defense of the ca,ses,the Department of J ustice, and

the Clorhmission; reviewed in detail the- uestion of whether the present

~ form of:the rulesis thie best: that could’ e devised to achieve.the Com-
© mission’s ebjective. T T At T

Tn connection with yﬁhi‘s ‘reViéSj;v,‘:etkhe‘As‘sistaﬁbﬁéi

i nnect) £ , orney - General ‘in
 charge of the Antitrust Divigion; wrote to the Commission on Febru-
ary 29, 1968, expressing thei Department’s full suport of the Commis-

~ siononthec titutional and statutory suport for the fairness doctrine,
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