e : do ‘ments a legal anal: 0
tional ¢ uestlon, the legal authority of the Commission. And you
also find the Commission’s study of the legislative history of the
amendments, and, in fact, the legislative history of the statutes
consideration. I Woruld recommend those docu t
of the committee, - , S
T he CHAIRMAN They Wlll be prmted in th . record at
(The materlal referred to appears on p. 219 ) ‘
- .Dean Barrow. Mr. Robinson, would you hay
on the comments made by Professor Siepmann ?
. RoBINSON,. Yes, L would like to comment
§1epmann s analysis,
. Let me state ﬁrst of all that smce Mr Slepmann, does not
5 I have been candid : about my timate motivati
candor that I don’t think '
graming, and if t
~ not intended to be surreptitious, i as
~ at this particular apphcatlon of progr
~understood the committee was primarily cerned ‘
But I would not draw back from applying these
the board. I would not be adverse to saying (
may not dictate the content of programs or

I 'k mﬁoally the conditions under which the

I am not, suggestmg that the Commis
powers to regulate broadcastmg I would
are no grave first amendment 1mphcat1ons
, whet the FCC does. o PRt
I would think that most of its generalv re, 1l
economic matters or technical supervisio: j
responsibility of the broadcaster, can still
‘with the first amendment,. :
But let me suggest that in this partlcul
- regulatory powers, I think there is grist f
- specifically, on Mr. Siepmann’s main points: ~
+ He says that he does not believe that th NB
re, but that the true rationale for the Fa
S o] %neral program oversi It
aJSters ave temporary condlt. na
i pubhc domaln , e
at is replete
1p‘ at What I sald this morning, t

propert n.‘any se set k f
- of an obligation of publi

. - not end the problem; it merely poses 1

We still have to inquire, it seems to
fe s. I think Prof. Harry Kalven put ]
in a recent: artlcle ;




