' _censing. We have been beginning,&.‘sos-fto-,speak,, in the wron

72

- The traditions of the First Amendment do not: gvaporate because there is 1i-

eorner, The duestion

is not what does the need for licensing permit t ‘Coramission’ to do{ifﬁbwéiﬁubﬁc' ‘
* interest. Rather, it is what ‘does the mandate of the Pirst Amendment inhibit the
Oommlésmn from doing even though it is tolicense,; . R LS
Tt seems to mle that in that suceinct statement, Professor Kalven has:
- pointed the way toa more fruitful discussion than engaging in abstract
inquiries as to the nature of the “public domain,” or the “ownership
of the airwaves,” whatever those terms may Ineam, or the nature of
broadcasting as'a “public service.” (And, by the way, T 'don’t under-

stand any broadcaster to claim that it is not a public service. But by

1y

“the same token, I‘thinkIYOuwoﬁldﬂﬁﬁd’ precious few newspaper editors

~ who would confess to having only the profit motive: That is not the
most profit-making business to be il ‘these days. Most newspaperment
are just as dedicated to the pblic interest as any ot the broadcasters.)
_ Mr. Siepmann goes on to outline a series of _po‘intsfasitéfhowt‘his?
issue can be more profitably discussed, and I think he has put the issues
very well indeed. =~ LA OO
" He states, first 'of‘k‘;all,"’('m?relig”iéu‘s‘;b-roadeasting', a principle or conclu-
sion which to e is quite interesting. He says that a religious group
which is granted 4 license may choose to oxelude all religious pro--
grams, but if it includes any one, -likejpré'fvis‘iﬁon'mﬁstbe’ made for other
religious groups in the community on an équitable bagis. That may be

My, Siepmann’s reading of the Fairness Doctritie, but it apparently is |

not that of the Commission. ‘How else could we explain its decision in
the Madalyn Murray case? T may be misinterpreting’ that decision,

but it seems to me 1t squarely holds that the mere programing of
" religious broadcasting does not invoke the Fairness Doctrine. C

©'décond, Mr. Siepmann argues provocatively for a return to the

- Mayflower' decision, ‘which was a complete ban on all editorializing. |

~ By this I suppose he does not mean—I think he makes clearthat he
does not mean—that brqa}dcasteréfshould* not discuss controversial pub-
Tic issues, only that they should not editorialize. = . Ty

But just what is an oditorial? Tf a broadeaster inserts & statement
of opinion in course of a public discussion, is that an editorial? What
difference is 1t whether: it is labeled “editorial” or ot ? The critical
question is, Can you really adequately, meaningfully, discuss dontro-
versial issues in the vacuum of having or ‘éx’pres‘sih “Ho opinion?

T think that a return to the Mayflower concept of fhirness would

Foturn us 28 years, to an age which, God help us, T hope has passed.
It was ah ag‘e‘"in‘whiohl blandness was the rule (man: “would s %it

still prevsﬁl‘s;—‘éﬁébﬁféxged ‘by the Fairness Doctrine)’ and
frankly would hate to see broadcasting returnto. HHHLR
- Mr. ,S"i'eif:ix’nannjélo-ées;,wif;l*f a remark that we ought to restore’ .
airwaves the good manners of communications'of a civilized society.

This would seem difficult to take isstie with, except for the falet that it
seems to be holding up broadcasters to something more than mortal
standards of conduct. It seems to me M'r.'iS\iepmaiin’é‘Temark harks

back to some golden era when all argumen was genteel and courtly
“but also never really came frankly to grips with the critical issues of
thetimes. =~ e R R
" If there ever was such an age when all eriticism W‘a’léSo*I‘éﬁﬂéd and
genteel I think we are well rid of it. In this vein, I would Tike to'close




