T4

~ to protect these people living in this isolated world. o
. Dean ;BAR,wa.;Are"@hi}rah;ad«ditiona;l‘;comments‘Q N e :
 Drvtciom, T was intorested, Mr. Jaffe, in your comment theb Y00
* thought that pelitical broade sting was different, and that it probably
derstand that correctly? o

"’:the‘,bnlyst thing theyaliéStén to, and that you have tqhave;lsi)ecial?pules i

LDIN.
~ was constitutional. Did I un
o Mr.JaFre. Yes. oo o s .
 “Dr. Goldin, I Wa;é{n?ti,attempt1ngVvery»much,e1ther‘.'hei'ebrtOmofrrow,‘ :

to deal with ’constitutional issues. I think they ‘have been very, very
“thoroughly dealt with in many different places. T think they are going
~ ‘to be dealt with by the Supreme. Court shortly in a very authoritative
way.Idon’t ﬁl‘ean-tha,t’kk_eepns*‘us‘-‘fromtal’king‘ About them. But I would
~ prefer in the. thinking I have done ‘about the matter to examine the
Initial premise that you are in a field here that is rather speeial, where
you need a spec 1 set of rules for communicating that you don’t have
. T think 11 ed a doctrine of t.
‘fisld of political discussion. T-don’t
there, because' it may be that self-inte
~ Assuming that you might feed it there, whéther that would demon-
strate whether it 1s constitutional or not, I don ftf’knoW.I'WOMd be pre-
~ ‘pared to make an- argument for’ itd constitutionality. -
~ TIn a sense, one might say the Supreme ‘Court’ has never, I think,

t, the 'greétest needx in

or
- that you even: need a rule

" faced very squarely the constitutionality of controls of this sort. They

have, howe

rer, as we krow in the case coming from Minnesota dealing

with the libel law, ;.Erocéédgd as if section 315 were constitutional and
have gone on to mal :e decisions as to what consequences of 315 were on
the law of defamation. I‘js‘upp'ose*it'-néfi‘férj(‘)émrred to anyone at the
time to question the constitutionality of 815, 0 ¢
~ Dr. Gowoix. In that, connection, may 1 read one sentence from that
~ “The thrust of section 315 is to facilitate public debate over radio

" and elovision;” said Justice Black, and they went on fo uphold the

Sy a,ssumed it was c;(lj)imsftitutionali,ﬂahd e
"if they hold all the other things

constitutional. ~ © 1 P R e ‘ o e ,
Dr. Gorpin. If they held it to ‘be'constitutional on raido ‘and tele-

~ vision, what about the print media ?1s it constitritional in print media ?

the ‘

Titerest would keep the broadeasters

“Mr. Jarre. My feeling as to section 315 functions is based on the i

tremendous importance of the impact of 'the personality of the candi-

i B

~ which I don’t think is at'all so significant with respect to the personal

- attack or the so-called Fairness Doctrine in discussion of ideas.

 Dr. Gorpix. Are you bringing back, then, ﬂ_}eﬁu:nique’“‘Char’a,cteri'stic
‘of radio and television? - ' R gt TR T
" Mr. Jarre. I think that with respect to political cam aigns. it is

~ unique as & ‘med umWhether "“",_the‘juniquenessf of the me {ium allows
yoti to get by the Erdble s of the first amendment, I don’t know. =
" Dr. GoroiN. T think & recor

wasa qfuést"ion:’raisediby

“in respect to fairness. T think the record ﬁoﬁght to e ¢ mp ote

 ‘date as a distinctive characteristic of the medium, ‘a characteristic -



