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some such doctrine might not well

‘ A

‘there is no reallstlc aqc}ga‘ss to prin t D
“Mr. Jarre, Ijust want b

argument about somethisg
ments about the. constitu

the press and broadeasting wl dp
raising the question whether the bros 0 2 from all other
organs of communication that some kind of special rules are necessary
incounicati.ngin!thatmedmm-p TR B S Sl
"' would be prepared to ‘make arguments, but T wasn’t making any.

1 wasn’t saying that there is no, jstinction upon which you could
Jjustify a r gulation of one and not the regulation of another. =
7 Dean Barzow. We are going to take these questions, but in doing g0
ma,
“and we are running a little behind. . .

Mr. Alexander. R ST R e
- Mr, ALBXANDER. 1t seems to me ‘there may e an . internal incon-
sistency in ,WhatgPrOfesSqr'Ja]ﬁe' says, if he tries o ission
of issues from political discussions, or in effect divorce fairness ir v
equal time. It Seems to me if you admit the necessity of regulating
politic,,al»broadcasts,,it flows from that that you have to be concerned

“about fairness in the voicing of the issues, which politics is all about.

~ Mr. Jarre. I haven’t read my paper yet. T am going to try to

I point foutgithat'We,,Were*td have started with paper No. 4.2t 3:10,

* demonstrate that I think there is a distinetion. o ,, 1
Dean:B'ARROWe.’ I trust we, will get ‘more comment on this subject
when Professor Jaffe presents hispaper. . . sk X

M. W ASILEWSKL ‘would hesitate to get into afdiséﬂséibhfbeﬁt};ﬁejep
and among Professor, Jaffe and the other professors at the table, but 1t

occurred to me the bi% distinction between “‘Professors Siépmann an:

Robinson is that, although ‘they both would ‘accord “COh'stitution‘al
principles to broadcasting, Professor Siepmann takes the position that
once you apply for a license you make 2 contract with the Governmetit
~ and, “therefore, waive “certain constitutional _protections you other-

wise W\‘ould,‘haVe."ThatfséemS‘ to me the logical sequence he takes in the
religious situation. The Government does not require religion, but it
you put on religion, then the (Government could require religion. There- -
fore, you do waive constitutional rights. = : o

~ To pursue Mrs. Pilpel’s logic, I think her logicis unassailable, though
T think it should be applied in reverse, namely, that the constitutional -

) %rinci'ples', she says, that are applied to broadcasting and the Fairness
Doctrine as applied to broadcasting could legally be applied  to
newspapers. . o L I
T would say if they can bg‘le%‘ lly applied to broadcasting, they -
could probably be. legally applied to newspapers. However, T don’t
think it can legally be applied to newspapers and, therefore, it should
not be'legallyappliedtobroadcasting;’,\ S T Lo
‘Mr. SIEPMANN. Tn support of Mrs. Pilpel’s view, we might remem-
ber a report from the Lus e Commission, respecting the whole issue of
~ the freedom of the press. = T e 2
~ 'One sentence takes us to the heart |

.

One . us to the heal OfthlsWholematter of responsi-
bility and answerability to the, public at large. It said, referring to

the press in the broad sense but specifically in terms of the newspapers,




