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pa,rt, since, as he sald,theFalrnebsDoctrme hias in no way 1mpeded or .
1nterfered with the NBC operation. - . e
~ He does, however, refer to the Fairness Doctrine as possibly being

more accurately described as the government interference doctrine or
~ the news regulatory doctrine, or doctrineX. oo P
T think that these descriptions of the Fairness Doctrine misconceive
the nature of the doctrine entirely, Itis certainly not news regulatory.
Tt says nothing whatever about what the broadeasters shall treat ofin
their broadcasts. 2 g T s PR ,
. As to Government interference, certainly Governimng t. interference, -
- if we want to call it that, in the di‘re@tionbiinsuri«ﬁgi,‘dmers;ty; of pres-
~ entation and balance of points of jew, is not: interference. e
. The failure of the Government to do anything to prevent broad-
casters from presenting only a single point of view would, I think, be
far more of an infringement on freedom of expression than the Govern-

 ment’s acting as it-does through the Fairness Doctrine as a means of
" insuring that a diverse number of points of view will be represented.
M. Frank goes on to say; in what I think is a rather hopeful man-
ner, that the community of American journalism is charged with keep-
ing its eye on the Government. I had not realized that. . ..
" He then deduces that there is a logical flaw. in having a part of the
: r(}over‘nmentju&gmg how the pr fessional j ou,mallisxticbommunity per-
forms its fuhction. However, the FCC does not_judge whether the
broadcasters are satisfactorily keeping an eye on Government, nor has
it asked them to do so. e P el e i .
" The FCC’s job is to determine whether
~ing with pubfifc jssues; and whether priv:
: 1rightlfto.de,fendthemSelves., P et e e e
 Surely the people of this country are en tled to that much ;prdtec,tii)n e
with reference to the functioning of public franchises, which in the
final analysisbelong tothem. = = = .o . S Bt

" There is an article in ]

rondcasters are fairly deal-
te individuals are given a

years ago, which

the Harvard Review of some )
Ing again,
os cle:

I am sure many of you will be interested in review
~ Regulation of Program Clontent by the FCC, whi
“we really need checks and ‘balances in the broadcasting
only safeguard against the big government which the-
fear is, of course, big business
~ tection against~the‘brﬁoad.‘cast,e‘
T submit it is better to ha .
brium which  car
broadcasters and
ly the best

~ expression. oo :
However, Mr. Frank says tha
, vbrqa\&cast:newso’rganizfations and ctio
* they seek toserve. SRS o L

" T can’t help but ask why. Why should federally licensed corpor

dgments to the
e public‘wh" h s

not be subject to even & minimum_ regulation such as t

PDoctrine? i N
~ Theargument that Mr. Frank malkes proceeds on a basic misconce -
© fion, it seems to me, namely that the | rst amendment exists for the
~ freedom of the broadcasters, and that nobody else’s free speechor free
gpressi'sinvolved; S PENE R o tachach




