* language, as T certainly thg_ink"‘i't was, the
- Inevitably, that there ‘must be g Federa
. task ’Of.;Seei‘ng“Whether a rea:s'bnable‘j op

 connr.seemng whether g regsc hor s for the discussion of
conflicting views is afforded, and whether issues of public importance
- re being disoussed. < o vaether g et AL VMI0R

It was in that senso that T said that T the
bility on the broadcasters eve
more than broades,

1 t] ught there was responsi-
even under the Present act to dg something
st “the dull and the frivolous”, SR
They do have an obligation to discuss issues of public j'impOrtan(;e‘.»,%

If the objection is that the FCC Fairness Doctrine regulation is too
tighﬁ"or”too;speCiﬁC, it would seem to me that. this,objec;tiqn, isnot

justiﬁed'by what hag actually happened i the enforceman; of the =
~ doctrine; and T thinl there need be 1o further pro, tof th

Frank, ‘himself, who hag iﬁdic-ated;tha,tx;the";jdoctr‘*inei?’has; in no way
3‘interféred~’xvith‘ the*exceljlenqe'ofhis:f performance, and it has in many :
- respects been very excellent, s Gt b o
| SoTam confised as to whother they just want the statement of
1 policy without any jmple:tﬁeﬁtation, or whether they want implemen.
1 tation by someOnédthér"--'tha,n“the,FGC‘OffV‘that.-‘ i
o Mr. Jarrr, T think I can partly answer that question, Mrs. Pilpel,
- The Fairness Doctrine simply requires that irse of a pey

of tinie there wil] be a fair'z‘epreséntation
., Tt is a very relaxeq, very loose doctrine. Tt g equire
| to police it. Tt is sim Y. a sort of model for the way in whi
\ bi*oadcyastersf operate. I take it what the brdadcaisters are objecti
F R i;sf‘ythef»pre'sent‘ regulation which. requires that fop eéach attack
| individual, it is required that the oppo

- vidual to defend h

o be the opportunity for thag inds.

;, ~defen imself'SpeCiﬁcalfy; regardlessof Whether the st tion.

o s, generally speaking, Presenting airly the variety of views'involyed
| Some of ‘the FCC beople T have talked with

- always required, in a sitnation of g person ‘being at cked, a rig
. .imm‘ediatefly ‘to reply, even ‘though it hag never heen Tormulated 7
- Tt1squite possible that in the past peop.

. of this specif?"c" right to re aver

- It may well be that

say that they haye

. burden, That is, whether in the course of. prepa;_rjing}pregra;ms,o}‘zgiput}l
| ting people on, or having panels, or whatnot, whether in the course of
. suel brograms there will be g great deal or a great nu ‘

- cally personal attacks tha:ﬁ;willljjybe‘snbjgctito this doctrine,

| Itseemstome 2 question of fact which e

umber of specifi.

| it also seems to me the ey 0l don't haveenough
- (evidence on, just, as it also seems to me the OO hoc s
f ‘las'to whether it’i’s’lnegessary to have

o OO has almost no evidence
thlsrightutorepl};{“ )




