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multiplicity of viewpoints and emotions in the community—and didn’t
want ‘to get into it too deeply. i Pl
~_ The matter of a fair housing is an open and shut issue, which I

think could be explored full and fairly, within bounds of the Fairness
Doctrine, without resulting in too grest an imposition on the station’s
scheduling. g ' i T ‘ '

~ The Chairman of the FCC told us thlsmornmg that the nuhib.er*df : ¥

‘cases, other than frivolous cases, amount to not more than about a
dozen a year. R TR S
I think perhaps the greatest threat to free expression is not against
a large, well-equipped, well-lawyered station, such as Mr. Crouse’s,
- but in that greater number of small stations where managment lacks
-expertise to prepare the material, and to understand the law. Isn’ the _
presence of the Fairness Doctrine, an inhibiting factor on the vast
array of small stations, rather tha ‘the major stations? o
~ Iknow in my community there is as much editorializing on the air,
s much reporting in depth, and as much really interpretive report-
ing—special treatment of Important subjects—ag in any city I know.
”Tlgere 18 a brisk competition among the stations with this kind of re-
- porting. They haven’t had any trouble with the FCC. e
~ Getting back to my own conflict of interest; T have tried to keep an
‘open mind on this because, as a re borter on the air, I always wanted
the ultimate in freedom. But I remain unpersuaded, by this presenta-
tion, that the Fairness Doctrine does inhibit, -~ SR
Dean Barrow. Mr. Adams, + e e B
" Mr. Apawms. T want to cast a specific question here because I think

we are dealing in the spectrum of wanting free speech and yet de-
ument apply, O
I gather you would implement this on a-case by case complaint basis:
rather than on a ﬁxad,’vriilema;kiiig,‘a,dmini‘straﬁitfe procedure basis;
isthatcorrect? =~ P L T E S
- Mr. Porrer. I think, Mr. Congressman, this is really a tough ques-
tion, and that is why we are here. M own view is that the issue is
what is a reasonable accommodation getweenthe areas of protected
speech and licensee responsibility, . - L e
__ That has always seemed to me to be the issue. There are certain

‘things we can sort out that are not protected-—obscenity, however the .

Supreme Court has recently defined it, Pprofanity, lottery, false and

mrslea,d-ing'representa,tion, which the»FedéI*a.lede ‘Gommission,:ofj, S

course, under section 5 is equipped to deal with. e
But when it comes to the area of controversy, social, political, ideo-
- logical discussion, there is where T am unable to measure. Hence, I say
1 it is not susceptible of handling either on a complaint or ad hoe basis,
“but upon a reyiew of the station’s overall performan,
cede that that is probably a power that, under the vague public interest
“standard, the Commission my exercise, . , s
Mr. Apams. You would use that, I understand, in the Fairness Doc-

| trine in particular.

Now, I want to turn to Mr. Crouse’s position. ‘What“I’ﬁnderStood -
| was that he would expand that concept even to thefpersfqna;l.-;a,tta,ck

ce.' I would con-




