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the station and, therefore, you would not have the Government or the
FCC require that there be an opportunity to reply to personal attack,
is that correct? .. O P d sk e SR e T
Mr, Crouse. Yes. . I e '
 Mr. Apawms. I would like you to help me by

o

télliné~ me why it isthat

~ you believe that this is violative of free speech or unduly nhibitory. ..
Maybe you want to shade this into the news broadcasts or-the spot

" But tell me how you are inhibited if you decide in your own judg-

~ ment you want to attack somebody. The doctrine says you can say any-

thing you want, you can say it about anybody you want, you oan say

it any time you want to say it. Why is it so bad to simply say that hel

 hasarighttoreply towha;t‘ever'yousay_:a;’b-out‘him? pr L g U e
- Mr. Crouse. The position is ‘why should an agency ‘of Government,

" have the right to make that determination for you. The mere, exist-

- excellent job.

ence of the F;airhefSS'D‘octrine,‘implies:tha,tfbro‘adcasters are not going

to be fair withoutit. . 38 " R et
T just don’t’ agree with

* fair. T think they are operating fairly and I think they are doing an’

~ Mr. Apams. As. Iunderstandthe way the system:

: agency tells k,you-%—wexll,\‘f]: will put it this way+ Would you object, then,
to a system that would say, “You don’t have to reply or offer the

you havetolet him on.” Doyo-uobjecttoth'a,tg%;;,,, S e e
- * Mr. CrousE. You "h}axVQ‘the-‘Situaﬁtzi;O‘niWhere’~.f" omebody objects to
-~ gomething that you have said in your coverage of

_opportunities to reply unless he complains. Then, if he complains, then

that position. T think the brondcasters are’

the news and they ﬂ :

complain to you, you have the direct confrontation. That decision :

can bemadeat thelocallevel. .

" Mr. Apams. I didn’t «understand,yoﬁiaYﬁuT{makeéan‘ accusation or A

: l “statement and he complains. What was it you said then 9o

- My. Crouse. If he complain’sftdthé«gsbatiqn on the,;lo‘cal19’Veiv,éi:"1.’hfiﬁ;?i;s:
 where it ough tobeworkedout. .. ‘ e g

~ Mr. Apaus. If we had a system Swhore if he complmneda,‘o theloeal
Jevel and you said, “Don’t forget it,” and he had a right to go to the,

- FCC and say, “I have asked but they won’t let. me,” would you agree ‘
with that kind of asystem? . T S D
“Mr. Crouse. Only if the reg’ulxatignvtha,tthe,FCC}Would be operating

under would be spelled out, in specifics. 1 ‘think Mr. Porter
finger on the key when he said the root of the problem is the imprecise-

ness of whatisfair. oo
Mr. Apams. You want rules and a complete system :as;q»poﬂej.d,to; :

‘Mr. Porter who indicated that a case-by-case basis might e a little

' better. Get down to nuts and bolts on what youare going to do.

- Mr. CrOUSE. Tirst, what 1 want is the abolition of the Fairness.

Doctrine. If you are going to make it an either/oxr, we can go in that
direction. . O N e e P
~ Mr. Apams. And you don’t distinguish on personal attacks either.
* Youspread the wholespectrum. Thank you. L el

" Mr. Porrer. I woul like to add one thing, if T may, to this dialog,

which may have been. mentioned when I was not here yesterday. Any

 aggrieved citizen who is injured because of an unfair personal attack,

Porter put his



