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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

Executive Order 11556 requires that OTP, among other things, "Develop
in coordination with the FCC, a comprehensive long-range plan for
improved management of all electromagnetic spectrum resources."
Consistent therewith OTP is constantly striving to ensure that the
radio frequency spectrum resource is used in the best national interest.
For example, during the past three years, extensive measures have
been taken to reduce the percentage of spectrum space between 10 kHz
and 40 GHz which heretofore was allocated exclusively to the Federal
Government. In this time frame this percentage has been reduced from
46% to 26%, i.e., over 9,000 Megahertz have been made available for
sharing by the non-Government sector.

The challenges of the future in this area loom large in view of the
foreseen telecommunication requirements of a nation increasingly on
the move, the increased application of space technology, and pressing
requirements in areas such as Highway Safety and Emergency Medical
Services.

The OTP and the FCC have been conducting a cooperative review of the
spectrum resource as a forerunner to determining how future require-
ments can best be accommodated spectrumwise. As a part of this
evaluation, a preliminary analysis was undertaken by the OTP as to
the technical suitability of existing VHF-TV assignment criteria.

Findings thus far are summarized as follows:

o Existing separation criteria are conservative and there is
sufficient evidence to indicate that, with the application
of readily available technical measures, a substantial
number of additional VHF television broadcasting stations
could be inserted into the major 100 markets in the
Continental United States, without affecting those already
in being and operating in accordance with current FCC rules.

o Techniques exist, the application of which, singly or in
combination, would facilitate additional drop-ins:

Reduction of present distance separation criteria.

Use of directional antennas where necessary to over-
come slight derogations of distance separation criteria.

Increased use of precise off-set frequency control.

Increased consideration of the advantages offered
by terrain shielding.
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Possible simultaneous use of horizontal and vertical
antenna polarization.

o As a result of analysis of the possible application of one
of the above technical techniques (relaxation of existing co-
channel criteria by not more than 10%), it appears feasible
to introduce as many as 30 additional VHF-TV stations within
the top 100 markets. Relaxations of this magnitude already
exist as regards certain current VHF-TV frequency assignments.
Further, through the use of directional antenna patterns
to reduce separation distance by another 5%, it should

be possible to add at least another 37 VHF-TV stations
within these markets, for a total of 67; the use of such

patterns being consistent with present practice in
certain instances.

o In addition to the above technical possibilities, a

review would seem in order of the existing FCC policy

which assures TV broadcasting stations the ability
to take advantage of maximum antenna heights and

powers.

o The current FCC Television Assignment Criteria should

be reviewed and revised, taking into account the

current state of the radio art, experience gained

in the past 20 years, and technical compensations

which can be applied readily to permit additional
use of the valuable VHF television broadcasting

spectrum allocations.

BACKGROUND

In April 1952, the FCC issued its Sixth Report on Television Allocations

which established the basic structure for the development of VHF tele-

vision use of the radio spectrum. This structure was predicated on the

adoption of certain fixed separation distances between co-channel and

adjacent channel operations.

Today, in the top 100 markets of the United States, virtually all VHF

television allocations are on the air. Existing assignment criteria

have already been derogated in numerous instances.

Examples of distance derogations in being are:

o Albany, New York and Newark, New Jersey, both on

channel 13, 142 miles separation (16.5% derogation).
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o Jackson, Mississippi and Mobile, Alabama, both on channel

3, 175 miles separation (20% derogation).

o Minneapolis, Minnesota and Wausau, Wisconsin, both on

channel 9, 169 miles separation (11.1% derogation).

Another example of derogation, wherein antenna beam shaping was employed,

is the Providence (New Bedford), Rhode Island and Portland, Maine

assignments on channel 6; approximately 155 miles separation as compared

to present criteria which require 170 miles separation in Northeast

United States.

It is noted that other radio services (land mobile, aeronautical mobile,

etc.) have been forced to change their spectrum use criteria several

times in the past 20 years. For example, the channeling in several mobile

communications services has been reduced from 200 kHz to 100, 50, 25,

and in some cases to 12.5 kHz--this to accommodate additional pressing

requirements.

EXISTING TECHNICAL CRITERIA 

The preliminary analysis herein evaluates the technical feasibility of

accommodating additional VHF television drop-ins in such a manner

as to not adversely affect existing broadcasting stations operating in

accordance with current FCC rules. The basic constraints applied cur-

rently to VHF-TV Broadcast stations are indicated in the tables and charts

below. They pertain primarily to separation distances, permitted radiated

power and antenna height.

A. Separation Distance 

ZONE CO-CHANNEL ADJ. CHANNEL

I - N.E. U.S. 170 miles 60 miles

II - West U.S. 190 miles 60 miles

III - Southern U.S. 220 miles 60 miles

B. Power/Antenna Height 

1. Minimum power is 100 watts effective visual radiated

power. No minimum antenna height.

2. Maximum power: Except as limited by antenna heights in

excess of 1000 ft. in Zone I and antenna heights in

excess of 2000 ft. in Zones II and III, the maximum-visual

effective radiated power above 1 kilowatt (dBK) is -- a)

channels 2-6, 100 kilowatts, and b) channels 7.,13, 316

kilowatts. The maximum power and antenna height combina-

tions are shown in the charts which follow.
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The chart in Attachment 1 lists vertically the top 100 TV markets in
the United States; across the top is a list, by channel number, of the VHF
allocations in the United States. It should be noted that channels
4 and 5, and 6 and 7 are not considered as adjacent channels since there
is a frequency gap between them. A check has been placed under each
channel currently assigned to a particular market. The checks with 4,
and - next to them indicate that the assigned frequency has been offset
either "+" or "-" 10 kHz to improve co-channel and adjacent Channel
sharing.
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An "X" has been placed under the channel, and next to the market where

the "drop-in" of an additional VHF channel could be accommodated. The

determination as to where to place "X"s was made in the following

fashion:

(1) Choose one of the top 100 markets.

(2) List existing stations.*

(3) Select potential drop in.

(4) Plot the transmitter coordinates of potential co-
channel interfering stations.*

(5) Assume a relaxation of existing co-channel criteria of no more

than 10%, i.e., Zone I (153 mi.), Zone II (171 mi.), and Zone

III (198 mi.).

(6) In those instances where the 10% relaxation is not capable

of uniform application, assume the use of directional

antenna to further reduce separation criteria by not more

than 5%, but only in the direction of the one station having

the greatest interference potential. (This has the attendant

effect of also reducing the associated adjacent Channel
separation requirements.)

(7) Assume the location of drop-in transmitters tetoi,be generally

consistent with the normal distance of existing VHF stations
from the cities principally served.

Using this method, and as set forth in Attachment 1, sixty-seven potential
locations for "drop-ins" resulted in the top 100 markets, thirty of which

did not envisage the use of directional patterns as described in (6) above.
Local topographical and siting considerations may be used to increase the

areas in which drop-ins can be located. Specific examples of applying

the foregoing approach are contained in Attachment 2.

It is expected that the indicated drop-in stations could operate under

the same power and antenna height constraints as existing VHF stations,

and thus would have similar types of coverage. Some adjustment of low power,

co-channel VHF TV translator frequency assignments might be necessary.

In the conduct of this analysis it was noted that additional possible

"drop-ins" were precluded on the basis of current distance separation

criteria, even though stations not at maximum power were involved.

* Based upon TV Fact Book,

1972-1973 Edition
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The above presentation is but one example of how additional VHF drop-
ins might be accommodated. It is foreseen that further channels could
be added on the basis of more precise engineering involving the use of
the following techniques or combinations thereof:

o More extensive use of directional antennas.

o Taking maximum advantage of terrain shielding.

o Increased use of precise off-set frequency control.

In addition to the foregoing, the following areas warrant investigation:

o Possible use of vertical in combination with present
horizontal antenna polarization, a technique used
extensively in European TV and elsewhere.

o The possible use of sharing criteria based on inter-
ference-limited rather than noise-limited considerations.

o The relief that would be afforded by revision of the
existing FCC policy which assures TV broadcasting stations
the ability to use maximum antenna height and power.

CONCLUSION 

There is sufficient evidence to indicate that a substantial number
of additional VHF television broadcasting stations could be inserted
into the major 100 markets of the Continental United States, and
elsewhere, without affecting those operating in accordance with
current FCC rules. In short, the need exists to update the technical
criteria currently applied in determining VHF television broadcasting
frequency assignments.

RECOMMENDATION

That the current FCC Television Assignment Criteria be reviewed and
revised so as to permit VHF TV broadcasting assignments to be made on a
more rigorous engineering basis. This review should be undertaken in the
light of the current state of the radio art, experience gained in the
past 20 years in the application of existing criteria, and applicable

techniques such as discussed herein.

GSA DC 74.3886





MARKET 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

•

1. New York, N.Y.

/

_
1111

1111

111111

V

111111

11111

I

--1/4.

/

--

2. Los Angeles, Cal.

3. Chicago, Ill.

11111

4. Philadelphia, Pa.

5. Boston, Mass.

6. Detroit, Mich.

1+
7. San Francisco/Oakland Cal.

8. Washington, D.C.

9. Cleveland, Ohio 51
III

L
1-

1+ •x _
10. Pittsburgh, Pa.

11111 IIIIIIIII

i

11. Dallas/Ft. Worth, Texas

12. Hartford/New Haven, Conn.

1

13. Baltimore, Md. / I III14. St. Louis, Mo. V

X 1111

1/1"--

15. Seattle/Tacoma, Wash.

16. Minneapolis/St. Paul, Minn. / V" /-

17. Cincinnati, Ohio i

18. Miami, Fla. / X i/ V-

IV+

4

19. Atlanta, Ga. / X /-

A

4

420. Providence, R.I.

21. Indianapolis, Ind. V-

22. Houston, Tex.
I- 11111111 '

1111X

V 4

1111123. Kansas City, Mo.

24. Sacramento/Stockton, Cal. 1111 ll

111/

i III

4
1111

111125. Milwaukee, Wisc.

* INDICATES DROP-INS
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26. Columbus, Ohio _ +

27. Buffalo, N,Y. V

*28. Dayton, Ohio V V-:-

29. Tampa/St. Petersburg, Fla. V _ _ V -

*30 Portland, Oregon

31. Charlotte, N.C.
  MIIII

V+

V+

*32. Memphis, Tenn. V+

*33. Nashville, Tenn. + V X

*34. Johnstown/Altoona, Pa. X X V V-

*35. Birmingham, Ala.
X

V-

*36. Greenville/Spartanburg,.S.C.
X

V-

37. New Orleans, La. V

38. Harrisburg/Lancaster
Lebanon, Pa. _

39. Denver/Boulder, Colo. V
111111

40. Toledo, Ohio V- V

41. High Point/Greensboro/
Winston-Salem, N.C. Ill V- V

42. Grand Rapids/Kalamazoo, Mich, V+

*43. Albany, Schenectady/
Troy, N.Y. V-

4 
Wheeling, W.Va.-

4. Steubenville) Ohio. 

45. Syracuse, N.Y. _ _ _

46. Flint, Mich.

*47. Louisville, Ky. V-

*48. Charleston/Huntington, V+ VA- ,

49. Raleigh/Durham/
Chapel Hill, N.C. V + .

50. Lansing, Mich. V-
,

* INDICATES DROP-INS
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51. Oklahoma City, Okla. 1- V V_ V

52. San Diego, Cal.

*53. Salt Lake City, Utah V- V- V+ X

54. San Antonio, Tex. V V V_

Norfolk/Newport News/
55. Hampton/Portsmouth, Va.

V+ V

56. Orlando, Fla.

57. Phoenix, Ariz.
_

58. Tulsa, Okla 4 V

59. Omaha, Neb. V+ V

60. Wilkes-Barre/Scranton, Pa.

*61. Salinas/Monterey, Calif. V+

*62. Wichita, Kans. V V-

63. Richmond, Va. V+ /-

64. Rochester, N.Y. V V+

65. Manchester, N.H. V-

*66. Shreveport, La. V

67. Roanoke/Lynchburg, Va. V- V V

*68. Little Rock, Ark. _V V- X

*69. Mobile, Ala.-Pensacola, Fla.

 -
i+ X X

*70. Green Bay, Wisc. VI-

*71. Davenport, Iowa-Rock Island,

Ill.
V+ V X

72. Jacksonville, Fla. V+ V

*73. Knoxville, Tenn.

* 
Champaign/Decatur/

74. Springfield, Ill.
V.f. X X

*75. Portsmouth, N.H-Portland, Me. x_ V+

* INDICATES DROP-INS
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76. •Cedar Rapids,Iowa

* 77. Jackson, Miss. 11111111* 78. Youngstown, Ohio

11111

IIIII

* 79. Spokane, Wash. V-

80. Columbus, Ga. V

81. Greenville, N.C, I-

* 82. Columbia, SC.

Ill

II
83. West Palm Beach, Fla.

* 84. Fresno, Cal.

* 85. South Bend, Ind.

86. Baton Rouge, La.

* 87. Des Moines, Iowa.

—
88. Chattanooga, Tenn. V+

/1-89. Springfield, Mo.

* 90. Paducah, Ky.

*91. Evansville, Ind.

*92. Sioux Falls, S.D.

93. Madison, Wisc.

*94. Binghamton, N.Y.

_

—

*95. Wilmington, N.C.

96. Lincoln/HastingsgKearney,

Neb.
V+ V

97. Albuquerque, N.M. V+ V+ /+

98. Rockford, Ill. V

99. Augusta, Ga, +

*100. Monroe, La X V+

* INDICATES DROP-INS



EXAMPLES OF SPECIFIC VHF-DROP INS 
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TRANSMITTER
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MAY BE LOCATED ANYWHERE
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SHOWN BY LINES A & B,

OR EXAMPLE - 
JOHNSTOWN -ALTONNA

South 11 ImPor.i Frank ) . MACKAY MILAN



so-

KakabelCa

Thunde
Wi tam Bar
0

?Ffissarta

• r▪ essage Island

iatE ROY LE

NATIONAL PARK
Otter Head icoten

j- Babbi

ILrarb?rs

FOREST

Iver B

Sand Island

Bark Point

Iron yer

ion Springs

01.00,11111AN

Grand M rail

APOSTLE ISLANDS0000

GE i'11
UP

Calum

.c,Manitou Island

Point Isabelle

Sc Pint

Ii)
M4nen Island

Calf F INO REIS

Madeline/Island

RIVER,
R

• WEENWJ8
REOntonagon

r

KEWE
L'Anse

Bay Whitefi

Au Sable Point

Marquet4Grand Island

Mellen

Hayward

,?1k0Oner
Agri.j j-• • ccoop,

IPPEW A q • ZREILLA. I R
I R

R•ce Lake
,8afrori 0

Cheteti41, v°

BloomerP

I Menomonie .0-
a Eau Cltire

"
°Durand

Mondovi

ATIGUIAL

-
Lao

on - 0 ATO
6I. etiorlii 

MEIO

net! FOR / \
I ofAcT ,

/ 'Medford

.1Seews Fat

-0_
Marshfield s

Neillsville\,

JAConain
api

0 Owen

.1 on Mo

S.
MICHIG

Sault

N W RTrout uptar

o

1.1

fox Point 

o • Co •

Saint 1 (lac
St:i ochawyBlagnacnIs

st

Beaver Island

rbor S

etoske

ANV LLE I sPb Point 
Detour

0

chi

arta

4RAVEL
17

Schofiel.

r Point

rgeon Bay

Alma
Weutehall

°Arca

0-'---WNVNEBASO I
lack

0'0 NECEDAN

AU

Ii tonvolle

Poinp

ewaunee

Wa uPac Little Chute

Pent•owell
F/OT41211-

WIU WIT •

wo Rivers

Manitowoc

Caledonia

.—
D.4„, ;Lansing

Wiukon

EFFIGY MOUNDS'
NAT MON

Tomlin
parta

•La C osse
Elroy

Viroqua 
Reedsbur

PEP MISSISSIPPI RIVER

ILD E AND FIGN REFLI E
Ric and(pa tiro,,

Adams

Maus

Wa

410`
1.0

Boscobel

du Chic

kosh

Ripon

Fond
o )

waup

Big Sable Point

Ludington

tAispit

_1
• ri

,eiG,..„ylin.Na Atlanta

C1-

NURONIN

n

Harris

ortage

a Beaver Da

ColuMbus

Kaaison
Mididleton°,* I. -

Jeff

S ughto

Edgerl

o
st Union

Th—
Fayettestutt

Oelwaun

Menches

o sew e

.1apritla

Oarlingto

Dtibuque

010

mare: -
ISA BELL

I. ean't

1V11 IhdSagin

Ima 

It acs! —
Chesaning

(Owosso

West

Har

Urg
ter n

ort Washington

Mine al P?tint.,

?Monrooe

Shorewood

ilwaukee

South Milwaukee

Grand Haven

Zeelt Lansing

Janes,
°Mason

Kenosha

Monticello

nemoia

r Rapids

Corolvil

Tipoten

Rot

WeetoLi

•••
• Mu tine

e W

IQ

,Re6kfo
sport r t

n tke

aukegan
orth Chicago

Highland Park

Wilmette

Yana

CHICAGO

_AU
Clinton

0
Oft Saint Charl

South Have

Benton
Harbor

Bettend%f

Davenport °

Harv(

Otto a Mor

Pontiac

A VHF—TV DROP—IN TRANSMITTER
ON CHANNEL 8

MAY BE LOCATED ANYWHERE
OUTSIDE THE SEPARATION DISTANCES

SHOWN BY LINES A & B
FOR EXAMPLE GREEN BAY, WISCONSIN

rig ...1c!'" 17 (Tr__  .



"re—
- ,PI 11.10.01

0

La

R bins° o tnt

Bed, d

Midis°

Scotto ure

wilt -

uQuo n
Sainte
Genevieve
TWO
it River

)'Farmthor

Fre
I °

FOR

ount
rmel rlesto

Cynthia
—1'

'

ft Vernon

oonevill

West Frankfor

error 
Harris

o anion

Cape

Jgckson

deau

son

Mifirg nf told

Sygis

L)°Provide:ice

411:oonville
Dews n
Sprin

rinceton

randenb

-\ verp t

enstpor_ Elizabetht
Hough River *.i

Leitc ti

fl'artfordE—
/410

PA

Riva Air.

Salyer

Prest

TCampbellsvilla

Gre s

i:rse Cave

—

Glasgow

Columbia

ERI

NA

on
o
nticell

Franklin.
mpkinsvil Burkes ills

°Alb

eville

ddlesbo

lotonvolle
LAKE

ru ens Ills

TE

Martin

Newber

Gyersbur
o {
icksOn

hags

ono Cookevilleo 
Mon

C
reesber

tor Hill

o -
James n

La Fotlette,

Norrii

Lair City 

(very

o'r"rist

tenon Cit

.11

Ruervoir

Franch
ORE

PA

EE N R

Br:iwnsville

Le
Loudon

Switetwa;t(-

A

Henderson°

,CI elan
/c•

hat

Shaffie

00CHE

tiRE

• ttsboro °

afar villa

o Batesville

°Wit r Vail

amilton

ok•
Le Sarnia?

Boaz

ttella

ta o eadade

lia bona Res

atta0
Smyrna'. North t anti

* ° Deca
ouglasvil

olumbu
arkville

• • NoxuBEE
Child

Sy

Tu.caOoaa IC0mle

to City

BO°

Canton°

Clanton

a yens
Dadeville

nt
MenchesterG

• _J -•-

Telbotton°
NOCTAW
IND Rig

.1son
mopolis tville

Butler

home wile Greenville

TTO aqdnesbor
\

o
Grove)Hill

unthus,, \

A VHF—TV DROP—IN TRANSMITTER

ON CHANNEL 10

MAY BE LOCATED ANYWHERE
OUTSIDE THE SEPARATION DISTANCES

SHOWN BY LINES A, B, & C.

FOR EXAMPLE — NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE

°\A



th

_

inlay

FORE

Sm

.11

ORE S T

Prairie

Murphy°

Silver CI

, C
---obri

cuntiAl•noMa//

L,

11. ;tiAlliag
NAT •

14a4T

FOR r' •

orco

rc,,,Fri,z•5.70soza-
L-tv_IT MON

0Coroy

i 0-
HECIV F .

•

CAMAS N W R

411
O

Asht

ES

TETON I

NATIONAL

,

GHEE

tiOlicibrOI. h Falls

oMinidoka

Ron

Riddle fi

cuh 01614.11

Acres,

•-1

o 1.1

EL KO IR

Co,

SCk100t
FORT HA

I -Waked
! Poca

A eri 111111.11a.s"-
..

efl

•7,7-o .g.AELs crla,r,rair

1,, • u °Mc
\Rockra 

Ammo
Oi;irat

2 CARIB w

NP

a 1.7b,d0'
.mountain Jo°rbid

-JL
ge 121

.

NAtioNALL'l

eye

• L

MtiroAd7ty 
04'11

'

twin

1Volisades

NA- IONA L

PC

ols 

4';• ?,69(iiFsT

coht',',C,C1r/f ES tittiayn
BR1 GE RTi

B. rott , 
l 

Afton
Soffat-SArtnis 

mmoni

(2ili!
\sy, -

ATIONALI Big Pineyo,a 

jo r•
I

Cokeyil

Wilkln

Montelloo

°Cobre

f;c A CLIE
▪ Oonilre

PNP,c1;,!

Charleroi&
eefrcjn 
 ORE

ichm nd I

.AOHE

Re 
\Dueller'

el6"11' P ° I
ill rum

.t/

Brighim City Woodc;uf
NATIONAL F R

La B rge

rell.apak

vonston
1

reyks

fr. LP
REPFO •

La mile
▪ AfAr-T 10 L

rrce:caLIElY VJliato

r

El

FOAffaIT ri?er

PUBY LAK

•

°Gold Hill

VALLE
ND RE

‘4,4

::Foreka‘VI'

DUCK AETER
INO s

rm Sprin

'6/1

C/U/SOLOT
0Mc 1.

X...-80144E/L; Rut'?r 'ATIOJYAL flOREs
Li 

NAT

T 1
ro,irrtd

Cask
/*az. la

L.

, 
T.7 COalvilla

71. 
n 
0

•it ••••4„S TCH/ft
IF' ••, 'Ake C.

,,M rrayiLl _ I,

• 
mly. it )1 . Po4..thce,,,,

St ,1(,.0 0 cAyo
U A NA.TI ON

i
ovo I, ._i

!pcingv lie

P1 Forki-r•

Ma

Tooele. 0
Bingham
Canyon

NA.

• ay I:

A FF74 tr-,
Po so

L. 
Atreka° 

o tint

atTley...iihren I

rf•-"evr/In .,14/.4°Nb-LA
Moroni' !Wipe, thae

ofrprhraim
AIXTION A

uiltkistn Castle Dede.
roREsr

intlIfi.Pd c75,•

?Illmorer I". EmSNLAKE
55, Konosho_,

ichfielde IFISHLAKE

Black Rock r
TIONA

1

fah
Aake

3f I

NM NUMB° D N\), •
/II

HLka"iTc

oDelta,,u,oHdIb

• "

0

Edon

Reig:cesp7.4

een;,. River

Flaming Glord

R000rvolr

ASHLEY
NAL

Forriv.

yerna I°
velt

\t'

, r•-•
b"

rl INUMISOLD
,-,1 4,4,
. -ri FOR

nnyside

' N14‘,T

Atarysvalto
-

ilford . FOR

(-°rPt"nUcto Ft

,3

01;;ER,

Pioche'

P na co 4,

//°Colionte

Elgin

RRANAOA
CirpciAft

Mesaui

und

Cedar Ci tyo
Liquor n t

-1<anarraveleo
DIXIE

NATIQNAL
‹e-FOREST •

1. ZI
' Icfv,

ws.'n'intrioncioo,r0Hurr,e —
?St George

npro Eel
III -1.1

°PorZ116.1gtonL , c
, pragttrtori

r
0Clevefip.

1-t,untington 4 
I I

44. eic

rpive

\I

UINTA,41

OLJA.ORA

INC RIES

\,

N LOOo
itot tifvf,'1/4

Teosd
n rsviU4...Th

DIXI
°Patron „II

"{ I
c o IL, rr

IAJSREAKS
NAT MOnt

/r-i • )

aptcleirville

'1(

oKanati

DIXIE

Hanksville
rot REEF
T MON

,
ensen

-0 At

I •

Bonanza°

OURA Y
W R

Wittv.ater

0
,,,i7AMR§NN'tk_Thp5.

TEL:ra-Ab F051 .;51441'

A VHF—Tv DROP—IN TRANSMITTER
ON CHANNEL 10

MAY BE LOCATED ANYWHERE
OUTSIDE THE SEPARATION DISTANCES

SHOWN BY LINES A & B
FOR EXAMPLE — SALT LAKE/ CITY UTAH

•ik

A INBOW BRIDGE 11%CH it
NAT MON



A PROPOSAL TO DEREGULATE

BROADCAST PROGRAMMING

HENRY GOLDBERG

Reprinted from
THE GEORGE WASHINGTON LAW REVIEW

Volume 42, Number 1, November 1973
Copyright © 1973 by the George Washington Law Review





A Proposal to Deregulate

Broadcast Programming

HENRY GOLDBERG*

The Communications Act and the regulatory scheme it creates pre-
sent a dilemma. The Communications Act' requires the Federal Com-
munications Commission (FCC) to grant applications for renewal of
broadcast licenses only if "the public interest, convenience, and neces-
sity will be served" thereby.2 This requirement means that the Gov-
ernment will pass judgment on the heart of broadcast service, which
is programming.3 On the other hand, section 326 of the Act not only

• Member of the New York and the District of Columbia Bars. The
author is General Counsel of the Office of Telecommunications Policy
(OTP), but the views expressed herein do not necessarily represent the
views or positions of the OTP. The author wishes to acknowledge the as-
sistance of Amanda L. Moore, a third year student at the George Washington
University National Law Center, in the preparation of this article.

THE FOLLOWING AUTHORITIES ARE CITED As INDICATED BELOW:
Robinson, The FCC and the First Amendment: Observations on 40 Years

of Radio and Television Regulation, 52 MINN. L. REV. 67 (1967) [hereinafter
cited as ROBINSON].
Introduction and Appendix to FCC Broadcast License Renewal Reform:

Two Comments on Recent Legislative Proposals immediately preceding this
article at 42 GEO. WASH. L. REV. 67 (1973) [hereinafter cited as Introduction
and Appendix].

1. 47 U.S.C. § 151-609 (1970).
2. Section 309 of the Act provides:
The Commission shall determine . . . whether the public interest,
convenience, and necessity will be served by the granting of such
application [for a license], and, if the Commission, upon examination
of such application and upon consideration of such other matters as
the Commission may officially notice, shall find that public interest,
convenience, and necessity would be served by the granting thereof,
it shall grant such application.

47 U.S.C. § 309(a) (1970).
3. The principle that the FCC can, without violating either the first

amendment or section 326 of the Communications Act, see note 4 infra, pass
judgment on the programming proposals and performance of broadcast ap-
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recognizes that the federal government is without power to interfere
with our highly valued rights of free press, free speech, and free
expression, but also fosters a journalistic role for broadcasters.'

Since this dilemma is inherent in the Communications Act, the
FCC and the courts must be careful to preserve a balance between
necessary public accountability and desired private control of the

media.5 The need to balance these conflicting interests is nowhere

more evident than in the license renewal process. The manner in

which renewals are treated is at the core of the Government's rela-

tionship to broadcasting. The license renewal process is the pressure

point of broadcast regulation.

Four years ago, in WHDH, Inc.,° the FCC refused to renew the

license of a Boston television station and granted a license instead to

another applicant. That refusal led to upheaval in the license re-

newal process. Although a description of the complex congressional,

regulatory, and court actions respecting license renewals is not within

the scope of this article,' these actions have led to serious consideration

of proposals to reform current statutory provisions regarding broadcast

license renewals. For example, between January 3rd and May 31st,

1973, over 200 bills that proposed changes in the broadcast license

plicants to ensure that the public interest will be served by a grant of a
license is well established. See, e.g.

' 
Red Lion Broadcasting Co. V. FCC,

395 U.S. 367, 395 (1969) ; NBC V. United States, 319 U.S. 190, 216-17 (1943) ;
Johnston Broadcasting Co. v. FCC, 175 F.2d 351 (D.C. Cir. 1949) ; Bay State
Beacon, Inc. v. FCC, 171 F.2d 826 (D.C. Cir. 1948); Simmons v. FCC, 169
F.2d 670 (D.C. Cir.), cert. denied, 335 U.S. 846 (1948).

4. Nothing in this chapter shall be understood or construed to give
the Commission the power of censorship over the radio communica-
tions or signals transmitted by any radio station, and no regulation or
condition shall be promulgated or fixed by the Commission which
shall interfere with the right of free speech by means of radio
communication.

47 U.S.C. § 326 (1970). See CBS v. Democratic Nat'l Comm., 93 S. Ct. 2080,
2092-93 (1973), in which the Court discusses the journalistic role of broad-
casters as intended by the Communications Act.

5. The need to chart a "middle course" was referred to by the Supreme
Court in CBS v. Democratic Nat'l Comm., 93 S. Ct. 2080, 2095 (1973).

6. 16 F.C.C.2d 1 (1969), aff'd sub nom. Greater Boston Television Corp.
v. FCC, 444 F.2d 841 (D.C. Cir. 1970), cert. denied, 403 U.S. 923 (1971).

7. The relevant history of the license renewal process is traced by FCC
Chairman Dean Burch, in Hearings on H.R. 3854 and related bills Before

the Subcomm. on Communications and Power of the House Comm. on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, 93rd Cong., 1st Sess., 32 (March 14, 1973) on

file in the Office of the General Counsel of the Office of Telecommunications

Policy. See also Citizens Comm. Center v. FCC, 447 F.2d 1201, 1206-10

(D.C. Cir. 1971). The impact of the WHDH case is discussed in Jaffe,
WHDH: The FCC and Broadcasting License Renewals, 82 HAM/. L. REV. 1693
(1969) ; Comment, The Federal Communications Commission and Comparative
Broadcast Hearings: WHDH as a Case Study in Changing Standards, 10 B.C.
No. & Com. L. REV. 943 (1969) ; Comment, FCC and Broadcasting License
Renewals: Perspectives on WHDH, 36 U. Cm. L. REV. 854 (1969); Comment,
The Aftermath of WHDH: Regulation by Competition or Protection of Medi-
ocrity? 118 U. PA. L. REV. 368 (1970). For more general discussions of
broadcast license renewals, see Mallamud, The Broadcast Licensee as Fiduciary:
Toward the Enforcement of Discretion, 1973 DUKE L.J. 89; Symposium—
The FCC's License Renewal Policies—A Turn of Events, Some Unanswered
Questions, and a Proposal, 15 ST. Louis U.L.J. 1 (1970); Note, FCC License
Renewal Policy and the Right to Broadcast, 52 B.U.L. REV. 94 (1972); Note,
Television: The Public Interest In License Renewals, 20 CATHOLIC U.L. REV.
328 (1970); Note, Public Participation in License Renewals and the Public
Interest Standard of the FCC, 1970 UTAH L. REV. 461.
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renewal provisions of the Communications Act were introduced in

Congress.8

A license renewal bill, H.R. 5546, was submitted by the Office of
Telecommunications Policy in March 1973 on behalf of the Adminis-
tration." H.R. 5546 takes a comprehensive approach to license re-
newals in an effort to correct flaws in the renewal process that have
resulted in an enlargement of government power to influence and
control broadcast programming. H.R. 5546 would make changes in

the renewal process in an effort to strike a more appropriate balance
between the competing goals of private control and government regula-
tion of broadcasting. A discussion of those aspects of the present
process that have led to the expansion of government power over
broadcast programming will indicate the necessity for the Administra-
tion bill.

Broadcast Programming and the License
Renewal Process

Thirteen years ago, the FCC, in its "Network Programming Inquiry
Report and Statement of Policy,'"0 sought to chart a course between
requirements to ensure that broadcast licensees perform in the pub-
lic interest and the need to minimize government interference with
programming decisions. The Commission noted that Congress had
refused to impose, or to permit the FCC to impose, affirmative pro-
gramming requirements or priorities upon broadcast licensees. For
example, in the face of "persuasive arguments" that the FCC re-
quire licensees to present specific types of programs, the Commission
stated that "the First Amendment forbids governmental interference
asserted in aid of free speech, as well as governmental action repres-

8. See Legislative Calendar of the Sen. Comm. on Commerce, 93d Cong.,
1st Sess., No. 4 (May 31, 1973). The vast majority of these bills fell into two
major categories: Bills similar to the Broyhill-Rooney bill, H.R. 3854, 93rd
Cong., 1st Sess. (1973): and bills similar to S. 2004, introduced by Senator
John Pastore in 1969, S. 2004, 91st Cong., 1st Sess. (1969). Under Senator
Pastore's bill, the licensee's past performance would have been judged by
the "public interest, convenience and necessity" standard of the present Act.
The Broyhill-Rooney bill would extend the current renewal period from three
years to five years. It also provides that, in a renewal hearing, the incumbent
will prevail if he can show that his past performance has reflected a "good
faith effort" to serve the needs and interests of his community and has not
demonstrated a "callous disregard for law" or the Commission's regulations.
H.R. 3854, 93rd Cong., 1st Sess. (1973). These bills, however, would not
apply to unchallenged renewal applications or to those renewals challenged
by a petition to deny. They would not change the present requirement that a
hearing must be held whenever a mutually exclusive application is filed, nor
would they prevent the Government from adopting detailed quotas and
categories of programs to which broadcasters must conform if they are to
obtain license renewal.

9. The text of the bill is set out in Introduction and Appendix at 70.
10. 25 Fed. Reg. 7291 (1960).
11. Id. at 7293.

75



sive of it."12 The Commission noted that while it may inquire what
licensees have done to determine community needs, it cannot impose
on broadcasters its own notions of what the public should see and
hear." The Commission defined the responsibilities of broadcast
licensees to the public as follows:

The confines of the licensee's duty are set by the general stand-
ard "the public interest, convenience or necessity." The initial
and principal execution of that standard, in terms of the area he
is licensed to serve, is the obligation of the licensee. The prin-
cipal ingredient of such obligation consists of a diligent, positive
and continuing effort by the licensee to discover and fulfill the
tastes, needs and desires of his service area. If he has accom-

plished this, he has met his public responsibility.14

Despite these strong statements of principle, the FCC has been
drawn into a role of exercising greater and greater influence upon
the program judgments and practices of television broadcasters. This
expansion of influence has resulted, almost inevitably, from the na-
ture of the license renewal process. In this process, the broadcaster has
the burden of showing that he has complied with FCC program stand-
ards and fulfilled his prior program promises before his license will be
renewed." The mere prospect of losing the license, coupled with the
lesser, but more realistic, sanction of having to go through a tedious
and expensive renewal hearing, makes the broadcaster vulnerable to
governmental power to influence program content.

The broadcaster's vulnerability may be obscured by the popular
notion that broadcasting is a very profitable business. Some aspects
of the business, especially major market television operations, are in-
deed profitable." Usually, the most profitable elements of the press
are the least susceptible to government interference or control. This
may be true of newspapers and magazines, but it does not seem to be
true in broadcasting because the electronic press is subject to govern-
ment licensing every three years. Since groups seeking a station's li-
cense usually file applications against the most profitable stations, the
wealthiest broadcaster is often the most vulnerable to such competing
applications. Therefore, the most profitable broadcasters, especially
those with newspaper interests or multiple stations, may be the ones

12. Id.
13. Id.
14. Id. at 7294.
15. See RonrNsoN 119. While the Act allows the FCC to revoke licenses,

47 U.S.C. § 312(c) (1970), the FCC bears the burden of proving noncompli-
ance with legal requirements or unacceptable performance by the broadcaster,
id. § 312(d). Therefore, the revocation process is rarely used as a method of
assuring general broadcast industry compliance with FCC programming
standards. Revocation of a television license has never occurred, and only two
revocations of construction permits for TV stations—WSNA (TV), Sharon,
Pa., in 1954; and KAKJ (TV), Reno, Nev., in 1959—have taken place.
See 38 FCC ANN. REP., 173 (1972).

16. For a description of television's near record profitability for 1972, see
BROADCASTING, Aug. 27, 1973, at 18; net revenues were $3.18 billion, up 15.6
percent from the prior year, while before tax profits of $552.2 million repre-
sented a 41.9 percent increase over 1971.

76



Proposal for Broadcast Deregulation
THE GEORGE WASHINGTON LAW REVIEW

most susceptible to government influence and control. Although
some broadcasters may be willing and able to litigate specific actions,
such as adverse rulings under the fairness doctrine," most of them
have no choice but to accept the FCC's explicit and implicit program
regulation. As a result of this vulnerability, renewal procedures and
the factors to be considered by the Government before granting
renewal have become the principal means used by the FCC to control
broadcast programming and operations." Broadcasters are en-
couraged to present programming that the FCC has decided will serve
the public interest." Such programs are defined to include programs
devoted to the discussion of public issues, programs produced and
originated by the local station, and a program format that exhibits
"balance" among such categories as agriculture, religion, news, politics,
children's and minority groups' programs, sports, and entertainment.20

The television broadcasters' adherence to these programming
criteria is assured by the FCC's requirements for analyzing and re-
porting past and proposed programming on the license renewal applica-
tion.21 The device is relatively simple and effective. Since the broad-
caster knows that the FCC believes religious programs are in the
public interest, and that he must report to the FCC on the religious
programs he is carrying and planning to carry, he presents religious
programs, whether or not anyone is watching them, for example, at
seven o'clock on Sunday mornings. Indeed, religious programs would

17. See Introduction and Appendix at 68.
18. The use of the license renewal process for in terrorem control of

broadcast operations is discussed fully with ample documentation in ROBIN-
SON 118-27.

19. For a complete discussion of the FCC's general program regulation, see
id. at 111-18.

20. Programming Inquiry, supra note 10, at 1909-10. On program format
balance, the following statement from the Programming Inquiry is generally
the point of departure for the Commission:

The major elements usually necessary to meet the public interest,
needs and desires of the community in which the station is located
as developed by the industry, and recognized by the Commission,
have included: (1) Opportunity for Local Self-Expression, (2) The
Development and Use of Local Talent, (3) Programs for Children,
(4) Religious Programs, (5) Educational Programs, (6) Public Affairs
Programs, (7) Editorialization by Licensees, (8) Political Broadcasts,
(9) Agricultural Programs, (10) News Programs, (11) Weather and
Market Reports, (12) Sports Programs, (13) Service to Minority
Groups, (14) Entertainment Programming.

Id. at 1913.
21. The Commission's current programming forms for television prescribe

the following primary categories of programming: Agricultural, entertain-
ment, news, public affairs, religious, instructional, sports, and other. There
are also three secondary categories. Editorials, political programs, and edu-
cational institution programs. A station maintains logs classifying each pro-
gram according to the above categories, but is required to show overall
amounts of programming only in the following: News, public affairs, and all
other programs exclusive of entertainment and sports. See P & F RADIO RtG., 5
CURRENT SERVICE 98:303-7 (1971 ) .
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probably be presented in prime time,22 if this were a reporting category
on the renewal form. The FCC's recent interest in encouraging pres-
entation of more children's programs, for example, has followed this
pattern, and has led to such a new reporting requirement.28 In short,
the Government has given every indication of expanding the use of
program classification, record-keeping, and reporting requirements to

influence broadcasters to provide certain types of programs at certain

times of the day.24

The type of relationship between the broadcaster and the FCC, en-

gendered by such regulatory policies, raises a serious question: To

whom is the television broadcaster responding when he designs his

22. See note 40 infra. The definition of prime time may vary; for example,
for the purpose of the Prime Time Access Rule, prime time is a four-hour
period, generally 7-11 p.m. 47 C.F.R. § 73,658(k) (1972).

23. In adding this requirement, the FCC left no doubt as to its intent:
To underline our interest in children's programming aired on televi-
sion . . . We have added as Question 6 . . . the following . . . "At-
tach as Exhibit — a brief description of programs, program segments
or program series aired during the license period that were primarily
directed to children twelve years old and under. Indicate the
source, time and day of broadcast, duration and program type."

27 P & F RADIO REG. 2D 553, 613 (1973). Other recent changes in the record-
keeping and reporting requirements for television broadcasters include the
necessity to file an annual program report focusing on local news, public
affairs, and all other entertainment programs during "prime time." See id.
app. D.

24. The double standard implicit in such program reporting requirements
Is illustrated by a question recently added to the FCC's license renewal appli-
cation. The question asks all network-affiliated stations whether they carried
more than half of the news and public affairs programs supplied by the net-
work. See 27 P & F RADIO REG, 2D 639, app. E (1973). When the issue of
whether to add this question to the application was before the FCC, support for
its use came from two public interest groups—United Church of Christ and
Black Efforts for Soul in Television (BEST)—and from the ABC television
network. Id. at 610-11. Apparently, BEST and the United Church felt that
their interests would be better served if affiliates carried more network
news and public affairs programs. The parties in opposition to the proposed
question generally argued that the FCC had no duty to encourage affiliates
to carry network programs. Id. at 611. Commissioner Nicholas Johnson,
who concurred in the FCC's decision to use the question, registered his dis-
appointment that it did not go even further, stating he felt that "we should
ask which programs, by name and date, were and were not carried, and
(when pre-empted) what was carried in their stead." Id. at 611. All those
supporting and opposing the question appear to have assumed that the
FCC was once again employing the program reporting requirements to in-
fluence stations to carry a kind of programming considered to be good
for the viewers. See note 21 supra.

Suppose, however, that the Commission .used the answers to network news
carriage question to crack down on stations that were carrying too much
network news and public affairs that the Commission considered slanted or
biased. In such a case, the network news question might well be bitterly
opposed by the "public interest" groups, and Commissioner Johnson would
be unlikely to urge that more detailed information be elicited. This specu-
lation is not too fanciful, in light of the initial adverse reaction when Clay
T. Whitehead, the Director of the OTP,. announced the Administration's in-
tention to introduce a license renewal bill. It was mistakenly believed that
the bill would lead to such an FCC crackdown on stations carrying network
news and public affairs programs. See Hearings on the Overview of the
Office of Telecommunications Policy Before the Subcomm. on Communications
of the Senate Comm. on Commerce, 93rd Cong., 1st Sess., 55-112 (1973).
The point is that unless the first amendment is interpreted as incorporating a
double standard of good and bad censorship varying according to the sub-
jective values of government officials and the public, questions similar to the
network news carriage question should not be included on renewal forms.
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Both audiences, of course, are important to the broadcaster, but
the extent to which he listens to each one depends on the peril he
will face if he fails to satisfy them. If the broadcaster ignores his
local audience, he may slip in the ratings and lose revenues;#20if he ig-
nores his bureaucratic audience, he places his license in jeopardy.28
Satisfying the Government can become of greater importance than
satisfying the viewers.

What then is the role of the viewers? There is a requirement that
broadcasters must ascertain community needs and interests. The FCC
interprets this to mean that the broadcaster must develop information
about current problems and issues in the community, instead of in-
formation regarding the#local audience's program preferences.2° The
broadcaster is required to evaluate community problems and to present
programs to deal with them.3° The FCC then decides whether the

indicating the Commission's "concern" over a particular practice of
the licensee and asking for the licensee's justification will generally
be all that is necessary to bring the licensee around to the Commis-
sion's way of thinking. . . .
. . . The practice of informal control over or influence on individ-

ual licensee practices is also followed on an industry-wide basis
through statements of Commission concern over particular practices
or announcements of proposed action. This is enhanced by speeches
of individual commissioners. . . . While some of these speeches are
inconsequential, there can be no doubt that many are valuable as a
source of at least one commissioner's thinking on a given subject.

ROBINSON 119-21.
28. The FCC's action in the Lee Roy McCourry case, 2 P & F RADIO REG.

2n 895 (1964), is illustrative of the peril faced by applicants who do not con-
form to the official notions of "balanced" formats and public interest pro-
grams. In that case, the sole applicant for a vacant UHF channel in Euene,
Oregon, which had two operating VHF stations, proposed a "specialized"
format consisting of 70 percent entertainment, mainly feature films, and 30
percent educational programs directed to the city's university population.
The application was set for a hearing, despite the absence of any challenge
from the community or any other complaint, primarily because McCourry had
not justified his lack of program proposals in the religious, agricultural, and
discussion categories, id. at 896. The Commission appeared to be concerned
that the applicant had not adequately investigated community needs for
such a specialized format. Commissioner Lee Loevinger, in dissent, noted
that the principal problem seemed to be that McCourry omitted several cate-
gories of programs favored by the Commission and its staff:

iThe passion to regulate s not satisfied merely by the dedication of
an adequate amount of time to public service unless this time also
conforms to just the pattern of public service now favored. Thus,
the tastes and ideals of the majority of the Commission become en-
shrined in official requirements. . . [E]ven if I were convinced
that the Commission's views were superior to those of broadcasters
or the public with respect to programming, I would still doubt the
wisdom of establishing official standards in this field. . . . The
Commission is clearly making a choice between competing interests
and values. Presumed quality and "balance" of television program-
ming is one choice and preservation of a wider area of freedom of
expression for the broadcaster is the other. . . . [I]f the principle is
established that the Commission has the right and power to prescribe,
either directly or indirectly, the kind and quality of programs that
must be carried by broadcast licensees, then the vital interest of soci-
ety, the nation, and perhaps the world, in the fullest freedom of com-
munications and the expression of ideas, in whatever form, may be
compromised.

Id. at 906-07.
29. See Primer on Ascertainment of Community Problems by Broadcast

Applicants, 36 Fed. Reg. 4092,4094 (1971).
30. Id. app. B, at 4105.
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programming would serve the public interest.31 Thus, the dialogue as
to whether programming is responsive to local needs and interests
takes place between the broadcaster and the Commission, rather than
between the broadcaster and the communities he undertakes to serve.
The FCC's definitions of the kinds of programming and the times and
mode of program presentation that will serve the public interest may
or may not coincide with the preferences of the viewing public.

The citizen who wants a voice in the programming process must
convince the Government that he has a legitimate grievance against
the broadcaster's programming. Thus, questions about the merits,
quality, and responsiveness of program performance are raised to the
level of regulatory questions, and programming decisions are made
with the assistance of an arm of the government. This process of cen-
tralized decision making in the sensitive area of broadcast program-
ming to some extent insulates the broadcaster from his community. As
long as the licensee's program performance satifies the standards of the
FCC, he can ignore the complainants. It is only when the nature of
local challengers' complaint captures the FCC's attention and the
complainants turn the agency's program standards to their ends that
the broadcaster's license is jeopardized."

As long as the FCC follows its own standards to measure the
licensee's programming performance, both broadcasters and their
challengers will seek to conform to those standards. This is hardly
what one would expect to be the respective roles of government,
the broadcasters or the public in a society that ranks the separation
between government and the media as one of its highest values. The
argument that the FCC's program influence is exercised in the serv-
ice of good causes—such as promoting minority group interests, chil-
dren's programs, news, and increased opportunities for discussion of
local issues—is irrelevant for purposes of the first amendment. The
FCC's role constitutes government interference with the media that
few would abide if it were directed at newspapers and magazines,38
and even some proponents of broadcast program regulation object
when the regulation is used to serve goals they do not favor.34

31. See 47 U.S.C. § 309(a) (1970).
32. Martin Mayer describes the techniques, successes, and failures of re-

newal challengers in Mayer, The Challengers, TV GUIDE (pts. 1-3), Feb. 3, 10,
and 17, 1973, at 5, 33, and 18.

33. See, e.g., CBS v. Democratic Nat'l Comm.. 93 S. Ct. 2080, 2107-08 (Stew-
art, J., concurring) ; EMERSON, THE SYSTEM OF FREE EXPRESSION, 670-71 (1970);
Jaffe, The Editorial Responsibility of the Broadcaster: Reflections on Fairness
and Access, 85 HARV. L. REV. 768, 786-87 (1972).

34. A classic example of this double standard at work may be found in
Commissioner Nicholas Johnson's dissent to the FCC's imposition of a $2,000
forfeiture upon WGLD-FM (Oak Park, Ill.) for broadcast of an "indecent,"
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Although the Government has consistently made efforts to encour-
age "good" programming, there has been little detailed articulation
of affirmative program standards.35 In the past broadcasters felt as-
sured of renewal if they conformed#to the FCC's notions of balanced
formats and public interest programs. For the most part, they could
expect that the renewal application would not even receive close
scrutiny#at the upper echelons of the Commission staff and probably

would never reach Commissioner level. In recent years, however, the

risk of renewal challenges—whether by competing application,"

petition to deny," or informal objection38—has become much more

sex-talk radio program. Sonderling Broadcasting Corp., 27 P & F RADIO REG.
2n 285, 294-98 (19'73). Commissioner Johnson noted that the program was
top-rated and did not offend local listeners, although the FCC appeared to
have determined that listeners ought to have been offended. Commissioner
Johnson said:

While I certainly do not condone programming such as that before
us, I am nevertheless extremely reluctant to use my power as a fed-
eral official to impose my tastes upon anyone, let alone upon an
entire nation. The F.C.C. majority, however, does not entertain
such hesitations, preferring instead to sit as an omniscient program-
ming review board, allegedly capable of deciding what is and is not
good for the American public to see and hear.
The dangers in such an approach are obvious. But they are am-

plified ten-fold when the F.C.C.—the agency which possesses the
power to grant and deny all broadcast licenses—plays the Big
Brother role. For it seems patently clear that any F.C.C. pro-
nouncement against a particular kind of programming will cast a
pall over the entire broadcasting industry—not so much because
these broadcasters fear the imposition of fines, but, rather, because
they fear the potential loss of their highly profitable broadcast
licenses.

Id. at 297-98. The Commissioner's reasoning applies with equal force to
affirmative program standards imposed by the FCC. See id. at 294.

35. Professor Robinson noted this lack of articulation when he stated:
[I]t is impossible to tell whether the Commission is in fact making
value judgments about programming while its published# opinions
deny that it is doing so. One can scarcely accept the gratuitous and
self-serving statements made by the Commission in its opinions
that it has not recognized or given any decisive significance to any
difference#between program proposals. Since the Commission is not
wholly oblivious to the constitutional implications of the close super-
vision of programming, it is not surprising that the opinions, written
to be as "appeal-proof" as possible, attempt to show an abundance
of caution and restraint in this#area.

ROBINSON 125. Commissioner Johnson has apparently been troubled by the
same lack of specificity in establishing and enforcing affirmative program
standards, but he considers this lack to be a defect in broadcast regulation
that the FCC should move to correct. See, e.g., Sonderling Broadcasting
Corp., 27 P & F RADIO REG. 2D 285, 294 (1973) (Commissioner Johnson dissent-
ing) ; New York-New Jersey Renewals, 18 F.C.C.2d 268,#269, 322 (1969) (Com-
missioners Cox and Johnson dissenting) ; Oklahoma Renewals, 14 F.C.C.2d 1,
2 (1968) (Commissioners Cox and Johnson dissenting).

36. See#47 U.S.C. § 309(e) (1970). The term "competing application" in the
license renewal context refers to a mutually exclusive application which is

ifiled for the same broadcast service n the same community as is the applica-
tion for license renewal. Under the rule of Ashbacker Radio Corp. v. FCC,
326 U.S. 327 (1945), section 309(e) of the Communications Act has been in-
terpreted to require the FCC to conduct a single, comparative hearing for
all mutually exclusive applications. This requirement is considered to ap-
ply to the renewal situation. See Citizens Communication Center v.#FCC, 447
F.2d 1201 (D.C. Cir. 1971).

37. See 47 U.S.C. § 309(d) (1970). The renewal challenger who files a peti-
tion to deny does not seek a license to operate broadcast facilities, but seeks
only to prevent the incumbent from obtaining renewal.

38. See 47 C.F.R. § 1.587 (1972). Any person may file informal objections
to the grant of a renewal application prior to FCC action on the#application
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real." Thus, the likelihood that television renewal applications will

receive close scrutiny by the FCC, including full evidentiary review in

a comparative hearing when a competing application has been filed,

has increased. These changed circumstances serve only to exacerbate

government influence over programming as television broadcasters,

in an effort to make their applications "challenge-proof," load their

renewal applications with proposals that stress the kinds of program-

ming favored by the FCC.

The Government itself may be inadvertently encouraging this kind

of compliance, since the FCC has proposed programming guidelines to

define the level of "substantial service" which would give the incum-

bent a plus of major significance in any renewal hearing.40 The
Commission was obviously troubled by its first venture into the field

of setting quantitative programming guidelines. It pointed out that

there was no intent to dictate particular programs or formats, and

specifically stressed the need for community involvement and "feed-

back" in the broadcasters' programming judgments." Although he

was still troubled by this approach, the Chairman of the FCC re-

without observing the time limitations and affidavit requirements for peti-
tions to deny under section 309(d) of the Communications Act, 47 U.S.C.
§ 309(d) (1970).

39. On the basis of statistics available from the FCC, the number of re-
newal challenges increased from 14 to 77 between 1969 and 1972. In
absolute terms, this increase does not seem to be particularly significant
when one considers that the nation has roughly 8,500 operating broadcast
stations of all kinds (AM and FM radio, VHF and UHF television). See 38
FCC ANN, REP., 160, 1972. The increase in renewal challenges, however, oc-
curred primarily in the VHF commercial television service (72 out of 86
challenges against commercial television stations between 1969 and 1972).
Applicants for renewal of commercial VHF television stations, especially those
that are "vulnerable" because of group ownership or newpaper ownership
(approximately 73 percent of all stations in the top 100 TV markets, see
Hearings on H. R. 3854 and related bills, supra note 7) can reasonably antici-
pate some form of renewal challenge.
40. Policy Statement Concerning Comparative Hearings Involving Regu-

lar Renewal Applicants, 22 F.C.C.2d 424 (1970). The proposed guidelines
would have applied to UHF and VHF commercial television stations affil-
iated with the three major networks and to nonaffiliated VHF television
stations. The guidelines are as follows:

(i) With respect to local programming, a range of 10-15% of the
broadcast effort (including 10-15% of the prime time period, 6-11
p.m., when the largest audience is available to watch). (ii) The
proposed figure for news in 8-10% for the network affiliate, 5% for
the independent VHF station (including a figure of 8-10% and 5%,
respectively in the prime time period). (iii) In the public affairs
area, the tentative figure is 3-5% with, as stated, a 3% figure for
the 6-11 p.m. time period.

See Notice of Inquiry, P & F RADIO REG., 2 CURRENT SERVICE 53:429 (1971).
After the court overturned the FCC's 1970 Renewal Policy Statement in

Citizens Communications Center, the Commission issued a Further Notice
of Inquiry, which stated that the guidelines would be used to give the re-
newal applicant a "plus of major significance," whether his performance was
labeled by the court as "substantial" or "superior" service. See Further No-
tice of Inquiry, P & F RADIO REG., 2 CURRENT SERVICE 53:442 (1971).

41. See id. at 53:433; id. at 53:434 (Chairman Burch concurring; id. at
53:436 (Commissioner Lee concurring).
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cently told a Congressional committee considering license renewal
legislation that he could perceive no real alternative to "the adop-
tion of gross percentages of broadcast time in certain programming
categories that, when met or exceeded, will measure a level of per-
formance giving reasonable assurance of license renewal."42 This
proposal, however, creates the risk that renewal applicants will seek
safety by rendering the type of program performance that is neces-
sary to assure renewal in the face of a challenge.43

Analysis of the Administration Bill

H.R. 5546 is designed to reduce the role of government in the relation-
ship between a broadcaster and the local community which he serves,
and to turn the broadcaster towards that community to find what
programming will serve the public interest. The provisions of the

42. Statement by Dean Burch before the Subcomm. on Communications and
Power of the House Comm. on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Sept. 18,
1973. The "gross percentages" Chairman Burch referred to are the same type
proposed in The Policy Statement, supra note 40. But no matter how broad the
percentage guidelines, they cannot help but have an adverse effect on the
interests of the local viewers. If the guidelines are truly quantitative, the
FCC would not be allowed to look beyond the percentage figure and consider,
for example, that the 5 percent public affairs programming is made up of
documentaries on ballroom dancing. If this is what is meant by quantitative
guidelines, then the most profitable of all broadcasters—network affiliates and
independent VHF stations—are assured renewal regardless of the inadequacy
of their program performance in terms of local needs and interests. This
would be a particularly pernicious form of government insulation of broad-
casters from their own communities. But it is [much) more likely that the
FCC will not stop at the mere quantitative test. In his earlier appearance
before the Subcommittee, Chairman Burch stated:

H
One of the problems with guidelines, for example, if we say we ex-
pect a local licensee to do five percent or X percent of local live
news, all we have said is out of 24 hours a day you should do so
many minutes of news. It could be the world's worst presentation
and still meet the so-called guidelines.
We have no way of knowing whether a person is doing a good

job in his programming. Quality is what we are after rather than
numbers.

Hearings, supra note 7. Under such a formulation of the FCC's responsibili-
ties, Government would inevitably be making value judgments on program
content. This practice would vitiate any effective application of the first
amendment to broadcasting and make the FCC, not the local viewer, the
principal audience of the television broadcaster.

43. This risk was expressed in the dissenting statement of Commissioner
Robert Wells.

Although many licensees will welcome the short range benefits of
having numerical requirements to meet, I feel that in the long run
this principle will not benefit either the licensee or the public. I
fear that setting quantitative standards will be the impetus for licen-
sees to play this numbers game to satisfy the Commission. If this
occurs, the licensee will not be discharging his responsibility to
operate the station in the public interest. If this country is to enjoy
truly diverse programming, we must leave some measure of flex-
ibility to the licensee. This policy will leave fewer decisions to
management.
We are naive if we think that the licensee of a television station

that is worth millions of dollars will taken [sic] any chances on
falling below our numerical floor. If by meeting or exceeding these
numbers he is practically assured of license renewal, there can be no
doubt as to the course he will follow. By meeting these require-
ments, he will have precluded the possibility of the public being in a
position to have a meaningful impact on his performance.

Notice of Inquiry, supra note 40, at 53:437.
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Administration bill, which would amend section 307 (d) of the Com-
munications Act of 1934, will be described in a section-by-section
analysis below.

License Term
Section (d) (1) would lengthen the term of broadcast licenses from
three to five years, thereby reducing the frequency with which the
Government subjects the licensee's programming performance to de-
tailed examination. In 1927, when the Radio Act" was enacted, the
requirement that licensee performance be scrutinized every three
years45 was a reasonable way to ensure proper supervision of an in-
fant industry. Since broadcasting is now an established industry, a
five-year term is more appropriate. Moreover, the Commission's
power to protect the public by use of forfeitures, short-term renew-
als, and other enforcement mechanisms would be in no way dimin-
ished by the extended license term.4°

Renewal Standards

The bill also seeks to clarify the Communications Act's present broad
"public interest" criterion as it applies to renewal applications.47 The
proposed legislation specifies that the renewal applicant must meet
the technical, financial, and other criteria of the Communications Act
and the rules and regulations of the Commission. According to these
criteria, the broadcast applicant's record must be free of serious de-
ficiencies, such as consistent failure to make sponsorship identification
announcements,48 violation of the equal employment opportunity
rules,4° fraudulent practices in keeping entries in logs,50 or in re-
porting changes in ownership information."
With the exceptions noted below, only Commission policies that

are reduced to rules could be enforced against renewal applicants
under H.R. 4456. Commission policies applicable to initial licensing
of broadcast stations but not incorporated into FCC rules, such as
local ownership, integration of ownership and management, and di-
versification of media contro1,52 would not be applicable to renewal
applicants. The proposed legislation, however, would not prevent
the Commission from promulgating rules which would make these, or

44. Ch. 169, 44 Stat. 1162.
45. Id. § 9, 44 Stat. 1166.
46. The Commission can (a) suspend a license, 47 U.S.C. § 303 (1970) ; (b)

issue orders to cease and desist, id. § 312; and (c) impose fines or forfeitures,
id. §§ 501-503 and 510. The FCC can also grant short-term renewals where
past performance has been questionable, id. § 307(d).

47. See Introduction and Appendix at 70.
48. See 47 C.F.R. §§ 73.119, 73.289, and 73.654 (1972).
49. See id. §§ 73.125, 73.301, and 73.680.
50. See id. §§ 73.111, 73.281, and 73.699.
51. See id. § 1.615.
52. Policy Statement on Comparative Broadcast Hearings, 1 F.C.C.2d 393

(1965).
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similar industry structure policies, applicable to all licensees. Other

Commission policies, however, could not be reduced to rules under the

terms of this bill because they would fall within the category of pre-

determined performance criteria, which are prohibited by#20the proviso

contained in paragraph (2) of the proposed section 307 (d) . For exam-

ple, to the extent that the FCC's current policy opposing "over-com-

mercialization" incorporates a de facto upper limit on the amount of

commercial time a licensee may carry, it would come within the terms

of the proviso since it substitutes a government-imposed quota for the

judgment of the licensee as to what limits on commercial matter

would best serve his community's, as well as his own, needs." In

addition, the FCC would be forbidden to establish rules regarding

statistical program performance criteria."

The only policies that would apply directly to the renewal appli-

cants without having been reduced to rules would be the ascertain-

ment and fairness policies, which are incorporated in subsections (A)

and (B) respectively of the proposed section 307 (d) (2). The overall

fairness policy would include attendant rules, such as the personal

attack and editorial endorsement rules," and such policies as the

Cul/man5" doctrine, which requires free time to respond to controver-

sial issues, and the Zapp/e" holding, which provides for "quasi-equal"

time to respond to an authorized spokesman of a political candidate.

The Commission would be free to determine which aspects of its as-

certainment or fairness policies should be reduced to rules.

The proposed legislation would codify the ascertainment and fair-

ness tests as criteria by which the FCC should evaluate past and pro-

posed programming performance of the incumbent licensee. These

criteria, in turn, are based upon the two critical obligations of the

broadcaster#20to his local public: To respond to the needs and interests

of the public in the communities served by the broadcast station,

the ascertainment obligation; and to afford reasonable opportunity for

the discussion of conflicting views on issues of public importance, the

fairness obligation. Under the bill, the Commission's role would be

limited to review of the licensee's good faith in ascertaining commu-

nity needs and interests. The same good faith standard would also

apply to the Commission's review of the licensee's performance un-

der the fairness obligation.58 Thus the FCC would not make a de

53. See Report and Order, 1 P & F RADIO REG 2D 1606 (1964) (Commercial
Advertising Standards), in which the FCC chose to "protect the public" from
overcommercialization by case-by-case adjudication rather than the adoption
of formal standards or rules setting maximum limits for commercials.

54. Examples of criteria currently being considered by the Commission
are found in note 40 supra.

55. Personal attack and editorial endorsement rules may be found at 47
C.F.R. § 73.123 (1972) for AM radio; id. § 73.300 for FM radio; and id.
§ 73.679 for television.

56. Letter to Cullman Broadcasting Co., 40 F.C.C. 577 (1963).
57. Letter to Nicholas Zapple, 23 F.C.C.2d 707 (1970),
58. This would conform with what the Commission itself has stated: "In

short, the licensee's role in the area of political broadcasts is essentially the
same as in the other programming areas—to make good faith judgments as
to how to meet his community's needs and interests." Obligation of Licen-
see to Carry Political Broadcasts, 25 P & F RADIO REG. 1731, 1740 (1963)

86



Proposal for Broadcast Deregulation
THE GEORGE WASHINGTON LAW REVIEW

novo determination of the facts, but would simply determine whether
the licensee's ascertainment was reasonable and made in good faith.

Ascertainment

The present public interest standard of the Communications Act, as
interpreted by the Commission, requires licensees to make a "diligent,
positive, and continuing effort . . . to discover and fulfill the tastes,
needs, and desires of . [the] community or service area" for
broadcast service." Ascertainment requires the broadcaster to con-
sult with a representative range of community leaders and the gen-
eral public on a continuing basis throughout the license period.°°
The broadcaster must not only determine what the significant public
issues are, but he must also respond to them in his programming. In
television, the programming response usually takes the form of news,
public affairs, and other informational programming. The ascertain-
ment standard in the bill incorporates the present requirement."' It
means only that the Commission hold the licensee to the programming
standards he sets himself, based on his own objective judgment of the
nature of community needs and interests." The ascertainment stand-
ard in the proposed legislation would not obligate the licensee to
present programs to deal with every public issue or to meet every com-
munity interest.63 The broadcaster could take into account the other
stations serving the community, a factor especially relevant in radio;
the composition of his audience; and his own judgments as to his
programming format.64 This objective standard of reasonableness
would therefore allow the FCC to differ its regulatory treatment of

(emphasis added). "In passing on any complaint in this area [fairness], the
Commission's role is not to substitute its judgment for that of the licensee
. . . but rather to determine whether the licensee can be said to have acted
reasonably and in good faith." Applicability of the Fairness Doctrine in the
Handling of Controversial Issues of Public Importance, 2 P & F RADIO REG.
2D 1901, 1904 (1964) (emphasis added).
The Commission's review of licensee programming performance under sub-

sections A and B of the proposed law would thus be similar to an appellate
court's review of an administrative agency. See, e.g., SEC v. Chenery Corp.
332 U.S. 194 (1947).

59. Programming Inquiry supra note 10, at 1915.
60. Ascertainment Primer, supra note 29, at 4104-05.
61. See Introduction and Appendix at 70.
62. As the FCC interprets it, "good faith" is an objective standard of

reasonableness and does not refer to the licensee's subjective intent. For
example, it is the standard that the Commission usually uses to describe the
essential responsibility of the licensee, i.e., "to make good faith judgments
as to how to meet his community's needs and interests." See note 58 supra.
The standard is similar to the Supreme Court's description of the FCC's
responsibility under the fairness doctrine, "to judge whether a licensee's over-
all performance indicates a sustained good faith effort to meet the public
interest in being fully and fairly informed." CBS v. Democratic Nat'l Comm.,
93 S. Ct. 2080, 2098 (1973).

63. Ascertainment Primer, supra note 29, at 4105.
64. See id. at 4095, 4096, and 4100-01.

87





Proposal for Broadcast Deregulation
THE GEORGE WASHINGTON LAW REVIEW

issue-by-issue method has lessened the licensee's responsibility to
enforce the fairness obligation. The proposed legislation does not
eliminate issue-by-issue enforcement of the fairness obligation. It
would, however, be a congressional statement that the appropriate
way to evaluate the broadcaster's journalistic responsibility is by
renewal application review of his performance under the fairness
obligation. Under the proposed legislation, as long as the broadcaster
made good faith efforts to cover issues in a balanced manner, and
when appropriate, selected responsible spokesmen for conflicting
viewpoints and offered them reasonable amounts of time, he would
not be jeopardizing his license by occasionally failing to achieve "fair-
ness" and "balance."

The Proviso

In applying subsection (A) 's ascertainment standard, the Administra-
tion bill provides that the Commission may not consider any prede-
termined performance criteria, categories, quotas, percentages, for-
mats, or other such guidelines of general applicability with respect to
the licensee's programming. The proposed legislation would establish
the local community as the point of reference for evaluation of a
broadcaster's performance, and would place the responsibility for
superior performance in the hands of the local licensee and the public
he undertakes to serve. It would remove the convenient crutch of
government specifications regarding the kind of program performance
that will satisfy the statutory standard.'"

The existence of FCC program guidelines changes the character of
the broadcast license. The license no longer reflects a public trust safe-
guarded by an independent, private licensee but resembles a govern-
ment contract, under which the licensee performs in accordance with
government-established specifications regarding the quantity and
ype o programming. The proviso in the proposed law, by de-
priving the Commission of authority to create and enforce such spe-
cifications, stresses the Government's role as the arbiter in the ascer-
tainment and programming dialogue without injecting its own pro-
gramming judgments between the broadcaster and the public.
Accordingly, under the proposed legislation, the Commission's re-

view of program performance would be based upon such considera-
tions as the mechanics, quantity, and quality of the applicant's as-

70. The Communications Act provides the Commission with a number of
remedies other than denial of a renewal application. The Commission can
(a) suspend a license, 47 U.S.C. § 303 (1970); (b) issue orders to cease and
desist, id. § 312; and (c) impose fines or forfeitures, id. §§ 501, 502, 503, 510.
Furthermore, the Commission can, under section 307(d) of the Act, grant
short-term renewals where past performance has been questionable, id. §
307(d).
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certainment efforts; an evaluation of the applicant's past, present,

and proposed programming in light of the ascertained needs, inter-

ests, problems and issues, using the community's standards of pro-

gram performance and not the FCC's program standards; the promise

versus performance aspects of the broadcaster's programming show-

ing, and various "content-neutral" aspects of the applicant's program-

ming, such as programming expenditures, equipment and facilities

devoted to programming, policies regarding preemption of time for

special programs, and the like.

Procedure for Competing Applications

The proposed legislation would not change the current procedures

for Commission consideration of petitions to deny license renewal

applications. Most petitions under the present Act have been filed

by minority and special interest groups in the broadcasters' communi-

ties and contain allegations directed toward the licensees' ascertain-

ment efforts, programming for minority groups, and employment

practices." Nothing in the proposed legislation would adversely af-

fect the ability of these groups to file such petitions.

H.R. 5546 would change only the procedures for dealing with mutual-

ly exclusive applications for the same broadcast service. It would re-

quire the competing applicant to show that a grant of the renewal

application would be inconsistent with the renewal criteria estab-

lished by this legislation. If this burden could not be met, the Com-

mission would grant the renewal application and dismiss the com-

peting application. If, however, the Commission were unable to make

the requisite finding, or if a material question of fact were disputed,

the renewal application would be set for a hearing.

The first issue to be resolved in the hearing would be whether the

renewal applicant had, in fact, met the criteria set out in section

307(d) (2) of the bill. If so, the hearing would be terminated, the re-

newal application granted, and the competing application dismissed.

If the Commission were to find, however, that the renewal applicant

did not meet the criteria, it would have the choice of dismissing the

renewal application, or, if appropriate, entering the second phase of

the hearing by considering the renewal application together with the

competing application or applications. The criteria to be used in such

an eventuality would be based upon the showing of all the applicants

with respect to the section 307(d) (2) standards: The applicants'

qualifications and their programming proposals, as well as "the stand-

ard comparative issue."'"

71. See Mayer, The Challengers, supra note 32.
72. The "standard comparative issue" refers to the key criteria or issues

used by the FCC in comparative broadcast hearings. The criteria are: (a)
Diversification of control of the media, (b) full-time participation in station
operation by owners, (c) proposed program service, (d) past broadcast rec-
ord, (e) efficient use of the frequency, (f) character of the applicant, and
(g) other factors, as relevant. See Policy Statement on Comparative Broad-
cast Hearings, 1 F.C.C.2d 393 (1965).
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An incumbent licensee should not be put to the same tests as an
applicant seeking an original license,73 and he should not be deprived
of his broadcasting privilege unless there are sound reasons of public
policy to support such action.74 The change in competing application
procedures would not give the incumbent an unfair advantage solely
by reason of prior operations, but would require the FCC to exercise
its independent judgment on the question of whether the incumbent
licensee has rendered meritorious service. Although competition in
broadcasting is a fundamental goal of the Communications Act, the
present procedures for competing applications are not the most ap-
propriate means to foster it. (The competition fostered by current
procedures is not competition in the programming marketplace. It
amounts to no more than one applicant vying with another for the
license.‘) It does not result in a net increase in broadcast service for
the community, but simply substitutes one licensee for another. There
is a need for increased competition in broadcasting but this need
should be met by government policies that expand broadcast outlets
and reduce economic concentration among existing broadcasters."

Conclusion

Passage of H.R. 5546 would increase the separation between the Gov-
ernment and the broadcast media by minimizing government influ-
ence on program content. Passage of this bill would also be a signifi-
cant step towards treating broadcasting more like the print media for
purposes of the constitutional restrictions on government censorship.
The libertarian thrust of H.R. 5546, however, was seen to be incon-
sistent with recent trends in broadcast regulation and with general
perceptions regarding the relationship between the government and
the broadcast media. During the period when government regulation
of broadcast program content was increasing, the prevailing view
was that the broadcaster, not the FCC, was the monopolist censor
sitting astride the public's airwaves." For the most part, dissatis-
faction with program quality and antagonism towards the business-

73. See Policy Statement on Comparative Renewal Hearings. 22 F.C.C.2d
425 (1970); Policy Statement on Comparative Broadcast Hearings, 1 F.C.C.2d
393, 403 (1965) (Chairman Hyde dissenting) ; Burch address, supra note 7.

74. See Chicago Fed. of Labor v. Federal Radio Comm., 41 F.2d 422 (1930),
where the court, in affirming the Federal Radio Commission's refusal to take
a frequency assigned to one broadcaster and assign it to another, said: "The
cause of independent broadcasting in general would be seriously endan-
gered . ., if the licenses of established stations should be arbitrarily with-
drawn from them, and appropriated to the use of other stations." Id. at 423.

75. See CBS v. Democratic Nat'l Comm., 93 S. Ct. 2080, 2113-14, 2116
(Douglas, J., concurring) ; PECK, NOLL & MCGOWAN, ECONOMIC ASPECTS OF
TELEVISION REGULATION (1973) .

76. ROBINSON 68.
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men who own and operate profitable broadcast stations muted the
public outcry that government control of media content usually
arouses. Proponents of regulation appeared to believe that the power
of broadcasters had to be reduced and that government power over
broadcasters had to be expanded to preserve the liberty of the indi-
vidual."

Recently, however, in CBS v. Democratic National Committee," by
holding that neither the Communications Act nor the first amendment
requires broadcasters to accept paid editorial advertisements, the Su-
preme Court stressed the same libertarian principles that underlie
H.R. 5546 and provided new impetus for attempts to reform the
license renewal process in a manner that is consistent with the goals
of the first amendment. The Court indicated that since the accept-
ance or rejection of such advertisements requires editorial judgment,
a choice must be made between having either the broadcaster or the
Government making such judgments. In making its choice, the Court
pointed out that government censorship would be more pervasive,
self-serving, and difficult to restrain than would private censor-
ship.79 If a private broadcaster excludes or suppresses information,
another broadcaster can present it. But if government performs this
editorial funlion, administrative fiat, not freedom of choice, carries
the day.8°

Congress may wish to consider other statutory formulations of
the deregulatory provisions of H.R. 5546. It is, however, important
for Congress to act now to determine the future direction of govern-
ment regulation of broadcasting. The key issue for the Congress is
whether the broadcast press should be ". . . entitled to live under the
laissez faire regime which the First Amendment sanctions."81 In deal-
ing with this issue, Congress will face the possibility that some broad-
casters might use increased freedom from detailed, prescriptive reg-
ulation to ignore their obligations of responsibility and responsive-
ness to the public. The Congress and the public should simply take
the same chances with broadcast performance that they take with
the performance of other private media. As the Court stated in
Columbia Broadcasting System v. Democratic National Committee,
"calculated risks of abuse are taken in order to preserve higher
values."82 The "higher values" in this instance are nothing less than
the values of keeping our powerful electronic press free of Govern-
ment's heavy hand.

77. Cf. Government Is the Real Monopoly So Why Trust it More Than
Business, Loevinger, N.Y. TIMES, March 11, 1973, § 3, at 17 col. 1.

78. CBS v. Democratic Nat'l Comm., 93 S. Ct. 2080 (1973).
79. Id. at 2088.
80. Id. at 2111 (Douglas, J., concurring).
81. Id. at 2115 (Douglas, J., concurring).
82. Id. at 2097.
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