
IN THIS CALM DURING THE HOLIDAYS, WE IN WASHINGTON
ARE THINKING AHEAD TO 1975; AMONG OTHER THINGS, PLANNING
OUR TESTIMONY BEFORE CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES. FOR MY
PART, I AM PARTICULARLY CONCERNED ABOUT TESTIMONY ON
BROADCAST LICENSE RENEWAL LEGISLATION. BROADCASTERS ARE
MAKING A DETERMINED PUSH FOR SOME REASONABLE MEASURE OF
LICENSE RENEWAL SECURITY. RIGHT NOW THEY ARE LIVING
OVER A TRAP DOOR THE FCC CAN SPRING AT THE DROP OF A
COMPETING APPLICATION OR OTHER RENEWAL CHALLENGE. THAT
IS A TOUGH POSITION TO BE IN, AND, CONSIDERING ALL THE
FUSS ABOUT SO-CALLED "INTIMIDATION," YOU WOULD THINK
THAT THERE WOULDN'T BE MUCH OPPOSITION TO GIVING BROAD-
CASTERS A LITTLE MORE INSULATION FROM GOVERNMENT'S HAND
ON THAT TRAP DOOR.

BUT THERE la OPPOSITION. SOME TOUGH QUESTIONS WILL
BE ASKED--EVEN BY THOSE WHO ARE SYMPATHETIC TO BROAD-

CASTERS, QUESTIONS ABOUT MINORITY GROUPS' NEEDS AND

INTERESTS. QUESTIONS ABOUT VIOLENCE. QUESTIONS ABOUT

CHILDREN'S PROGRAMMING; ABOUT RERUNS; ABOUT COMMERCIALS;

ABOUT OBJECTIVITY IN NEWS AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS PROGRAMMING--

IN SHORT, ALL QUESTIONS ABOUT BROADCASTERS' PERFORMANCE
IN FULFILLING THEIR PUBLIC TRUST. THESE ARE QUESTIONS

THE PUBLIC IS ASKING. CONGRESS IS ASKING THE QUESTIONS,
TOO; SENATORE PASTORE ON VIOLENCE; SENATOR MOSS ON DRUG

ADS; REPRESENTATIVE STAGGERS ON NEWS MISREPRESENTATIONS.
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DESPIFE THIS BARRAGE OF QUESTIONING, THE CONGRESS IS

BEING URGED TO GRANT LONGER LICENSE TERMS AND RENEWAL

PROTECTION TO BROADCASTERS. BEFORE VOTING IT UP,

DOWN, OR AROUND, THE CONGRESS WILL HAVE TO JUDGE THE

BROADCASTERS' RECORD OF PERFORMANCE,

AND WHERE DO WE SEE THAT PERFORMANCE? IT LEAPS OUT

AT YOU EVERY TIME YOU TURN ON A IV SET, AND IT'S

DEFINITELY NOT ALL THAT IT COULD BE. How MANY TIMES

DO YOU SEE THE RICH VARIETY, DIVERSITY, AND CREATIVITY

OF AMERICA REPRESENTED ON THE TV SCREEN? WHERE IS THE

EVIDENCE OF BROADCASTERS DOING THEIR BEST TO SERVE

THEIR AUDIENCES, RATHER THAN SERVING THOSE AUDIENCES

UP TO SELL TO ADVERTISERS? AND, MOST DISTURBING OF ALL,

HOW DO BROADCASTERS DEMONSTRATE THAT THEY ARE LIVING UP

TO THE OBLIGATION--AS THE FCC PUTS IT-- TO "ASSUME AND

DISCHARGE RESPONSIBILITY FOR PLANNING, SELECTING, AND

SUPERVISING ALL MATTER BROADCAST BY THE STATIONS, WHETHER

SUCH MATTER IS PRODUCED BY THEM OR PROVIDED BY NETWORKS

OR OTHERS,"

IT'S BEEN EASY FOR BROADCASTERS TO GIVE LIP SERVICE

TO THE UNIQUELY AMERICAN PRINCIPLE OF PLACING BROAD-

CASTING POWER AND RESPONSIBILITY AT THE LOCAL LEVEL.

BUT IT HAS ALSO BEEN EASY--TOO EASY--FOR BROADCASTERS

TO TURN AROUND AND SELL THEIR RESPONSIBILITY ALONG WITH
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THEIR AUDIENCES TO A NETWORK AT THE GOING RATE FOR

AFFILIATE COMPENSATION.

THE EASE OF PASSING THE BUCK TO MAKE A BUCK IS

REFLECTED IN THE STEADY INCREASE IN THE AMOUNT OF

NETWORK PROGRAMS CARRIED BY AFFILIATES BETWEEN 1960

AND 1970. IT TOOK THE FCC's PRIME TIME RULE TO REVERSE

THIS TREND, BUT EVEN SO, THE AVERAGE AFFILIATE STILL

DEVOTES OVER 61% OF HIS SCHEDULE TO NETWORK PROGRAMS.

THIS WOULDN'T BE SO BAD IF THE STATIONS REALLY EXERCISED

SOME RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE PROGRAMS AND COMMERCIALS

THAT COME DOWN THE NETWORK PIPE. BUT ALL THAT MANY

AFFILIATES DO IS FLIP THE SWITCH IN THE CONTROL ROOM

TO "NETWORK," THROW THE "SWITCH" IN THE MAILROOM TO

FORWARD VIEWER COMPLAINTS TO THE NETWORK, SIT BACK,

AND ENJOY THE FRUITS OF A VERY PROFITABLE BUSINESS,

PLEASE DON'T MISUNDERSTAND ME WHEN I STRESS THE

NEED FOR MORE LOCAL RESPONSIBILITY. I'M NOT TALKING

ABOUT LOCALLY-PRODUCED PROGRAMS, IMPORTANT THOUGH THEY

ARE. I'M TALKING NOW ABOUT LICENSEE RESPONSIBILITY

FOR ALL PROGRAMMING, INCLUDING THE PROGRAMS THAT COME

FROM THE NETWORK.

THIS KIND OF LOCAL RESPONSIBILITY IS THE KEYSTONE

OF OUR PRIVATE ENTERPRISE BROADCAST SYSTEM OPERATING

UNDER THE FIRST AMENDMENT PROTECTIONS. BUT EXCESSIVE

CONCENTRATION OF CONTROL OVER BROADCASTING IS AS BAD
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WHEN EXERCISED FROM NEW YORK AS WHEN EXERCISED FROM

WASHINGTON. WHEN AFFILIATES CONSISTENTLY PASS THE BUCK,

TO THE NETWORKS, THEY'RE FRUSTRATING THE FUNDAMENTAL

PURPOSES OF THE FIRST AMENDMENT'S FREE PRESS PROVISION.

THE PRESS ISN'T GUARANTEED PROTECTION BECAUSE

IT'S GUARANTEED TO BE BALANCED AND OBJECTIVE--TO THE

CONTRARY, THE CONSTITUTITION RECOGNIZES THAT BALANCE

AND OBJECTIVITY EXIST ONLY IN THE EYE OF THE BEHOLDER,

THE PRESS la PROTECTED BECAUSE A FREE FLOW OF INFOR-
MATION AND GIVING EACH "BEHOLDER" THE OPPORTUNITY TO

INFORM HIMSELF IS CENTRAL TO OUR SYSTEM OF GOVERNMENT.

IN ESSENCE, IT'S THE RIGHT TO LEARN INSTEAD OF THE

,1 10 LE TAL;0:iT. THE BROADCAST PRESS HAS AN OBLIGA-

TION TO SERVE THIS FREE FLOW OF INFORMATION GOAL BY

GIVING THE AUDIENCE THE CHANCE TO PICK AND CHOOSE AMONG

A WIDE RANGE OF DIVERSE AND COMPETING VIEWS ON PUBLIC

ISSUES.

THIS MAY ALL SEEM RATHER PHILOSOPHICAL. CYNICS

MAY ARGUE THAT ALL TELEVISION, EVEN THE NEWS, IS

ENTERTAINMENT PROGRAMMING. BUT IN THIS AGE WHEN

TELEVISION IS THE MOST RELIED UPON AND, SURPRISINGLY,

THE MOST CREDIBLE OF OUR MEDIA, WE MUST ACCEPT THIS

HARSH TRUTH: THE FIRST AMENDMENT IS MEANINGLESS IF

IT DOES NOT APPLY FULLY TO BROADCASTING. FOR TOO LONG

WE HAVE BEEN INTERPRETING THE FIRST AMENDMENT TO FIT
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THE 1934 COMMUNICATIONS ACT. AS MANY OF YOU KNOW, A

LITTLE OVER A YEAR AGO I SUGGESTED WAYS TO CORRECT

THIS INVERSION OF VALUES. ONE WAY IS TO ELIMINATE

THE FCC's FAIRNESS DOCTRINE AS A MEANS OF ENFORCING

THE BROADCASTERS' FAIRNESS OBLIGATION TO PROVIDE

REASONABLE OPPORTUNITY FOR DISCUSSION OF CONTRASTING

VIEWS ON PUBLIC ISSUES.

VIRTUALLY EVERYONE AGREES THAT THE FAIRNESS

DOCTRINE ENFORCEMENT IS A MESS. DETAILED AND FREQUENT

COURT DECISIONS AND FCC SUPERVISION OF BROADCASTERS'

JOURNALISTIC JUDGMENT ARE UNSATISFACTORY MEANS OF

ACHIEVING THE FIRST AMENDMENT GOAL FOR A FREE PRESS,

THL FCC HAS SHOWN SIGNS OF MAKING IMPROVEMENTS IN WHAT

HAS BECOME A CHAOTIC SCHEME OF FAIRNESS DOCTRINE EN-

FORCEMENT, THESE IMPROVEMENTS ARE NEEDED. BUT THE

BASIC FAIRNESS DOCTRINE APPROACH FOR ALL ITS PROBLEMS,

WAS, IS AND FOR THE TIME BEING WILL REMAIN A NECESSITY;

ALBEIT AN UNFORTUNATE NECESSITY. SO, WHILE OUR LONG

RANGE GOAL SHOULD BE A BROADCAST MEDIA STRUCTURE JUST

AS FREE OF GOVERNMENT INTRUSION, JUST AS COMPETITIVE

JUST AS DIVERSE AS THE PRINT MEDIA, THERE ARE THREE

HARSH REALITIES THAT MAKE IT IMPOSSIBLE TO DO AWAY

WITH THE FAIRNESS DOCTRINE IN THE SHORT RUN.
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FIRST, THERE IS A SCARCITY OF BROADCASTING OUTLETS.

SECOND, THERE IS A SUBSTANTIAL CONCENTRATION OF ECONOMIC

AND SOCIAL POWER IN THE NETWORKS AND THEIR AFFILIATED

TV STATIONS. IHIRD, THERE IS A TENDENCY FOR BROADCASTERS

AND THE NETWORKS TO BE SELF-INDULGENT AND MYOPIC IN

VIEWING THE FIRST AMENDMENT AS PROTECTING ONLY THEIR

RIGHTS AS SPEAKERS. THEY FORGET THAT ITS PRIMARY

PURPOSE IS TO ASSURE A FREE FLOW AND WIDE RANGE OF

INFORMATION TO THE PUBLIC, SO WE HAVE LICENSE RENEWAL

REQUIREMENTS AND THE FAIRNESS DOCTRINE AS ADDED REQUIRE-

MENTS--TO MAKE SURE THAT THE NETWORKS AND STATIONS DON'T

IGNORE THE NEEDS OF THOSE 200 MILLION PEOPLE SITTING

OUT THERE DEPENDANT ON IV,

BUT THIS DOESN'T MEAN THAT WE CAN FORGET ABOUT THE

BROADER MANDATES OF THE FIRST AMENDMENT, AS IT APPLIES

TO BROADCASTING. WE OUGHT TO BEGIN WHERE WE CAN TO

CHANGE THE COMMUNICATIONS ACT TO FIT THE FIRST AMENDMENT.

IHAT HAS ALWAYS BEEN AND CONTINUES TO BE THE AIM AND

INTENT OF THIS ADMINISTRATION. WE'VE GOT TO MAKE A

START AND WE'VE GOT TO DO IT NOW.

THIS BRINGS ME TO AN IMPORTANT FIRST STEP THE

ADMINISTRATION IS TAKING TO INCREASE FREEDOM AND RE-

SPONSIBILITY IN BROADCASTING.



-7-

OTP HAS SUBMITTED A LICENSE RENEWAL BILL FOR

CLEARANCE THROUGH THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH, SO THE BILL

CAN BE INTRODUCED IN THE CONGRESS EARLY NEXT YEAR.

OUR BILL DOESN'T SIMPLY ADD A COUPLE OF YEARS TO THE

LICENSE TERM AND GUARANTEE PROFITS AS LONG AS BROAD-

CASTERS FOLLOW THE FCC's RULES TO THE LETTER. FOLLOW-

ING RULES ISN'T AN ExRciaE OF RESPONSIBILITY; IT'S AN

ABDIcAum OF RESPONSIBILITY. THE ADMINISTRATION BILL

REQUIRES BROADCASTERS TO EXERCISE THEIR RESPONSIBILITY

WITHOUT THE CONVENIENT CRUTCH OF FCC PROGRAM CATEGORIES

OR PERCENTAGES,

THE WAY WE'VE DONE THIS IS TO ESTABLISH TWO CRITERIA

THE STATION MUST MEET BEFORE THE FCC WILL GRANT RENEWAL.

FIRST, THE BROADCASTER MUST DEMONSTRATE HE HAS BEEN SUB-

STANTIALLY ATTUNED TO THE NEEDS AND INTERESTS OF THE

COMMUNITIES HE SERVES. HE MUST ALSO MAKE A GOOD FAITH

EFFORT TO RESPOND TO THOSE NEEDS AND INTERESTS IN ALL

HIS PROGRAMS, IRRESPECTIVE OF WHETHER THOSE PROGRAMS

ARE CREATED BY THE STATION, PURCHASED FROM PROGRAM

SUPPLIERS, OR OBTAINED FROM A NETWORK. THE IDEA IS TO

HAVE THE BROADCASTER'S PERFORMANCE EVALUATED FROM THE

PERSPECTIVE OF THE PEOPLE IN HIS COMMUNITY AND NOT THE

BUREAUCRAT IN WASHINGTON.

SECOND, THE BROADCASTER MUST SHOW THAT HE HAS

AFFORDED REASONABLE, REALISTIC, AND PRACTICAL OPPOR-

TUNITIES FOR THE PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF CON-

FLICTING VIEWS ON CONTROVERSIAL ISSUES.
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1 SHOULD ADD THAT THESE REQUIREMENTS HAVE TEETH.

IF A STATION CAN'T DEMONSTRATE MEANINGFUL SERVICE TO

ALL ELEMENTS OF HIS COMMUNITY, THE LICENSE SHOULD BE

TAKEN AWAY BY THE FCC. 1HE STANDARD SHOULD BE APPLIED

WITH PARTICULAR FORCE TO THE LARGE TV STATIONS IN OUR

MAJOR CITIES, INCLUDING THE 15 STATIONS OWNED BY THE

TV NETWORKS AND THE STATIONS THAT ARE OWNED BY OTHER

LARGE BROADCAST GROUPS, THESE BROADCASTERS, ESPECIALLY,

HAVE THE RESOURCES TO DEVOTE TO COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT,

COMMUNITY SERVICE, AND PROGRAMS THAT REFLECT A COMMITMENT

TO EXCELLENCE.

THE COMMUNITY ACCOUNTABILITY STANDARD WILL HAVE

SPECIAL 11E/U41146 ALL T3K AFFILIATES. THEY SHOULD

BE HELD ACCOUNTABLE TO THEIR LOCAL AUDIENCES FOR THE

61% OF THEIR SCHEDULES THAT ARE NETWORK PROGRAMS, AS

WELL AS FOR THE PROGRAMS THEY PURCHASE OR CREATE FOR

LOCAL ORIGINATION.

FOR FOUR YEARS, BROADCASTERS HAVE BEEN TELLING

THIS ADMINISTRATION THAT, IF THEY HAD MORE FREEDOM AND

STABILITY, THEY WOULD USE IT TO CARRY OUT THEIR RE-

SPONSIBILITIES. WE HAVE TO BELIEVE THIS, FOR IF

BROADCASTERS WERE SIMPLY MASKING THEIR GREED AND ACTUALLY

SEEKING A SO-CALLED "LICENSE TO STEAL," THE COUNTRY

WOULD HAVE TO GIVE UP ON THE IDEA OF PRIVATE ENTERPRISE

BROADCASTING. SOME ARE URGING JUST THAT; BUT THIS
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ADMINISTRATION REMAINS UNSHAKEN IN ITS SUPPORT OF THE

PRINCIPLES OF FREEDOM AND RESPONSIBILITY IN A PRIVATE

ENTERPRISE BROADCASTING SYSTEM.

BUT WE ARE EQUALLY UNSHAKEN IN OUR BELIEF THAT

BROADCASTERS MUST DO MORE TO EXERCISE THE RESPONSIBILITY

OF PRIVATE ENTERPRISE THAT IS THE PREREQUISITE OF FREEDOM.

SINCE BROADCASTERS' SUCCESS IN MEETING THEIR RESPONSI-

BILITY WILL BE MEASURED AT LICENSE RENEWAL TIME, THEY

MUST DEMONSTRATE IT ACROSS THE BOARD. THEY CAN NO

LONGER ACCEPT NETWORK STANDARDS OF TASTE, VIOLENCE, AND

DECENCY IN PROGRAMMING. IF THE PROGRAMS OR COMMERCIALS

GLORIFY THE USE OF DRUGS; IF THE PROGRAMS ARE VIOLENT

OR SADISTIC: IF THE COMMERCIALS ARE FALSE OR MISLEADING,

OR SIMPLY INTRUSIVE AND OBNOXIOUS; THE STATIONS MUST

JUMP ON THE NETWORKS RATHER THAN WINCE AS THE CONGRESS

AND THE FCC ARE FORCED TO DO SO.

IHERE IS NO AREA WHERE MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITY IS

MORE IMPORTANT THAN NEWS, THE STATION OWNERS AND

MANAGERS CANNOT ABDICATE RESPONSIBILITY FOR NEWS JUDG-

MENTS. WHEN A REPORTER OR DISC JOCKEY SLIPS IN OR

PASSES OVER INFORMATION IN ORDER TO LINE HIS POCKET,

THAT'S PLUGOLA, AND MANAGEMENT WOULD TAKE QUICK COR-

RECTIVE ACTION. BUT MEN ALSO STRESS OR SUPPRESS INFOR-

MATION IN ACCORDANCE WITH THEIR BELIEFS, WILL STATION

LICENSEES OR NETWORK EXECUTIVES ALSO TAKE ACTION AGAINST

THIS IDEOLOGICAL PLUGOLA?
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JUST AS A NEWSPAPER PUBLISHER HAS RESPONSIBILITY

FOR THE WIRE SERVICE COPY THAT APPEARS IN HIS NEWS-

PAPER--S0 TELEVISION STATION OWNERS AND MANAGERS MUST

HAVE FULL RESPONSIBILITY FOR WHAT GOES OUT OVER THE

PUBLIC'S AIRWAVES--NO MATTER WHAT THE ORIGIN OF THE

PROGRAM. IHERE SHOULD BE NO PLACE IN BROADCASTING FOR

THE "RIP AND READ" ETHIC OF JOURNALISM.

JUST AS PUBLISHERS AND EDITORS HAVE PROFESSIONAL

RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE NEWS THEY PRINT, STATION LICENSEES

HAVE FINAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR NEWS BALANCE-WHETHER THE

INFORMATION COMES FROM THEIR OWN NEWSROOM OR FROM A

DISTANT NETWORK. THE OLD REFRAIN THAT, QUOTE, "WE HAD

NOTHING TO DO WITH THAT REPORT, AND COULD DO NOTHING

ABOUT IT," IS AN EVASION OF RESPONSIBILITY AND UN-

ACCEPTABLE AS A DEFENSE.

BROADCASTERS AND NETWORKS TOOK DECISIVE ACTION TO

INSULATE THEIR NEWS DEPARTMENTS FROM THE SALES DEPART-

MENTS, WHEN CHARGES WERE MADE THAT NEWS COVERAGE WAS

BIASED BY COMMERCIAL CONSIDERATIONS. BUT INSULATING

STATION AND NETWORK NEWS DEPARTMENTS FROM MANAGEMENT

OVERSIGHT AND SUPERVISION HAS NEVER BEEN RESPONSIBLE

AND NEVER WILL BE. THE FIRST AMENDMENT'S GUARANTEE

OF A FREE PRESS WAS NOT SUPPOSED TO CREATE A PRIVILEGED

CLASS OF MEN CALLED JOURNALISTS, WHO ARE IMMUNE FROM

CRITICISM BY GOVERNMENT OR RESTRAINT BY PUBLISHERS AND
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EDITORS. TO THE CONTRARY, THE WORKING JOURNALIST, IF

HE FOLLOWS A PROFESSIONAL CODE OF ETHICS, GIVES UP THE

RIGHT TO PRESENT HIS PERSONAL POINT OF VIEW WHEN HE IS

ON THE JOB. HE TAKES ON A HIGHER RESPONSIBILITY TO THE

INSTITUTION OF A FREE PRESS, AND HE CANNOT BE INSULATED

FROM THE MANAGEMENT OF THAT INSTITUTION.

THE TRULY PROFESSIONAL JOURNALIST RECOGNIZES HIS

RESPONSIBILITY TO THE INSTITUTION OF A FREE PRESS, HE

REALIZES THAT HE HAS NO MONOPOLY ON THE TRUTH; THAT A

PET VIEW OF REALITY CAN'T BE INSINUATED INTO THE NEWS.

WHO ELSE BUT MANAGEMENT, HOWEVER, CAN ASSURE THAT THE

AUDIENCE IS BEING SERVED BY JOURNALISTS DEDICATED TO

IHE HibHhSi PROFLSSiuHAL STANDARDS? WHO ELSE BUT

MANAGEMENT CAN OR SHOULD CORRECT SO-CALLED PROFESSIONALS

WHO CONFUSE SENSATIONALISM WITH SENSE AND WHO DISPENSE

ELITIST GOSSIP IN THE GUISE OF NEWS ANALYSIS?

WHERE THERE ARE ONLY A FEW SOURCES OF NATIONAL NEWS

ON TELEVISION, AS WE NOW HAVE, EDITORIAL RESPONSIBILITY

MUST BE EXERCISED MORE EFFECTIVELY BY LOCAL BROADCASTERS

AND BY NETWORK MANAGEMENT. IF THEY DO NOT PROVIDE THE

CHECKS AND BALANCES IN THE SYSTEM, WHO WILL?

STATION MANAGERS AND NETWORK OFFICIALS WHO FAIL TO

ACT TO CORRECT IMBALANCE OR CONSISTENT BIAS FROM THE

NETWORKS--OR WHO ACQUIESCE BY SILENCE--CAN ONLY BE CON-

SIDERED WILLING PARTICIPANTS, TO DE HELD FULLY ACCOUNTABLE

BY THE BROADCASTER'S COMMUNITY AT LICENSE RENEWAL TIME.
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OVER A YEAR AGO, I CONCLUDED A SPEECH TO AN

AUDIENCE OF BROADCASTERS AND NETWORK OFFICIALS BY

STATING THAT:

"IHERE IS A WORLD OF DIFFERENCE BE-

TWEEN THE EMEESIIMAL RESPONSIBILITY OF A

FREE PRESS AND THE LEGAL RESPONSIBILITY OF

A REGULATED PRESS. , WHICH WILL YOU

BE--PRIVATE BUSINESS OR GOVERNMENT AGENT?--

A RESPONSIBLE FREE PRESS OR A REGULATED

PRESS? YOU CANNOT HAVE IT BOTH WAYS--

NEITHER CAN GOVERNMENT NOR YOUR CRITICS."

1 THINK THAT MY REMARKS TODAY LEAVE NO DOUBT THAT

THIS ADMINISTRATION COMES OUT ON THE SIDE OF A

RESPONSIBLE FREE PRESS.
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This placing of responsibility upon the local broad
caster,

achieved by the 1934 law, is by no means accidental
. It is a most

important manifestation of a distinctive view of 
freedom of the

press, and of a distinctive view of government, t
hat is part of

our American tradition. Someone commented earlier that government

should be feared. I think that is absolutely correct. But the

reason it should be feared is because it represents o
ne category --

and doubtlessly the broadest category -- of what is
 really the evil

most to be feared, namely, power over the lives and 
thoughts of

men. It is ultimately power that is fearful, whether it 
exists in

the government (as is usually the case) or in som
e other organ. As

a matter of fact, if a given amount of power must
 reside in some

organ, the government is, at least in a democratic 
society, the

least fearful repository. But it is better, wherever possible,

that there be no repository at all.

The Federal Communications Act of 1934, which establish
ed our

present broadcasting structure, was the product of a soci
ety that

believed in these principles. The system it established stands alone

among the broadcasting systems of all the major nations of 
the world

in placing responsibility and power not in a centralized 
goverment-

owned or privately owned network, but in hundreds of indi
vidual station

licensees throughout the country. To be sure, the government is

to establish the wide outer limits of what is permissib
le, but

within the broad area embraced by those limits, it is to 
be the

individual broadcaster who can and must determine what 
is good, what

is fair, and what is desirable programming for his 
community.

By treating Whitehead's description of the status quo 
as a radical

new proposal, the networks (and some station owners w
ho would as soon not

be troubled with the heavy responsibility) display 
an apparent belief that the

system was designed to operate otherwise -- that in fac
t the "small handful

of men" whom Mr. Lynch acknowledges produce network new
s are entitled

to have their judgments as to balance and fairness pr
evail for all

their 40 million viewers. If that were in fact what the system

permits, I would be against it, and I would indeed pref
er government

control; I at least have a chance of voting the gov
ernment out. It

is only when the responsibility for these judgments
 is diffused --

among many people throughout the country, with dif
ferent views,

different backgrounds, different constituencies -- 
that I am

willing to say it is no business of the government'
s (or very little

of its business) what the content of program
ming is.

Perhaps in many cases local licensees will In fac
t agree with the balance

that the networks strike. If this decision is .made after real consider
ation

of the question, and not out of sheer lazine
ss or unwillingness to spend the

money necessary to provide further commentary on
 one or another side, well and

good. But what Mr. Whitehead was expressing was skepti
cism that this is

now the case; and that the law is now in fact be
ing observed. It is
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probably true that Mr. Whitehead, being a supporter of the prese
nt

Administration, believes that local broadcasters' compliance wit
h

their legal responsibilities will in fact produce a lic
ensee-selected

"balance" more conservative than that now struck by the 
networks. But

I think he would willingly, if not joyfully, accept the 
opposite result --

so long as the balance is still somewhere within t
he wide range permissible

under the fairness doctrine. And in any case, your evaluation of his position

should be made on the basis of its inherent merit, and 
should surely not be

distorted by the unsurprising fact that the cry for refor
m comes from the

political sector that feels itself aggrieved. The question is simply

whether you prefer a small group, or many, to establish
 the balance of

the public affairs programming that our citizens watch.
 If you prefer

the former, it is you, not Whitehead, who must amend th
e Federal

Communications Act.

Perhaps you think that Mr. Whitehead's comments about "
elitist gossip"

and "ideological plugola" were false -- or; if true, unduly p
rovocative.

Indeed, perhaps you take the extreme view that no high gove
rnment official --

even one who, like Vice President Agnew or Mr. i Whitehead, h
as no control over

broadcast licensing -- should ever engage in i-iticism of the press. But those

are entirely separate issues, which should not becloud th
e relevance and the

correctness of the Whitehead statements on station responsibil
ity. In sum, the.

OTP proposals for amendment of the Federal Communications A
ct are unquestionably

a move in the direction of greater broadcast freedom. And the accompanying

statements about licensee responsibility are a reiteration of 
existing law

that is unavoidably pertinent to the desirability of the 
proposals; for they

speak to the crucial question of where the power goes whe
n the government

relinquishes it.
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In this calm during the holidays, we in Washington

are thinking ahead to 1973; among other things, planning

our testimony before Congressional committees. For my

part, I am particularly concerned about testimony on

broadcast license renewal legislation. Broadcasters are

making a determined push for some reasonable measure

license renewal security. Right now they are living

over a trap door the FCC can spring at the drop of a

competing application or other renewal challenge. That

is a tough position to be in, and, considering all the

fuss about so-called "intimidation," you would think

that there wouldn't be much opposition to giving broad-

casters a little more insulation from government's hand

on that trap door.

But there is opposition. Some tough questions will

be asked--even by those who are sympathetic to broad-

casters. Questions about minority groups' needs and

interests. Questions about violence. Questions about

children's programming; about reruns; about commercials;

about objectivity in news and public affairs programming--

in short, all questions about broadcasters' performance

in fulfilling their public trust. These are questions

the public is asking. Congress is asking the questions,

too; Senatore Pastore on violence; Senator Moss on drug

ads; Representative Staggers on news misrepresentations.

of
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Despite this barrage of questioning, the Congress is

being urged to grant longer license terms and renewal

protection to broadcasters. Before voting it up,

down, or around, the Congress will have to judge the

broadcasters' record of performance.

And where do we see that performance? It leaps out

at you every time you turn on a TV set, and it's

definitely not all that it could be. How many times

do you see the rich variety, diversity, and creativity

of America represented on the TV screen? Where is the

evidence of broadcasters doing their best to serve

their audiences, rather than serving those audiences

up to sell to advertisers? And, most disturbing of all,

how do broadcasters demonstrate that they are living up

to the obligation--as the FCC puts it-- to "assume and

discharge responsibility for planning, selecting, and

supervising all matter broadcast by the stations, whether

such matter is produced by them or provided by networks

or others."

It's been easy for broadcasters to give lip service

to the uniquely American principle of placing broad-

casting power and responsibility at the local level.

But it has also been easy--too easy--for broadcasters

to turn around and sell their responsibility along with
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their audiences to a network at the going rate for

affiliate compensation.

The ease of passing the buck to make a buck is

reflected in the steady increase in the amount of

network programs carried by affiliates between 1960

and 1970. It took the FCC's prime time rule to reverse

this trend, but even so, the average affiliate still

devotes over 61% of his schedule to network programs.

This wouldn't be so bad if the stations really exercised

some responsibility for the programs and commercials

that come down the network pipe. But all that many

affiliates do is flip the switch in the control room

to "network," throw the "switch" in the mailroom to

forward viewer complaints to the network, sit back,

and enjoy the fruits of a very profitable business.

Please don't misunderstand me when I stress the

need for more local responsibility. I'm not talking

about locally-produced programs, important though they

are. I'm talking now about licensee responsibility

for all programming, including the programs that come

from the network.

This kind of local responsibility is the keystone

of our private enterprise broadcast system operating

under the First Amendment protections. But excessive

concentration of control over broadcasting is as bad
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when exercised from New York as when exercised from

Washington. When affiliates consistently pass the buck,

to the networks, they're frustrating the fundamental

purposes of the First Amendment's free press provision.

The press isn't guaranteed protection because

it's guaranteed to be balanced and objective--to the

contrary, the Constitutition recognizes that balance

and objectivity exist only in the eye of the beholder.

The press is protected because a free flow of infor-

mation and giving each "beholder" the opportunity to

inform himself is central to our system of government.

In essence, it's the right to learn instead of the

right to be taught. The broadcast press has an obliga-

tion to serve this free flow of information goal by

giving the audience the chance to pick and choose among

a wide range of diverse and competing views on public

issues.

This may all seem rather philosophical. Cynics

may argue that all television, even the news, is

entertainment programming. But in this age when

television is the most relied upon and, surprisingly,

the most credible of our media, we must accept this

harsh truth: the First Amendment is meaningless if

it does not apply fully to broadcasting. For too long

we have been interpreting the First Amendment to fit
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the 1934 Communications Act. As many of you know, a

little over a year ago I suggested ways to correct

this inversion of values. One way is to eliminate

the FCC's Fairness Doctrine as a means of enforcing

the broadcasters' fairness obligation to provide

reasonable opportunity for discussion of contrasting

views on public issues.

Virtually everyone agrees that the Fairness

Doctrine enforcement is a mess. Detailed and frequent

court decisions and FCC supervision of broadcasters'

journalistic judgment are unsatisfactory means of

achieving the First Amendment goal for a free press.

The FCC has shown signs of making improvements in what

has become a chaotic scheme of Fairness Doctrine en-

forcement. These improvements are needed. But the

basic Fairness Doctrine approach for all its problems,

was, is and for the time being will remain a necessity;

albeit an unfortunate necessity. So, while our long

range goal should be a broadcast media structure just

as free of government intrusion, just as competitive

just as diverse as the print media, there are three

harsh realities that make it impossible to do away

with the Fairness Doctrine in the short run.
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First, there is a scarcity of broadcasting outlets.

Second, there is a substantial concentration of economic

and social power in the networks and their affiliated

TV stations. Third, there is a tendency for broadcasters

and the networks to be self-indulgent and myopic in

viewing the First Amendment as protecting only their

rights as speakers. They forget that its primary

purpose is to assure a free flow and wide range of

information to the public. So we have license renewal

requirements and the Fairness Doctrine as added require-

ments--to make sure that the networks and stations don't

ignore the needs of those 200 million people sitting

out there dependant on TV.

But this doesn't mean that we can forget about the

broader mandates of the First Amendment, as it applies

to broadcasting. We ought to begin where we can to

change the Communications Act to fit the First Amendment.

That has always been and continues to be the aim and

intent of this Administration. We've got to make a

start and we've got to do it now.

This brings me to an important first step the

Administration is taking to increase freedom and re-

sponsibility in broadcasting.
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OTP has submitted a license renewal bill for

clearance through the Executive Branch, so the bill

can be introduced in the Congress early next year.

Our bill doesn't simply add a couple of years to the

license term and guarantee profits as long as broad-

casters follow the FCC's rules to the letter. Follow-

ing rules isn't an exercise of responsibility; it's an

abdication of responsibility. The Administration bill

requires broadcasters to exercise their responsibility

without the convenient crutch of FCC program categories

or percentages.

The way we've done this is to establish two criteria

the station must meet before the FCC will grant renewal.

First, the broadcaster must demonstrate he has been sub-

stantially attuned to the needs and interests of the

communities he serves. He must also make a good faith

effort to respond to those needs and interests in all

his programs, irrespective of whether those programs

are created by the station, purchased from program

suppliers, or obtained from a network. The idea is to

have the broadcaster's performance evaluated from the

perspective of the people in his community and not the

bureaucrat in Washington.

Second, the broadcaster must show that he has

afforded reasonable, realistic, and practical oppor-

tunities for the presentation and discussion of con-

flicting views on controversial issues.
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I should add that these requirements have teeth.

If a station can't demonstrate meaningful service to

all elements of his community, the license should be

taken away by the FCC. The standard should be applied

with particular force to the large TV stations in our

major cities, including the 15 stations owned by the

TV networks and the stations that are owned by other

large broadcast groups. These broadcasters, especially,

have the resources to devote to community development,

community service, and programs that reflect a commitment

to excellence.

The community accountability standard will have

special meaning for all network affiliates. They should

be held accountable to their local audiences for the

61% of their schedules that are network programs, as

well as for the programs they purchase or create for

local origination.

For four years, broadcasters have been telling

this Administration that, if they had more freedom and

stability, they would use it to carry out their re-

sponsibilities. We have to believe this, for if

broadcasters were simply masking their greed and actually

seeking a so-called "license to steal," the country

would have to give up on the idea of private enterprise

broadcasting. Some are urging just that; but this
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Administration remains unshaken in its support of the

principles of freedom and responsibility in a private

enterprise broadcasting system.

But we are equally unshaken in our belief that

broadcasters must do more to exercise the responsibility

of private enterprise that is the prerequisite of freedom.

Since broadcasters' success in meeting their responsi-

bility will be measured at license renewal time, they

must demonstrate it across the board. They can no

longer accept network standards of taste, violence, and

decency in programming. If the programs or commercials

glorify the use of drugs; if the programs are violent

or sadistic; if the commercials are false or misleading,

or simply intrusive and obnoxious; the stations must

jump on the networks rather than wince as the Congress

and the FCC are forced to do so.

There is no area where management responsibility is

more important than news. The station owners and

managers cannot abdicate responsibility for news judg-

ments. When a reporter or disc jockey slips in or

passes over information in order to line his pocket,

that's plugola, and management would take quick cor-

rective action. But men also stress or suppress infor-

mation in accordance with their beliefs. Will station

licensees or network executives also take action against

this ideological plugola?
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Just as a newspaper publisher has responsibility

for the wire service copy that appears in his news-

paper--so television station owners and managers must

have full responsibility for what goes out over the

public's airwaves--no matter what the origin of the

program. There should be no place in broadcasting for

the "rip and read" ethic of journalism.

Just as publishers and editors have professional

responsibility for the news they print, station licensees

have final responsibility for news balance--whether the

information comes from their own newsroom or from a

distant network. The old refrain that, quote, "We had

nothing to do with that report, and could do nothing

about it," is an evasion of responsibility and un-

acceptable as a defense.

Broadcasters and networks took decisive action to

insulate their news departments from the sales depart-

ments, when charges were made that news coverage was

biased by commercial considerations. But insulating

station and network news departments from management

oversight and supervision has never been responsible

and never will be. The First Amendment's guarantee

of a free press was not supposed to create a privileged

class of men called journalists, who are immune from

criticism by government or restraint by publishers and
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editors. To the contrary, the working journalist, if

he follows a professional code of ethics, gives up the

right to present his personal point of view when he is

on the job. He takes on a higher responsibility to the

institution of a free press, and he cannot be insulated

from the management of that institution.

The truly professional journalist recognizes his

responsibility to the institution of a free press. He

realizes that he has no monopoly on the truth; that a

pet view of reality can't be insinuated into the news.

Who else but management, however, can assure that the

audience is being served by journalists dedicated to

the highest professional standards? Who else but

management can or should correct so-called professionals

who confuse sensationalism with sense and who dispense

elitist gossip in the guise of news analysis?

Where there are only a few sources of national news

on television, as we now have, editorial responsibility

must be exercised more effectively by local broadcasters

and by network management. If they do not provide the

checks and balances in the system, who will?

Station managers and netwOrk officials who fail to

act to correct imbalance or consistent bias from the

networks--or who acquiesce by silence--can only be con-

sidered willing participants, to be held fully accountable

by the broadcaster's community at license renewal time.
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Over a year ago, I concluded a speech to an

audience of broadcasters and network officials by

stating that:

"There is a world of difference be-
tween the professional responsibility of a
free press and the legal responsibility of
a regulated press. . . . Which will you
be--private business or government agent?--
a responsible free press or a regulated
press? You cannot have it both ways--
neither can government nor your critics."

I think that my remarks today leave no doubt that

this Administration comes out on the side of a

responsible free press.
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Washington has deceptive calm these days. The

Congress is out. Some people are packing. Attention

is focused on the holidays, the Super Bowl, the

Inauguration, and other American traditions. But the

lights are burning late in many government offices,

including the Office of Telecommunications Policy (OTP).

We're making plans for next year. We hope to take

action on many of the policies that we've been thinking

about and planning during our two-year life. We have

some promises to keep--promises to bring broadcast

regulation more into line with the First Amendment, and

promises to establish a rational regulatory framework

for cable TV.

This means that OTP will be making regular appearances

before various congressional committees. I'm already

starting to plan--indeed worry about--for a particular

appearance on broadcast license renewal legislation.

Broadcasters are making a determined push for some

1

reasonable measure of license renewal security, instead

f living over a trap door the government can spring at 
1014.

o 

the drop of a competing application or other renewal

challenge. The Administration supports the objective of

renewal security legislation and will help to persuade
40,

the Congress to enact such a bill.

4104'1
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But there will be some tough questions asked

by the opponents; questions about minority groups'

broadcast needs and interests; questions about

violence; questions about children's programming;

questions about reruns; drug ads; objectivity in news

and public affairs programs; in short, all questions

about broadcaster performance in fulfilling their

public trust. These are tough questions to answer

when you are urging longer license terms and renewal

stability in order to get the government's hands

that trap door.

orPIn seeking answers 6;,,,/ can draw Its experience

with broadcasting b •adcast r ion. This ex-

perience has been an 'zed alo th our view of the

media's rights and obliga . under the First Amendment,

and along with fff pol„kt
r
ic philosophy that says coin-

petition in an ope ma etplace is a better way to serve

the public tha alized bureaucratic regulation in

Washington./Giv this background of experience and

princip Stated some tentative conclusions to the

deli en amazement--of broadcasters. What we have

clu d is that government has to treat broadcasters

as •ortant outlets for the free flow of information,

that government should not direct this information

flow.



•

We said these

believe i_11„-efem,

fit with the e conc ons. Turn on a TV set and

-3-

h1 because they're and we

expe nce is con-

tell me how many times you see the rich variety and

diversity of American culture, history, and life

represented on that screen; where is the incontro-

vertible evidence of broadcasters doing their best to

serve their audiences' interests and needs rather than
serving them up to advertisers; and most disturbing
all, how do broadcasters demonstrate that they are

living up to the obligation--as the FCC puts it--to
"assume and discharge responsibility for planning,

selecting, and supervising all matter broadcast by the

stations, whether such matter is produced by them or

provided by networks or others."

I am not saying these are the personal

of

failures

of broadcasters and network executives. We're all

trying to make the system work for the public's benefit.
But there's hardly anyone who could or would deny that

something is not altogether right in the way our broad-

casting system works. It's easy to trumpet the benefits

of a broadcast system that places power and responsi-

bility at the local level. But it's also easy--too easy--

to turn around and sell that power and responsibility

to a national network at the going rate for affiliate
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compensation. It's too easy to flip a switch in "master

control" and ignore what goes out over the transmitter,

and then forward viewer complaints directly to the

networks. And yet we in the Administration remain

unshaken in our support of freedom and responsibility

in broadcasting.

We will keep our fingers crossed and continue to

support the fundamental goals and objectives of our

private enterprise broadcast system. We are the

Congressmen who swallowed hard at network i;rresponsibility

and station indifference and then voted/A ainst Harley

Staggers on the "Selling of the Pentagon" issue last

year. Broadcasters make it diff4Alt for their friends

in government, and Representa

He, and the other congressmen who conducted that inves-

tigation of CBS on thatyrogram, were performing a

legitimate and, unfor 4ately, necessary oversight

function. The thin that rightly gives qualms to broad-

casters and journ ists is that the government that

investigates th system's excesses and abuses is also

the governmen that holds life and death power over the

broadcaster s enterprise. This implies that the Congress

could perform its oversight functions more effectively

if gover ment didn't have its hand ready to spring that

trap door.

ve Staggers is a friend.
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But many congressmen wary o g this power,

which enables ernmen exercise program controls

on broad ers.

Even though we r ze this fact o fe, the

Administration w inue to s ort license renewal

reforms. 0 is eve

substan modifi case-by-case enforcement

of Fairness octri e as we proposed over a year

a o. Many of ou--esp cially the profess ournalists--

believe wit me that e fine-sounding F Doctrine

is antith 'cal to th First dme rvswand
gp

free spe ch rights an oblig afraid that

the Con ress would la gh at us if OTP intri. ced a bill

to aba don the Fairnes trine en a liorate its

worst features. Why? The answer euires some soul-

sear hing on the part of broadcasters and journalists.

The soul-searching must start with understanding

the essence of the First Amendment's prohibition upon

abridgements of the rights of free speech and a free

press. Freedom of the press is not an end in itself,

serving solely the interests of the press. It is a

means of serving the paramount interest of a free society

to give each citizen the opportunity to inform himself

by picking and choosing among different attitudes and

o continue to press for



viewpoints on public ues. One might even character

it as the right to earn instead of the right to be taught.

The essense of the First Amendment--this openess to

diversity--is not intended to give the widest possible

circulation to all attitudes and opinions, because it
IMMO

allows for--even demands--the exercise of editorial

judgment and responsibility by the private enterprise

press. Government regulation or restriction of that

editorial responsibility--whether in the name of "fairness"

"balance", "democracy in the newsroom" or any other chic

cannot require he er exercise of that responsi-term--

*im mthe same time relieving the free press

institutions of that responsibility.

I should put added stress on that phrase--free press

institutions. The Amendment was not intended to create a

privileged class of men called journalists who are immune

from criticism by government or restraint by publishers

and editors. The First Amendment needs and depends upon

free press institutions to effectuate its purposes; and

it needs and depends upon the men who are responsible

for those institutions to exercise editorial judgment

and control. This should not be a concept alien to the

working journalist. His interest does not lie exclusively

in advancing his own right of free speech. It also lies

in sharing his rights with the men he works for to
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support and advance their exercise of responsibility to

make the institution of the free press work in this

country.

Our broadcast system also created an institution

of the free press. Although it has taken a while to

realize how important the journalistic role of broad-

casting has become, there can be no doubt about it now

that broadcasting is the principal, if not the dominant,

means by which the public obtains its information.

Right now the First Amendment guaranty of a free press

doesn't mean a thing if it doesn't apply to broadcasting.

But there is a practical problem of major significance

in the Amendment's application to broadcasting. I said

before that the government cannot require the exercise

of editorial responsibility without relieving the free

press institution of the responsibility. And yet, right

now in broadcasting, the government does have the right

and in view of the power of broadcasting some might say

the obligation to enforce the proper exercise of editorial

responsibility, journalistic balance and objectivity as

fr

well as dravera 1 judgmentimess."Ja

414. 40101111,

As with gny prac cal problem, no on can have it

both ways in finding a realistic way to apply the First

Amendment to broadcasting. There's a big difference

between the professional responsibility of a free press

•
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and the legal responsibility of a regulated press.

Broadcasters and journalists can't have it both ways.

Newspapers can't--for very long anyway-- separate

themselves from the broadcast press and have government

legal responsibilities apply to their broadcast brothers,

while they retain the professional responsibility of a

free press institution for themselves. Government can't

have it both ways in broadcasting either. I have some

thoughts on how we can begin the p s of making the

First Amendment flourish ' ur broadcast system.

In that system the key institution for exercise of

the free press editorial responsiblity is not the net-

works--of which the Communications .Act is-bar o nizant--

but the local §,tatib-ns. The Act places the responsibill
, 1

at t -TIcensee's front office, and not in the studio,

A‘ether that studio is down the hall from the front office

(I

or a network studio in New York City, Los Angeles o

Washington.

The First Amendment- ' given much of a

chance to work in broadcasting if the station licensees

abdicate their responsibility to make independent news

and program judgments. They do this when they serve

merely as the conduit for network programs, and abdicate

news judgments to so-called network professionals, who
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confuse sensationarsm, with sense, who presenteossip

in the guise of , and who think their cocktail

party circuit represents reality. Licensees would

take immediate corrective action if they suspected an

employee of plugola--providing information advancing

his financial interests and suppressing information

harmful to those interests. But men also stress or

suppress information in accordance with their beliefs,

and which station licensee or network executive will

take action against this form of political plugola?

It is just as much a wasted us f scarce TV channels

to feed the self-intere f a handful of people in

the news departm as it is to use the channel to fill

the pockets f the sales staff, or the licensee himself.

Please don't misunderstand me when I stress local

responsibility. I'm not talking about locally-produced

programming, important though it is. I'm talking about 1,141

licensee responsibility for h ational p grams that

come over network lines. AI' talking b ut licensees

paying close attention to the news and information

coming down these lines, and making affirmative efforts

to see that it is balanced and objective, that it serves

local needs, that it's balanced by station-originated

programs, if necessary, and that stations don't duck
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their responsibility to make an independent judgment

when a fairness complaint is directed against the

network and the network refuses to grant respons

time. 1.46°4410w."

The public interest in free speech and in the

institution of a free, broadcast press requires that

licensees exercise these kinds of editorial and

judgmental responsibilities. The licensees--as the

locus of responsibility under the Communications Act--

have got to make this system work. The failure of the

system is now the principal obstacle standing in the

path of any effort to give freedom a chance in broad-

casting.

he Administration can't have it both ways either.

We can't urge broadcasters to exercise their professional

responsibilities and ignore the realitie and effects

of th 1?gal an egulatory Therefore,

Lo expand First Amendment

principles in broadcasting and in the new forms of

electronic communications.

the

vilematimmomovomorro_r
1. OTP has submitted a license renewal bill into somemp

clearance process

in advance of submitting e bill to the Congress early

in the First Session. It is not a bill that simply
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adds a couple of years to the license term and allows

all but the most heinous broadcaster to keep his license

in perpetuity. The Administration's bill support will

require broadcasters to exercise their First Amendment

rights and obligations and not sit back and abdicate

program judgments to the FCC by doing the government-

approved percentage of public service programs.

2. We have completed work on and sent to the

President a report of the Cabinet Committee on cable

TV policy. It is a policy that assures that competition

between broadcasting and cable is fair. Cable development

will start on t assumpti2n that the V.1. -6, Amendment

• -404r At* Pee re .

applies o is m diumik and the government has no role

in enforcing editorial judgments.

Other actions may ol these important steps. We
..

still hope to substantial modification of

case-by-case enforcement of the Fairness Doctrine, as

we proposed over a year ago. But, I doubt that the

Congress would seriously entertain this type of proposal,

until there was more assurance that broadcasters can be

entrusted with full freedom from government enforcement

of program responsibilities.

We also hope to make further progress on our pro-

posals for radio deregulation, which would be a giant

step forward for freedom in a medium where the problems
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aren't quite so weighty as they are in television.

The Administration wants to help bring freedom

and responsibility to broadcasting. Our principles

and philosophy of government demand that we help.

We will not be able to accomplish all the things

that should be done to allow the First Amendment to

flourish in its application to broadcasting. How

much we can accomplish depends in large measure on

the active assertion of licensee responsibility as

the most appropriate--and really the only--safeguard

of free broadcast journalism.
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.Weei4olibearN deceptive calm these days. The

ngress is out. people are packing. At ention

is focused on the holidays, he Super Bowl,

Inauguration, and other American raditions. But the

lights are burning late in many gove men offices,

including the Office of Telecommunicati

We're making plans for next year.

action on many of the policies

about and planning during

Policy (OTP).

hope o take

t we've bee thinking

two-year life. ave

some •romises to kee promises to bring broadcast

re lation more into line with the First Amendment,

omises to establish a rational regulatory framework

for cable TV.

2T s means OTP will be making regular appearances

before var ous congressional ittees. I'm already

starting to p --indeed worry about--fo particular

appearance on b ...dcast license renewal legislati

Broadcasters are ma g a determined push for some

reasonable measure of icense renewal security, instead

of living over a trap doo the government can spring at

the drop of a competing app cation or other renewal

challenge Administratio pports the objective of

renewal securit le. ation and ill help to persuade

the Congres o enac uch a bill.
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But there will be some tough questions asked

by the opponents; questions about minority groups'

broadcast needs and interests; questions about

violence; questions about children's programming;

questions about reruns; drug ads; objectivity in news

and public affairs programs; in short, all questions

about broadcaster performance in fulfilling their

public trust. These are tough questions to answer

when you are urging longer license terms and renewal

stability in order to get the government's hands off

that trap door.

In seeking answers, OTP can draw upon its experience

with • oadcasting and broadcast regulation. This 

1.1[4.4y--i

ex-

perience as been analyzed a rtZ h.....our view of the

media's righ and

and ape+migt,-4,44.1i

petition in an open

obligations under the First Amendment,

political philosophy that says com-

arketplace is a better way to serve

the public than central ed bure cratic regulation in

Washington. Given this b und of experience and

principle, we stated some ent tive comclusions to the

delight--even amazement -of broad sters. What we have

concluded is that ggrnment has to t at broadcasters

as important outlets for the free flow o information,

and that government should not direct this i ormation

flow.



2:17'We said hese things because they're right and we

believe in them,'bitiot all of our experience is con-

sistent with these con cl ions. 7eitirn on a TV set and

tell me how many times you see the rich variety and

diversity of American culture, history, and life

represented on that screen; where is the incontro-

vertible evidence of broadcasters doing their best to

serve their audiences' interests and needs rather than

serving them up to advertisers; and most disturbing of

all, how do broadcasters demonstrate that they are

living up to the obligation--as the FCC puts it--to

"assume and discharge responsibility for planning,

selecting, and supervising all matter broadcast by the

stations, whether such matter is produced by them or

provided by networks or others."

am not saying these are the personal failures

of bro caste and network executives. We'rall

trying to make the sytem work for the..public's benefit.\\,\,
But there's h rdly anyone who could or would deny that

something is no altogether right in the way our broad-

casting system work It's easy to trumpet the benefits
of a broadcast stem that places power and responsi-

bility at the local level. But it's also easy--too easy--
to turn around and sell that power and responsibility
to a national network at the going rate for affiliate
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compensation. It's too easy to flip a switch in "master

control" and ignore what goes out over the transmitter,

and then forward viewer complaints directly to the

networks. bind yet we the Administration remain

unshaken in ou support of freedom and responsibility

CtLin broadcasting.1_

We will keep our fingers crossed and continue to

suppo t the fundamental goals and objectives of our

private enterprise broadcast system. We are like the

Congressm n who swallowed hard at network irresponsibility

and station indifference and then voted against Harley

Staggers on t e "Selling of the Pentagon" issue last

year. Broadcast rs make it difficult for their friends

in government, and epresentative Staggers is a friend.

He, and the other cong essmen who conducted that inves-

tigation of CBS on that p gram, were performing a

legitimate and, unfortunatel necessary oversight

function. The thing that right gives qualms to broad-

casters and journalists is that the government that

investigates the system's excesses and buses is also

the government that holds life and death p .er over the

broadcaster's enterprise. This implies that t Congress

could perform its oversight functions more effectiv y

if government didn't have its hand ready to spring that

trap door.
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But many congr ssmen are wary lessening th power

which enab government exercise pr ram contrbls

on bro casters.

Even though we realize this fact of life, the

dministration will continue to support licen renewal

reforms. OTP is even prepared to contin to press for

substantial modification of case-by-

of the Fairness Doctrine, as we

• se enforcement

roposed over a year

ago. Many of you--especial the professional journalists--

believe with me that t fine-sounding Fairness Doctrine

is antithetical to ,t e First Amendment's free press and

free speech ri9hts and obligations. Yet I'm afraid that

the Congress would laugh at us if OTP introduced a bill

to aband6n the Fairness Doctrine or even ameliorate its

worst, features. Why? The answer requires some soul-

searching on the part of broadcasters and 

journalists./
The soul-searching must start with understanding

the essence of the First Amendment's prohibition upon

abridgements of the rights of free speech and a free

Freedom of the press is not an end in itself,

serving solely the interests of the press. It is a

means of serving the paramount interest of a free society

to give' each citizen the opportunity to inform himself

by picking and choosing among different attitudes and
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viewpoints on public issues. One might epVchara, rize

_it—as—the rig o earn Instead - ght to be taughq

The - es s .e of the—F-i-r-s-t----Arne-iidtri

diversity--is no tend- .

to

to give the widest possible

circulation to al -ttitude - d opinions, because it

allows for--e'en demands--the exercise

judgm and responsibility by the private e r. se

PjIIIIJ Government regulation or res iction of that

editorial responsibility--wh er in the name of "fairness",

"balance", "democracy the newsroom" or any other chic

term--cannot reitire the proper exercise of that responsi-

editorial

bility, ylthout at the same time relieving the free press

titutions of that responsibility_2_27

4_1should ---p-U-t--a-ddeon that phrase--free press

institutions. The Amendment wasnotieler-e-ate_a>

privileged class of men called journalists who are immune

from criticism by government or restraint by publishers

and editors. The Virst Amendment needs and depends upon

free press instituti4 s to effectuate its purposes; and

it needs and depends up the men who are responsible

for those institutions to e ercise editorial judgment

and control. This should not e a concept alien to the

working journalist. His interest oes not lie exclusively

in advancing his own right of free s•-ech. It also lies

in sharing his rights with the men he w ks for to


