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Bridging the Washington Gap Can
air advertising

survive the
FTC-FCC

SQUEEZE?

The FTC has entered the counter-advertising
debate. It calls for an extension of the "fairness

doctrine" to allow rebuttals to tv commercials
(free and paid) by seemingly anyone who finds
them controversial. The final showdown may

be in the courts or through new legislation.
Meanwhile the ad community is alarmed and

groping for a meaningful response.

Commercial television—in fact, ad-
vertising itself—may never be the
same by the time the FCC's Docket
No. 19260 has gone through the final
controversial wringer.

It's a handy reference number for
those interested in the battle over
counter-advertising.

Docket No. 19260 deals with "The
Handling of Public Issues under the
Fairness Doctrine and the Public In-
terest Standards of the Communica-
tions Act." The right to comment over
the air on product commercials is part
three of 19260.
Two precedents give this docket



number special significance for adver-

tising and marketing men:

1) Never in the history of broad-

cast advertising have so many forces

converged on the medium demanding

the right to facilities for presentation

of counterclaims to sales messages.

2) Never in the history of the

FCC has it been faced with (a) so

many contending public and special

interest parties over a single issue; (b)

the strange case of another Govern-

ment agency—the FTC, to be speci-

fic—advising how it should proceed in

a matter before it. That the FCC is

not happy about this intrusion

shouldn't be surprising to any one

who is at all familiar with the Wash-

ington scene.
16 groups have filed

With the FTC serving as a spear-

head, there are at least 16 groups with

an assortment of causes that have filed
with the FCC supporting the thesis
that the time has come for the FCC to
broaden the spectrum of the fairness
doctrine so as to make it possible to
rebut commercials that might be con-
sidered controversial.

These advocates of wholesale appli-
cation of the fairness doctrine to prod-
uct commercials say that the FCC
opened the door in 1967 when it
applied the fairness doctrine to ciga-
rettes, hence making an extension of.
the doctrine both logical and inevi-
table.

Opponents (advertisers and broad-
casters) hold that the FCC should
instead reaffirm the concept that prod-

uct advertising as such is not subject

to fairness doctrine consideration and

that to do otherwise the FCC would

destroy the economic viability of

broadcast media and act contrary to

the Communications Act and the First

Amendment of the United States Con-

stitution.
A key contention • of counter-

advertising proponents is that national

problems, conditions and trends make

it mandatory that the FCC take a

stand on the broader issues of "social

responsibility." To that advertisers and

the broadcast media reply: The oppo-

sition befuddles the issue when it seeks

to mix social responsibility arguments

in the case of product commercials

that are merely promoting a product's

appeal and effectiveness, without

reference to "social utility" or special

place in the scheme of society.

As the battle lines harden, it is

interesting to note that to the advertis-

ing_ and broadcast communities the
FCC is considerably less bugaboo on
this issue than the FTC. Some observ-
ers see the FTC's intervention as pub-
licity motivated to take advantage of
tv and radio's vast reach and popular
appeal.

Following is a summary of the ar-

guments contained in the comments

filed with the FCC, with replies by the

networks to the propositions advanced

by the advocates of a wider applica-

tion of the fairness doctrine:

PROPOSITION: Commercials

should be subject to public debate

over the wide spectrum of public in-

terest questions they explicitly or im-

plicitly raise.
REPLY: The FCC should (a)

define certain categories or types of

commercial content that may raise

questions of public controversy involv-

ing fairness doctrine responsibilities;

(b) set up broad policy guidelines or a

subsidiary set of criteria to guide the

broadcast media; (c) make clear what

types of commercials might be subject

to the fairness doctrine on the basis

that current situations make them

"hot issues."
PROPOSITION: There should be

free access to the air for those who

want to make statements on goods or

services subject to complaints pending

before the FTC on the basis of false
or misleading advertising. Such state-

ments should be positioned, when pos-

sible, adjacent to the product or claim
to which they are directed.
REPLY: The purpose of the

fairness doctrine is to obtain fair

treatment of public issues and not to

serve as a battleground over the vir-

tues or defects of products or services.

Product advertising should not be ex-

posed to public trial under the guise of

the fairness doctrine. The FCC should

make it clear that "balance" in the

fairness area is never meant to ap-

proximate "equal." If product com-

mercials were to be the target of a

barrage of critical fire or counter-

statements, most advertisers would be

inclined to pass up broadcast media

for other and less vulnerable media.

PROPOSITION: Stations should

set aside specified blocks of time to

permit counter spot announcements.

REPLY: The allocation of specific

periods of time for counter spots not

only would undermine the vitality and

advertising of the commercial broad-

cast system but increase clutter

tremendously which would have the

effect of reducing program quality and

disrupting regular program schedules.

PROPOSITION: Granted the

fairness doctrine doesn't require equal

time, but the same impact techniques

60 and 30-second commercials—

should be made available for counter-

advertising.
REPLY: Though the 60 and

30-second announcements are effec-

tive vehicles for sales messages, it is

doubtful that the same format can

provide an equally effective means for

controversial .rebuttal. Communica-

tion impact derives from a diversity of

program techniques, demographic

composition, day parts used and many

other factors which can hardly be

1970 TV Net Revenue in Nine Product Categories

That the FCC is Asked to Label Controversial

Category Total Dollars

Drugs and remedies $297,900,000

Dental supplies and mouthwashes 109,800,000

Dairy products 30,400,000

Confectionery, snacks, soft drinks 139,100,000

Beer, wine, liquor 96,500,000

Soaps, cleansers and polishers 254,600,000

Passenger cars 194,400,000

Gasoline, lubricants, fuels 92,600,000

Airlines, buses, car rentals 364,300,000

TOTAL $1,579,600,000

Note: Total represents 52% of three networks revenue for 1970.

Source: BAR Reports via TvB (Cited by NBC in FCC comments.)



"acting as an arbiter of qualitative

program standards."
PROPOSITION: The FCC should

adopt procedures for referring to cer-

tain Government agencies for exami-

nation those product commercials sus-

pected or alleged to be false or

misleading.
Following such an examination the

commercial would be returned to the

FCC with comment and the FCC

could then determine whether or not

the commercial's content .serves the

public interest.
REPLY: If the FCC is to decide

what means to take after legal deter-

mination of 'deception, shouldn't the

counter-claims of intervening parties

also be submitted for examination?

Rather than have the whole commer-

cial system hung up until such deter-

mination is made, it would be equi-

table to obtain limited legal procedures

for speedy determination of advertis-

ing deception, instead of engaging in

on-the-air combat over competing

product claims within a fairness doc-

trine context. Otherwise the broadcast

media would be in. a state of continu-

ing chaos, with advertisers forced to

use other media rather than subject

themselves to constant harassment

and worse.
The FCC should confine its study of

the counter-commercial question to

where it can "act in those relatively

few circumstances" that may rep-

resent a "discussion of a controversial

issue of publfc importance."
PROPOSITION: The FCC granted

that some product commercials might

fall into the fairness doctrine category

when it acted on a fairness complaint

against NBC-TV involving Esso corn-

mercials and the Alaskan pipeline
which had been brought by groups

interested in environmental protec-

tion.

REPLY: But it should be noted

that in the subsequent Chevron case

the FCC, while holding that the

fairness doctrine did not apply ta ad-

vertising claims which merely promote

a product's effectiveness and social

utility, nevertheless stated that a prod-

uct commercial would have to raise

a clear .controversial issue to bring the

commercial possibly within intent of

the fairness doctrine as it affects ads;

PROPOSITION: If the FCC found

justification for barring cigarettes

from the air, what prevents it from

acting similarly on other objectionable

product categories?

REPLY: The cigarettes ruling was

a "unique" application of the fairness

doctrine, not a precedent, and should

not be considered as a policy state-

ment. Any commercial possibly in-

volving the fairness doctrine should be

considered a "unique" situation,

presenting a "unique danger" affecting

the public health. The FCC should

restructure its application of the

fairness doctrine to the degree that it

applies only to direct advocacy of a

controversial issue or point of view.

That action should be confined to

stations which do not otherwise in-

form the public on the nature of the

issue. Such interpretation, obviously,

would remove the typical product

commercial from the province of the
fairness doctrine.
PROPOSITION: The Court of Ap-

peals has held that the law protects

the American public from being left
uninformed. Unless the fairness doc-
trine is applied to product and service
commercials, the public will be left
uninformed on the paramount issues
of the day, if explicit or implicit, in

such commercials: such as pollution,

diet deficiency, product defects, road
safety, etc.
REPLY: For broadcast media to

provide for the presentation of con-

trasting points of view in programing

dealing with controversial issues is one

thing. To say the fairness doctrine

should require advertising messages to

involve themselves in a discussion of

controversial issues would be a "gross

distortion of the intent of the doc-

trine."
It would affect the First Amend-

ment's freedom of speech and press

assurances. The resulting discrimina-

tion against broadcast media subjects it
to "far more rigid scrutiny than com-
petitive media and even impinges on
broadcasting's civil rights."
The NAB. vs. the vrc
Among the key points made by the

FTC in its comments filed with the
FCC in support of the fairness doc-

trine's application to product commer-
cials were these:
• The role of the FTC is basically

to remedy the dissemination of false
advertising; hence the "conveying of
false information which might cause
injury to a competitor."
• Some advertising based on "con-

troversial" factual claims and opinions

may fail to resolve the controversy

involved through litigation.

• The FTC program of disseminat-

ing substantiation for advertising

claims does not suffice.

• In addition to being truthful, it is

desirable that advertising be "corn-

plete"—that is, make available all es-

sential pieces of information concern-

ing the product—for example, health-

fulness, safety hazards, misleading diet

impressions, etc.
• Efforts to foster "completeness"

by means of "disclosure" is hampered

by short length commercials and the

inclination of some advertisers, out of

self interest, to disseminate as little

information as possible.
• Counter-advertising would be an

appropriate means of "overcoming

some of the shortcomings of FTC
tools, and help in enforcing its poli-
cies."
• Advertising that asserts claims of

product performance or characteris-
tics which raise controversial issues of
current public importance should
come under the purview of the
fairness doctrine.
• Certain identifiable product cate-

gories—those that affect purchasing
decisions by claiming improvement on
the environment, encourage question-
able nutritional habits—should war-
rant opportunity for challenge and
debate.
• FCC licensees should make avail-

able on a regular basis five-minute
blocks of prime time for counter-
advertisements. These blocks would be
directed at broad general issues raised
by advertising of certain products.
They would serve as a way of the
licensees "fulfilling this aspect of pub-
lic service responsibilities."
• The FTC "defers" to the FCC as

to the precise methods of implementa-
tion, but aurges that the following

points be embodied in any plan of

application of the fairness doctrine to

product commercials:

1) Adoption of a rule that in-

cludes guidelines permitting "effective

access" to broadcast media for coun-

ter-advertisements and imposes an

"affirmative obligation" on licensees

"to make expanded use of this right of

access."
2) Make available 100% of com-

mercial time for anyone willing to pay

the specified rates, regardless of

whether "the party seeking to buy

time wishes to advertise or counter-

advertise." In consideration of the

"great importance of product in-

formation," product sellers "should

not possess monopolistic control" over



the dissemination of such information.
Licensees should "not be permitted to
discriminate against counter-advertis-
ers solely on account of the content of
their ideas."
3) Licensees should provide a

"substantial amount of time at no
charge" for persons or groups who
have no funds if they wish to re-
spond to controversial claims or is-
sues in product advertising.
The National Association of Broad-

casters - singled out the FTC's com-
ments for special criticism. Among the
highlights of the NAB attack were
these:
• The FTC is sidestepping its own

statutory authority and is trying to
foist on the FCC an "ill-conceived
design of a communications system
without giving serious thought to the
shattering effect its recommendations
would have on the American broad-
casting system."
• The FTC proposals would not

only have the effect of preventing

companies in air media from inform-

ing the public of their concerns with

and accomplishments in solving ecolog-

ical problems but discourage them

from doing anything about these and

other real problems.
• If claims are false or misleading,

then the FTC should proceed against
offending advertisers, as is "indeed its
statutory responsibility." The FTC
cites its own ineffectiveness as a rea-
son for extending the fairness doctrine
to all advertising.
• The thrust of the FTC proposals

to the FCC is to make air advertising
"uneconomic and unusable." If imple-
mented, the FTC proposals would, "if
not destroy, irreparably weaken Amer-
ica's present free television and radio
systems."
• At a time when television has

become "the principal news medium
of the country, the FTC proposes to
undermine its base and threaten its
existence."
• The FTC's statement that its sug-

gested rules would apply to a limited
number of product categories can be
taken with several grains of salt, espe-
cially when one realizes that the "eco-
logical category itself takes in nearly
every conceivable advertisement."

Admen take a hand
The advertising community is re-

sponding in various ways to the coun-

ter-advertising movement. For exam-

ple:
The Association of National Adver-

tisers has filed its own comments with

the FCC, sweepingly opposing any

plan to apply the fairness doctrine

concept to product advertising, and is

setting up an ad hoc committee, prob-

ably chairmaned by P&G's Edgar Lot-

speich, to work out further opposition

strategy and tactics.
In our interview with Alfred Lee, of

ANA's general counsel firm of Weil,

Lee and Berger, we found him skepti-

cal and cynical concerning the future

scope of the FTC's ambitions in re-

gard to advertising interference.

Lee said that he hoped that the

FTC realized that it could not move

in on print since, unlike air media,

it is not licensed by the Government.

But he is keeping his fingers crosssed.

Lee also noted:
1) In trying to acquire for itself

new legal power—if only for the

FTC Chairman contends he's pro-advertising

We wanted to find out how Miles Kirkpatrick, Chair-
man of the FTC, and his top legal adviser, Robert
Pitofsky, would answer the worries of advertising men.
So we collected admen's questions and asked them
at exclusive interviews with both men.

These days the activities of Miles
Kirkpatrick, Chairman of the Federal
Trade Commission, and his righthand
man, Robert Pitofsky, director of the
FTC's Consumer Protection Bureau,
are causing confusion and consterna-
tion among admen.

Kirkpatrick and staffer Pitofsky,
however, see little reason for alarm.

This is what they said when we
interviewed each in his Washington
office. There's a wide gap in point of
view between government regulators
and marketing men, and it seems es-

sential that the FTC point of view be

understood, whether agreed with or
not.
We had prepared for the interviews

by asking 15 top admen what ques-
tions they wanted us to toss at the
FTC Chairman. The response was
rapid and heated—often emotional,

seldom in question form. We trans-

lated the comments into palatable

questions and proceeded to the old,

high-ceilinged FTC building at 6th

and Pennsylvania Avenue.
Our first stop was the office of a

A.M.1



Bridging the
Washington Gap

This is a year of advertising crises.
Not the least is the threat of anti-advertising action by government bu-

reaus and legislation stimulated by a strong undercurrent of consumerism
in an election year.
"Can air advertising survive the FTC-FCC squeeze?" headlines the lead

article in this issue (see page 35). The suggestion by the FTC that the FCC
open the door to counter advertising within its fairness doctrine has shocked
many who see such a proposal as the hole in the dike that in time could
innundate all ad media. The TvB, NAB, ANA, AAAA, AAF have entered
vigorous protest. The U.S. Chamber of Commerce calls it "vigilante action"
and adds: "There can be no fair regulation of deceptive advertising if indi-
viduals or groups not held to standards applicable to advertising are freely
permitted to attack products or services." NBC argues that including counter
advertising in the fairness doctrine would "so weaken broadcasting's eco-
nomic base as to undermine its ability to provide program service in the
public interest" and would "drive beneficial products from the broadcast
media not merely to the detriment of broadcasting, but to the detriment of
the economy generally."

Are print media crowing as they observe tv and radio headaches? The
Magazine Publishers Association isn't. If the principle of counter advertis-
ing is established, an MPA spokesman tells MEDIA DECISIONS, sooner or
later print will suffer as well.
The black clouds over advertising, and especially tv advertising, have

been gathering for a long time. The counter advertising proposal can hardly
be a surprise in view of the anti-cigarette air precedent. And the FTC,
under the driving leadership of Chairman Miles Kirkpatrick, gave notice
last year that it plans to go all-out in riding herd on advertising claims and
practices. Nor will the relentless tide of consumerism recede in the foresee-
able future.

For much of this advertising has itself to blame. The broadcast indus-
try, most vulnerable of the ad media, has muffed golden opportunities to
show itself to advantage. Its statesmanship on the Washington front can
only be graded as fair and its reputation for believable advertising often
less than that.
So who has been speaking for advertising? How can the rising threat of

anti-advertising action be reversed?
My guess is that counter advertising within the fairness doctrine will

either be denied. or held in tight rein. There are too many reasons why open
season on advertising claims would not be in the public interest, and Wash-
ington Bureaus, Congress, and The White House must finally recognize
this. But other pressures will persist—notably a more aggressive vigilance
by the FTC and FDA than ever before.

In this climate it is essential that advertising learn better than it has how
to communicate with official Washington, that official Washington learn
how to evaluate and communicate with the advertising industry. During
last year's advertising hearings called by the FTC it was appalling to note
how little each understood the other.

During World II some Roosevelt advisors suggested that in view of a
serious wood shortage that newspaper pages, requiring wood pulp, be cur-
tailed. Leaders in advertising, among them JWT's Stanley Resor, countered
with a strong program stressing that advertising serves as an indispensable
bulwark in the national welfare. Out of this came the roots of The Adver-
tising Council. More immediately, government officials and others dealing
with national problems and needs were invited to talk on radio programs;
teams of agency people volunteered to produce and place copy and pro-
grams.
Can a comparable effort be launched now? Why not? Men like John

O'Toole, Ed Bond, William MacFarland, Henry Schachte, Jack Keeley,
Victor Bloede, Barrett Welch, Arch Knowlton, James Fish, Jack Young (to
name a few) are available on the advertiser side; Ward Quaal, Norman
Cousins, Frank Stanton, Red Motley, Don McGannon, Ivan Veit, Erwin
Canham, George Allen, Otto Silha, Leonard Reinsch, Jack Harris on the
media.

6-V-144,

Norman R. Glenn
Publisher



present in broadcast media—the FTC
is raising grave constitutional questions
that would likely wind up in the
courts.
2) The net result of the FTC's

proposals will not only be to drive
advertisers out of tv but throttle the
free press, since media generally de-
pend on advertising for existence.
3) Under the FTC's proposal, any

advertisement with the slightest public
interest aspect could find itself subject
to an anti-advertising critique. The
advertiser would have to either resign
himself to counter-statements or with-
draw from air advertising, and that
eventually could include print.
Advertisers' riposte
The ANA's comments make the rec-

ommendations filed by the FTC the
central target for a rather slashing
counter-volley.

Excerpts from the ANA brief
which contain the main argumentative

thrusts:
• Extension of the fairness doctrine

beyond its present "ill-defined criteria"
would convert the broadcasters' facili-

ties into "debating halls' and make it

incumbent upon broadcasters to "sub-
sidize, to a major extent, some of the
debaters."
• . . . scientific discovery is not nec-

essarily public controversy, nor is si-

lence on a negative aspect of a product
necessarily a controversial issue of

public importance."
• The FTC's proposal that broad-

casters allow time for replies to scien-
tific claims and call attention to the
negative aspects of a product would
"generate a multitude of air debates

over issues of little interest to other

than very minor segments of the total
broadcast audience. People in general
would not be interested in turning on
their sets to listen to arguments and
counter-arguments, rebuttal and refu-
tation in most of the circumscribed
controversies embraced in those cate-
gories which would intrigue small
groups to demand their rights to grab
the microphone under the FTC's con-
cepts."
• "The characteristic interest of

advertisers in broadcasting depends
upon its efficiency as a medium for
advertising. Obviously, however, it is

not the only medium for that purpose.
If, due to Clanged circumstances, the
relative effectiveness of competing
media should alter, with that of broad-
casting deteriorating, advertisers—
while they would certainly regret the
loss of a valuable tool—would none-
theless continue to pursue their cardi-
nal function by shifting resources to
those media which are currently the
best value in terms of results for dol-
lars expended."
The American Association of Ad-

vertising Agencies some time ago filed
with the FCC a statement objecting to
the extension of the fairness doctrine
to product or other kinds of advertis-
ing.

Meantime the 4A's filed a state-
ment with the FCC taking the FTC's
proposals to task for seeking to "use
the broadcast medium as an instru-
ment to regulate the marketing of
goods and services in areas outside its
(the FTC's) present reach."
The brief scored the FTC's inter-

vention as "injudicious and unrealis-
tic," representing an "effort to have

Continued on page 6

third FTC staffer, David Buswell, the

FTC's Director of Public Informa-

tion, to whom Chairman Kirkpatrick

had referred our letter requesting an

interview. Bearded and bustling,

youthful Mr. Buswell chatted with us

in his large Victorian office furnished

in the official manner with a giant

desk, American flag in the corner,

picture of the Commander-in-chief on

the wall.
He said that the FTC is most anxi-

ous to be understood. He didn't want

anybody to think that FTC spends

public funds on self-laudatory re-

leases, but that it is obligated to give

wide dissemination to all Commission

actions as they are placed on the

public record because of the public's

interest in them.

He warned us that we would have

to steer clear of any questions pertain-

ing to matters that would come before

chairman Kirkpatrick in his role as a

judge of business activities. Questions

involving the charge of anti-trust vio-

lations by the cereal manufacturers,
for example, could not be discussed by

the Chairman because he was going to

have to make a judgement about them

at a later date. Such questions could
be asked of Mr. Pitofsky.
As Buswell led us down the long

corridors to the office of the Chair-
man in the opposite corner of the
fourth floor of the FTC building, we
recalled that in the Nader Report on
the FTC there had been stinging criti-
cisms of the inadequacy of FTC's
public information system. Buswell
had been brought in subsequently to
correct that.
The Chairman's office is enormous.

It combines his own work space
(large desk, the inevitable American

flag and Presidential picture), •a con-
ference room, and an area of easy
chairs for informal conversation. The
Chairman greeted us warmly, and

ushered us into the informal area. One

of our first subjects was a continuation

of the questions about misunderstand-

ing between government and business.
"We do everything as openly as

possible," Chairman Kirkpatrick said.
"We're not operating any star cham-

ber here. We want business to know

what the Commission is all about. We
make speeches. We have an active
information program. We make any-

thing in our area that is of public

record available. What else can we
do? Let business tell us if we can do
more."
We asked whether he felt the busi-

ness press might do more to explain
his activities, and he said that would
be well advised.
Our next questions concerned the

reaction to the recent Washington
FTC hearings at which the ANA and
4A's presented an orientation on ad-
vertising. Several admen who ap-
peared at the hearings had suggested
to us that we ask about this. Did FTC
commissioners get the background
they wanted from the hearings?

"I don't think we know yet," the
Chairman said. "I'm sure it will answer
some questions. We will first want to
review the summary that is being
prepared by Professor Howard of
Columbia. Then we will analyze the
findings. After that the report will be
made public."
We asked when the report might

become public.
"We hoped to get a draft in June,"

he said. Mr. Buswell added, "It will be
published in late summer or early
fall."

Continued on page 7



the FCC help the FTC do its job of

policing the market place."

The FTC's recommendations, states

the 4A's brief, are "definitely designed

to dilute brand loyalties and whittle

down market shares" and compel

"broadcast advertising to convey com-

plete and total product information,"

which may be provided by other means.

Reflective also of what's happening

in Washington is the activity in still
another advertiser-oriented group, the
National Advertising Review Board.

Though part of the Council of Better
Business Bureaus, the NARB is tem-
porarily quartered at the ANA. The
NARB acts as a court of appeals in
cases of advertising alleged to be
misleading—the final step before the
allegation goes to the Government.
About 30 advertisers and 10 agencies,
along with 10 members representing
the public, provide the review panels.

This group recently decided to ex-
pand its scope beyond "truth and ac-
curacy" to matters of "taste and social
responsibility."
What is meant by "social responsi-

bility" could mean the unfavorable
impact that an ad or series of ads may
have on minority or ethnic groups in
the community. A special NARB
panel might then point out to the
offending advertiser that his copy is
not in the best interest of community
harmony and suggest that he change
his,, tack or discontinue his advertising
based on that approach.
FTC vs. the MPA:

Meet Robert Pitofsky, the FTC's
general counsel, and Norman Hal-
liday, general counsel for the Maga-
zine Publishers Association.
By telephone we asked both this

question: Will the application of the
fairness doctrine be extended eventu-

aly to include print? We found their

responses at loggerheads.

The core of Pitofsky's remarks:

Be assured that the FTC had no

designs on including print within a

fairness doctrine concept.

The FTC, Pitofsky thought, had

made it clear in its statement to the

FCC that the FTC's position on the
expansion of the application of the
fairness doctrine was that no other
than broadcast media were involved.

Some day, somebody might con-
ceivably try to take the fairness doc-
trine a step beyond broadcast media,
but Pitofsky didn't think that likely.

Halliday, who is filing a position
paper with the FCC on behalf of the

MPA, said that in looking down the
road he suspects that the FTC will
eventually insist on "corrective" ads in
print.

Halliday said he already saw some
so-called "protective steps" emerging.
He cited as a 'case in point the Com-
mission's insistence that the advertising
of the LaSalle Correspondence
School, after many years, include two
warnings: (1) that the school's diploma
does not admit one to practice law; (2)
that the LaSalle course on law is not
accredited. The warnings are to be
equal; at least, to the largest lettering
in the ad.

Further observed Halliday: "At
some point the FTC will insist that
print run a counter-ad at no cost to
the complainant on the ground that
the 'consumer must be informed'.
We're heading toward some system of
equal, or equivalent to equal, time in
print. It scares the hell out of print.
Advertising has established itself as a
creative art, and the question that will
eventually have to come to a show-
down is whether advertising, like news
and opinion, has the constitutional
protection of the First Amendment."

•We asked the American Newspaper

Publishers Association's management

whether it would let us have its posi-

tion on the fairness doctrine debate.
The answer was that the ANPA pre-

ferred to remain mute on the subject

for the present.
Doctrine's economic meaning

Both CBS and NBC in their com-
ments to the FCC dealt with the dollar
losses the three tv networks would
sustain if the proposed extension of the
fairness doctrine were put into effect.

CBS estimated that if the FCC were
to establish, say, a ratio of one reply
to every five commercials in terms of
spots, the reduction in revenue could
run as high as 20% for the three
networks. Based on 1970 rates, the
total value of the counter-spots would
come to at least $262.7 million. CBS
estimates that this is $95.3 million
greater than the combined profits of
the tv networks and their owned and
operated stations.
The NBC statement, using 1970 as

a base, calculated that the three net-
works would have emerged with a
$330-million loss, in place of their
$50-million profit.

Post reflections
Following are some observations,

comments and predictions on the
fairness doctrine issue that we

gathered in our many interviews with
advertising people:
• Anybody who thinks that the

whole thing will blow away after a
while is kidding himself.
• Final resolution of the issue will

depend in good measure on the
economic, political and credibility cli-
mate following the national elections.
• Large companies will tend to be

more painstaking and exact concern-
ing the content of their ads. They'll
strive for more substantiation of a
product's quality, efficacy and per-
formance.
• Major corporations, increasingly

aware that there are "public interest"
foundations and issue-oriented groups
seeking opportunities for protest, will
pull back on institutional advertising
touching on conservation, pollution
and other environmental matters.
• A similar pull-back will take

place among corporations given pri-
marily to image building, for fear that
they might unwittingly become in-
volved in a public issue that would
expose them to demands for counter-
viewpoint time.
• Consumerism—and perhaps a

consumer-oriented Congress—is a
growing force. Consideration of its
implications will increase in ad plan-
ning and top executive edicts.
• NARB-type movements can be of

help but media has an even greater
stake in what's going on. It's to me-
dia's. advantage to encourage and par-
ticipate in any corrective efforts with-
in the advertising community.
• Legal men at the networks sug-

gest that what brought the agitation
over the pollution issue to a high pitch
was the stress put by auto manufactur-
ers on engine power and velocity in
their advertising.
• They also think that at some

point the counter-advertising move-
ment will "get out of hand" and that a
final determination may be made
through legislation with advertising
faring best. In the meantime, the word
is out to be very careful about what is
said in commercials--take a harder
look at the points made, screening
them for possible controversy.
• A reminder to advertisers: (1)

Still pending before the Congress is
the Truth in Advertising bill: (2) FTC
Miles Kirkpatrick's challenge to ad-
vertisers at last fall's ANA meeting—
"If you can invent it, patent it, manu-
facture it and distribute it, surely you
have the ingenuity to explain it." •



FTC Chairman
(from 5)

Will there be any more hearings?
"We might have a limited number

of well directed hearings to follow-up

what comes out of the analysis, but no
more before then."
We asked whether the Commission-

er felt that most of the concern about
advertising was with television com-
mercials, as had been reported to us
by admen who participated in the
hearings.
"I would say so," he replied. When

asked why, he continued: "Television
is in the home. It moves. It has color.

It talks. It leaves an impression. It has

a captive audience. And the audience

doesn't have the opportunity to refer

back to it, as with a printed advertise-

ment."

"Our job is law
enforcement—pure and
simple"—Kirkpatrick

We also wanted to know whether

the concern about advertising was

limited mostly to the content of ad-

vertising rather than the form. We

explained that by "form" we meant

such things as clutter on tv.

"These tend not to be regulatory

problems for file FTC," he said. "We

are concerned mainly with content."

Another set of questions concen-

trated on what the Commissioner be-

lieves are the basic assignments of the

FTC.
"Our job is to keep the market

place competitive," he said. "We have

two directives that stem from this:

(1) In the anti-trust area: and (2) in

the area of consumer protection. In

the second instance, we must promote

a competitive market through truth in

advertising."
Commissioner Kirkpatrick takes as

his first directive the original legisla-

tion that brought the FTC into being

in 1914 to pass judgment on and to

prevent unfair competition in inter-

state commerce. And he takes as his

second directive the Wheeler-Lea

1938 amendment to the original Fed-

eral Trade Commission Act, making

it unlawful to disseminate false ad-

vertising.
FTC people seem surprised that

advertising men don't realize that

there is plenty of precedent for their

current actions.

We asked the Commissioner wheth-
er this meant that his basic assignment
was policing business and advertising.
"We prefer to call ourselves a law

enforcement agency," he replied. "Our
job is law enforcement pure and sim-
ple."
We asked a major advertiser's ques-

tion—whether his recent inter-agency
incursions (notably the FTC recom-
mendations to the FCC on extensions

of the "fairness doctrine") rep-
resented a new, expanded and perhaps
controversial approach in governmen-

tal agency activity.
"Inter-agency activity isn't all that

new," he replied. "We've done it with
other agencies before. For example,
our liaison with FDA goes back a long
way.
"What people don't seem to real-

ize," he added, is that the Commission
is pro honest advertising. What we're
trying to do is tell the honest adver-
tiser that he can tell his story correctly
without suffering from unscrupulous
competition. We want the honest ad-
vertiser to be able to operate without
fear of another fellow in his market
who might come out with more de-
ceptively imaginative advertising but
an inferior product. We want the hon-
est man to be able to use his imagina-

tion but not the dishonest one."
We mentioned that several advertis-

ing men were of the opinion that the
FTC was seeking to rule out all emo-
tional appeals.
"The idea that we rule out all emo-

tional advertising is off base," he said.
"When was the last time we sued
anybody because his advertising was
not rational? I just want more in-
formative advertising."
We brought up several points that

Mr. Buswell felt should be referred to
Bob Pitofsky rather than the Commis-
sioner and time was running out. We
thanked him, and followed Buswell
into a third mammoth corner office
(another giant desk, American flag,
long conference table, pictures of
President Nixon in black and white
and Vice-president Agnew in four-
color) .
Bob Pitofsky was ready, willing and

free to express his opinions on FTC
matters. We asked two questions sub-

mitted by a New York magazine

man: ."Corrective" ads have been or-

dered in some instances where an

advertiser's claims have been found

faulty by the FTC. Do you see a rise

in this sort of action? Do you believe

the public was aware of the "correc-

tion?" The answer was yes to both

questions.
"Use of corrective advertising start-

ed out as an experiment," Pitofsky

said. "My own view as a staffer is that

it's a wholly appropriate remedy. It

will be a regular method in the future

for policing truth in advertising.

"I think the public is aware of the

correction, but we don't have proof of

this. In future use of correctives, they

will be subject to follow-up. We will

find out if the public is aware and its

reaction to the correctives."
Our next questions: Do you see an

extension of the equal time concept to

products other than cigarettes? To

other media?
Pitofsky: "Yes, it will be extended

to other products. I don't see it extend-

ing to other media beyond tv.

"Our message to the FCC is not

premised on the fairness doctrine basi-

cally. It's premised on the FCC's obli-

gation .to participate in the policing of

truthful a*dvertising.

"The fairness doctrine is operative

in tv only because in tv you have a

limited spectrum. Access to the medi-

um for advertisers is not easy, and
that makes it necessary to apply the

"Allocate five minutes
per week for opposite
viewpoints"—Pitofsky

fairness doctrine in tv, but not else-
where."

Question (originated by an agency
president): How will the fairness doc-
trine affect the volume of claims and
counter-claims with which tv viewers
are confronted?

Pitofsky: "One possible way of
handling it is to allocate a total of five
minutes per week for all opposite
viewpoints."
Mr. Pitofsky said he did not think it

unreasonable to make it one five-
minute period per week, and in re-
sponse to another question he said
that "under proper circumstances, we
would consider this substantial." The
word "substantial" appeared in the
FTC's recommendations to the FCC
for the establishment of rebuttal time,
and worries broadcasters and tv ad-
vertisers.
"I don't think that application of

fairness will change the amount of
claim and counter claim to any great
extent," Bob Pitofsky continued. "The
fairness doctrine is not new. It's tradi-



tional that companies can be required
to affirmatively correct misstate-
ments. There's nothing new in the
legal sense. In prescription drugs, for
example, the FDA has for some time
required that you must show any neg-
ative findings by the FDA."

The next "question was one that a
large food advertiser felt needed re-
asking of the FTC: Does the FTC
agree that advertisers be permitted to
present their products in a favorable
light—provided they tell the truth
about them?

Pitofsky: "The advertiser does not
have to tell the whole truth necessari-
ly. We are directed by Congress to
make judgments in that respect.
"We have not changed the rules.

We've just changed the remedies that
we use to enforce the rules."

Question: If the broadcast industry
has to give or sell time for opposite
views to a tv commercial, won't that
legislate advertising out of tv into
other media?

Pitofsky: "No, it won't."
Question (originated by a newspa-

per executive) : Does the FTC accept
that an advertiser is telling the whole
truth when an essentially emotional or
entertaining tv commercial is used,
with a reference to print advertising
that gives all the facts?

Pitofsky: "That is not an unreason-
able technique, although it depends on
how clear the directions are for read-
ing the facts in print media."

Question: Where do you expect
FTC activity to increase?

Pitofsky: "I don't think of its in-
creasing in any one area. But our
rule-making authority is increasing.
We will have more rather than less
rule-making activity.
"There is much to be done in all

media in behalf of truth in advertis-
ing. Television is the medium that gets
the spotlight because most people are
concerned about it."

Question: What affect will the Con-
sumer Protection Act and the new

Consumer Protection Agency to be
set up if the act passes Congress have
on FTC's work?

Pitofsky: "The new Consumer Pro-
tection Agency will not have a major
impact on our activity. We already
have a lot of people interviewing con-
sumers. We found in the recent hear-
ings that admen know a lot more
about consumer behavior than we
thought."

Question: Is the charge of anti-trust
against the large cereal manufacturers
just a test case on "oligopoly in anti-
trust," or do you really feel that you
have evidence that the cereal manu-
facturers are not competitive?

Pitofsky: "A business oligopoly in
itself is not a violation of the anti-trust
laws. Nor is similar price in itself a
restraint of trade. Nor are the other
marketing practices in and of them-
selves a restraint. But a combination
of marketing practices can create re-
straint of trade. It is the combination
of like pricing, a large volume of
advertising, and so on that prompted
us to judge cereals as in restraint of
trade. It's not a test of oligopoly in
general. We want a decision on the
cereal people."

Question: Is your file of substantia-
tion of claims the beginning of a
so-called "data bank"?

Pitofsky: "The substantiation of
claims activity is not the beginning of
a data bank. Hundreds of people are
using it, and we are preparing a report
now for Senator Moss on how people
are using it. This will be public in-
formation when it's completed.
"Our function is to put the substan-

tiation of advertised claims, industry
by industry, on the public records. We
look them over to see if there's any-
thing we should do. So far we've
examined the auto industry, air condi-
tioners, electric shavers, tv sets, tooth-
paste, and most recently cold and
cough remedies."

Question: Some businessmen be-
lieve that the FTC suspects all busi-

ness, all admen, anything big. Would
you care to comment on this?

Pitofsky: "The idea is false—
plainly and clearly false.
"Consumer pressure is not intense

on the FTC. The pressure is from
other parts of government. FTC has
been criticized brutally for years. And
we have a new source of energy here
under the direction of Commissioner
Kirkpatrick."
We thanked Mr. Pitofsky for his

courtesy, wished him well, and re-
turned to Mr. Buswell's office. He
again repeated the desire of the FTC
to be correctly understood by adver-
tising men; and we left.
We headed back for New York. In

the Metroliner we went over our notes.
The impressions from these meet-
ings that seemed most important to us
were in this order:

1. Advertising can expect the
stepped-up pace of FTC activity to
continue so long as Chairman Kirkpa-
trick and Consumer Protection Direc-
tor Pitofsky are on the scene.

2. They will be zealous as law
enforcement officers in citing adver-
tisers who in their judgment are in any
way in restraint of trade or use false
advertising claims.

3. They will concentrate on televi-
sion advertising, but they will tend to
look with favor on tv advertisers who
substantiate claims voiced on tv with
full-disclosure print advertising clearly
related to the commercials on tv.

4. They are open to a continuation
of the dialogue initiated by the joint
ANA-4A's Committee at the recent
hearings.

5. The FTC looks on the "fairness
doctrine" as a device for fulfilling its
role as an enforcer of truth in adver-
tising (truth, of course, as judged by
the FTC itself). The indication is that
five minutes of rebuttal time a week
would be a fair amount.
6. The new Consumer Protection

Act will not affect FTC's operation to
any significant extent. II

mED'A Decisions
342 Madison Ave • New York 10017 • 212 752-1785

Additional copies are available at 75 cents from the
Readers' Service Department (quantity prices on request)
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_I3S RADIO
A Division of Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc.
51 West 52 Street
New York, New York 10019

(212) 765-4321

Dear Tom:

As Chairman of the 1972 IRTS College Conference I want
to thank you -- not only for myself and my committee
but for every student that was present -- for your
contribution and participation.

If word-of-mouth playback means anything, you were
certainly one of the high spots of our three-day conference.

Thanks again for your time and help.

Corally,

Norman Ginsburg
Director
Information Services

Dr. Clay T. Whitehead
Office of Telecommunications Policy
Executive Office of the President
Washington, D. C. 20504

May 10, 1972
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OFFICERS

President, MAX E. BUCK
Vice President, National Sales Manager
NBC Television Network

First Vice President, MAURIE WEBSTER
Vice President, Division Services
CBS Radio

Vice President, JOHN P. CUNNINGHAM
Honorary Chairman of the Board
Cunningham & Walsh Inc.

Vice President, ROY DANISH
Director
Television Information Office

Vice President, SYDNEY H. EIGES
Vice President, Public Information

National Broadcasting Company

Vice President, JEROME R. FENIGER
President
Horizons Communications Corporation

Vice President, ELTON H. RULE
President
American Broadcasting Company

Secretory, JOHN C. MOLER
President & General Manager
WRFM

Treasurer, THOMAS B. CAMPBELL
Vice President—Sales Development
HR Television, Inc.

BOARD OF GOVERNORS

ELIZABETH BAIN
Associate Director, Audience Development
Katz Television

RIDGE BLACKWELL
Director of Broadcast Programming
General Foods Corporation

GILROYE A. GRIFFIN, JR.
Vice President-Corporate Administration
Kenyon and Eckhardt,

WILLIAM H. HYLAN
Senior Vice President
J. Walter Thompson Co.

MICHAEL E. MARCOVSKY
Assistant to the Vice President, Operations
WPIX Inc.

HOWARD S. MEIGHAN
Catalyst

D. THOMAS MILLER
President, CBS Television Stations Division
Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc.

HAROLD L. NEAL, JR.
President Owned Radio Stations
American Broadcasting Companies, inc.

JAMES F. O'GRADY, JR.
President,
OlOCO Communications, Inc.

ALFRED L. PLANT
Vice President—Advertising
Block Drug Company, Inc.

EX-OFFICIO

RICHARD A. R. PINKHAM

Senior Vice President in charge of
Media & Programs
Ted Bates & Co., Inc.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

ROBERT H. BOULWARE

INTERNATIONAL RADIO AND TELEVISION SOCIETY, INC.
420 Lexington Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10017, 532-4546

April 26, 1972

Dr. Clay T. Whitehead
Office of Telecommunications Policy
Executive Office of the President

Washington, D. C. 20504

Dear Tom:

Your participation in our College Conference last Thursday

was a high spot of the three day session!

All of us genuinely appreciate the time and effort you ex-

pended to contribute to a successful conference. The im-

pressions and the insights gained in the meetings have gone

back with the students to the fifty-three colleges, liter-

ally spanning the country. They will be reported on to

classmates and faculty. Judging from initial reactions we

know they will be reported upon in glowing fashion. It's

known as propagation.

We are grateful for your continued interest in IRTS and hope

other occasions will come along when you can again adorn one

of our forums.

Best personal regards.

RHB/hb
cc: Norman Ginsburg

Cordially,

Robert H. Boulware
Executive Director
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Wednesday 4/19/72 MEETINGS
4/20/72

2:00 When Mr. Whitehea d goes to NYC on Thursday, April 20, he will have

an 11:00 meeting with Tom Moore.

Ed Bleier will join Mr. Whitehead and Herman Land at 2:30 for the

meeting. It will be at the GM Building.
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Dr. Billy Graham
Little Pine Cone
Montreat, North Carolina 28757

Dear Dr. Graham:

It was a great pleasure to see you again at the
NAB Convention in Chicago last week.

Congratulations on your well deserved Distinguished
Service Award. I heard from many of the delegates
that your Monday morning presentation was most
outstanding and a terrific kickoff to their 50th
Convention.

look forward to seeing you again soon.

LAMB:mbc
cc:
DO Records
DO Chron
Lamb 2
Whitehead 2///

Sincerely,
BUM d
TOM

Clay T. Whitehead
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Joseph A. Flaherty
General Manager
Engineering and Development
CBS Television Network
51 West 52 Street
New York, ew York 10019

Dear Joe:

I want you to know how much I appreciated your
taking the time last week at the NAB Convention
in Chicago to show me through the exhibition
halls. I only wish I would have had more
time to learn in greater detail about some of
the more exciting new technological developments.

As I mentioned I hope that we can get together
In the future to continue our discussion.

Again, thank you very much for all of your
assistance.

Sincerely,

SIgned
Tom

Clay T. Whitehead

LAMB:mbc
cc:
Whitehead 2//
Lamb 2
DO Records
DO Chron
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Friday 4/14/72

4:00 Your 330 meeting on Thursday, April 20, in New
York, with Amb. Ellsworth will be held at the
Racquet Club, 370 Park Avenue (at 53rd Street).

MEETING
4/20/72
3:30



Friday 4/14/72 MEETING
4/20/72
3:30

12:40 We have scheduled a meeting with Amb. Ellsworth at 3:30 on Thursday,

April 20, when Mr. Whitehead is in New York.

They will call us back as to the place as Mr. Ellsworth wanted to have
the meeting uptown.

Dotti (212) 422-1200, Ext. 326



Thursday 4/13/72

1:30 We have confirmed the meeting with Herman Land
for Thursday, April 20, at 2:30, after your IRTS
luncheon address. The meeting will be in the GM
building on the 38th floor, 59th and 5th Avenues,
opposite the Plaza Hotel.

Mr. Ed Bleier may be present for the meeting;
if so, Mr. Land will call us to let us know and
the meeting will then be held in Mr. Bleier's Office.

MEETING
4/20/72
2:30 —3:30
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OFFICERS

President, MAX E. BUCK
Vice President, National Sales Manager
NBC Television Network

First Vice President, MAURIE WEBSTER
Vice President, Division Services
CBS Radio

Vice President, JOHN P. CUNNINGHAM
Honorary Chairman of the Board
Cunningham & Walsh Inc.

Vice President, ROY DANISH
Director
Television Information Office

Vice President, SYDNEY H. EIGES
Vice President, Public Information
National Broadcasting Company

Vice President, JEROME R. FENIGER
President
Horizons Communications Corporation

Vice President, ELTON H. RULE
President
American Broadcasting Company

Secretory, JOHN C. MOLER
President & General Manager
WR FM

Treasurer, THOMAS B. CAMPBELL
Vice President—Soles Development
HR Television, Inc.

BOARD OF GOVERNORS

ELIZABETH BAIN
Associate Director, Audience Development
Katz Television

RIDGE BLACKWELL
Director of Broadcast Programming
Genera/ Foods Corporation

GILROYE A. GRIFFIN, JR.
Vice President•Corporate Administration
Kenyon and Eckhardt, Inc.

WILLIAM H. HYLAN
Senior Vice President
J. Walter Thompson Co,

MICHAEL E. MARCOVSKY
Assistant to the Vice President, Operations
WPIX Inc.

HOWARD 5, MEIGHAN
Catalyst

D. THOMAS MILLER
President, CBS Television Stations Division
Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc.

HAROLD L, NEAL, JR.
President-Owned Radio Stations
American Broadcasting Companies, Inc.

JAMES F. O'GRADY, JR.
President,
Oroco Communications, Inc.

ALFRED L. PLANT
Vice President—Advertising
Block Drug Company, Inc.

EX-OFFICIO

RICHARD A. R. PINKHAM

Senior Vice President in charge of
Media & Programs
Ted Bates & Co., Inc,

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

ROBERT H. BOULWARE

INTERNATIONAL RADIO AND TELEVISION SOCIETY, INC.
420 Lexington Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10017, 532-4546

April 6, 1972

Dr. Clay T. Whitehead
Executive Office of the President
Office of Telecommunications Policy
Washington, D. C. 20504

Dear Tom:

All of us at IRTS were delighted when Brian Lamb told us
you had agreed to address a luncheon at our Tenth College
Conference on Thursday, April 20. As I told Brian, if you

will let us know of your travel plans, we will be happy to

have you picked up at the airport and delivered there after

lunch.

Enclosed are programa of previous conferences as well as a

draft of the Agenda for this year. A couple of names of

panelists need to be confirmed at the moment and we will

send you a complete copy of the program in a few days.

As we told Brian, Sammy Davis, Jr. will be the luncheon

speaker on Friday, April 21.

From these attachments you may be able to piece together the

atmosphere in which you will be speaking. Specifically, you

will be following the morning session on Consumerism/Adver-

tising. Panelists will be Thomas Krattenmaker, Assistant

Director for Evaluation. FTC Bureau of Consumer Protection;

William H. Ewen, Executive Director, National Advertising

Review Board; Herminio Traviesas, Vice President, Broadcast

Standards, NBC; Miss Patricia M. Hines, Chief of the Bureau

of Consumer Fraud, U. S. Attorney's Office, Manhattan.

The afternoon panel Which will follow your luncheon will have

to do with Program/Control/Freedom of Broadcast Journalism.
Panelists will be Russ Tornabene, General Manager, NBC Radio

News; Jeffrey St. JOh# of Spectrum (CBS Radio Network); Jerry

Stephens, WMMR-FM, Philadelphia; Phyllis Haynes, WPIX-TV.

The entire two and a half day Conference is made up of panel

discussion with 50% of the time devoted to questions and

answers.
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Dr. Clay T. Whitehead
April 6, 1972
Page 2.

We anticipate about 350 students and perhaps thirty-five professors of
communications. I know you have rapport with the college community and
that you know these people to be perceptive and eager. Previous College
Conferences have also shown those in attendance to have a high degree of
sophistication in communications. Many manage college broadcasting sta-
tions and most are majoring in either journalism or radio-TV. Most of
them are required to write reports on the Conference upon return to their
campuses and much of the material generated from the sessions is used for
discussion in classes across the country. Our last Conference had repre-
sentatives from 96 colleges and universities scattered over 46 states.

All of us warmly recall your provocative talk at an /RTS Newsmaker Luncheon
on October 6, 1971 and are grateful to you for helping with this important
conference.

Cordially,

Robert H. Boulware
Executive Director

RHB/hb
Enclosures
cc: Brian Lamb

Norman 8. Ginsburg, Conference Chairman



THURSDAY, APRIL 20th

7:30-8:30 AM

8:30-9:00 AM

9:00-10:30 AM

THE TENTH ANNUAL

IRTS COLLEGE CONFERENCE

April 20, 21 and 221 1972

Hotel Commodore
New York, New York

TENTATIVE AGENDA

"Issues in Broadcasting"

- REGISTRATION, BALLROOM FLOOR LOBBY

GREETINGS and ORIENTATION

PANEL I, CONSUMERISM/ADVERTISING:
The Influences of Consumerism and
Governmental Regulation Agencies on
Broadcast Advertising.

10:30 AM BREAK

10:45-12:00 PM CONTINUE PANEL I DISCUSSION, Q & A.

12:30 PM LUNCHEON - GUEST SPEAKER

2:00-3:30 PM PANEL II, PROGRAM CONTROL/FREEDOM OF
BROADCAST JOURNALISM: A Discussion of
Issues Involved in the Preparation of
Broadcast Material.

3:30 PM BREAK

3:45-5:00 PM CONTINUE PANEL II DISCUSSION, Q

7:00-9:30 PM DINNER and PROGRAM

9:30 PM - until Conclusion INFORMAL RAP SESSION

FRIDAY, APRIL 21st

9:00-10:30 AM PANEL III, BROADCAST TECHNOLOGY: A
Survey of Developing Capabilities in
Mass Transmission.

10:30 AM BREAK

10:45-12:00 PM CONTINUE PANEL III DISCUSSION, Q & A.



12:30 PM LUNCHEON - GUEST SPEAKER

2:00-3:30 PM

3:30 PM

3:45-5:00 PM

Friday Evening Free

SATURDAY, APRIL 22nd

9:00-10:30 AM

PANEL IV, LICENSING/ACCESS: An
Examination of Today's Trends in
Licensing and the Position of Special
Interest Groups.

BREAK

CONTINUE PANEL IV DISCUSSION, Q & A.

PANEL V, ECONOMICS AND THE PROSPECT

FOR EMPLOYMENT: A Discussion of Broad-

cast Trends in the Business Community

and the Outlook for Careers.

10:30 AM BREAK

10:45-12:00 PM CONTINUE PANEL V DISCUSSION, Q & A.

12:30 PM LUNCHEON - GUEST SPEAKER

2:00 PM ADJOURNMENT



"Broadcasting in the 70's:
Media in Transition"

April 16, 17, 18
Hotel Commodore, New York City



IRIS

NINTH ANNUAL COLLEGE CONFERENCE

"BROADCASTING IN THE 70's:
MEDIA IN TRANSITION"

A professional education project of the
International Radio And Television So-
ciety with the support of the International
Radio And Television Foundation, and
Industry-wide cooperation.

Co-Chairmen: James F. O'Grady, Jr.,
Vice President and General Manager,
RKO Radio Representatives, Inc.. and
John A. Serrao, President, United Artists
Television, Inc.

"Media in Transition" seems an apt title
because of new challenges faced by
every phase of Broadcasting.

It is a time of enormous social change.

It is a time of dynamic technological
development.

All technological development chal-
lenges thin-king people to adapt it to the
society which gives it birth and to the
needs of that society.

The role of government in Broadcasting,
the meeting grounds of commercial and
educational broadcasters, the growth of
cable television and its varied forms and
many, many other topics require the best
possible minds to be brought to the
tasks ahead.

Three days of meetings can scarcely
solve — or even enumerate — all the
problems ahead, but it is a step.

Attendance at these conferences has in-
creased four-fold since the original con-
ference in 1962. Continuity of purpose
from year to year has been made pos-
sible by contributions to the IRT Founda-
tion from networks, stations, station rep-
resentatives, advertising agencies, the
members of IRIS and from associated
firms interested in attracting capable
young men and women to careers in
Broadcasting. In addition, The Million-
Dollar Faculty" makes personal contribu-
tion which would otherwise be impos-
sible to provide.

Contributions in funds and in professional
capabilities are too numerous to list
here, but the growth of the Conferences
attest their value.

Program Facts

Registration commences on the Ball-
room Floor of the Hotel Commodore at
8:0131 A.M. Thursday, April 16. The sched-
ule is a full one and registrants are urged
to be in place on time so the program
can be completed.

At the luncheons and the dinner, regis-
trants will be able to meet informally
with professional leaders from all phases
of Broadcasting and Broadcast Adver-
tising.

Door Prizes donated by:

CKLW, Detroit

Columbia Special Products

KFRS, San Francisco

WHBQ-AM/FM, Memphis

WOR-AM Radio, New York, Flagship
Station of RKO Radio

WOR-FM, New York

Werner Freitag, Audio & Recording
Consultant

1RTS Conference Office — Parlor "A"
(Ballroom Floor)

*Denotes IRIS member



Faculty Reception—Buffet S
upper

6:00 P.M.—Windsor Terrace (
Lobby Floor)

Faculty, Moderators and Panel
ists, IRTS Board, IRTF Board

Hostesses: "Mary L. McKenn
a—Metromedia, Inc., Secretary of IRTF

*Aileen Paul—Aileen Paul Associa
tes

*Peggy Stone—H-R Radio

Faculty Bull Session

8:30 P.M. to Conclusion—Windso
r Court (Lobby Floor)

Moderator: *James F. O'Grady, dr—
Vice President, General

Manager, RKO Radio Representatives, I
nc.

Ward B. Chamberlin, Jr.—Executive Vic
e President,

Corporation for Public Broadcasting

*Bert Cowlan—Communications Consul
tant

*Henry V. Greene—Vice President, RK
O General, Inc.

*Richard W. Jencks—President, CBS/Br
oadcast Group,

CBS, Inc.

Paul L. Klein—Vice President, Audienc
e Measurement, NBC

Frederic Papert—Chairman and Preside
nt, The PKL

Companies, Inc.

•Richard A. R. Pin kham—Senior Vice P
resident in

charge of Media and Programs, Directo
r, Ted Bates & Company

John A. Serrao—President, United Art
ists Television, Inc.


