







































































In this calm during the holidays, we in Washington
are thinking ahead to 1973; among other things, planning
our testimony before éongressional 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 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 queﬁtions 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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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. 1I'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 de 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
aiforded reasonable, realistic, and practical oppor-
tunities for the presentation and discussion of con-

flicting views on controversial issues.




B

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
61l% 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 supefvision 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 effeétively 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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South Africa and Full

JOHANNESBURG—South
Africans will be switching
on television sets for the
first time next January—
and their reaction to “the
box” is likely to provide
some fascinating data for
modern sociologists.

The belated introduction
of a full-time television serv-
to mention the anti-social ef-
ice—South Africa is the last
developed country to do so

—will give scientists the op-
portunity to study the ef-
fects of TV from the grass-
roots stage.

Many South Africans fear
television may lead to a de-
generation of moral stan-
dards. They say there is solid
evidence from overseas that
it is harmful, and the
country’s radio stations and
newspapers have been quick
to report its dangers.

Too much violence and
5ex on television is plaguing
other nations, they say, not
fect it has by keeping peo-
ple in their homes glued to
the screen for hours on end,

To monitor these effects,
particularly on children, the
South African Human Sci-
ences Research Council has
set up a special experimen.
tal project in association
with the Rand Afrikaans

University the Univer-
sity of Si sch. -

ie. a senior re-
search officer on the pro-
jeet. ) f

“We will also he watching

Reactions lo the Su

By Dr. T. R. Van Dellen

A column in which I was
critical of wearing sun-
glasses at night brought an
avalanche of mail. Here are
a few of the letters:

E. W. from Passaic, N.J.,
writes: “You wrote that
wearing sunglasses at night
-was a silly practice and
that psychiatrists contend
that people who do are
‘neurotics who are trying to
hide or escape from the pub-
Hie.’

“Well, Dr. Van Dellen, 1
. Wwear dark glasses at night

and T am not silly and cer-
tainly am not ready for a
‘shrink’! Ever since I under-
went cataract surgery on
both eyes two years ago, any
bright lights, including

Health

street lamps and auto head-
lights, practically blind me.
A diabetic friend of mine
also finds it necessary to
protect her eves in this
way.n

Another rebuttal came

Serving for Over 2 Decades
* ERNIE'S ORIGIM 1

!

nglasses Controver:

from a Chicagoan, who
wrote: “Your answer made
me see red! Since 1937, I
have had chronic eve infee-
tions. As a result, one eye
hurts whenever exposed to
light. I also wear dark
glasses, even at night, to
hide my unsightly, damaged
eye.” 2

And from a reader in Al-
exandria, Va., came this
letter: “People who wear
colored glasses at night are
not necessarily neuretic—
just vain. I wear contact
lenses and think nothing of
wearing tinted glasses *

night if it i

dusty, These 2 ‘ Seés act as a
shield, and 1 can remove
them when I go indoors.”

To all, let me
no objection
wearing tinted

protect that are in-
flamed or sensitive to strong
light. As for reasons,
including vanity, Ie me say,
to each his own. Regardless
of opinions, likes and dis-
likes. wearing dark glasses
when driving a c-r vight
sag =d
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mon is interviewed.
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Album Spotlight. Featur
is the “Worst of Jeffers
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for possible changes in the
way people utilize their lei-
sure hours and their motives
in doing so.”

Even before last May,
when the first test programs
started in South Africa, the
research projeet was busy
gathering as much informa-
tion as possibie about the
conditions prevailing before
the intvoduction of televi-
sion.

South Africa’s many dif-
ferent language and popula-
tion groups have been in-
volved in the data gathering
in samples of 3,000 people at
a time,

“Using these results as
baseline data, we hope it
will be possible to draw
more meaningful conclu-
sions later on,” says Dr.
Conradie.

“Say, for example, we find

cinating

that after a few vears those
children with television atr
home tend to act in a cer-
tain ‘why. Knowing how
widespread this behavior
was before television ' came
into the picture should help
to put the reported changes
into better perspective.
“What is needed is nof
speculation but rather scien-
tific  research, criticism
based on isplated incidents
is unfortunate, since it can

detract from the real value

that television may have,”
says Dr. Conradie.

eé? other countries a great
deal of time and money has
been put into research of
this nature, but subjects

who are “television naive”
have been lacking.

As Dr. Conradie says: “An
experiment has to comply
with certain strict scientific
requirements, and in terms
of these requirements it is
much better to use people
with no exposure to the me-
dium.

Considering a color televi-
sion set in South Africa
sells for the equivalent of
around $1,365 and that the
test programs consist of a
nightly hour of dubious
quality viewing, it seems
that South Africans are al-
ready “hooked.”
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