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2. opinipn, Some werg' cllmlnatcd by 9atnfy|ng thc complaln-
NmConncll is a response to Fol Report‘ 0015, “Natioml A anl, by lettér &r by Phbne. through an explanation of the.
Newl Colmdl Apbralsed ” by Ralph L. Lowensteln ¢ obvio s;:OnIy when ‘issues’ were . involved that were; de-

i “e» . batable - were the .complaints " rfeferred to, the Council's-

At the outset” o\h his’ paper ent[t!ed “Natlonal‘ News Grievance Commmee for lts.recommendatlons to ‘the - ful
> Councll Apﬁralsed ! Dr.’ . Lowenstein declares that the Council. - -

“track record of the National News Council, after one * In declanng "°“|Y fOU‘:J Orl the S1 cases -officially

- ',g‘f -year of operations, is Wather lackluster,”"and ‘that “it “has
“ - - failed to attract the kind of significaht cases: that ‘coujd
.+ -4 provectt e NNC's value to. the media and to the-pyblic.”
a.,,D,r wensteln then goes on to offer a body of maten-

‘we at the Counctl feel fails to meet. the scholarly aspira-
uons of the documen(‘ lt ls. in our opinion, repIete with -

el Dr Lowensteln declares “Its (the NNC's), operatlonst
6, thwugh ‘the em&of 1974 have been marked
¥ tively smaﬂ nt ber of’ substantlve complalr)g agalnst tﬁc

’

. media.”: He, th nosays: s
* “By Décenlber 1974, the NNC had officially docf(ctcd

bnng rullngs agalr;st ‘the media- . ,. R
. (O)nly éight of:the, cases” 50,
the NNC could be called substantiv whlle five afe s0
- frivolous. as to brmg .into questlon they ever came
[ ‘before the:NNC for a decision™. ". . ’
% “One can only conclude that the general run of com-
uplmnts is to. vnal thag\s‘ometlmcs the least trivial are,con®
"% 'sidered, by cpmparlspn -decefit candldates for NNC ac-
; (tont
[ Comment Dr. Lowensteln docs not either recogmze or.
ﬁnd it supportive ‘of Ris negatlve -conclusions and there-
..“fore does not bother to polnL out here that 1) since time
tmmamdﬁal -newly created’ ad]udchtory bodies have in
their’ earhest _deliberati ns given’ definition to Joth_sub-

far ay udlcated by

;'-';_- Rtantive and procedural aspects, of "complalnts"~ and 2) - From this tablel Dr.. Lowensteln s fates that the
T i'educlngvthe cenc(uslons in such deliberations‘to writing ~ British and.Swedish Press’ Councils® staff “a ﬁarently do
T _not only sfacll;tat,es the ‘'work of  the Councnl by providing -* - not docket cases for adjudication unless-tlere is a strong *

- 1. somedegree of coﬁsnstency but also clarifies the operations
-of the,,Councll for: a‘ll.who jmay brlng complalnts to its at-
_ “fention in the future.”

b ﬁr Lowenstein seems, to thlnk that in order to be dock-
| leted, a complamt should be-of a welghty naturel—as to..
T the ‘substance of the complaint only. ‘He does not ac }\mowl-
_A"N) . edgp. that questions regarding purview and speclﬁclty may
‘.‘ ultl ately prove to'be at least equally weighty.

DOWenste'ﬁ overlooks many of  the reasons why

’.I ;o
t&’ "299 dt” the '350' complaints rever weie"brought before the,

" full Councll ‘teasons which- have included. not only ‘lack
ot purview, but also lacks of spetifics; lack of stgnatures
or -addresses, lack of any subst&nce whatsoever; plus the
;act ‘tha't ,some dealt only -with expressnons of edttoml

b S .

- i'dockete by thé Couneil “were Substantial enoughsto bri‘ng

- of Callforma. put it this “WRy: L e Con

_rulings

“media cap be *

gainst - the medla. ‘Dr.. Lowenstein.  clearly is

overlooking the f.
‘sﬁ%stanual" too. The Council's first chair-

man, Roger J. Traynor, former Chnéf Justice of. the State

Why should the media not be vmdlcatcd when they <

are unfairly’ attagked? ~ ., .

.arelas *

' 51 ¢ases,. only four of whlch were' substantlal enough to &

To cntncnze ;the Council for its: preponderance of de-

c:sxon§ upholdlng the media is to deny that the .media’s .

Fifst. Amcndment rights should bé+defended.. By | ventllat-
-ing such attacks, even though some may be, in Dr. Lowe
stein’s view “trivial”. the Council is. helping to edticate tE
public fo ufiderstand the meanlng of a free press,. and‘the
failure of the pEgss in general to properly present the case
for press freedom' to the public has led, in many- natlons,
to a loss of press freedom. The Council’s reasos, for being

“to gerve the#public irterest in presen/lng fneedom of .
commumcatlon and advanclng accurate andifeu' .reportleg
of news._ .

Componmn with Otlm- Punh Councils

- br. Lowenspln preg\s a table in wh _thhe compares
the NNC’s disposition of cases to those of two other press
councils, showing that the-NNC upheld ‘ten, per cent -of

the cases that it receivdd, as ’againstythe British Press. -

Council's uphdlding 6f 42 per cent.of the. cases it received

in"1972, and the Swedish Press Council’s: upholdlng of 65 .

per cent of the casey it recelved in 1974.

-chante that thelr councils will find Yor the ‘complainant.”

By jmplication, “he is saying th/a;t in order for the NNC to’
be worthwhile -if would have to find agah‘tst the medla in’

~ a significantly hlgher percentage of cases!

" Britain and Sweden, réspectively Q.v_vh
within " its purvrew only the natlonal news media. The
" likelihood of receiving more complaints, and of upholding
.a hlgher percentage of those received and adjudicated.

-Comment: Such an impplication ; ove,(looks lmportant

factors.

He: ignores the fact that the British and Swedlsh Press

councils have under their purview 'all of the press of Great
offas the NNC has

when a council is dealing with levels of professional com-

~petence from the lowest to the hlghest is far. greater than’

ct that Council opinions uphéldmﬂ the ..~

c/.
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~ when a council- is dealing only with the upper levels. ‘This

is not to say .that competence does not exist among ‘the
non-national press in this nation. It,does, indeed, and in

- profusion.. ‘Nor does it suggest that within the media that

the NNC purvnews (the national disseminators of news)
. lapses of f
not exist. They do. -

Dr. Lowensicin also overlooks the fact' that the British
Press Council' was' founded in 1953, and the Swedish -
_ Press-Council in 1916. It stands to reason that, their long
~ record of performanee has led to well defined rules of pro-
cedure regatding purview and specrﬁctty ‘in their, own par-
ticular situations. Case records built up through 22 and
59 years of operations, respectively, quite naturally lead
to- a resolution of many complaints without recourse to
council action. For 21 months the NNC has been reﬁmng

. its own proeeduru and burldrng its; own cade record rn

- light of its own particular situation..

. Dr. Lowenstein would represent the low percentage of
oomplatnts upheld by the NNC during its first .16 months
of operattons as due to. the general run of complaints be-
ing “so trivial that somettmes,.}he Ieast trrvral are consid-
- ered, by companson. t tandidates for NNC action.”
Other observers, inoluding the Ethics Committed of the
American -Society gf Newspaper Edttprs have suggested
just the opposit

complaints before

lecttng the few on whtch it chooses
to develop a positign.:

1974, Dr. Lowenstein finds the largest Aumber has involved
-the metworks, primarily the three major television net-
works, He goes on to say, “One difficulty in handling such
- cases is that erTors are more often perceived than actual
since the viewer is unable to review what he has just seen.’

Such complaints present the Council with the oppot-'

Jtmtty to clanfy the viewers' erroneous perceptions sim- :
- ply by, reviewing, the transcnpts and/or tapes of the pro- o

grams involved. Before such a review occurs, however, it
generally is- |mposslble to determine. whether the matter
complamed about was stmply perceived or actual Either

- way the Council is servrng the publtc interest through

clanﬁcatron. o _
c oo L » e e :(

‘theh'.

> Dr. Lowenstern,lmplres that the NNC was beattng a . .

dead 'horse when it undertook to examine a complaint
bought to it by the National Conference of. Editorial
Writers . involving  free-lance writer Victor- Lasky. Mr.
Lasky hid received a fee of $20,000 from: the Committee

rvencs to rnaccuractts and unfairmess do )

hat the. NNC s carefully and ‘cau-
tiously ‘establishing [its precedents and is examining many -

.

-

NCEW saw fit to bring an oﬂicrn complaintsto the Coun-
cil's Freedom of the Pgess Commi{tee which, after a pub-
lic hearing, secured unanimous Co weil backing that the

complaint ‘be upheld; that there was \an appearance of a .

conflict of intetest, and that in such “cases full disclosure
would be in the ingerest of
of NCEW, several syndjicates now ask such disclosure.

When three other cases involving possible conflicts

.of interést by three other syndicated columnists were "

hrought to the Council’s attention, 'the Council fssued a

- “Statement on Geperal Ethics™ i whtch it declared, “It is
. the Council's view that every joumaltst should either re; -

frain from commenting upon matters in which he ot she

hns a familial ‘or financial interest or make those rnterests
so clear there can be no misunderstanding.”

© - Dr. Lowenstein declares that these cases “had already.
- begn ventilated in newspapers_ and. the trade piéss.”

Whether they had, or had not is immaterial. They were
cited as examples ‘in a statement of policy which the
Council believed -would sérve as a guide for the future to
columnrsts. syndrcates and. editors.

The ' Ethics Committee of the American Society of

. Newspaper Editors apparently agreed &vrth the Council's

statement when it declared in rts repo
sued in April, 1975: "

The * Council served wumalrsm parueularly
well, in our view; by inquiring into possible con-
flicts of interest of-four syndicated columnists and

on the NNC, is-"

. proposing fo news syndrcates a "Statemer2 of Gen-

eral Ethrcs e .

[y

Iuln of Procedure -

Dr Lowenstein adopts a genera negatrve attrtude to-
wazd ‘certain changes made by the/NNC in its Rules of )
Procedure, In dorng so, he oveflooks the fact that i in any
new organization it is essential that procedures be exam-
ined constantly and -that ¢hanges be made whenever they
appear to be necessary for efficient and éffecfive operitions.

. Sometimes such changes are for the purpose of clarifica-

tion, or of- stmplrﬁcatton Sometimes they are ma ré-
flect practt es.that have evolved out of ggxperiencé. An
el : ave proved to
hfusing, or outmoded, i unsqund, to say
“ s - ’ * ‘ .
kes of clarification only, the Council
hanges that include 1) a redefinition of

IR st simply “aational?, 2) news published
[ regional media’ when that ‘hews has

achreved attention, as, when oné or more news-

" a different geographtt;al area without recourse to distri-

“to Reelect the Prelident while at the same fime .he was

writing -a 'syndicated colurhn for the North American,
Newspaper ' Alliance - dealing” Iargely with politics. The ™
Council
closed thix fact to NANA, and that NANA‘ should thus.
have infor its client newspapers
“ln point of fact,” Dr. Lowenstein declares, “Lasky
m thoroughly roasted by the American_press long
fore the NNC tumed. its attentior to the case.”
Comment: It is highly debatable, indeed doubtful, that
Mr. Lasky had been “thoroughly roasted” by the press fol- .
«lowing disclosure of the payment. But even if he had been,

[ . PR .

gd declared that Mir. Lasky should have dis- . -

.» . lieved was

“bution by-a national news organization, 3) consideration
‘of editorial comment when information cnttcal to the edi-
toria} -thrust is under dispute. - - ; - - o

" The Jitter change came about when 3 newspaper read-
‘er com atned régarding an editorial opinion that he be-

‘editorial. As it ‘turfed out, the figures were wt'onz, antd-
. later were corrected, but the erroneous figures were not
_critical to the editorial thrust and the complatnt was there-
 fore dismissed. The Council has not brought edttortalgoprn-
ion into its purview. Indeed, on several occasions it has
clearly encouraged such expression of opinion. '

~

&ditorial integrity. At the behest’

Rude “newspapers significantly national in -

© d . N .
/\ . ¢ : o . .
. . .' . . b

a news report from. another newspaper mv_ _

wn_from erroneous figures.used.in the same . -
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Rgfe’rﬂﬁd t{) anol'hc'r change in procedures which en-

" ables a complainant to- write ‘to the Council without first

informing the news orgdnization, Dr. Lowenstein contends
that the mew procedure “endourdges a complainant to
bring a third party into the dispute. The consequence, for

" a news organization, is.zl?dditioqal paperwork and sincreas-

+ . ing possibility that minor disagreements w_ilN;ecpmc larger

their local editor or news diredtor.

_asksis ‘that the news.org

“larged.

ones.” .

Dr. Lowenstein is ignoring the fact that a third party—

namely the NNC——cduld;concéivébly help to clarify a

eomplaint that would otherwise be unresolvable in corres-

pondence between'a complainant'and a news organization.
e also ignores the fact that many complaints that are

‘totally, lacking in substance, or in specifics, are seplied to
. directly by the Council's staff, without ever l3eing forward-
ed to the news organization. Then, .too, as was .explained’

to D_r; Lowenstein during his interview with the Council’s
staff, some persons who have a complaint simply do not
know the address of the organization, such as a natjppal

ve no problem

to comphain.’ They genérally -

. news sefvice or a syndicate, _okthe proper person to whom

in finding

This change ‘in procédure in no way involves a news
organization in additional papefwork. All that the Council
ization send it .a copy of any
response it cares to make|to a complainant whose letter
has been forwarded by the Counil. If the response satis-

" fies the_complainant, the exchangeis ended. If the com-

plainant is not satisfied with the response, the matter riiay

~go to the Council's,.Grievance'Commltte'é for its' recom-

mendation to the full Council. The procedure® by. which
a_ complaint may be sent directly to the Council, therefore,

“spegds review of *such - complaints. M‘Lnor disagrecements
either are diminished or ,e“Ximinated._They are not en-

Signing of o Waivor' '

.Dt. Lowenstein finds it “pérh:{p’s understandable” that |

the Council changed its Rules of Procedure regarding the
requirement that a complainant waive the right to bring
future court or administrative actiorf on the subject matter

of his complaint. Whether the- Council will require sucha

a waiver.is now discretionary due, in part, as Dr. Lowen-
stein rightly acknowledges, to the fact that few complaints

thus -far docketed have involved “anything remotely ap- -

proaching libel.” Furthermore®not every-complaint against

* a broadcast network has ghe potential of future ,JFCC ac- .
- tion. However, he finds the change.a “danger” in that ‘it

makes the NNC procedures looser than they were before,”
and that “the one rcal safeguard against the NNC's_being

used as a discovery agent for a future libel case of FCC

’

complaint has been relaxed.”

1 safegdiard” is

action. To term the waiver the “one.
uncil cannot,

utterly ridiculous.’ It is a" deterrént. The

it complaints invelving the electronic mgdia, . prevent
other people who object to the program in/question from

complaining to the ECC and -perhaps even using informa-
tion discovered by the NNC in handling their complaint:

-

. Six Cases Cited . . o
‘Dr. JLowenstein cites six cases as illustrations of “the "~

effect of changes in the Rules of Procedure. While  the

" new procedures were followed in each case,’the Council's .

Q
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- finding, upholding the Tinpes” Overkidked’ by
. stein is the fact that because us¢ of the waiver now is dis- -

" ley, who employs Mr. Gavin.

\ . . ) : . . ‘.
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onclusions were not affected by the change in proccdurc's.'

Ihdeed, the handling was mere cxpediiioys because of the
changes. For example: ' PN ,

| William F. Gavin, a special assistifrg}wé--ﬁen. James L.
Buckley of New 'York, complained to*$h#:(ouncil that in
sevien. specific articles the New York Times had identifiéd

> polifdeians or private. citizens who had opposed abortion -
laws as Roman Catholics. Mr. Gavin said that pcople who
werp in.favor of abortion laws-were not idcntified by reli- -

gion| in tﬁg_ar!icles and that this was an attempt to preju-
dice\readers against the anti-abortion arguments. .
. . Mr. Gavin complained dirccﬁy ‘to the Council. He did

“not sign a waiver. The Coungil belizved a waiver wag not

necessary in this case: It forwarded the coniplaing“to the
Times. The Times refused to coopgrate, not becglise there
wis no waiver, but because it oppOses ie NN(C. Never-
theless, the Council was able (as it has Been in other cases
involving the Times) to study the complaipt an

cretionary the Council was able to prqceegl._,\yitlg, its study
of this complaint and reach z-conélusion."And from the
Council's beginning it has reédgnized that it would not al-

' ways receive céoperation from some news organizations.

The Rules of Procedure alwdys have'given' the

Council the
ability to handle such complaints! :

v

\ Dr. Lowenstéin indicates that.in _ggn‘dling.the-cdrﬁpiaini :

of Mr. Gavin against the Times, William A. Rusher, a

. Council memper, should ‘have disqualified himself-ofrom

of iaterest. Mr. Rusher is. publisher of National Repiew,

the discussions and voting because of a possible cTict

‘whose editor is' William Buckley, brother of Senator Buck-

AR

w Com'meht; Dr¥ Lowenstein has 'raised a -fundamental k

issue. The question_here is whether the Council is better
off to haye among its members individugls whe are ex-
tensively 'involved in national affairs themselves, or wheth-
er it would be better to confine membership on the Coun--

il to_persons who have few commitiments or cConnections .

and thus ‘will have to disqualify themselves only rarely, if
at all. - A . .

The Council obviously feels that the former is the
_wiser course. Of course, if-a member, is-closg'ly ‘identified
with a cause of individual who is before it in connection
with 'a complaint, the member wilk te asked to disqualify
himself. Several have done so, voluntarily, in particular
instances. But to ask’Council members to disqualify them-

" selves because (as ‘in this instance) they ‘are assocfated
- - " with someoné” who is related to someone else who is_in
_** Comment: It is difficult to find “danger” in a change .. “turn the employer of the complainant is to diminish the'
‘whéreby a waiver is not required in cases that clearly ’ e

contain no possibility of future court or administrative -

effectiveness of .the Council’s operations. : '
‘The_fAissing Phcno'C.sll’ ‘ ' z | k.4 :
:We fail to'se¢’any connection between changes in pro-
cedures and the case cited by Dr. Lowenstein involving a
.complaint .by John Carter, a. stockbroker, against the
Wall Street Journal. The news report in question had de-
clared that Mr. Carter tould .not be reached for comment

"“on a report involving him in an SEC action. He com-

plained to the Journal and to the Council. The Journal
responded to theé Council, The C_dun:il dismisscd the com-
plaint. on the basis of that response. e
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The Out-of- Couumtmm’ ¢

In dtscusstng a complaint brought 1o the Coun¢il by
Accurncy in Media against Jack Anderson, the syndicated
columnist, Dr. Lowenstein asks, * “Where will it end if the
NNC moves beyond considering the, factual truth of .a par-
ticular statgment ‘and into, the rc.tlm of whether the truth-
ful stnterhent was taken out of coniext, giving_ it a different
meaning?” "AIM had complmncd that Mr, Anderson, in 2
“column about the International Police Academy; had taken

statements out of context from foreign students’ papers, ;'

and force when interrogating suspects. S
Comment: How does Dr. LoWenstctn define a. “factua
“truth™? Surely. a statement taken out af context to the end
.that. the - tntent is completely “distorted must be. in the:;
eyes of most* peqpl , somewhat less than “truth{nl”. The
Council has consi red the degree of distortion the ulti-
mate issue. Dr.. stein apparently does not recogyize
that the question -of degree is of the essence to the C un-
cil's deliberaiions. If Pr. Lowensiein was citing this case
as an exampfe of what now occurs since the wording of
, the Rules of P.rocedure regarding -editorial comment has
been : changed. it "isn't TherCounctIs conclusion wouid
presumab y have been the same under the old wdrding.

Regarding the role of AIM itself, Dt Lov»(engtetn seems_

making it appear that the students favored usrng\t:reah ;

- to think that the Council should know “precisely who js

» Council?

makmg the complamt . This ignores the fact thatthe com-
plaint itself is the' issue, not who _is’ complalntng The*
Councnl is obligated to, receive complatnts from ‘‘any, per-
son -or organjzation, prtvate or public.” Where -does’ .Dr.
Lowenstein draw the llne"ﬁhould the Council pterce the’
corporate veil of every corpoate. complatnant ncws or-
ganization, and third p party providing information to the
ll\IS for othéfs*to investigate AIM, lf they s0
. désire. . 3

1t mhy be useful to note again what the Ethtcs ‘Com-

Lmittee of the American Socicty of Newspaper Editors had

te say rega_fdtng complatnts from AIM:

B certatnty vtrue that Accuracy in Medla, re- .
garded by many as a.special interest group, has. .
been' vigorous in bringing com})lalnts to the Coun-
cil. But the source of complaints seems to us to be
of little concern. The Council staff- assidyously ex- -

amines the merits of each complaint, no -matter
; from what source. - ., ~
. 'Trouble in_Paradise’ : e . N

.

Dr. Lowenstetn goes on at length about the Council’s

* waiver policy in commenting on a_complaint by John Hay-

RIC. . = 7

don, former governor of Amertcan Samoa, that an NBC

“Weekend” ségment about American Samoa Wwas inac-
curate and “designed deliberately to malign the §§amoan
people, the admtnlstratton of the territory, the | epart-

ment of Interior.”” _ . .
Mr. Haydon camplained dtrectly to the NNC whtch

" » forwarded the complaint to NBC together with inform

" that Mr. Haydon had signed a waiver. In: fefusing t co- N
. operate with the,Council, NBC cited the w . as A very
g by your -

small reassurance ifdeed. Any publnhed _
Council can be quoted by anybody in oppos%g the license
renewal--that is, the ability to do busmess—oﬁ any of th
more than 160 statrons whnch carrted the program

. 'g_‘

_of the waiver,
waiver in this case was “¢ssentinlly meaningless” hardly

K « '
[N (

Comment:
overstatement a§ to the practical effects and insignificance

ven Dr. Lowenstein's comment that the

jtbeq ‘with_ his- previous statement that it is “the one real

The NBC lelter ‘was ‘quite harsh and an

safeguard " If Dr. Lowenstein had studied the transcript '
of’ the_ program, ‘or viewed the tape (which® NBC later \

supplted) he would have realized that it is highly unlikely
anyone ‘other than' the complainant would brtng an FCC
action based on this program.

1t is true there are problems’ with the waivgr—bnt Dr.’

" Lowenstein unqucstlonlngly accepts the statement of a nei-

work executive, hardly an unbiased expert If one accepts
the comments 6f Dr. Lawenstéin, in.this case, the oply
conclusion. ‘wduld- be: that the 'Council should - no longer
take complatnts agalmt television and radio. Certainly, if
the Council were in. fact to‘eliminate TV and radio from *

“

Cts purview, 'thcre would be charges that it was sipgling - !

the print ‘edia out while ignoring the ntedia tftat pro--  _

vides a majorrty of Americans’ with their news.

. The Mon-Spexific Complaint’ . ,

“y Dr. Lowenstéin describes as ““one of the stran‘ge:& cases ,
. so:far docketed by the NNC" the complaint of James V.

Swift, vice president of the Waterways Journal of St. Louis,
Mo . against the New York Times other unspecified ;
pubhcattons “The complaint, such ‘as it \yas, dealt with a
recent article” Whlch was “derogatory to the use of

the possrbll_ty of oil pollution.”

Dr. Lowenstein says, “Despite: {untim tnesswand fail- '

plaint for reference to the Caquncil. The C nc‘tl members,
‘without dissent,.accepted this case for"furth )
hasts added)  ® .
Comment, Dr. 'Lowenstetn
case “strange” because regular
The discussion at the Council
plaint was initially introduced
stein attended), was exceedingly cortslsttng only of
a statement from the-staff that the comp nt ‘had been
asked to supply specifics to back up his complaint, but, al- -
though he -had said he would do so, they ha (not yet:
been supplied.. What dissent was negessary? -

and whtch Dr.

One would think from reading Dr. Lowenstern s writes -

ere was -
that date -
to the Council members: Considering the "occupation of :

" up that lengthy debate had taken place and t
no reason to justify presentirig the complaint a

the complainant and his initial cogrespondence, the staff
felt it had reason to believe that. this potential complaint
would not die for faijure to purSue on the part of the
complatnant and it was therefore docketed.

'Puti:ido Covﬂcge .

TWo residents of San Francnsco charged that the AP
and. the New York Times “failed to, report stgntﬁcant de-
tails,” and that the editing by ‘certain newspapers of wire
service copy about-an Environmental Protection Agency
, ban of two widely used’ pesttcndcs was faulty both as to,
’ placement and content. = . - -

Dr. Loweénstein’ “says “This sort ‘of blpnket criticism
would seem’to be a.‘good candtdate for screening out by
the NNC staff,?*= - %

Co;nment The N staff spent consnderable_ time re-

' Vtewrng the complaift and the clippings submitted lh an
attempt to dc!ermtnc if there had been an, abuse ot‘ “edi- -

. . s
. . B
. L

Lowen- .

:

A

a

\

b

.
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" 4 ..
torial discretion. It was the stafl’s opinion that there had .
not been, except in-onc instance and that routside’ the
Council’s purview. After a brief discussion, the Council
members . agreed and accepted the staff’s recommended .
conclusion that the complaint was unwarranted. :
We disagree with Dr. Lowenstcin's opinion that the'
staff should have screened out this complamt and that the
complaint itself - was “blanket criticism.” Council discus-
sion cited for the public record the important point that
editing of hationally distributed ‘newsKreports can
rdl:?.tt)‘t the meaning of such reports. .
IThe Ncwlu ond’ CBS Eveni iing News'

Dr. Lowenstein declares that the Jrouncil “voted to in-
vestlgate the methodology” of an Institute for American
~ Strategy stud of CBS Evening News on national defense
topics duririg’ 1972 and 1973. He. also declares that the

ot

 NNC voted to investigale the coverage. He_is wrong on

.. rboth counts. .

P

~ Comment: The decision at that meeting was ' that the
staﬂ' would pursue its discussion with both CBS and TAS
in'an attempt to determine whether the Council could or
shonld take, the case. : :
. 1t should be noted here that at its April 8 meeting, the
COUI'ICII -voted not to entertain the complalntx because T1AS
- would not sign a waiver, :

Conclusions of Dr Lawenstein ‘_ '

Dr. Lowensteln declares. “a basic -handlcap of the

,\‘ NNC has been' its lack of acceptance by the American

]

. councils elsewhere are funded by the metia.-

Q

F

press.” Elemengs of the press itself’ ‘have recognized this;
. they have offdred constructive crmclsm as to how accep-
‘tance may come about. The ASNE's Ethics. Committee,
“for example, believes that the Council deserves much more
attentlon Heres how that committec put it:

The Nataonal News Council's “integrity is to
date. without question. Although. the Council after

18 months has not finally established a record on

which it can stand or fall, it has nevertheless estab-

lished a record that dserves much more attcntlon
than either edltors or the public have so far given

lt N .

By lmpllcatlon Dr. Lowensteln secms to believe that
the Council’s effectiveness (and therefore its acceptance)
suffers because a ma;onty of its members are not jour-’
nalists. He declares, “It isithe only news council in th
world in which the majority of members are not iournal
ists and it is one of the few not funded by journalistic
organlzatlons " He is wrong in that there are press councils,
_in the Canadian Province-of Ontario and yn the State of
Minnesota, for example, that do not have
journalists as members. He is right in that

He declares that “a major objective of the. NNC is to
win the respect and confidence of the news medip.” That
s a major objective. The most important objective, how-

ever, is to strengthegethe confidence and respéct of the

public in the mgdia itself. By so colng, the- public mterest
mﬁsemd through .the maintenance of a free press.’

Dr. Lowenstein says that the Council “is' unlikely tq
accomphsh that goal (respect and confidence of the media)
if it weakens its #ecord with trivial cases and forces’ news- .

. men ta waste their time refuting marglnal complaints:”

As noted in specific instances earlier in this, paper, we
dlsagree with Dr. Lowenstein’s c(ﬁttentlon thatv the, Coun- ‘

. '
B

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TN

" .- Women of the A

FOI REPORT NO. 0017

B . . .
o~ . ‘ .
.o . * .
. . 3

NNC APPRAISES AN APPEMSAL

cil has dealt with trivial cases..Tn its ncwncqs the Councll

| : | | % s.'

must establish précegents for its decisions. "And his rcfcr~=

ence to forcc is ludicrous, The Councll cannot fdrce ,any- .

one—newsmen or .others—to do anything.’ -

He rcfers to the Councll as ‘“onc more n noynng'

agency,"”
implication that there is something governme al ‘about
the Council. There is nothing governmental a
it is {an agency only. in the sense that. it h}s a’ staff and
membBers, indepéndent citizens who serve v I'untarlly. and-

"to whom no one is compelled to answer. <

embers, of the Council are grateful. lndced to| Dr:

~Lowe steln.for calling them “goBd’ pcoplc-——quah(y §our-

nalists ‘and laymen.” But his®following comment, 'that '
“they are, for the most part, lightweights compared to thc
people ind the media for whicli they sit in judgment
does not accord with the facts.

‘Members‘and Advisers of the Natmnnl Ncws Council

are:

—Stanley H. Fuld, Chalrman. formcr Chief Judgc
of thé Court of Appeals and of the State of ’fzfe\v
York.”

——Robert B. McKay. V|ce-Cha|rman ‘Deaj of th
"New York University an School and Direct
of the Aspen Institute's”. Program+ on Justice,
Saciety and the Individual.

—Loren F. Ghiglipne, Secretary, - Edltor and Pub-
lishér of tht Southbridge, Mass'lchusettv. Even- .
ing - News. >

« —William- A Rusher Treasurcr Publlshcr of. the
Nationdl “Review.. Ny

—William H. Brady, Ir, Wisconsin businessman,
President: W. H. Brady Company. Milwaukee,
Wisconsin.

* .. —Joan Ganz Cooney. President of the Chlldrens

. Television. Workshop, whlch created “Sesame
Street™. - .

——lrvnng Dilliard, formerly Editorial Page Edi.or
-of, the St. Louis Post-Dispatch; Emeritus’ Pro-'

fessor of Journalism, Princeton University. L

—Dorothy R. Height, Director of the Racial Justice
Center of the Young Women's Christian Associa-
tion of ‘the United States and Eresident. of the '/
National Council of Negro Women. , :

——Mary T. (Molly) lvins, Co-Edntoyof the . 7exav
Observer. )

'—Rev. James M. Liwson, Jr “Pastos .of Ho

' United Methodist Church, Los' Angeles, Cali
fornia, and leader of the non-vnolcnt civil rwhts
" movemeént.

/—Ralph M. Otwell, Mazgmg'Edltor of the Ch|~

© cago.Sun-Times; ‘formér Prejdent ’I/’he}Soc ety {

) of ProfessiQ%al Journalists;. Sifgna Delta Ch’?
—Ralph, RenicR, Vice President News Direclor

of WTVJ, Mimi, Florida. T
—Sylvia Roberts, Baton Rouge, Louis{na‘,' at-
torney, who heads the Committee on Rights. for .
erican Bar Association’s Sec-.
ights,and is President of the
Edv*tlon Fund .of the Na-

/! |

~ tion on Individ

. Legal Dcfeénse an

- tioal Organization- for Women.

—R. Peter -Straus, President of 3% Communh
cations, * I_nc.,"which operafed " Jradip station

t it. and,

l

"to which the networks smust answer,. le; |ng the °

i
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. ", accuracy or. fairness in a’ televusnon news program or doc- :
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WMCA 4n New York City.

Advisers to the Council are: LA
—Norman E. Isaacs, President and Publisher, The
News-Journal Co., Wilmington, Delaware; Edi-
tor in Residence at the Graduate School of Jour-
nalism, Columbia University. | .
—S8ig Mickelson, Professor of Journnllsm at North-
. western University, EvYanston, 1llinois; newly:
named hedd of Radio Frece ‘Europe and Radio
Liberty; former presudcm of CBS News.
.—Mario -Obledo, formcrly Chief Administrative
and Legal Officer of the Mexican: Amecrican Le-
‘gal mfmnnd Educational Fund; now Secre-

! Id
’

v

tary of ealth qnd Weltare Agerty, State of
California

—Merlyn S. Pitzele, cducntor. editor, cconomlst
author, former labor adviser to President Dwight
D. Eisenhower.

—Rqger J. TFraynon! former Chief Justice of “the
Cnllforma Supreme Court and first Council -
-Chairman. . _

—Herbert Wethsler, Profcssor of 'Ln\wnt Columbia
can Law lnstrtutc;

Dr. Lowenstcin reaches a conclusion that Councll

members involved in the electronic media “perhaps hnvc.

no real grasp of -the prpblems of print, and vice vessa.

He apparently .ignores the fact that the Council i3 made

up of a distinguished majority of publlc menibers, sup-

plemented by equally distinguished representatlves of. the
print and electronic media. They talk among themselves,
and their dccisions ‘are collective ones, representlng
sights and contributions of all the members. It is in

uous to sifggest that no one other_than a teleyision news- -

3 -

‘man or executive is compe(ent to c(;\ilder prob'ems of, -

umentary. .
" Regarding the problem Yf money, ‘the - Task Force
which unanimously ‘recomqénded .establishment of -the
Coyncil did hope that no moré than 25 per'cent of the

. needed funds would come fron¥ a single source, but hopes

are not always realized. To say that the Council “apparent-
. ly believes: it must prove torathese foﬁnd.x ions’ (that do

University and Exccutive Dlrcctor of the Amerl- v

A}

- press nqte, then

J

mel'c

: Y

' : ?

-zupporl n) that n press council is néeded, and’ the proof
lies in the number of cases handled,” is to denigrate.every,
man and woman, Council member or staff, who has de-
voted so much time and cflort to this organzation. Also it..
is his opinion that “the foundations are the constituency
of the NNC, not the public or the press.” Such a com-
ment. in a docvment bearing the name of one of Aderi-’
ca's finest schools of journahsm. is unworthy.

Dr. Lowenstein/ states that “the NNC has changcd :

its scope and methods of operations significantly in the
last year without this fact bcing noted in the press.” If ye-
fining the Council’'s Rules of Procedure and internal nd-
ministrative functigns is n 'significant change, worthy of’
r. Lbwenstein is correc® We disagree.
ver, his statement would prompt’ the press to pay
ttention to the Council, that could We significint.

Dr\ Lowenstein, in conclusion, declares that the NNC
has approved ‘kg;port of its Purview Committce that the

If #ho

Council should Ypursu¢ the idea of going fully national,
/i.c.. broftdeningfits purview 'to include all df the nation’s
-news media. A fen5|b|||ty study was authorized, nothing

" more. That was in December. Extensive and intensive ex-’

/f

. Dated: May 6, 1975

aminations havg been conducted regarding the feasibility

of taking this step. For basically the samec reasons that
led the Council to confine its purview at the outset to the
natipnal néws+ media qﬂy-a—some ‘of which Dr. Lpwen-

stein cites—the dec;smn is not to go fully natlonal( How-’
ever, the Council is exploring other avenues to increase
its effectiyeness beyond that already achieved. It would
be remissA¥ it Hidn't. No organization can move ahead by
standing still.

e close by quoting from a’study of press counclls in
nited States published in the December, 1974, issue

the

Ritter and Matthew Leibowitz, both of the Ur.lverslty
of Miami: I of Law. The studysr sponsored jointly by
the American B,ar Assoc;atlon ‘and the Ford Foundation,
declared:

- The press should find, no fziult with the Ccmn%
from its first year’s perfformance; the pubhc shou
“find cause to_appldud”d mechanism which is ﬁnally
. defining press’[ nsibility in hard specifics: rat

" than easy gene . .
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the Duke Law Joxrnal and written by Professor John :



