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Lear Steve, S

Thsnks for your roundrobin meiling dated 8/30, I em procedding a}ong the
some line bdut e little differently, as I have been from the night of the first
CiS show, when I filed an im ediate demsnd. I will keep you informed, either
directly of through Msggie, to whom I have been sending copies of everything, 1 hsve
tro~hurriely prepoered & pege by Fege €ommentary on theee shows, of © more peraonsl
nyture bocsuse 1 think that spproprophiaste for a m.uzber of reasons, ons of which is
thet I sm the ownes® of a copyrightx, ;something most crities in their thinking do’
nbr consider. I think that in 8ddition to other things, OBS plrgierized. I do not
know if et th* proper time I will have counsel ‘available, but en ofrfhand opinion
by & publiehinz-fi-1ld lawyer is that they did, within the meanins of the law,
plagisrize in their hendling of sluarez (whnse integrity I hsve no resscn to questhbon)
8ad in taking vredit for themaslves for "their” diacovery 6f this hitherto une
disc~vered"rew ovidence” in the Xep film, tctually, Alvaerez in CBS mantioned no single
freme of the Zsp film, inclucing 281 end 227, that I did not earlier sc anslyze and
publish, There is no doubt of CBE3' knowledgs. )

Yeur point on "wide discretion” i1e sn excellent one. FCC 1s under great
pressurs on this, particulsrly on smoking end its posit loa ou that .

I would preiar that you regerd this es confidential, but 1 intend carrying
this further. I csnzo% yet go to the ¥CC for my svenuea® with CUS are not completely
elased, iy cocrespondonce with them (end meny ntheras)still continues, It is my plen
to get sn offieisl forum, sither befors the #CC or in & court in appealing their
Begutive decislon. Knowing thie, sgpghing sppropriste of whiea you think or thest you
knor cen be helpful snd I would appreciste this. If you have extra copiesz of sny of
the pertinent FEC decisi~ns and regulations to spsre, you cen save me this additionsl
work esnd cost et the appropriate momsnt.

I 30 keep those of s I can trust informed. What I em anwious to prevent
is not as much its usa by others es wmt I wnruld regerd ss 1ts misues, ss has slready
happened with other materisls. 1 hépe to be sble to arrsnge a Mtrir out there in

the near future, after copiea of Oswald in New Orleans sre in the booksetores, and we

poerhaps will then have a better op-ortinity to tslk. i'hen thie time cones, if there
is any help you can ofrer, that, too, will be rpprecisted.

You once wrote thet you plsnned coming h re in September. If this is

gtlll true and you «mmt went to work with some meterisls I havs discovered but hsve

not hed the opportunitr of exploiting, please let me know, I doubt if we will have
moved by then, but 1f we have end you are willingwto spend sn hour snf‘a -hsY# sssh

wey on the bus, I csn provide you with housing and mesls. It is not beyond possibility
thet I can slso arreange housing for you in Washington. I presume your finsncisl condition
mey require this, ‘et me know in time to try snd work something out, should you desire
it... The status of my own work is this: with no more interruptions then I cen now
anticipete I should finish the text snd sppendix notes forxthe next book in 15 dsys of
work. Osweld in “ew Orleens should be in distribution in = month. Psrallax, but without
their normel (5%S) distribution. We will be improvising 1t. 1 expect to be copyrighting
8 very limited Xeroxed edition of the cppendix, which Psrsllax is not now doing in the

' dditionel copies for
S0 SR BN TR He Ly, ot w0 cont, erox adatsions) eop
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CITIZENS’ COMMITTEE OF INQUIRY

BOX 150 380 WESTWOOD PLAZA Los Angeles, California 90024

STEVEN J. BURTON

GARY D. KUKES
Co-Chairmen LEER s

JACKIE PILCHER
Secretary

August 30, 1967

TO ALL CRITICS:

This is a report on our request cwweseseswest for time to
reply to the "CBS News Ingquiry: The Warren Report".

On July 7, Leon R. Brooks (Vice Presiaent and General Counsel)
replied to my telegram of July 5. This letter crossed in the
mails with my letter of July 13. Mr. Brooks refused the
request stating:

"We find no-basis for the charge that.signi- s
ficant viewpoints on any controversial issues
of substance were not given in the broadcasts.”

On July 20, I wrote to Mr. Brooks citing the premature nature
of his refusal and stating that I expected his reconsideration
in the light of my letter of July 13. On July 28, Albert
Hayden Dwyer (General Attorney) reiterated in two brusque
sentences CBS' refusal to grant our request.

At this point, I consulted with our attorney who advised us
to make a formal complaint to the PCC. On August 10, I éid
8o, outlining explicitly and in detaid exactly how the FCC
regulatinns apply to this case and enclosing copies of all
correspondence between myself and CBS. On August 25, Mr.
Ben F. Waple (Secretary) replied, statings

"The question before the Commission is whether the
licensee, in discharging his obligation under the fairness
doctrine, can be said to have acted within the wide
discretbon afforded it to make judgments in this area
of broadcasting journalism, Report on Editorializing
13 PCC 1246.

Given this standard we do not believe that the net-
work can be said to have exceeded that wide discretion
in the circumstances.”

In other words, the PCC has adopted a policy of non-reg-
ulation -- allowing the licensees to make all decisions
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independently of FCC regulations. I have since re-read the Riianind

Report on Editorializing and it contains no mention of
twide discretion' in this area (stations are given total
discretion in determining format and who will gresent
conflicting opinions).

So here the matter will end, with one last letter to Mr.
waple (ccs all commissioners). When I first embarked on
this venture, I fully realized the futility of such a move
andthe great improbability of success. These people simply
will not face the issues and will use any excuse, rational-
ization, perversion, or lie to avaid any semblance of jus-
tice. This, some of you had told me before and I did not

disagree -~ but slight hope, perhaps naive hope, was al- e

ways present as it always is.

Copies of all correspondence between myself, CBS, and the
FCC are available to you upon request.

Best wishes to all,
Steven J. Burton, Wf’ o

National Chairman,
Citizens' Committee of Inquiry




Trmmertttagreed that-certain - of ~the-criticisms were.not.frivolous..
stance, CBS News concluded that the Warren Commission should have

insisted on production of the autopsy x-rays and photographs.

GBS

C....;mbia Bro«.-casting Systert inc.

& aast 52 St

Ne» 7ok, Ne 2rk 10019

(¢ ° 8543

Le - = Broos -

V. -« -asider  and Generat Counsel

Dear Mr. Burton:

This is in reply to your telegram of July 5, 1967 to Dr. Stanton,
e Federal Communications Com-
+ha MaF ttew: bhroadcasts,

requesting an opportunity under th

mission's “airness Adort - T
A Che NEWS INQUlKY: “wune sarren ne ort.”
1%

Those broadcasts consisted of a four-part detailed examination of
major questions raised by critics of the Warren
on the assassination of President John F. Kennedy,
Commission's findings about events before,
assassination of the President and the murder of Lee Harvey
and elso criticisms of these findings.

Commission Report
reviewing the
during and after the

Bl

oswald,

In the course of its Inquiry, CBS News sifted the mass of evidence
considered by the Commission and the critics, conducted its own ex-

periments, and conducted separate int

erviews of certain witnesses,

critics and Commission members. In reaching its own conclusions as

to the persuasiveness of the Warren Report an

d of its critics, CBS

News agreed with the Report's main findings and, at the same time,

While, in reaching its conclusions,

of some of the critics of the Warr
anv charge st ‘% R :

For_in-_._ .

no basis for
=4 rayoraiagl is-

CBS News differed with the views
en Report, we find

sues of substa:. dere nobt gaiven in the pbroadcasts. Accordingly we

will not grant your request for time to respond.

Very truly yours,

Mr. Steven J. Burton

National Chairman

The Citizens Committee of Inguiry
North Hollywood, Californiu

July 7, 1967
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BOX 150 380 WESTWOOD PLAZA Los Angeles, California 90024

STEVEN J. BURTON

GARY D. KUKES
Co-Chairmen

CITIZENS COMMITTEE OF INQUIRY

s P N N

g s T -
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JACKIE PILCHER

Secretary

“Columbia Broadcasting.System, Inc.

July 20, 1967
Mr. Leon R. Brooks .
Vice President and General Counsel

51 West 52 Street
New York, New York 10019

Dear Sir: ' ‘ {

I received today your letter of July T, 1967 denying our request
for time to reply to your "0BS News Inquiry: The Warren Report.”

As you realize, your letter pre-dated my letter to Dr. Stanton
of July 13, 1967.

Since the major point of your letter is answered in full in my
jetter of July 13, I expect your reconsideration.

Sincerely yours,

T
NS TIREe

Steven J. Burton,

Kational Chairman,

Citizens' Committee of Inquiry

b s s §

e,
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Tetymbia ErOd"V‘nSY ing Syste g
)t Wast 52 Street
New York, New York 10019
112 765-4321
Albuit Hayden Dwyer ieneral Attimey
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Dear Mr. Burton:

This is in reply to your letter of July 13 to Dr. Stanton, which
elaborated on your telegram of July 5, eque°+ing an cpport.unity
under the Federal Communic:i'’ions Ccmmission's fairness doctrine
to reply to the CBS News broadcasts A CBS NEWS INQUIRY: "The
Warren Report".

We have considered that letter, your correction letter of July 15,
and your letter of July 20 to Mr. Brooks, and we again conclude
that there 1is no basis for the charge that significant viewpoints
on the controversial issues of substance were not given in the
broadcasts.

Very truly yours,

Mﬂﬂ/

ﬁ ) Mr. Steven J.

Tational Chalrman
Citizens! Committee of Inquiry
Box 150
380 Westwood Plaza
"'Los Angeles, California 90024

July ., 1407




BOX 150

CITIZENS' COMMITTEE OF INQUIRY
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380 WESTWOQOD PLAZA Los Angeles, California 90024

STEVEN J. BURTON

GARY D. KUKES

Co-Chairmen

JACKIE PILCHER

Secretary

August 10, 1967

Poderal Communications Commission
washington, D.C. 10554

Dear Sirss

Enclosed are copiaes of all sorrespondence between the Columbia
Broadcasting System, Inc. and the Citizens' Committee of
Inquiry oonscerning our request under the YCC "fairness doctrine”
for an oppertunity to respond to the "CBS News Inquiry: The
warren Report”.

Since CBS has refused our request with virtually no explan-
ation, the Citizens' Comxittee of Inquiry herely makes & formal
complaint to the Federal Communications Commisaion.

In accordance with the requirements for such & complaint set
forth in PCC 64-611, we submit thats

1) The station involved~is+*the -Columbia Broadcasting System.

2) The partiocular iassue discusaed over the air was the ass-
assination of President Kemedy. CRS Vice President Leon R.
Brooks descoribes the pmograms as a nfour part detailed exam-
ination of major questions raised by oritice of the Warren
Commission Report on the assassination of President Kermedy..."
(Appendix #4)

3) The programs were carried (in Los Angeles) on June 25, 26,
27, and 28, 1967 at 8:00 p.m. each evening (on station KNXT).

4) The basis for the olaim that the station has presented only
one side of the queation 1s contained in my letter of July 15,
1967 to Dr. Frank Stanton. (Appendix #2)

5) To my knovledge, the station has not afforded;=and has no
plans to afford, time for the presentation of contrasting
viewpoints. .
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In our opinion, there are two svenues by which FCC fairness
regulations apply to this case. One concerns the "fairness
dogtrine” alone. The other concerns the PCC Report on Edit-
orialising.

The "fairness doctrine” stipulates that a broadoast station

mst allow oonflicting points of view on controversisl issues

to be heard. It may be accurately stated that the "CBS News
Inquirys The Warren Report® presented only one point of view,
that supporting the conolusions of the Warren Report. Therefore,
fairness dictates that another point of siew, dissenting from
the conolusions of the Warren Report, must be hreadcast on

the CBS ,.mrko

Also, and independently, we subtmit that the CBS programs vers
sn editorial as defined in the FCC Report on Editorialising (seo. 11)s

#e-the use of radio facilities by the licensees
thereof for the expression of the opinions and ideas
of the licensee on the various oontroversial and
significant issues of interest to the sembers of the
gemsral public afforded radio (or television)
servioce by the particular station. In considering
Ahis problea it must be kept in mind that such
editorial expression may take many forms ranging
from the overt statement of the position by the
lioensee in person er by his acknovledged spekesmen
to the selection and sentation of tors

shar 's

_ Section 17 of the same report elaborates:

0 e g

*She basis for any fair consideration ef public issues

and pp’tioula.rly those of a confmpwersial nature, is
the ppuntation of nevs and information concerning
the basio faots of the controversy in as coaplete and
impartial a manner as possible. A licensee would be
sbusing his position as public truatee of these im-
portant means of mass communicatipn wvere he to with
from expression over his fwili*o relevant nevs e
facts concerning s controversy or to slant or distort
the presentation of such news.” !

This is preoisely what my letter of July 13, 1967 is = -
concerned with.

Furthermore, both the Editorializing Report and the 1960
Programming Statement make clear that a licensee 18 free
to editorialize, but that if he does, he must meet the
requirements of the fairness doctrine.



g U

(3)

In PCC 64-611, it is stated,

"In passing on any complaint in this area (fairness
dootrine), the Commission's role is...to deteramine vhether
the licensee oan be said to have acted reasonably '
and in good faith."

In his letter of July T, 1967, Vice President Brooks stateds

w_..we find no basis for anwy charge that the significant
visvpoints on any controversial issues of substence
wers not gimen in the grosdoasts. Aoooxdingly, we

will not grant your request for time to respond.”

(my emphasis) :

Assuming shat C28 would sot in good f£aith, this would mean
that if somecons else could find the required basis, then an

Lty o would be provided. Ve submit that my -
1etter of July 13, 1967 (Appendix #2) constitutes preef ef
sush & basis. It shows, to parsphrase the ¥CC Report off
Bditorislising, that GBS has used 1ts position as public
trustes of important means of commnication to withold from
expression over its facilities relevant facts conocerning &
contraoversy, and %0 slant and distort presentation of such
facts. B8inoe we have received ny reply to these charges other
than s reaffiraation of the statement Wy Nr. Brooks from
Albert Eayden Dwyer, General Counsel (Appemdix #6), ve must
oonolude that GBS has not aoted in good faith.

Therefore, we bring this issue 0D@LOl@ wvuc s oz 0y Lo
fair and just ruling.

We would appreciate gwift action in this matter because of the
nature of this particular controversy: It may be partially
resolved vhen New Orleans piatriot Attorney Jim Garrison
goes te trial in Ooctober.

1 ~

s )
Lo




FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554

e it e AUG 25 1967 YO THE SECRETARY
8330-S '
cB-566

Mr. Steven J. Burton

National Chairman

Citizens' Committee of Inquiry
Box 150

380 Westwood Plaza

Los Angeles, California 90024

Dear Mr. Burton:

This refers to your complaint of August 10, 1967 against
Columbia Broadcasting System and the copies of correspondence between
you and officials of that network concerning “The Warren Report® pro-
grams attached thereto.

We note that you contend that certain evidence was omfitted
and that in your view only one slde of the issue was presented, while
the network asserts that there is no basis for the charge that signifi-
cant viewpoints on any controversial issues were not presented.

But the question before the Commission is whether the licensee,
in discharging its obligation under the fairness doctrine, can be said
to have acted within the wide discretiom afforded it to make judgments
in this area of broadcasting journalism, Report on Editerializing,

13 F. C. C. 12L6.

~ Given this standard, we do not believe that the network can
be said to have exceeded that wide discretion in the circumstances.
Therefore, no action sill ve tasen by the Commission concerning this
matter.

Very truly yours,

Secretary

cc: Leon R. Brooks, Esq.

o A



