720          Case printouts to Accompany Business Law
Chapter 43:  administrative Law          719

Chapter 43

Administrative Law

Case 43.1

489 F.3d 444

C.A.2,2007.

United States Court of Appeals,Second Circuit.

FOX TELEVISION STATIONS, INC., CBS Broadcasting, Inc., WLS Television, Inc., KTRK Television, Inc., KMBC Hearstargyle Television, Inc., ABC, Inc., Petitioners,

v.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, United States of America, Respondents,

NBC Universal, Inc., NBC Telemundo License Co., NBC Television Affiliates, FBC Television Affiliates Association, CBS Television Network Affiliates, Center for the Creative Community, Inc., doing business as Center for Creative Voices in Media, Inc., ABC Television Affiliates Association, Intervenors.

Docket Nos. 06-1760-ag (L), 06-2750-ag (CON), 06-5358-ag (CON).

Argued: Dec. 20, 2006.

Decided: June 4, 2007.

POOLER, Circuit Judge.

Fox Television Stations, Inc., along with its affiliates FBC Television Affiliates Association (collectively “Fox”), petition for review of the November 6, 2006, order of the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) issuing notices of apparent liability against two Fox broadcasts for violating the FCC's indecency and profanity prohibitions.FN2 Fox, along with other broadcast networks and numerous amici, raise administrative, statutory, and constitutional challenges to the FCC's indecency regime. The FCC, also supported by several amici, dispute each of these challenges. We find that the FCC's new policy regarding “fleeting expletives” represents a significant departure from positions previously *447 taken by the agency and relied on by the broadcast industry. We further find that the FCC has failed to articulate a reasoned basis for this change in policy. Accordingly, we hold that the FCC's new policy regarding “fleeting expletives” is arbitrary and capricious under the Administrative Procedure Act. The petition for review is therefore granted, the order of the FCC is vacated, and the matter is remanded to the Commission for further proceedings consistent with this opinion. Because we vacate the FCC's order on this ground, we do not reach the other challenges to the FCC's indecency regime raised by petitioners, intervenors, and amici.

FN2. The petitions for review filed by Fox and CBS in Docket No. 06-1760 and ABC in Docket No. 06-2750 pertain to portions of a prior order by the FCC that has since been vacated. Accordingly, those petitions for review are denied as moot. The remainder of this opinion addresses the petition for review filed by Fox in Docket No. 06-5358.

BACKGROUND
The FCC's policing of “indecent” speech stems from 18 U.S.C. § 1464, which provides that “[w]hoever utters any obscene, indecent, or profane language by means of radio communication shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than two years, or both.” The FCC's authority to regulate the broadcast medium is expressly limited by Section 326 of the Communications Act, which prohibits the FCC from engaging in censorship. See47 U.S.C. § 326. In 1960, Congress authorized the FCC to impose forfeiture penalties for violations of Section 1464. See47 U.S.C. § 503(b)(1)(D). The FCC first exercised its statutory authority to sanction indecent (but non-obscene) speech in 1975, when it found Pacifica Foundation's radio broadcast of comedian George Carlin's “Filthy Words” monologue indecent and subject to forfeiture. See Citizen's Complaint Against Pacifica Found. Station WBAI(FM), N.Y, N.Y.,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=0001017&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1975028175"
 56 F.C.C.2d 94 (1975). True to its title, the “Filthy Words” monologue contained numerous expletives in the course of a 12-minute monologue broadcast on the radio at 2:00 in the afternoon. In ruling on this complaint, the FCC articulated the following description of “indecent” content:

[T]he concept of ‘indecent’ is intimately connected with the exposure of children to language that describes, in terms patently offensive as measured by contemporary community standards for the broadcast medium, sexual or excretory activities and organs, at times of the day when there is a reasonable risk that children may be in the audience. Obnoxious, gutter language describing these matters has the effect of debasing and brutalizing human beings by reducing them to their mere bodily functions, and we believe that such words are indecent within the meaning of the statute and have no place on radio when children are in the audience.

Id. at ¶ 11 (internal footnote omitted).

Pacifica appealed the FCC's order to the Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit. While that appeal was pending, the FCC issued a “clarification” order in which it specifically noted that its prior order was intended to address only the particular facts of the Carlin monologue as broadcast, and acknowledged the concern that “in some cases, public events likely to produce offensive speech are covered live, and there is no opportunity for journalistic editing.” ‘Petition for Clarification or Reconsideration’ of a Citizen's Complaint against Pacifica Foundation, Station WBAI(FM), N.Y., N.Y.,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1017&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1976027137"
 59 F.C.C.2d 892, at ¶ 4 n. 1 (1976) (“Pacifica Clarification Order”). The FCC stated that in such a situation, “we believe that it would be inequitable for us to hold a licensee responsible for indecent language.” Id.
Although acknowledging the FCC's additional clarification, the D.C. Circuit nevertheless concluded that the FCC's indecency regime was invalid. See Pacifica Found. v. FCC,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=350&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1977122398"
 556 F.2d 9 (D.C.Cir.1977). Labeling the Commission's actions censorship,*448 the court found the FCC's order both vague and overbroad, noting that it would prohibit “the uncensored broadcast of many of the great works of literature including Shakespearian plays and contemporary plays which have won critical acclaim, the works of renowned classical and contemporary poets and writers, and passages from the Bible.” Id.

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1977122398"
 at 14.
The Commission appealed this decision to the Supreme Court, which reversed in a plurality opinion. In its brief to the Supreme Court, the FCC stressed that its ruling was a narrow one applying only to the specific facts of the Carlin monologue. See Br. of FCC at 41-49, FCC v. Pacifica Found.,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=0000999&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1978167041"
 No. 77-528 (U.S. Mar. 3, 1978), 

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=0000999&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1978167041"
available at

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=0000999&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1978167041"
 1978 WL 206838. The Court took the Commission at its word and confined its review to the specific question of whether the Commission could find indecent the Carlin monologue as broadcast. See FCC v. Pacifica Found.,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1978139517"
 438 U.S. 726, 732-35, 98 S.Ct. 3026, 57 L.Ed.2d 1073 (1978). The Court first rejected Pacifica's statutory argument that “indecent” in Section 1464 could not be read to cover speech that admittedly did not qualify as obscenity. Id. at 739,98 S.Ct. 3026. Finding that obscene, indecent, and profane have distinct meanings in the statute, the Court held that the FCC is permitted to sanction speech without showing that it satisfied the elements of obscenity. Id.

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1978139517"
 at 739-41, 98 S.Ct. 3026. The Court then rejected Pacifica's constitutional challenges. The Court stated that “of all forms of communication, it is broadcasting that has received the most limited First Amendment protection” because the broadcast medium is a “uniquely pervasive presence in the lives of all Americans” that extends into the privacy of the home and is “uniquely accessible to children, even those too young to read.” Id.

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1978139517"
 at 748-749, 98 S.Ct. 3026. The Court therefore found that the FCC could, consistent with the First Amendment, regulate indecent material like the Carlin monologue. The Court then once again “emphasize[d] the narrowness of our holding ... We simply hold that when the Commission finds that a pig has entered the parlor, the exercise of its regulatory power does not depend on proof that the pig is obscene.” Id.

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1978139517"
 at 750-51, 98 S.Ct. 3026.

Justices Powell and Blackmun, who concurred in the judgment and supplied two of the votes necessary for the 5-4 majority,FN3 also emphasized in their concurring opinion that the Court's holding was a narrow one limited to the facts of the Carlin monologue as broadcast. Id.

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1978139517"
 at 755-56, 98 S.Ct. 3026 (Powell J., concurring). Foreshadowing the question now before us, they explicitly noted that “[t]he Commission's holding, and certainly the Court's holding today, does not speak to cases involving the isolated use of a potentially offensive word in the course of a radio broadcast, as distinguished from the verbal shock treatment administered by respondent here.” Id.

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1978139517"
 at 760-61, 98 S.Ct. 3026 (Powell J., concurring). Furthermore, citing the FCC's brief to the Court, Justice Powell stated that he did not foresee an undue chilling effect on broadcasters by the FCC's decision because “the Commission may be expected to proceed cautiously, as it has in the past.” Id.

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1978139517"
 at 761 n. 4, 98 S.Ct. 3026 (Powell J., concurring).

FN3. The four dissenting justices would have held invalid any attempt by the FCC to prohibit indecent (non-obscene) speech. See Pacifica,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1978139517"
 438 U.S. at 762-80, 98 S.Ct. 3026.

The FCC took the Pacifica Court's admonitions seriously in its subsequent decisions.FN4 Shortly after the Pacifica ruling, *449 the FCC stated the following in an opinion rejecting a challenge to a broadcaster's license renewal on the basis that the broadcaster had aired indecent programming:

FN4. At the time, the Commission interpreted Pacifica as involving a situation “about as likely to occur again as Halley's Comet.” Br. of Amici Curiae Former FCC Officials at 6 (quoting FCC Chairman Charles D. Ferris, Speech to New England Broad. Assoc., Boston, Mass. (July 21, 1978)).

With regard to ‘indecent’ or ‘profane’ utterances, the First Amendment and the ‘no censorship’ provision of Section 326 of the Communications Act severely limit any role by the Commission and the courts in enforcing the proscription contained in Section 1464. The Supreme Court's decision in FCC v. Pacifica Foundation, 46 U.S.L.W. 5018 (1978), No. 77-528, decided July 3, 1978, affords this Commission no general prerogative to intervene in any case where words similar or identical to those in Pacifica are broadcast over a licensed radio or television station. We intend strictly to observe the narrowness of the Pacifica holding. In this regard, the Commission's opinion, as approved by the Court, relied in part on the repetitive occurrence of the ‘indecent’ words in question. The opinion of the Court specifically stated that it was not ruling that ‘an occasional expletive ... would justify any sanction ...’ Further, Justice Powell's concurring opinion emphasized the fact that the language there in issue had been ‘repeated over and over as a sort of verbal shock treatment.’ He specifically distinguished ‘the verbal shock treatment [in Pacifica]’ from ‘the isolated use of a potentially offensive word in the course of a radio broadcast.’

Application of WGBH Educ. Found.,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1017&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1978027309"
 69 F.C.C.2d 1250, at ¶ 10 (1978) (emphasis added) (ellipses in original; internal footnotes and citations omitted). The FCC also specifically held that the single use of an expletive in a program that aired at 5:30pm “should not call for us to act under the holding of Pacifica.” Id. at ¶ 10 n. 6. A few years later, the Commission again rejected a challenge to a license renewal that complained the broadcaster had aired indecent programming in violation of Section 1464. The FCC acknowledged the complaint that the broadcaster on three separate occasions had aired programming during the morning hours containing language such as “motherfucker,” “fuck,” and “shit,” but nevertheless concluded that “it is clear that the petitioner has failed to make a prima facie case that [the broadcaster] has violated 18 U.S.C. 1464” since the language did not amount to “verbal shock treatment” and the complainant had failed to show this was more than “isolated use.” Application of Pacifica Found.,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1017&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1983033976"
 95 F.C.C.2d 750, at ¶¶ 16, 18 (1983).

It was not until 1987 that the FCC would find another broadcast “indecent” under Section 1464. See Infinity Broad. Corp., et al.,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1511&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1987185116"
 3 F.C.C.R. 930 (1987) (“Infinity Order”). The Commission explained:

In cases decided subsequent to the Supreme Court's ruling [in Pacifica ], the Commission took a very limited approach to enforcing the prohibition against indecent broadcasts. Unstated, but widely assumed, and implemented for the most part through staff rulings, was the belief that only material that closely resembled the George Carlin monologue would satisfy the indecency test articulated by the FCC in 1975. Thus, no action was taken unless material involved the repeated use, for shock value, of words similar or identical to those satirized in the Carlin “Filthy Words” monologue ... As a result, the Commission, since the time of its ruling in 1975, has taken no action against any broadcast*450 licensee for violating the prohibition against indecent broadcasts.

Id. at ¶ 4 (internal footnotes omitted). The Infinity Order affirmed on reconsideration three decisions issued simultaneously by the FCC in April 1987 that found certain programs indecent. See Pacifica Found., Inc.,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1511&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1987185179"
 2 F.C.C.R. 2698 (1987); The Regents of the Univ. of Cal.,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1511&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1987184500"
 2 F.C.C.R. 2703 (1987); Infinity Broad. Corp.,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1511&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1987184501"
 2 F.C.C.R. 2705 (1987). The FCC explained in the Infinity Order that it would no longer take the narrow view that a finding of indecency required the use of one of the seven “dirty words” used in Carlin's monologue. See Infinity Order, at ¶ 5. The FCC instead would use the generic definition of indecency it had articulated in connection with its prior decision in Pacifica.Id. Under the Commission's definition, “indecent speech is language that describes, in terms patently offensive as measured by contemporary community standards for the broadcast medium, sexual or excretory activities and organs. Such indecent speech is actionable when broadcast at times of the day when there is a reasonable risk that children may be in the audience.” Regents of the Univ. of Cal.,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1511&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1987184500"
 2 F.C.C.R. 2703, at ¶ 3 (internal footnote omitted). The FCC also reaffirmed, however, the prevailing view that a fleeting expletive would not be actionable. See id. (“Speech that is indecent must involve more than an isolated use of an offensive word.”); Pacifica Found., Inc.,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1511&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1987185179"
 2 F.C.C.R. 2698, at ¶ 13 (“If a complaint focuses solely on the use of expletives, we believe that under the legal standards set forth in Pacifica, deliberate and repetitive use in a patently offensive manner is a requisite to a finding of indecency.”). Notably, in Pacifica Foundation, the Commission declined to make a finding of indecency against a radio broadcast of the program “Shocktime America,” which had contained words and phrases such as “eat shit,” “mother-fucker” and “fuck the U.S.A,” in part because, without a transcript or tape of the program, the FCC was unable to determine “whether the use of patently offensive speech was isolated.” Id. at ¶¶ 3, 17.

Broadcasters appealed the Infinity Order to the D.C. Circuit, challenging the FCC's definition of indecency as unconstitutionally vague. See Action for Children's Television v. FCC,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=350&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1988097759"
 852 F.2d 1332 (D.C.Cir.1988) ( “ACT I”), superseded in part by Action for Children's Television v. FCC,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1995121220"
 58 F.3d 654 (D.C.Cir.1995) (in banc). The D.C. Circuit rejected this argument on the basis that the definition at issue was “virtually the same definition the Commission articulated in the order reviewed by the Supreme Court in the Pacifica case.” Id.

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1988097759"
 at 1338. The court concluded that Pacifica implicitly rejected any vagueness challenge to the FCC's definition of “indecent,” which therefore foreclosed its ability to revisit any such argument. Id.

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1988097759"
 at 1339. The court then invited correction from “Higher Authority” if its reading of Pacifica was incorrect. Id. Before leaving the First Amendment issue, however, the court explicitly noted that the “FCC has assured this court, at oral argument, that it will continue to give weight to reasonable licensee judgments when deciding whether to impose sanctions in a particular case. Thus, the potential chilling effect of the FCC's generic definition of indecency will be tempered by the Commission's restrained enforcement policy.” Id.

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1988097759"
 at 1340 n. 14 (citing Pacifica,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1978139517"
 438 U.S. at 761, 98 S.Ct. 3026 (Powell J., concurring)).

This restrained enforcement policy would continue. In 2001, pursuant to a settlement agreement by which the FCC agreed to clarify its indecency standards, the Commission issued a policy statement to “provide guidance to the broadcast industry regarding our case law interpreting 18 U.S.C. § 1464 and our *451enforcement policies with respect to broadcast indecency.” 

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1511&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2001289045"
Industry Guidance on the Commission's Case Law Interpreting 18 U.S.C. § 1464,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1511&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2001289045"
 16 F.C.C.R. 7999, at ¶ 1 & ¶ 30 n. 23 (2001) (“Industry Guidance”). The FCC first noted that “indecent speech is protected by the First Amendment, and thus, the government must both identify a compelling interest for any regulation it may impose on indecent speech and choose the least restrictive means to further that interest.” Id. at ¶ 3.

The FCC then explained that an indecency finding involves the following two determinations: (1) whether the material falls within the “subject matter scope of [the] indecency definition-that is, the material must describe or depict sexual or excretory organs or activities”; and (2) whether the broadcast is “patently offensive as measured by contemporary community standards for the broadcast medium.” Id. at ¶¶ 7-8. The FCC considers the following three factors in determining whether the material is patently offensive: “(1) the explicitness or graphic nature of the description or depiction of sexual or excretory organs or activities; (2) whether the materials dwells on or repeats at length descriptions of sexual or excretory organs or activities; (3) whether the material appears to pander or is used to titillate, or whether the material appears to have been presented for its shock value.” Id. at ¶ 10. The policy statement contained numerous examples of prior FCC decisions evaluating whether certain material was indecent in an attempt to provide guidance to broadcasters. In discussing the second factor in the “patently offensive” analysis, the FCC cited examples distinguishing between material that “dwells” on the offensive content (indecent) and material that was “fleeting and isolated” (not indecent). Id. at ¶¶ 17-18.

This restrained enforcement policy would soon change. During NBC's January 19, 2003, live broadcast of the Golden Globe Awards, musician Bono stated in his acceptance speech “this is really, really, fucking brilliant. Really, really, great.” Complaints Against Various Broadcast Licensees Regarding Their Airing of the “Golden Globe Awards” Program,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1511&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2004238765"
 19 F.C.C.R. 4975, at ¶ 3 n. 4 (2004) (“Golden Globes”). Individuals associated with the Parents Television Council filed complaints that the material was obscene and indecent under FCC regulations. Id. at ¶ 3. The FCC's Enforcement Bureau, however, denied the complaints on the basis that the expletive as used in context did not describe sexual or excretory organs or activities and that the utterance was fleeting and isolated. See Complaints Against Various Broadcast Licensees Regarding Their Airing of the “Golden Globe Awards” Program,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1511&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2003677856"
 18 F.C.C.R. 19859, at ¶¶ 5-6 (Enforcement Bureau 2003) (“Golden Globes (Bureau Decision)”). The Bureau accordingly found that the speech “does not fall within the scope of the Commission's indecency prohibition,” and reaffirmed FCC policy that “fleeting and isolated remarks of this nature do not warrant Commission action.”Id. at ¶ 6.

Five months later, the full Commission reversed the Bureau's decision. First, the FCC held that any use of any variant of “the F-Word” inherently has sexual connotation and therefore falls within the scope of the indecency definition. Golden Globes, at ¶ 8. The FCC then held that “the ‘F-Word’ is one of the most vulgar, graphic, and explicit descriptions of sexual activity in the English language” and therefore the use of that word was patently offensive under contemporary community standards. Id. at ¶ 9. The Commission found the fleeting and isolated use of the word irrelevant and overruled all prior decisions in which fleeting use of an expletive*452 was held not indecent. Id. at ¶ 12 (“While prior Commission and staff action have indicated that isolated or fleeting broadcasts of the ‘F-Word’ such as that here are not indecent or would not be acted upon, consistent with our decision today we conclude that any such interpretation is no longer good law.”).

The FCC then held that the material in question was also “profane” under Section 1464. Id. at ¶ 13. The Commission acknowledged that prior decisions interpreting “profane” had defined that term as blasphemy, but found that nothing in its prior decisions limited the definition of profane in such a manner. Id. at ¶ 14. The Commission, however, declined to impose a forfeiture because “existing precedent would have permitted this broadcast” and therefore NBC and its affiliates “necessarily did not have the requisite notice to justify a penalty.” Id. at ¶ 15. The Commission emphasized, though, that licensees were now on notice that any broadcast of the “F-Word” could subject them to monetary penalties and suggested that implementing delay technology would ensure future compliance with its policy. Id. at ¶ 17.

NBC, along with several other parties including Fox, filed petitions for reconsideration of the Golden Globes order, raising statutory and constitutional challenges to the new policy. NBC, Fox, and Viacom Inc. also filed a joint petition to stay the effect of the Golden Globes order. These petitions have been pending for more than two years without any action by the FCC. Nevertheless, the FCC has applied the policy announced in Golden Globes in subsequent cases.

On February 21, 2006, the FCC issued an order resolving various complaints against several television broadcasts. See Complaints Regarding Various Television Broadcasts Between February 2, 2002 and March 8, 2005,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1511&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2008700102"
 21 F.C.C.R. 2664 (2006) (“Omnibus Order”). Through this order, the FCC intended to “provide substantial guidance to broadcasters and the public about the types of programming that are impermissible under our indecency standard.” Id. at ¶ 2. In Section III.B of the Omnibus Order, the Commission found four programs-Fox's broadcast of the 2002 Billboard Music Awards, Fox's broadcast of the 2003 Billboard Music Awards, various episodes of ABC's NYPD Blue, and CBS's The Early Show-indecent and profane under the policy announced in Golden Globes. The factual situations at issue are as follows:

• 2002 Billboard Music Awards: In her acceptance speech, Cher stated: “People have been telling me I'm on the way out every year, right? So fuck ‘em.”

• 2003 Billboard Music Awards: Nicole Richie, a presenter on the show, stated: “Have you ever tried to get cow shit out of a Prada purse? It's not so fucking simple.”

• NYPD Blue: In various episodes, Detective Andy Sipowitz and other characters used certain expletives including “bullshit,” “dick,” and “dickhead.”

• The Early Show: During a live interview of a contestant on CBS's reality show Survivor: Vanuatu, the interviewee referred to a fellow contestant as a “bullshitter.”

Id. at ¶¶ 101, 112 n. 64, 125, 137. In finding these programs indecent and profane, the FCC reaffirmed its decision in Golden Globes that any use of the word “fuck” is presumptively indecent and profane. Id. at ¶¶ 102, 107. The Commission then concluded that any use of the word “shit” was also presumptively indecent and profane. Id. at ¶¶ 138, 143. Turning to the second part of its indecency test, the FCC found that each of the programs *453 were “patently offensive” because the material was explicit, shocking, and gratuitous. Id. at ¶¶ 106, 120, 131, 141. Citing Golden Globes, the Commission dismissed the fact that the expletives were fleeting and isolated and held that repeated use is not necessary for a finding of indecency. Id. at ¶¶ 104, 116, 129, 140. The FCC, however, declined to issue a forfeiture in each case for the express reason that the broadcasts in question occurred before the decision in Golden Globes, and thus “existing precedent would have permitted this broadcast.” Id. at ¶¶ 111, 124, 136, 145.

Fox and CBS filed a petition for review of the Omnibus Order in this court. ABC filed a petition for review in the D.C. Circuit, which was then transferred to this court and consolidated with the petition for review filed by Fox and CBS. Before any briefing took place, however, the FCC moved for a voluntary remand in order to give the Commission the first opportunity to address petitioners' arguments and “ensure that all licensees are afforded a full opportunity to be heard before the Commission issues a final decision.” SeeFCC Mot. for Voluntary Remand at 2, No. 06-1760 (July 6, 2006). On September 7, 2006, this court granted the FCC's request for remand and stayed enforcement of the Omnibus Order. The Commission was given sixty days to issue a final or appealable order, at which time the pending appeal would be automatically reinstated.

The FCC promptly issued a public notice soliciting comments on its decision in the Omnibus Order. Numerous parties, including those who have participated in the briefing in this appeal, submitted comments raising various statutory and constitutional arguments against the FCC's indecency regime. The FCC then issued a new order on November 6, 2006. See Complaints Regarding Various Television Broadcasts Between February 2, 2002 and March 8,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1016&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2010601372"
 2005, FCC 06-166 (Nov. 6, 2006) (“Remand Order”). The Remand Order vacated Section III.B of the Omnibus Order in its entirety and replaced it with the Remand Order. Id. at ¶ 11. In the Remand Order, the FCC reaffirmed its finding that the 2002 and 2003 Billboard Music Award programs were indecent and profane, but reversed its finding against The Early Show. It also dismissed on procedural grounds the complaint against NYPD Blue.FN5
FN5. The Commission dismissed the complaint against NYPD Blue because the only person who complained of the material resided in the Eastern time zone, where NYPD Blue aired during the “safe harbor” period after 10pm. Remand Order, at ¶ 75; see also47 C.F.R. § 73.3999(b) (providing that broadcasting of indecent material is prohibited only between the hours of 6am and 10pm); Action for Children's Television v. FCC,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=350&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1991093011"
 932 F.2d 1504 (D.C.Cir.1991) (“ACT II”) (“safe harbor” period is constitutionally required), superseded in part by Action for Children's Television v. FCC,
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 58 F.3d 654 (D.C.Cir.1995) (in banc). In light of the FCC's revised decision regarding NYPD Blue, ABC is no longer participating in this appeal.

With regard to the 2003 Billboard Music Awards, the Commission found that it would have been actionably indecent even prior to the decision in Golden Globes because the potentially offensive material was “repeated,” since Nicole Richie used “two extremely graphic and offensive words,” and was “deliberately uttered” because of “Ms. Richie's confident and fluid delivery of the lines.” Id. at ¶ 22. With regard to the 2002 Billboard Music Awards, the Commission “acknowledge[d] that it was not apparent that Fox could be penalized for Cher's comment at the time it was broadcast.” Id. at ¶ 60. In both cases, the FCC rejected Fox's argument that fleeting expletives were not actionable, now characterizing its prior decisions *454 on that issue as “staff letters and dicta.” Id. at ¶ 20. The Commission, however, declined to impose a forfeiture for either broadcast. Id. at ¶¶ 53, 66.

Turning to The Early Show, the FCC reversed its finding that the expletive used was indecent or profane because it occurred in the context of a “bona fide news interview.” Id. at ¶ 68. The Commission stated that in light of First Amendment concerns, “it is imperative that we proceed with the utmost restraint when it comes to news programming,” and found it “appropriate ... to defer to CBS's plausible characterization of its own programming” as a news interview. Id. at ¶ 71-72. Given this context, the FCC declined to find the comment indecent or profane. Id. at ¶ 73.

In accordance with our September 6th order, this appeal was automatically reinstated on November 8, 2006. Fox then filed a petition for review of the Remand Order and moved to consolidate that appeal with the one already pending before this court. We granted the motion for consolidation as well as motions to intervene by CBS Broadcasting Inc. (“CBS”) and NBC Universal Inc. and NBC Telemundo License Co. (collectively, “NBC”). We have also received several briefs from various amici.

DISCUSSION
[1] Fox, CBS, and NBC (collectively, “the Networks”), supported by several amici, raise a variety of arguments against the validity of the Remand Order, including: (1) the Remand Order is arbitrary and capricious because the Commission's regulation of “fleeting expletives” represents a dramatic change in agency policy without adequate explanation; (2) the FCC's “community standards” analysis is arbitrary and meaningless; (3) the FCC's indecency findings are invalid because the Commission made no finding of scienter; (4) the FCC's definition of “profane” is contrary to law; (5) the FCC's indecency regime is unconstitutionally vague; (6) the FCC's indecency test permits the Commission to make subjective determinations about the quality of speech in violation of the First Amendment; and (7) the FCC's indecency regime is an impermissible content-based regulation of speech that violates the First Amendment. The FCC, also supported by several amici, dispute each of these contentions. We agree with the first argument advanced by the Networks, and therefore do not reach any other potential problems with the FCC's decision.

I. Scope of Review
[2] Before turning to the merits of the Networks' arguments, we first note that we reject the FCC's contention that our review here is narrowly confined to the specific question of whether the two Fox broadcasts of the Billboard Music Awards were indecent and/or profane. The Remand Order applies the policy announced in Golden Globes. If that policy is invalid, then we cannot sustain the indecency findings against Fox. Thus, as the Commission conceded during oral argument, the validity of the new “fleeting expletive” policy announced in Golden Globes and applied in the Remand Order is a question properly before us on this petition for review. As the D.C. Circuit explained in rejecting this precise argument in another proceeding, “the agency may not resort to adjudication as a means of insulating a generic standard from judicial review.” ACT I,
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 852 F.2d at 1337.

II. Administrative Procedure Act
[3]
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[4]
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[5] Courts will set aside agency decisions found to be “arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law.” *4555 U.S.C. § 706(2)(A). As the Supreme Court has explained: “The scope of review under the ‘arbitrary and capricious' standard is narrow and a court is not to substitute its judgment for that of the agency. Nevertheless, the agency must examine the relevant data and articulate a satisfactory explanation for its action including a ‘rational connection between the facts found and the choice made.’ ”Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Ass'n of U.S., Inc. v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co.,
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 463 U.S. 29, 43, 103 S.Ct. 2856, 77 L.Ed.2d 443 (1983). Agency action is arbitrary and capricious “if the agency has relied on factors which Congress has not intended it to consider, entirely failed to consider an important aspect of the problem, offered an explanation for its decision that runs counter to the evidence before the agency, or is so implausible that it could not be ascribed to a difference in view or the product of agency expertise.” Id. Reviewing courts “may not supply a reasoned basis for the agency's action that the agency itself has not given.” Id. (quoting SEC v. Chenery Corp.,
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 332 U.S. 194, 196, 67 S.Ct. 1575, 91 L.Ed. 1995 (1947)). The Networks contend that the Remand Order is arbitrary and capricious because the FCC has made a 180-degree turn regarding its treatment of “fleeting expletives” without providing a reasoned explanation justifying the about-face. We agree.

First, there is no question that the FCC has changed its policy. As outlined in detail above, prior to the Golden Globes decision the FCC had consistently taken the view that isolated, non-literal, fleeting expletives did not run afoul of its indecency regime. See, e.g., Pacifica Clarification Order,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1017&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1976027137"
 59 F.C.C.2d 892, at ¶ 4 n. 1 (advising broadcasters that “it would be inequitable for us to hold a licensee responsible for indecent language” that occurred during a live broadcast without an opportunity for journalistic editing); Application of WGBH Educ. Found.,
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 69 F.C.C.2d 1250, at ¶ 10 & n. 6 (distinguishing between the “verbal shock treatment” of the George Carlin monologue and “the isolated use of a potentially offensive word” and finding that the single use of an expletive in a program “should not call for us to act under the holding of Pacifica”); Pacifica Foundation, Inc.,
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 2 F.C.C.R. 2698, at ¶ 13 (“If a complaint focuses solely on the use of expletives, we believe that under the legal standards set forth in Pacifica, deliberate and repetitive use in a patently offensive manner is a requisite to a finding of indecency.”(emphasis added)); Industry Guidance,
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 16 F.C.C.R. 7999, at ¶¶ 17-18 (distinguishing between material that is repeated or dwelled on and material that is “fleeting and isolated”) (citing L.M. Communications of S.C., Inc.,
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 7 F.C.C.R. 1595 (Mass Media Bureau 1992) (finding the single utterance of “mother-fucker” not indecent because it was a “fleeting and isolated utterance which, within the context of live and spontaneous programming, does not warrant a Commission sanction”); Lincoln Dellar, For Renewal of the Licenses of Stations KPRL(AM) and KDDB(FM),
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 8 F.C.C.R. 2582 (Audio Serv. Div.1993) (news announcer's remark that he “fucked that one up” not indecent because the “use of a single expletive” did not warrant further review “in light of the isolated and accidental nature of the broadcast”)). This consistent enforcement policy changed with the issuance of Golden Globes:

While prior Commission and staff action have indicated that isolated or fleeting broadcasts of the “F-Word” such as that here are not indecent or would not be acted upon, consistent with our decision today we conclude that any such interpretation is no longer good law.... The staff has since found that the isolated or fleeting use of the “F-Word” is not indecent*456 in situations arguably similar to that here. We now depart from this portion of the Commission's 1987 Pacifica decision as well as all of the cases cited in notes 31 and 32 and any similar cases holding that isolated or fleeting use of the “F-Word” or a variant thereof in situations such as this is not indecent and conclude that such cases are not good law to that extent.

Golden Globes,
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 19 F.C.C.R. 4975, at ¶ 12 (internal footnote omitted); see also id. at ¶ 14 (providing new definition of “profane” speech). The Commission declined to issue a forfeiture in Golden Globes precisely because its decision represented a departure from its prior rulings. See id. at ¶ 15 (“Given, however, that Commission and staff precedent prior to our decision today permitted the broadcast at issue, and that we take a new approach to profanity, NBC and its affiliates necessarily did not have the requisite notice to justify a penalty.”(emphasis added)). The Omnibus Order similarly declined to issue a forfeiture because “existing precedent would have permitted this broadcast.” Omnibus Order,
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 21 F.C.C.R. 2664, at ¶¶ 111, 124, 136, 145.

Although the Remand Order backpedals somewhat on this clear recognition that the Commission was departing from prior precedent,FN6 in its brief to this court, the FCC now concedes that Golden Globes changed the landscape with regard to the treatment of fleeting expletives. See Br. of Respondent FCC at 33 (“In the Golden Globe Order, the Commission made clear that it was changing course with respect to the treatment of isolated expletives.”); see also Br. of Amici Curiae Former FCC Officials at 9 (noting that the “extraordinary and unprecedented” decision in Golden Globes represented a radical change in policy that “greatly expanded the scope of what constituted indecency”).

FN6. In the Remand Order, the FCC “reject[s] Fox's suggestion that Nicole Richie's comments would not have been actionably indecent prior to our Golden Globe decision,” and would only concede that it was “not apparent” that Cher's comment at the 2002 Billboard Music Awards would have been actionably indecent at the time it was broadcast. Remand Order, at ¶¶ 22, 60. Decisions expressly overruled in Golden Globes were now dismissed as “staff letters and dicta,” and the Commission even implied that the issue of fleeting expletives was one of first impression for the FCC in Golden Globes.Id. at ¶ 21 (“[I]n 2004, the Commission itself considered for the first time in an enforcement action whether a single use of an expletive could be indecent.”).

[6]
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[7] Agencies are of course free to revise their rules and policies. See Chevron, U.S.A., Inc. v. Natural Res. Def. Council, Inc.,
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 467 U.S. 837, 863, 104 S.Ct. 2778, 81 L.Ed.2d 694 (1984) (“An initial agency interpretation is not instantly carved in stone.”). Such a change, however, must provide a reasoned analysis for departing from prior precedent. As this court has explained:

[W]hen an agency reverses its course, a court must satisfy itself that the agency knows it is changing course, has given sound reasons for the change, and has shown that the rule is consistent with the law that gives the agency its authority to act. In addition, the agency must consider reasonably obvious alternatives and, if it rejects those alternatives, it must give reasons for the rejection, sufficient to allow for meaningful judicial review. Although there is not a “heightened standard of scrutiny ...the agency must explain why the original reasons for adopting the rule or policy are no longer dispositive.” Even in the absence of cumulative experience, changed circumstances or judicial criticism, an agency is free to change course after reweighing the competing statutory policies.*457 But such a flip-flop must be accompanied by a reasoned explanation of why the new rule effectuates the statute as well as or better than the old rule.
N.Y. Council, Ass'n of Civilian Technicians v. Fed. Labor Relations Auth.,
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 757 F.2d 502, 508 (2d Cir.1985) (second emphasis added; internal citations omitted); see also State Farm,
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 463 U.S. at 41-42, 103 S.Ct. 2856 (“A settled course of behavior embodies the agency's informed judgment that, by pursuing that course, it will carry out the policies committed to it by Congress. There is, then, at least a presumption that those policies will be carried out best if the settled rule is adhered to.”(internal quotation marks omitted)); Huntington Hosp. v. Thompson,
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 319 F.3d 74, 79 (2d Cir.2003) ( “While an agency is not locked into the first interpretation of a statute it embraces, it cannot simply adopt inconsistent positions without presenting ‘some reasoned analysis.’ ”); Mr. Sprout, Inc. v. United States,
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 8 F.3d 118, 129 (2d Cir.1993) (“When the Commission departs from its own settled precedent, as here, it must present a ‘reasoned analysis' that justifies its change of interpretation so as to permit judicial review of its new policies.”). An agency's “failure to come to grips with conflicting precedent constitutes an inexcusable departure from the essential requirement of reasoned decision making.” Ramaprakash v. FAA.,
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 346 F.3d 1121, 1125 (D.C.Cir.2003) (internal quotation marks omitted). Accordingly, agency action will be set aside as arbitrary and capricious if the agency fails to provide a reasoned explanation for its decision. See, e.g., Massachusetts v. EPA,
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 ---U.S. ----, 127 S.Ct. 1438, 1463, 167 L.Ed.2d 248 (2007) (“EPA has offered no reasoned explanation for its refusal to decide whether greenhouse gases cause or contribute to climate change. Its action was therefore arbitrary, capricious, ... or otherwise not in accordance with law.”) (ellipses in original; internal quotation marks omitted); State Farm,
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 463 U.S. at 34, 103 S.Ct. 2856 (agency's rescinding of rule requiring passive restraints in automobiles was arbitrary and capricious for failure to provide a reasoned explanation justifying revocation); see also Yale-New Haven Hosp. v. Leavitt,
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 470 F.3d 71, 72 (2d Cir.2006) (agency action based on new rule governing Medicare reimbursement was arbitrary and capricious “because the Secretary did not satisfactorily explain his reasons” for changing historical practice); ANR Pipeline Co. v. Fed. Energy Regulatory Comm'n,
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 71 F.3d 897, 901 (D.C.Cir.1995) (“[W]here an agency departs from established precedent without a reasoned explanation, its decision will be vacated as arbitrary and capricious.”).

[8] Our evaluation of the agency's reasons for its change in policy is confined to the reasons articulated by the agency itself. See State Farm,
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 463 U.S. at 50, 103 S.Ct. 2856 (“[C]ourts may not accept appellate counsel's post hoc rationalizations for agency action. It is well-established that an agency's action must be upheld, if at all, on the basis articulated by the agency itself.”(internal citation omitted)); Yale-New Haven Hosp.,
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 470 F.3d at 81 (“Generally speaking, after-the-fact rationalization for agency action is disfavored.”). The primary reason for the crackdown on fleeting expletives advanced by the FCC is the so-called “first blow” theory described in the Supreme Court's Pacifica decision. In Pacifica, the Supreme Court justified the FCC's regulation of the broadcast media in part on the basis that indecent material on the airwaves enters into the privacy of the home uninvited and without warning. 438 U.S. at 748, 98 S.Ct. 3026. The Court rejected the argument that the audience could simply tune-out: “To say that one may avoid further offense by turning off the radio when he hears indecent language*458 is like saying that the remedy for an assault is to run away after the first blow.” Id.
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 at 748-49, 98 S.Ct. 3026. Relying on this statement in Pacifica, the Commission attempts to justify its stance on fleeting expletives on the basis that “granting an automatic exemption for ‘isolated or fleeting’ expletives unfairly forces viewers (including children) to take ‘the first blow.’ ” Remand Order, at ¶ 25.

We cannot accept this argument as a reasoned basis justifying the Commission's new rule. First, the Commission provides no reasonable explanation for why it has changed its perception that a fleeting expletive was not a harmful “first blow” for the nearly thirty years between Pacifica and Golden Globes. More problematic, however, is that the “first blow” theory bears no rational connection to the Commission's actual policy regarding fleeting expletives. As the FCC itself stressed during oral argument in this case, the Commission does not take the position that any occurrence of an expletive is indecent or profane under its rules.FN7 For example, although “there is no outright news exemption from our indecency rules,”Remand Order, at ¶ 71, the Commission will apparently excuse an expletive when it occurs during a “bona fide news interview,” id. at ¶ 72-73 (deferring to CBS's “plausible characterization” of a segment of The Early Show interviewing a contestant on its reality show Survivor: Vanuatu as news programming and finding expletive uttered during that part of the show not indecent or profane). Certainly viewers (including children) watching the live broadcast of The Early Show were “force[d] ... to take the ‘first blow’ ” of the expletive uttered by the Survivor: Vanuatu contestant. Yet the Commission emphasized during oral argument that its news exception is a broad one and “the Commission has never found a broadcast to be indecent on the basis of an isolated expletive in the face of some claim that the use of that language was necessary for any journalistic or artistic purpose.” The Commission further explained to this court that a broadcast of oral argument in this case, in which the same language used in the Fox broadcasts was repeated multiple times in the courtroom, would “plainly not” be indecent or profane under its standards because of the context in which it occurred. The Commission even conceded that a re-broadcast of precisely the same offending clips from the two Billboard Music Award programs for the purpose of providing background information on this case would not result in any action by the FCC, even though in those circumstances viewers would be subjected to the same “first blow” that resulted from the original airing of this material. Furthermore, the Commission has also held that even repeated and deliberate use of numerous expletives is not indecent or profane under the FCC's policy if the expletives are “integral” to the work. See Complaints Against Various Television Licensees Regarding Their Broadcast on November 11, 2004, of the ABC Television Network's Presentation of the Film “Saving Private Ryan”,
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 20 F.C.C.R. 4507, at ¶ 14 (2005) (“Saving Private Ryan”) (finding numerous expletives uttered during film Saving Private Ryan not indecent or profane because deleting the expletives “would have altered the nature of the artistic work and diminished the power, realism and immediacy of *459 the film experience for viewers”). In all of these scenarios, viewers, including children who may have no understanding of whether expletives are “integral” to a program or whether the interview of a contestant on a reality show is a “bona fide news interview,” will have to accept the alleged “first blow” caused by use of these expletives. Thus, the record simply does not support the position that the Commission's new policy was based on its concern with the public's mere exposure to this language on the airwaves.FN8 The “first blow” theory, therefore, fails to provide the reasoned explanation necessary to justify the FCC's departure from established precedent.FN9
FN7. Such a per se ban would likely raise constitutional questions above and beyond the concerns raised by the current policy. See Pacifica,
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 438 U.S. at 746, 98 S.Ct. 3026 (plurality opinion) (“Although these words ordinarily lack literary, political, or scientific value, they are not entirely outside the protection of the First Amendment. Some uses of even the most offensive words are unquestionably protected.”).

FN8. Thus, our rejection of the agency's proffered rationale as the required “reasoned explanation” is not that the “Commission's change of standard is irrational because it is inconsistent” as the dissent suggests, dissent op. at 471, but that the Commission's proffered rationale is disconnected from the actual policy implemented by the Commission. See State Farm,
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 463 U.S. at 43, 103 S.Ct. 2856 (Agency action is arbitrary and capricious if the agency fails to “articulate a satisfactory explanation for its action including a ‘rational connection between the facts found and the choice made.’ ”) (emphasis added).

FN9. The dissent takes the position that the “reasoned analysis” underlying the FCC's change in policy is its statement in Golden Globes that “given the core meaning of the ‘F-Word,’ any use of that word or a variation, in any context, inherently has a sexual connotation.... The ‘F-Word’ is one of the most vulgar, graphic and explicit descriptions of sexual activity in the English language. Its use invariably invokes a coarse sexual image.” Dissent Op. at 468-69 (quoting Golden Globes, at ¶¶ 8-9). Much like the “first-blow” theory, however, this cannot provide the requisite “reasoned analysis” because it is not consistent with the Commission's actual policy. The FCC's change in policy cannot be based on a categorical view that “any use of that word or a variation, in any context, inherently has a sexual connotation,”Golden Globes, at ¶ 8 (emphasis added), because, as discussed above, the Commission permits even numerous and deliberate uses of that word in certain contexts. Notably, the FCC did not rely on this statement from Golden Globes in arguing that it provided a reasoned explanation for its decision. See Br. of Respondent FCC, at 36-37.

The Remand Order makes passing reference to other reasons that purportedly support its change in policy, none of which we find sufficient. For instance, the Commission states that even non-literal uses of expletives fall within its indecency definition because it is “difficult (if not impossible) to distinguish whether a word is being used as an expletive or as a literal description of sexual or excretory functions.” Remand Order, at ¶ 23. This defies any commonsense understanding of these words, which, as the general public well knows, are often used in everyday conversation without any “sexual or excretory” meaning. Bono's exclamation that his victory at the Golden Globe Awards was “really, really fucking brilliant” is a prime example of a non-literal use of the “F-Word” that has no sexual connotation. See Golden Globes (Bureau Decision),

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1511&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2003677856"
 18 F.C.C.R. 19859, at ¶ 5 (“As a threshold matter, the material aired during the ‘Golden Globe Awards' program does not describe or depict sexual and excretory activities and organs.... Rather, the performer used the word ‘fucking’ as an adjective or expletive to emphasize an exclamation.”), rev'd by Golden Globes,
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 19 F.C.C.R. 4975 (2004). Similarly, as NBC illustrates in its brief, in recent times even the top leaders of our government have used variants of these expletives in a manner that no reasonable person would believe referenced “sexual or excretory organs or activities.” See Br. of Intervenor NBC at 31-32 & n. 3 (citing President Bush's remark to British Prime Minister Tony Blair that the United Nations needed to “get Syria to get Hezbollah to stop doing this shit” and Vice President Cheney's*460 widely-reported “Fuck yourself” comment to Senator Patrick Leahy on the floor of the U.S. Senate).FN10
FN10. Contrary to the dissent's view, our rejection of this proffered rationale is not merely a “difference of opinion” with the agency. Dissent op. at 473-74. We reject this reason not because we disagree with it, but because it is both unsupported by any record evidence as well as contradicted by evidence submitted by the Networks. Thus, we need not consider whether the FCC's statement that “any use of [the F-Word] or a variation, in any context, inherently has a sexual connotation,” in actuality means, “even when the speaker does not intend a sexual meaning, a substantial part of the community, and of the television audience, will understand the word as freighted with an offensive sexual connotation,” as the dissent suggests. Id. Even if we accept the dissent's reading, the FCC still has failed to set forth the required reasoned explanation because its proffered rationale remains unsupported by any record evidence and contradicted by the evidence submitted by the Networks. See Bowen v. Am. Hosp. Ass'n,
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 476 U.S. 610, 626, 106 S.Ct. 2101, 90 L.Ed.2d 584 (1986) ( “Agency deference has not come so far that we will uphold regulations whenever it is possible to ‘conceive a basis' for administrative action.”) (plurality op).

Similarly, the Commission's warning that a per se exemption for fleeting expletives would “permit broadcasters to air expletives at all hours of the day so long as they did so one at a time,”Remand Order, at ¶ 25, is equally divorced from reality because the Commission itself recognizes that broadcasters have never barraged the airwaves with expletives even prior to Golden Globes, see Remand Order, at ¶ 29.FN11 Finally, the Commission's claim that “categorically requiring repeated use ... is inconsistent with our general approach to indecency enforcement, which stresses the critical nature of context,”Remand Order, at ¶ 23, also does not provide sufficient justification for its departure from prior precedent. First, the Commission's own policy of treating all variants of certain expletives as presumptively indecent and profane, whether used in a literal or non-literal sense, also fails to comport with this “general approach” that “stresses the critical nature of context.” See, e.g., Golden Globes,
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 19 F.C.C.R. 4975, at ¶ 8 (declaring that “any use of [the F-Word] or a variation, in any context, inherently has a sexual connotation, and therefore falls within the first prong of our indecency definition”) (emphasis added). In addition, the Commission's indecency test itself remains unchanged, but the Commission fails to provide a reasoned explanation for why a single, isolated expletive now should fit within the articulation of that test set forth in Golden Globes, see Pacifica Found., Inc.,
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 2 F.C.C.R. 2698, at ¶ 13 (“If a complaint focuses solely on the use of expletives, we believe that under *461 the legal standards set forth in Pacifica, deliberate and repetitive use in a patently offensive manner is a requisite to a finding of indecency.”).

FN11. We agree with the dissent that this proffered rationale “is at most a small part of the agency's justification for its action,” dissent op. at 473, but because it is one of the reasons advanced by the agency, we address it here. We disagree with the dissent, however, that our rejection of this proffered rationale is a mere difference of opinion with the agency in predicting the future. The FCC's obligation to provide a “reasoned analysis” for its change in policy is not satisfied when the proffered rationale-that without its new policy the airwaves will be overtaken by fleeting expletives-is both unsupported by any evidence and directly contradicted by prior experience. We further note while the dissent attempts to provide support for the agency's prediction, including broadcasters' need to compete with cable “which increasingly make liberal use of their freedom to fill programming with such expletives,” dissent op. at 472, no evidence supporting this proposition is contained in the record that was considered by the FCC when rendering its decision. See, e.g., State Farm,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1983129661"
 463 U.S. at 43, 103 S.Ct. 2856 (“The reviewing court should not attempt itself to make up for [the agency's] deficiencies: ‘We may not supply a reasoned basis for the agency's action that the agency itself has not given.’ ”) (quoting SEC v. Chenery Corp.,
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 332 U.S. 194, 196, 67 S.Ct. 1575, 91 L.Ed. 1995 (1947)).

For decades broadcasters relied on the FCC's restrained approach to indecency regulation and its consistent rejection of arguments that isolated expletives were indecent. The agency asserts the same interest in protecting children as it asserted thirty years ago, but until the Golden Globes decision, it had never banned fleeting expletives. While the FCC is free to change its previously settled view on this issue, it must provide a reasoned basis for that change. Cf. State Farm,
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 463 U.S. at 42, 103 S.Ct. 2856 (“[A]n agency changing its course by rescinding a rule is obligated to supply a reasoned analysis for the change beyond that which may be required when an agency does not act in the first instance.”) (emphasis added). The FCC's decision, however, is devoid of any evidence that suggests a fleeting expletive is harmful, let alone establishes that this harm is serious enough to warrant government regulation. Such evidence would seem to be particularly relevant today when children likely hear this language far more often from other sources than they did in the 1970s when the Commission first began sanctioning indecent speech. Yet the Remand Order provides no reasoned analysis of the purported “problem” it is seeking to address with its new indecency policy from which this court can conclude that such regulation of speech is reasonable. See, e.g., United States v. Playboy Enter. Group, Inc.,
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 529 U.S. 803, 822-23, 120 S.Ct. 1878, 146 L.Ed.2d 865 (2000) (rejecting indecency regulation of cable television in part because “[t]he question is whether an actual problem has been proved in this case. We agree that the Government has failed to establish a pervasive, nationwide problem justifying its nationwide daytime speech ban.”); Turner Broad. Sys. v. FCC,
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 512 U.S. 622, 664, 114 S.Ct. 2445, 129 L.Ed.2d 497 (1994) (remanding for additional fact finding to determine whether speech regulation justified because government had failed to demonstrate “that the recited harms are real, not merely conjectural, and that the regulation will in fact alleviate these harms in a direct and material way”); Quincy Cable TV, Inc. v. FCC,
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 768 F.2d 1434, 1463 (D.C.Cir.1985) (invalidating FCC regulation because “the Commission has failed entirely to determine whether the evil the rules seek to correct ‘is a real or merely a fanciful threat’ ”); Home Box Office, Inc. v. FCC,
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 567 F.2d 9, 36 (D.C.Cir.1977) (“[A] regulation perfectly reasonable and appropriate in the face of a given problem may be highly capricious if that problem does not exist.”(internal quotation marks omitted)). The Commission has similarly failed to explain how its current policy would remedy the purported “problem” or to point to supporting evidence.

The Commission's new approach to profanity is supported by even less analysis, reasoned or not. The Commission sets forth no independent reasons that would justify its newly-expanded definition of “profane” speech, aside from merely stating that its prior precedent does not prevent it from setting forth a new definition, see Golden Globes,
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 19 F.C.C.R. 4975, at ¶ 14. To the extent the Commission believes its arguments for expanding its indecency enforcement support its new policy regarding profanity, those arguments are rejected for the reasons stated above. Furthermore, the Commission fails to provide any explanation for why this separate ban on profanity is even necessary. Prior to 2004, the Commission never attempted to regulate “profane” speech. In fact, the Commission took the view that a separate ban on profane speech was unconstitutional. See122 Cong. Rec. 33359, 33359, *462 33364-65 (1976) (recommending Congress delete “profane” from Section 1464“[b]ecause of the serious constitutional problems involved”); FCC, The Public and Broadcasting,
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 1999 WL 391297 (June 1999) (“Profanity that does not fall under one of the above two categories [indecent or obscene] is fully protected by the First Amendment and cannot be regulated.”). The Commission again has not provided this court with a reasoned analysis of why it has undertaken this separate regulation of speech. Finally, the Commission provides no explanation of what harm this separate enforcement against profane speech addresses that is not already addressed by the FCC's indecency and obscenity enforcement. Particularly considering that the scope of the FCC's new profanity definition appears to be largely (if not completely) redundant with its indecency prohibition, see infra Part IV, this would seem to be an important question for the Commission to consider. The Remand Order, however, provides no indication that the Commission has engaged in any such analysis.

Accordingly, we find that the FCC's new policy regarding “fleeting expletives” fails to provide a reasoned analysis justifying its departure from the agency's established practice. For this reason, Fox's petition for review is granted, the Remand Order is vacated, and the matter is remanded to the FCC for further proceedings consistent with this opinion. Because we have found that the FCC's new indecency regime, announced in Golden Globes and applied in the Remand Order, is invalid under the Administrative Procedure Act, the stay of enforcement previously granted by this court in our September 6th order is vacated as moot.FN12
FN12. We recognize that what follows is dicta, but we note that “dicta often serve extremely valuable purposes. They can help clarify a complicated subject. They can assist future courts to reach sensible, well-reasoned results. They can help lawyers and society to predict the future course of the court's rulings. They can guide future courts to adopt fair and efficient procedures. What is problematic is not the utterance of dicta, but the failure to distinguish between holding and dictum.” The Honorable Pierre N. Leval, Judging Under the Constitution: 
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Dicta About Dicta,
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 81 N.Y.U.L. Rev. 1249, 1253 (2006).

III. Constitutional Challenges
[9] “A fundamental and longstanding principle of judicial restraint requires that courts avoid reaching constitutional questions in advance of the necessity of deciding them.” Lyng v. N.W. Indian Cemetery Protective Ass'n,
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 485 U.S. 439, 445, 108 S.Ct. 1319, 99 L.Ed.2d 534 (1988). Thus, we refrain from deciding the various constitutional challenges to the Remand Order raised by the Networks. We note, however, that in reviewing these numerous constitutional challenges, which were fully briefed to this court and discussed at length during oral argument, we are skeptical that the Commission can provide a reasoned explanation for its “fleeting expletive” regime that would pass constitutional muster. Because we doubt that the Networks will refrain from further litigation on these precise issues if, on remand, the Commission merely provides further explanation with no other changes to its policy, in the interest of judicial economy we make the following observations.

As an initial matter, we note that all speech covered by the FCC's indecency policy is fully protected by the First Amendment. See Sable Commc'ns v. FCC,
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 492 U.S. 115, 126, 109 S.Ct. 2829, 106 L.Ed.2d 93 (1989) (noting that speech “which is indecent but not obscene is protected by the First Amendment”); Industry Guidance,
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 16 F.C.C.R. 7999, at ¶ 3 (“[I]ndecent speech is protected by the First Amendment, and thus, the government*463 must both identify a compelling interest for any regulation it may impose on indecent speech and choose the least restrictive means to further that interest.”). With that backdrop in mind, we question whether the FCC's indecency test can survive First Amendment scrutiny. For instance, we are sympathetic to the Networks' contention that the FCC's indecency test is undefined, indiscernible, inconsistent, and consequently, unconstitutionally vague. Although the Commission has declared that all variants of “fuck” and “shit” are presumptively indecent and profane, repeated use of those words in “Saving Private Ryan,” for example, was neither indecent nor profane. And while multiple occurrences of expletives in “Saving Private Ryan” was not gratuitous, Saving Private Ryan,
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 20 F.C.C.R. 4507, at ¶ 14, a single occurrence of “fucking” in the Golden Globe Awards was “shocking and gratuitous,” 
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Golden Globes,
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 19 F.C.C.R. 4975, at ¶ 9. Parental ratings and advisories were important in finding “Saving Private Ryan” not patently offensive under contemporary community standards, Saving Private Ryan,
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 20 F.C.C.R. 4507, at ¶ 15, but irrelevant in evaluating a rape scene in another fictional movie, see Omnibus Order,
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 21 F.C.C.R. 2664, at ¶ 38 (issuing maximum forfeiture penalty against NBC Telemundo for movie “Con el Corazón en la Mano”). The use of numerous expletives was “integral” to a fictional movie about war, Saving Private Ryan,
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 20 F.C.C.R. 4507, at ¶ 14, but occasional expletives spoken by real musicians were indecent and profane because the educational purpose of the documentary “could have been fulfilled and all viewpoints expressed without the repeated broadcast of expletives,”Omnibus Order
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, 21 F.C.C.R. 2664, at ¶ 82 (finding Martin Scorsese's PBS documentary “The Blues: Godfathers and Sons” indecent). The “S-Word” on The Early Show was not indecent because it was in the context of a “bona fide news interview,” but “there is no outright news exemption from our indecency rules,”Remand Order, at ¶¶ 68, 71-73. We can understand why the Networks argue that the FCC's “patently offensive as measured by contemporary community standards” indecency test coupled with its “artistic necessity” exception fails to provide the clarity required by the Constitution, creates an undue chilling effect on free speech, and requires broadcasters to “steer far wider of the unlawful zone,”Speiser v. Randall,
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 357 U.S. 513, 526, 78 S.Ct. 1332, 2 L.Ed.2d 1460 (1958).

The Networks' position is further buttressed by the Supreme Court's decision in Reno v. ACLU,
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 521 U.S. 844, 117 S.Ct. 2329, 138 L.Ed.2d 874 (1997), which struck down as unconstitutionally vague a similarly-worded indecency regulation of the Internet.FN13 The Court found that the statute's use of the “general, undefined terms ‘indecent’ and ‘patently offensive’ cover large amounts of nonpornographic material with serious educational or other value. Moreover, the ‘community standards' criterion as applied to the Internet means that any communication available to a nation wide audience will be judged by the standards of the community most likely to be offended by the message.” Id.
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 at 877-78, 117 S.Ct. 2329. Because of the “vague contours” of the regulation, the Court held that “it unquestionably silences some speakers whose messages would be entitled to constitutional protection,” and thus violated the First Amendment. Id. at 874, *464 117 S.Ct. 2329. Because Reno holds that a regulation that covers speech that “in context, depicts or describes, in terms patently offensive as measured by contemporary community standards, sexual or excretory activities or organs” is unconstitutionally vague, we are skeptical that the FCC's identically-worded indecency test could nevertheless provide the requisite clarity to withstand constitutional scrutiny. Indeed, we are hard pressed to imagine a regime that is more vague than one that relies entirely on consideration of the otherwise unspecified “context” of a broadcast indecency.

FN13. Section 223(d) of the of the Communications Decency Act prohibited material that “in context, depicts or describes, in terms patently offensive as measured by contemporary community standards, sexual or excretory activities or organs.” Reno,
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 521 U.S. at 860, 117 S.Ct. 2329.

We also note that the FCC's indecency test raises the separate constitutional question of whether it permits the FCC to sanction speech based on its subjective view of the merit of that speech. It appears that under the FCC's current indecency regime, any and all uses of an expletive is presumptively indecent and profane with the broadcaster then having to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Commission, under an unidentified burden of proof, that the expletives were “integral” to the work. In the licensing context, the Supreme Court has cautioned against speech regulations that give too much discretion to government officials. See, e.g., Forsyth County, Ga. v. Nationalist Movement,
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 505 U.S. 123, 130, 112 S.Ct. 2395, 120 L.Ed.2d 101 (1992) (“A government regulation that allows arbitrary application is inherently inconsistent with a valid time, place, and manner regulation because such discretion has the potential for becoming a means of suppressing a particular point of view.”); City of Lakewood v. Plain Dealer Publ'g Co.,
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 486 U.S. 750, 758, 108 S.Ct. 2138, 100 L.Ed.2d 771 (1988) (finding a permit scheme facially unconstitutional because “post hoc rationalizations by the licensing official and the use of shifting or illegitimate criteria are far too easy, making it difficult for courts to determine in any particular case whether the licensor is permitting favorable, and suppressing unfavorable, expression”). In succeeding on this challenge, the Networks need not prove that the FCC “has exercised [its] discretion in a content-based manner, but whether there is anything in [its policy] preventing [it] from doing so.” Forsythe,
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 505 U.S. at 133 n. 10, 112 S.Ct. 2395 (“It is not merely the sporadic abuse of power by the censor but the pervasive threat inherent in its very existence that constitutes the danger to freedom of discussion.”).

Finally, we recognize there is some tension in the law regarding the appropriate level of First Amendment scrutiny. In general, restrictions on First Amendment liberties prompt courts to apply strict scrutiny. FCC v. League of Women Voters,
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 468 U.S. 364, 376, 104 S.Ct. 3106, 82 L.Ed.2d 278 (1984). Outside the broadcasting context, the Supreme Court has consistently applied strict scrutiny to indecency regulations. See, e.g., Playboy,
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 529 U.S. at 811-813, 120 S.Ct. 1878 (holding that regulation proscribing indecent content on cable television was content-based restriction of speech subject to strict scrutiny); Sable,
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 492 U.S. at 126, 109 S.Ct. 2829 (holding that indecency regulation of telephone messages was content-based restriction subject to strict scrutiny); Reno,
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 521 U.S. at 868, 117 S.Ct. 2329 (holding that indecency regulation of Internet was a content-based restriction subject to strict scrutiny). At the same time, however, the Supreme Court has also considered broadcast media exceptional. “[B]ecause broadcast regulation involves unique considerations, our cases ... have never gone so far as to demand that such regulations serve ‘compelling’ governmental interests.” League of Women Voters,
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 468 U.S. at 376, 104 S.Ct. 3106. Restrictions on broadcast “speech” have been upheld “when we [are] satisfied that the restriction is narrowly *465 tailored to further a substantial governmental interest.” Id.
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 at 380, 104 S.Ct. 3106.

The Networks contend that the bases for treating broadcast media “different [ly]” have “eroded over time,” particularly because 86 percent of American households now subscribe to cable or satellite services, Remand Order, at ¶ 49. As the Networks argue, this and other realities have “eviscerated” the notion that broadcast content is, as it was termed in Pacifica,
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 438 U.S. at 748-49, 98 S.Ct. 3026, “uniquely pervasive” and “uniquely accessible to children.” Whatever merit these arguments may have, they cannot sway us in light of Supreme Court precedent. See, e.g., Reno,
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 521 U.S. at 867, 117 S.Ct. 2329 (noting that “as a matter of history” broadcast television has enjoyed less First Amendment protection than other media, including the internet); Pacifica,
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 438 U.S. at 748-50, 98 S.Ct. 3026.

Nevertheless, we would be remiss not to observe that it is increasingly difficult to describe the broadcast media as uniquely pervasive and uniquely accessible to children, and at some point in the future, strict scrutiny may properly apply in the context of regulating broadcast television. In light of this possibility, the Networks rightly rest their constitutional argument in part on the holding of Playboy, which involved a challenge to a statute requiring cable operators who provide channels primarily dedicated to sexually explicit or otherwise indecent programming to either fully scramble these channels or limit their transmission to the 10pm to 6am safe harbor period. 529 U.S. at 806, 120 S.Ct. 1878. The Supreme Court, applying strict scrutiny, invalidated the statute because a less restrictive alternative to the prohibition existed: “One plausible, less restrictive alternative could be found in another section of the [Telecommunications] Act [of 1996]: § 504, which requires a cable operator, ‘upon request by a cable service subscriber ... without charge, [to] fully scramble or otherwise fully block’ any channel the subscriber does not wish to receive.” Id.
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 at 809-10, 120 S.Ct. 1878. The Court held: This “targeted blocking is less restrictive than banning, and the Government cannot ban speech if targeted blocking is a feasible and effective means of furthering its compelling interests.” Id.
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 at 815, 120 S.Ct. 1878. In so holding, the Court suggested its decision might go beyond the mechanistic application of strict scrutiny, and rely in part on a notional pillar of free speech-namely, choice:

When a student first encounters our free speech jurisprudence, he or she might think it is influenced by the philosophy that one idea is as good as any other, and that in art and literature objective standards of style, taste, decorum, beauty, and esthetics are deemed by the Constitution to be inappropriate, indeed unattainable. Quite the opposite is true. The Constitution no more enforces a relativistic philosophy or moral nihilism than it does any other point of view. The Constitution exists precisely so that opinions and judgments, including esthetic and moral judgments about art and literature, can be formed, tested, and expressed. What the Constitution says is that these judgments are for the individual to make, not for the Government to decree, even with the mandate or approval of a majority. Technology expands the capacity to choose; and it denies the potential of this revolution if we assume the Government is best positioned to make these choices for us.

Id.
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 at 818, 120 S.Ct. 1878. The Court specifically rejected the arguments that parents' ignorance of this option, its underutilization, or its inability to be 100% effective rendered targeted blocking an ineffective alternative: “It is no response that *466 voluntary blocking requires a consumer to take action, or may be inconvenient, or may not go perfectly every time. A court should not assume a plausible, less restrictive alternative would be ineffective; and a court should not presume parents, given full information, will fail to act.”Id.
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 at 824, 120 S.Ct. 1878.

The Networks argue that the advent of the V-chip and parental ratings system FN14 similarly provide a less restrictive alternative to the FCC's indecency ban. The FCC counters that the V-chip is an ineffective alternative because, in its view, few televisions feature a V-chip, most parents do not know how to use it, programs are often inaccurately rated, and fleeting expletives, such as those witnessed at the programs at issue here, could elude V-chip blocking even if the show during which they occurred was otherwise accurately labeled. See Remand Order, at ¶ 51 & n. 162. The FCC's arguments are not without merit, but they must be evaluated in the context of today's realities. The proliferation of satellite and cable television channels-not to mention internet-based video outlets-has begun to erode the “uniqueness” of broadcast media, while at the same time, blocking technologies such as the V-chip have empowered viewers to make their own choices about what they do, and do not, want to see on television. Playboy distinguished Pacifica on the grounds that “[c]able systems have the capacity to block unwanted channels on a household-by-household basis” and thus “[t]he option to block reduces the likelihood, so concerning to the Court in Pacifica, that traditional First Amendment scrutiny would deprive the Government of all authority to address this sort of problem.” 529 U.S. at 815, 120 S.Ct. 1878 (internal citation omitted). The FCC is free to regulate indecency, but its regulatory powers are bounded by the Constitution. If the Playboy decision is any guide, technological advances may obviate the constitutional legitimacy of the FCC's robust oversight.

FN14. In 1996, Congress mandated that every television, 13 inches or larger, sold in the United States, come equipped with blocking technology commonly known as the V-chip. See47 U.S.C. § 303(x) (stating that in the case of an “apparatus” designed to receive television signals, “such apparatus [shall] be equipped with a feature designed to enable viewers to block display of all programs with a common rating”). To implement V-chip technology, Congress also required a television ratings system. The industry developed the “TV Parental Guidelines” rating system, which was approved by the FCC. See In the Matter of Implementation of Section 551 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996,
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 13 F.C.C.R. 8232, at ¶ 2.

IV. The FCC's Construction of Profane
The Networks also argue that the FCC employed an improper definition of “profane” under Section 1464. Although we need not reach this argument to dispose of this appeal, on remand, the FCC may desire to explain its gloss on the definition of “profane.” In the Remand Order, the FCC applied its new definition of “profane” as set forth in Golden Globes. The FCC now defines “profane” as “those personally reviling epithets naturally tending to provoke violent resentment or denoting language which under contemporary community standards is so grossly offensive to members of the public who actually hear it as to amount to a nuisance.” Golden Globes,
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 19 F.C.C.R. 4975, at ¶ 13 (quoting Tallman v. United States,
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 465 F.2d 282, 286 (7th Cir.1972)). The FCC, noting that “shit” and “fuck” fall within this definition, ruled that Cher's and Nicole Richie's fleeting expletives were “profane,” as well as indecent. Most dictionaries interpret the term “profane” to denote something that pertains to the irreligious, and since 1927, *467 courts-as well as the FCC itself-have assumed that “profane” in the broadcast context refers to sacrilege, and nothing more. See, e.g. Duncan v. United States,
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 48 F.2d 128, 134 (9th Cir.1931) (collecting cases and holding defendant “was properly convicted of using profane language” where he “referred to an individual as ‘damned,’ ... used the expression ‘By God’ irreverently, and ... announced his intention to call down the curse of God”); Gagliardo v. United States,
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 366 F.2d 720, 725 (9th Cir.1966) (“the only words attributed to appellants which could even remotely be considered as being ‘profane’ ... were ‘God damn it’ ”); In re Complaint by Warren B. Appleton, Brockton, Mass.,
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 28 F.C.C.2d 36 (1971) (analyzing the word “damn” as a matter of profanity). As the FCC notes, the Seventh Circuit's 1972 Tallman
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 decision, 465 F.2d at 286, suggested an alternate definition for this term, but we do not believe the FCC can find refuge in this case. Tallman concerned a prosecution for obscenity, not profanity, and thus the Tallman court had no occasion to determine conclusively how profane should be interpreted. See id. (“The trial judge did not undertake to define the terms ‘indecent’ and ‘profane,’ but he had no occasion to do so because he determined that petitioner's utterances were properly classifiable as ‘obscene.’ ”). The Tallman court's brief reference to “profane” served only to demonstrate that there may be a construction of “profane” that could pass constitutional scrutiny.

But the FCC's definition of “profane” here, would substantially overlap with the statutory term “indecent.” This overlap would be so extensive as to render the statutory term “indecent” superfluous. Because our canons of statutory construction do not permit such an interpretation, see TRW Inc. v. Andrews,
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 534 U.S. 19, 31, 122 S.Ct. 441, 151 L.Ed.2d 339 (2001), we do not believe the FCC has proffered a reasonable construction of the term “profane.” While we may owe Chevron deference to the FCC's construction, the FCC must still demonstrate that its construction is reasonable, particularly in light of Congressional intent, the canons of statutory construction, and the historical view of the plain meaning of this term.

CONCLUSION
As the foregoing indicates, we are doubtful that by merely proffering a reasoned analysis for its new approach to indecency and profanity, the Commission can adequately respond to the constitutional and statutory challenges raised by the Networks. Nevertheless, because we can decide this case on this narrow ground, we vacate and remand so that the Commission can set forth that analysis. While we fully expect the Networks to raise the same arguments they have raised to this court if the Commission does nothing more on remand than provide additional explanation for its departure from prior precedent, we can go no further in this opinion. Accordingly, we grant the petition for review, vacate the order of the FCC, and remand the case for further proceedings consistent with this opinion. The stay previously granted by this court is vacated as moot.

LEVAL, Circuit Judge, dissenting.

I respectfully dissent from my colleagues' ruling because I believe the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC” or “Commission”) gave a reasoned explanation for its change of standard and thus complied with the requirement of the Administrative Procedures Act, 5 U.S.C. § 706(2)(A).

A television broadcaster, Fox Television Stations, Inc., challenges the lawfulness of a small change made by the FCC in its standards for adjudicating complaints*468 of indecency over the airwaves. The Commission exercises the responsibility of determining, upon receipt of public complaints, whether a licensed broadcaster has violated 18 U.S.C. § 1464 by disseminating indecent material over the airwaves. Beginning with its adjudication of complaints arising from the broadcast of the Golden Globe Awards in 2002, the Commission instituted a change in its manner of dealing with “fleeting,” i.e. unrepeated, expletives. During this broadcast, rock-musician Bono expressed delight over his receipt of an award by saying, “[T]his is really, really, fucking brilliant.” In a lengthy tradition of previous FCC rulings, absence of repetition of an expletive had been virtually conclusive against finding an indecency violation. The staff therefore recommended in Bono's case, largely because the expletive was unrepeated, that no violation be found. See Complaints Against Various Broadcast Licensees Regarding Their Airing of the “Golden Globe Awards” Program,
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 18 F.C.C.R. 19859, at ¶ 6 (Enforcement Bureau 2003). The Commission reversed the recommendation of its staff. Adopting a new altered standard, which diminished the significance of the fact that the potentially offensive expletive was not repeated, the Commission concluded that the broadcast of Bono's expletive constituted indecency in violation of § 1464. See Complaints Against Various Broadcast Licensees Regarding Their Airing of the “Golden Globe Awards” Program,
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 19 F.C.C.R. 4975, at ¶¶ 12, 17 (2004) (“Golden Globes ”).

The occurrences under review in this case followed soon after the Bono incident, during live broadcasts by Fox of Billboard Music Awards shows in 2002 and 2003. In the 2002 Billboard Music Awards, the actress and singer Cher, expressing triumphant delight upon her receipt of an award, said, “People have been telling me I'm on the way out every year, right? So fuck ‘em.” The incident during the 2003 Billboard Music Awards involved Nicole Richie and Paris Hilton, the co-stars of a serialized televised comedy show entitled, “The Simple Life,” as presenters of awards. In “The Simple Life,” Richie and Hilton play themselves as two spoiled, rich young women from Beverly Hills who cope with life on a farm. In joking reference to their own show, Richie said, “Why do they even call it ‘The Simple Life?’ Have you ever tried to get cow shit out of a Prada purse? It's not so fucking simple.” The Commission received complaints about each incident. Referring to its newly changed policy developed in response to the Bono incident in Golden Globes, the Commission found that the two Billboard Music incidents were violations. See Complaints Regarding Various Television Broadcasts Between February 2, 2002 and March 8, 2005,
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 21 F.C.C.R. 13299 (2006) (“Remand Order ”). Fox brought this action seeking to invalidate the Commission's rulings.

In adjudicating indecency complaints the Commission generally employs a context-based evaluation to determine whether the particular utterance is “patently offensive as measured by contemporary community standards.” Industry Guidance on the Commission's Case Law Interpreting 18 U.S.C. § 1464,
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 16 F.C.C.R. 7999, at ¶ 8 (2001) (“Industry Guidance ”) (emphasis in original). Factors weighing in favor of a finding of indecency are: “(1) the explicitness or graphic nature of the description or depiction of sexual or excretory organs or activities; (2) whether the material dwells on or repeats at length descriptions of sexual or excretory organs or activities; (3) whether the material appears to pander or is used to titillate, or whether the material appears to have been presented for its shock value.” Industry Guidance,*469 at ¶ 10 (emphasis in original). Especially in relation to the “pandering” factor, a finding of violation is less likely if the broadcast of the utterance involved a genuine news report, or if censorship of the expletive would harm or distort artistic integrity. Prior to the Bono incident, the Commission attached great importance to the second factor, which focuses on whether an expletive was repeated. Under the pre-Golden Globes rulings, the fact that an utterance was fleeting was virtually conclusive in assuring it would not be deemed a violation (unless it breached special barriers, such as by referring to sexual activities with children). With its Golden Globes adjudication, however, the Commission adopted a less permissive stance. It announced that henceforth fleeting expletives would be judged according to a standard more closely aligned with repeated utterances of expletives. Thus, the Commission has declared that it remains unlikely to find a violation in an expletive that is broadcast in the context of a genuine news report, or where censorship by bleeping out the expletive would compromise artistic integrity, but it will no longer give a nearly automatic pass merely because the expletive was not repeated. See Remand Order, at ¶ 23.

The Commission explained succinctly why lack of repetition of the F-Word would no longer result in a virtual free pass. “[W]e believe that, given the core-meaning of the ‘F-Word,’ any use of that word or a variation, in any context, inherently has a sexual connotation.... The ‘F-Word’ is one of the most vulgar, graphic and explicit descriptions of sexual activity in the English language. Its use invariably invokes a coarse sexual image.” Golden Globes, at ¶¶ 8-9. “[A]ny use of that word has a sexual connotation even if the word is not used literally.” Remand Order, at ¶ 16.

My colleagues find that in so altering its standards the Commission has acted illegally. They rule that the Commission failed to give a reasoned analysis explaining the change of rule. They accordingly find that the change of standard was arbitrary and capricious and therefore violated the Administrative Procedure Act. I disagree. In explanation of this relatively modest change of standard, the Commission gave a sensible, although not necessarily compelling, reason. In relation to the word “fuck,” the Commission's central explanation for the change was essentially its perception that the “F-Word” is not only of extreme and graphic vulgarity, but also conveys an inescapably sexual connotation. The Commission thus concluded that the use of the F-Word-even in a single fleeting instance without repetition-is likely to constitute an offense to the decency standards of § 1464.

The standards for judicial review of administrative actions are discussed in a few leading Supreme Court opinions from which the majority quotes. Agencies operate with broad discretionary power to establish rules and standards, and courts are required to give deference to agency decisions. See Chevron U.S.A., Inc. v. Natural Res. Def. Council, Inc.,
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 467 U.S. 837, 844, 104 S.Ct. 2778, 81 L.Ed.2d 694 (1984). A court must not “substitute its judgment for that of the agency.” Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Ass'n of U.S., Inc. v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co.,
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 463 U.S. 29, 43, 103 S.Ct. 2856, 77 L.Ed.2d 443 (1983); see also Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. Natural Res. Def. Council, Inc.,
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 435 U.S. 519, 558, 98 S.Ct. 1197, 55 L.Ed.2d 460 (1978) ( “Administrative decisions should [not] be set aside ... because the court is unhappy with the result reached.”). In general, an agency's determination will be upheld by a court unless found to be “arbitrary and capricious.” See5 U.S.C. 706(2)(A).

*470 An agency is free furthermore to change its standards. See Chevron,
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 467 U.S. at 863, 104 S.Ct. 2778 (“An initial agency interpretation is not instantly carved in stone.”); Huntington Hosp. v. Thompson,
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 319 F.3d 74, 79 (2d Cir.2003) (“[A]n agency is not locked into the first interpretation of a statute it embraces.”); Ramaprakash,
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 346 F.3d at 1125 (“Agencies are free to change course as their expertise and experience may suggest or require.”). The Supreme Court has made clear that when an agency changes its standard or rule, it is “obligated to supply a reasoned analysis for the change.”State Farm,
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 463 U.S. at 42, 103 S.Ct. 2856. If an agency without explanation were to make an adjudication which is not consistent with the agency's previously established standards, the troubling question would arise whether the agency has lawfully changed its standard, or whether it has arbitrarily failed to adhere to its standard, which it may not lawfully do.FN15 Accordingly our court has ruled that “an agency ... cannot simply adopt inconsistent positions without presenting ‘some reasoned analysis.’ ” Huntington Hosp.,
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 319 F.3d at 79. Such explanation, we have said, is necessary so that the reviewing court may “be able to understand the basis of the agency's action so that it may judge the consistency of that action with the agency's mandate.” Mr. Sprout, Inc. v. United States,
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 8 F.3d 118, 129 (2d Cir.1993). The District of Columbia Circuit has similarly reasoned that an agency's “failure to come to grips with conflicting precedent constitutes an inexcusable departure from the essential requirement of reasoned decision making.” Ramaprakash,
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 346 F.3d at 1125 (quotation marks omitted). In changing course, an agency must “provide a reasoned analysis indicating that prior policies and standards are being deliberately changed, not casually ignored.” Id.
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 at 1124 (quotation marks omitted).

FN15. Judge Friendly noted:

What gives concern is the manner, alas not atypical of the agencies, in which [a] change was made-slipped into an opinion in such a way that only careful readers would know what had happened, without articulation of reasons, and with prior authorities not overruled, so that the opinion writers remain free to pull them out of the drawer whenever the agency wishes to reach a result supportable by the old rule but not the new.

Henry J. Friendly, The Federal Administrative Agencies 63 (1962).

In my view, in changing its position on the repetition of an expletive, the Commission complied with these requirements. It made clear acknowledgment that its Golden Globes and Remand Order rulings were not consistent with its prior standard regarding lack of repetition. It announced the adoption of a new standard. And it furnished a reasoned explanation for the change. Although one can reasonably disagree with the Commission's new position, its explanation-at least with respect to the F-Word-is not irrational, arbitrary, or capricious. The Commission thus satisfied the standards of the Administrative Procedures Act.

The Commission explained that the F-Word is “one of the most vulgar, graphic and explicit descriptions of sexual activity in the English language [whose] use invariably invokes a coarse sexual image.” Golden Globes, at ¶ 9. In other words, the Commission found, contrary to its earlier policy, that the word is of such graphic explicitness in inevitable reference to sexual activity that absence of repetition does not save it from violating the standard of decency.

My colleagues offer several arguments in support of their conclusion that the Commission's explanation was not reasonable and therefore arbitrary and capricious.*471 They argue (i) the Commission's position is irrational because of inconsistency resulting from the Commission's willingness to allow viewers to be subjected to a “first blow” if it comes in the context of a genuine news broadcast; (ii) the Commission's prediction that allowance of fleeting expletives will result in a great increase in their incidence is irrational because prior experience was to the contrary; and (iii) the Commission is “divorced from reality” believing that the F-Word invariably invokes a sexual connotation. I respectfully disagree.

The majority argues that the Commission's change of standard is irrational because it is inconsistent. The opinion goes on to explain:

[T]he Commission does not take the position that any occurrence of an expletive is indecent.... [T]he Commission will apparently excuse an expletive when it occurs during a “bona fide news interview”.... The Commission even conceded that a rebroadcast of precisely the same offending clips of the two Billboard Music Award programs for the purpose of providing background information on this case would not result in any action by the FCC.... [E]ven repeated and deliberate use of numerous expletives is not indecent ... if the expletives are “integral” to the work [as in the case of the film “Saving Private Ryan”].

Majority op. at pages 458-59. The majority is of course correct that the Commission does not follow an all-or-nothing policy. Its standards do attempt to draw context-based distinctions, with the result that no violation will be found in circumstances where usage is considered sufficiently justified that it does not constitute indecency.

This, however, is in no way a consequence of the Commission's change of standard for fleeting expletives. It applies across the board to all circumstances. Regardless of whether the expletive was repeated or fleeting, the Commission will apply context-based standards to determine whether the incident constituted indecency. A bona fide news context and recognition of artistic integrity favor a finding of no violation. The majority's criticism of inconsistency is not properly directed against the change of standard here in question, which has done nothing to increase the inconsistency. If anything, the change of standard has made the Commission more consistent rather than less, because under the new rule, the same context-based factors will apply to all circumstances. If there is merit in the majority's argument that the Commission's actions are arbitrary and capricious because of irrationality in its standards for determining when expletives are permitted and when forbidden, that argument must be directed against the entire censorship structure. It does not demonstrate that the Commission's change of standard for the fleeting expletive was irrational.

Furthermore, while the Commission will indeed allow the broadcast of the same material in some circumstances but not in others, I do not see why this differentiation should be considered irrational. It rather seeks to reconcile conflicting values. On the one hand, it recognizes, as stressed by the Supreme Court in Pacifica, the potential for harm to children resulting from exposure to indecency. On the other hand, the Commission has historically recognized that categorical prohibition of the broadcast of all instances of usage of a word generally considered indecent would suppress material of value, which should not be deemed indecent upon consideration of the context. This is not irrationality.FN16*472 It is an attempt on the part of the Commission over the years to reconcile conflicting values through standards which take account of context.

FN16. Spectators in the courtroom observing the argument of this case would have heard the judges and the lawyers saying “fuck” in open court. Had the case been on another subject, such usage would surely have seemed inappropriate. Because of the issues in this case, the word was central to the issues being discussed. It is not irrational to take context into account to determine whether use of the word is indecent.

The majority then argues that the Commission reasoned irrationally when in its Remand Order, as a part of its explanation for its change of position, the Commission observed:

[G]ranting an automatic exemption for “isolated or fleeting” expletives ... would as a matter of logic permit broadcasters to air expletives at all hours of a day so long as they did so one at a time. For example, broadcasters would be able to air ... offensive ... words, regardless of context, with impunity ... provided that they did not air more than one expletive in any program segment.

Remand Order, at ¶ 25. The majority asserts that this concern was “divorced from reality.” Majority op. at page 460. On the majority's view, because broadcasters did not “barrage[ ] the airwaves with expletives” during the period prior to Golden Globes when fleeting expletives received a free pass, they would not do so in the future.

The agency has one prediction of what would likely occur in the future under the pre-Golden Globes policy. The majority has another. The majority may be right in speculating that the Commission's concern is exaggerated. Who knows? As a matter of law, it makes no difference. The court is obligated to give deference to agency judgment and may not substitute its judgment for that of the agency, or set aside an agency action merely because the court believes the agency is wrong. See State Farm,
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 463 U.S. at 43, 103 S.Ct. 2856 (court must not “substitute its judgment for that of the agency”); Vermont Yankee,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1978114214"
 435 U.S. at 558, 98 S.Ct. 1197 (“Administrative decisions should [not] be set aside ... because the court is unhappy with the result.”). Only if the agency's action is “arbitrary and capricious” may the court nullify it. 5 U.S.C. § 706(2)(A).

Furthermore, if obligated to choose, I would bet my money on the agency's prediction. The majority's view presupposes that the future would repeat the past. It argues that because the networks were not flooded with discrete, fleeting expletives when fleeting expletives had a free pass, they would not be flooded in the future. This fails to take account of two facts. First, the words proscribed by the Commission's decency standards are much more common in daily discourse today than they were thirty years ago. Second, the regulated networks compete for audience with the unregulated cable channels, which increasingly make liberal use of their freedom to fill programming with such expletives. The media press regularly reports how difficult it is for networks to compete with cable for that reason.FN17 It *473 seems to me the agency has good reason to expect that a marked increase would occur if the old policy were continued.

FN17.See, e.g., Gail Pennington, Kingpin There Are More Things in Heaven and Earth Than “Sopranos,” NBC Insists, St. Louis Post-Dispatch, Feb. 2, 2003, at F1 (“Although they tried at first to feign indifference, broadcasters have seethed for years over the critical acclaim and abundant awards handed to cable series like ‘The Sopranos.’ ” The complaint: “that the playing field isn't level. Broadcasters are strained by FCC rules about content-nudity and sex, violence and language-that don't apply to cable.”); Jim Rutenberg, Few Viewers Object as Unbleeped Bleep Words Spread on Network TV, N.Y. Times, Jan. 25, 2003, at B7 (“Broadcast television, under intensifying attack by saltier cable competitors, is pushing the limits of decorum further by the year, and hardly anyone is pushing back.”); Jim Rutenberg, Hurt by Cable, Networks Spout Expletives, N.Y. Times, Sept. 2, 2001, at 11 (“Broadcast television is under siege by smaller cable competitors that are winning audiences while pushing adult content. In that climate, broadcast is fighting the perception that its tastes are lagging behind those of a media-saturated culture whose mores have grown more permissive.”).

In any event, even if the majority could reasonably label this aspect of the Commission's reasoning “arbitrary and capricious,” it still would not matter. The agency's action in changing the standard for fleeting expletives did not depend on the defensibility of this prediction. It is at most a small part of the agency's justification for its action.

Finally the majority disagrees with the Commission's view that the word “fuck” communicates an “inherently ... sexual connotation [and] invariably invokes a coarse sexual image.” Golden Globes, at ¶¶ 8-9. The majority notes that the F-Word is often used in everyday conversation without any sexual meaning. Majority op. at page 459. I agree with the majority that the word is often used without a necessary intention on the part of the speaker to refer to sex. A student who gets a disappointing grade on a test, a cook who burns the roast, or a driver who returns to his parked car to find a parking ticket on the windshield, might holler out the F-Word to express anger or disappointment. The word is also sometimes used to express delight, as with Bono's exhilarated utterance on his receipt of his award. Some use it more as a declaration of uncompromising toughness, or of alignment on the side of vulgarity against prissy manners, without necessarily intending to evoke any sexual meaning. Some use it to intensify whatever it is they may be saying, and some sprinkle the word indiscriminately throughout their conversation with no apparent meaning whatsoever.

The majority, however, misunderstands the Commission's reasoning, or in any event interprets it in the manner least favorable to the Commission. In observing that fuck“invariably invokes a coarse sexual image,”Golden Globes, at ¶ 9, that this is so “even if the word is not used literally,”Remand Order, at ¶ 16, and that its power to offend “derives from its sexual ... meaning,” id. at ¶ 23, the Commission did not mean that every speaker who utters the word invariably intends to communicate an offensive sexual meaning. The Commission explicitly recognized that the word can be used in a manner that does not intend a sexual meaning. A fairer reading of the Commission's meaning is that, even when the speaker does not intend a sexual meaning, a substantial part of the community, and of the television audience, will understand the word as freighted with an offensive sexual connotation. It is surely not irrational for the Commission to conclude that, according to the understanding of a substantial segment of the community, the F-Word is never completely free of an offensive, sexual connotation. It is no accident that in many languages, the equivalent of the F-Word finds usage, as in English, to express anger, disgust, insult, and confrontation.

What we have is at most a difference of opinion between a court and an agency. Because of the deference courts must give to the reasoning of a duly authorized administrative agency in matters within the agency's competence, a court's disagreement with the Commission on this question is of no consequence. The Commission's *474 position is not irrational; it is not arbitrary and capricious.

I believe that in changing its standard, the Commission furnished a reasoned explanation, and thus satisfied the requirements of the Administrative Procedures Act.FN18I therefore respectfully dissent.FN19
FN18. As each of the instances under review in this case involved the use of the F-Word, and because I find that the Commission has given a rational justification for its rule as applied to use of the F-Word, I do not consider the Commission's standard which makes it a decency violation to use the word “shit.” In Pacifica, in upholding the constitutionality of censorship under § 1464, the Supreme Court stressed the accessibility of broadcasting to children. See Pacifica,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1978139517"
 438 U.S. at 749, 98 S.Ct. 3026;Remand Order, at ¶ 51. The potential for harm to children resulting from indecent broadcasting was clearly a major concern justifying the censorship scheme. In this regard, it seems to me there is an enormous difference between censorship of references to sex and censorship of references to excrement. For children, excrement is a main preoccupation of their early years. There is surely no thought that children are harmed by hearing references to excrement.

Nicole Richie's script called for her to say it was not easy to get “pig crap” out of a Prada purse. In delivering the line, Richie changed “pig crap” to “cow shit.” Had she stuck with “pig crap,” that reference would not have been a violation, but her change to “cow shit” could have resulted in forfeitures and perhaps even the loss of Fox's license to broadcast. In another instance, the Commission found a violation (which was later vacated on other grounds) because someone was described as a “bullshitter.” See Complaints Regarding Various Television Broadcasts Between February 2, 2002 and March 8, 2005,
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 21 F.C.C.R. 2664 (2006); Remand Order, at ¶ 73. The justification is surely not that children will be harmed by hearing “shit” but not by hearing “crap.” It appears that at least some of the Commission's prohibitions are not justified at all by the risk of harm to children but only by concern for good manners. When the censorship is exercised only to protect polite manners and not by reason of risk of harm, I question whether it can survive scrutiny. Because each instance of censorship at stake in this case involved the F-Word, which in the Commission's view inherently retains a sexual reference, the question does not arise in this case.

FN19. I express neither agreement nor disagreement with my colleagues' added discussion of Fox's other challenges to the Commission's actions because, as the majority opinion recognizes, it is dictum and therefore not an authoritative precedent in our Circuit's law. In subsequent adjudications, the respect accorded to dictum depends on its persuasive force and not on the fact that it appears in a court opinion.
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Appellants manufacture, distribute, or sell comestible items containing oil or sterilized seeds from "hemp"--a species of plant within the genus Cannabis.  They challenge two Drug Enforcement Administration ("DEA") regulations that, taken together, would ban the sale or possession of such items even if they contain only non-psychoactive trace amounts of tetrahydrocannabinols ("THC").  The DEA asserts that natural, as well as synthetic, THC is included in Schedule I of the Controlled Substances Act ("CSA").  We have previously held that the definition of "THC" in Schedule I refers only to synthetic THC, and that any THC occurring naturally within Cannabis is banned only if it falls within the Schedule I definition of "marijuana."  [FN1]  We reiterate that ruling here:  in accordance with Schedule I, the DEA's relevant rules and regulations may be enforced only insofar as they ban the presence of marijuana or synthetic THC.

FN1. The Act spells this as "marihuana."  We employ the modern spelling here.

I. BACKGROUND
Appellants' business activities include importing and distributing sterilized hemp seed and oil and cake derived from hemp seed, and manufacturing and selling food and cosmetic products made from hemp seed and oil. [FN2]  On October 9, 2001, the DEA published what it labeled an "Interpretive Rule" stating that "any product that contains any amount of THC is a schedule I controlled substance...." Interpretation of Listing of THC in Schedule I, 66 Fed.Reg. 51530, 51533 (Oct. 9, 2001).  This rule would have banned the possession and sale of Appellants' products.  On the same day, the DEA proposed two rules that subsequently became final on publication in the Federal Register on March 21, 2003.  Clarification of Listing of THC in Schedule I, 68 Fed.Reg. 14114 (March 21, 2003). These rules ("Final Rules") are the subject of the instant appeal. DEA-205F amends the DEA's regulations at 21 C.F.R. §  1308.11(d)(27) so that the listing of THC in Schedule I includes natural as well as synthetic THC. DEA-206F exempts from control non-psychoactive hemp products that contain trace amounts of THC not intended to enter the human body.  We stayed enforcement of the Final Rules pending disposition of this appeal.

FN2. We refer to hemp stalks, fiber, oil and cake made from hemp seed, and sterilized hemp seed itself--i.e., those substances excluded from the definition of marijuana under 21 U.S.C. §  802(16)--as "non-psychoactive hemp."  A "psychoactive" substance is one "affecting the mind or behavior."  Merriam-Webster Dictionary. 

The non-psychoactive hemp used in Appellants' products is derived from industrial hemp plants grown in Canada and in Europe, the flowers of which contain only a trace amount of the THC contained in marijuana varieties grown for psychoactive use.  The hemp seed used in food products is an "achene," or small nut, that is either hulled for direct consumption or crushed for oil.  It "contains 20 percent high-quality, digestible protein, which can be consumed by humans."  U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Industrial Hemp in the United States:  Status and Market Potential 15 (Jan.2000), available at http://ers.usda.gov/publications/ages001e/ages001e.pdf.  Hemp seed oil "has a better profile of key nutrients, such as essential fatty acids and gamma-linolenic acid, than other oils ... and a similar profile of other nutrients, such as sterols and tocopherols."  Thompson, Berger & Allen, Univ. of Kentucky Center for Business and Economic Research, Economic Impact of Industrial Hemp in Kentucky 7-8 (July 1998), available at www.industrialhemp.net/pdf/hempstudy.pdf.  Appellants list a wide range of current and planned commercial products that use hemp oil or seed, including roasted hulled seed, nutrition bars, tortilla chips, pretzels, beer, candy bars, margarine, sauces, dressings, and non-dairy versions of milk and cheese.

Appellants challenged the putative Interpretive Rule in Hemp Industries Assoc. v. DEA, 333 F.3d 1082 (9th Cir.2003) ("Hemp I ").  During our consideration of that case, the DEA notified us that it would soon issue the Final Rules.  We set aside considering the merits of Hemp I to await them. After their publication, we solicited briefing from both parties as to whether Hemp I was rendered moot by the publication of the Final Rules.  Appellants in Hemp I argued that the case was not moot.  A majority of the panel agreed.  Hemp I was filed on June 30, 2003.

Hemp I addressed whether the putative Interpretive Rule was an interpretive rule or a legislative rule under the Administrative Procedure Act. That question turned primarily on whether the putative Interpretive Rule would "amend the DEA's own regulation on the coverage of naturally-occurring THC in Schedule I." Hemp I, 333 F.3d at 1088.  In that context, we held that the listing of "marijuana" in Schedule I excludes 

the mature stalks of such plant, fiber produced from such stalks, oil or cake made from the seeds of such plant, any other compound, manufacture, salt, derivative, mixture, or preparation of such mature stalks (except the resin extracted therefrom), fiber, oil, or cake, or the sterilized seed of such plant which is incapable of germination. 

  Id. (quoting 21 U.S.C. §  802(16)).  We held further that the listing of THC in Schedule I, as part of the Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Act of 1970, applied only to synthetically-created THC. We reasoned that "if naturally-occurring THC were covered under THC, there would be no need to have a separate category for marijuana, which obviously contains naturally-occurring THC. Yet Congress maintained marijuana as a separate category." Hemp I, 333 F.3d at 1089.  We concluded that THC naturally-occurring within non-psychoactive hemp products did not fall under the DEA's regulation, which provided: 

The Director has investigated and designates all drugs, unless exempted by regulations in this part, containing any amount of the following substances as having a potential for abuse because of their: 

 (3) Hallucinogenic effect: 

Synthetic equivalents of the substances contained in the plant, or in the resinous extractives of Cannabis, sp. and/or synthetic substances, derivatives, and their isomers with similar chemical structure and pharmacological activity.... 

  21 C.F.R. §  320.3(c) (1970). [FN3]  We held that the imposition of a ban on THC occurring naturally within non-psychoactive hemp products amended the DEA's own regulations, and that doing so could be accomplished, if at all, only by a legislative rule.  Hemp I, 333 F.3d at 1091.  We explicitly reserved the question of the validity of the DEA's proposed legislative rules, which have become the Final Rules, until the instant case was before us.  Id.
FN3. In 1971 the title "Tetrahydrocannabinols" and a code number were added.  The regulations were later transferred from 21 C.F.R. §  320.3(c) to 21 C.F.R. §  1308.11(d)(27).  The Final Rules amended 21 C.F.R. §  1308.11(d)(27) to insert the words "Meaning tetrahydrocannabinols naturally contained in a plant of the genus Cannabis (cannabis plant), as well as" immediately before "[s]ynthetic equivalents of the substances contained in the cannabis plant" in the section quoted above.  In considering the propriety of the Final Rules, we necessarily consider the propriety of this amendment to §  1308.11(d)(27).

II. JURISDICTION
We have jurisdiction to review Appellants' claims that the DEA's Final Rules are invalid under 21 U.S.C. §  877, and the claim of a violation of the Regulatory Flexibility Act under 5 U.S.C. §  611.

III. ANALYSIS
Appellants offer three arguments why the Final Rules may not be enforced with respect to THC naturally-occurring in non-psychoactive hemp products.  First, they argue that DEA-205F is a scheduling action--placing non-psychoactive hemp in Schedule I for the first time--that fails to follow the procedures for such actions required by the Controlled Substances Act ("CSA").  Second, they argue that the adoption of DEA 206F is arbitrary and capricious in exempting non-psychoactive hemp products intended to be eaten by animals but not those intended to be eaten by humans, when humans seeking (in vain) any psychoactive effect from these substances could easily eat either.  Third, they argue that in issuing DEA-205F, the DEA violated the Regulatory Flexibility Act ("RFA"). We need not reach the latter two arguments because we agree with appellants that the DEA scheduled non-psychoactive hemp without following the required procedures.

[1][2] We review federal rules and regulations under Chevron U.S.A, Inc. v. Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., 467 U.S. 837, 104 S.Ct. 2778, 81 L.Ed.2d 694 (1984).  Under Chevron's two-part test, "we must decide (1) whether the statute unambiguously forbids the Agency's interpretation, and, if not, (2) whether the interpretation, for other reasons, exceeds the bounds of the permissible."  Barnhart v. Walton, 535 U.S. 212, 218, 122 S.Ct. 1265, 152 L.Ed.2d 330 (2002) (citing Chevron, 467 U.S. at 843, 104 S.Ct. 2778).  While at step one we "must give effect to the unambiguously expressed intent of Congress," if "the statute is silent or ambiguous with respect to the specific issue," at step two we will "sustain the Agency's interpretation if it is based on a permissible construction" of a statute.  Id. at 217-18, 122 S.Ct. 1265 (internal quotation marks omitted).

A. Procedures for Scheduling a Controlled Substance
Since under the Chevron standard we conclude that Congress did not regulate non-psychoactive hemp in Schedule I, we must consider whether the DEA followed the appropriate procedures to schedule it as a controlled substance. The DEA concedes that it did not use the following procedures spelled out in the CSA to adopt the Final Rules.

Under 21 U.S.C. §  811(a): 

the Attorney General may by rule-- 

(1) add to such a schedule or transfer between such schedules any drug or other substance if he-- 

(A) finds that such drug or other substance has a potential for abuse, and 

(B) makes with respect to such drug or other substance the findings prescribed by subsection (b) of section 812 of this title for the schedule in which such drug is to be placed. 

... 

Rules of the Attorney General under this subsection shall be made on the record after opportunity for a hearing pursuant to the rulemaking procedures prescribed by subchapter II of chapter 5 of Title 5[5 U.S.C. § §  551 et seq.].

21 U.S.C. §  811(a) calls for formal rulemaking procedures, as described in  5 U.S.C. § §  556 and 557.  Formal rulemaking requires hearings on the record, and section 557(c) invites parties to submit proposed findings and oppose the stated bases of tentative agency decisions, and requires the agency to issue formal rulings on each finding, conclusion, or exception on the record.  We will not reproduce the entirety of the Administrative Procedure Act here;  it suffices to say that the DEA did not and does not claim to have followed formal rulemaking procedures.

In addition, the DEA did not comply with §  811(a)(1)(B), because the findings required by §  812(b) were not made.  Section 812(b) states: 

(b) Placement on schedules;  findings required.  Except where control is required by United States obligations under an international treaty, convention, or protocol, in effect on October 27, 1970, and except in the case of an immediate precursor, a drug or other substance may not be placed in any schedule unless the findings required for such schedule are made with respect to such drug or other substance. 

The findings required for each of the schedules are as follows: 

(1) SCHEDULE I. 

(A) The drug or other substance has a high potential for abuse. 

(B) The drug or other substance has no currently accepted medical use in treatment in the United States. 

(C) There is a lack of accepted safety for use of the drug or other substance under medical supervision.

The DEA does not purport to have met the requirements for placement of non-psychoactive hemp on Schedule I, and indeed disclaims any need to show that non-psychoactive hemp "has a high potential for abuse."  Instead, the DEA argues that naturally-occurring THC in those parts of the hemp plant excluded from the definition of "marijuana" have always been included under the listing for "THC," and that it had no previous need to clarify this because the intentional use of such products in foodstuffs is relatively new within the United States.  The DEA urges that under Chevron its definition of the meaning of "THC" in the CSA should be given deference.  However, no deference is required because this issue is resolved at Chevron step one:  the statutory language on point unambiguously precludes an interpretation of the THC definition that includes non-psychoactive hemp.

B. CSA Definitions of THC and Marijuana
Two CSA provisions are relevant to determining whether Appellants' hemp products were banned before the passage of the Final Rules:  the definition of THC and the definition of marijuana.  Both are unambiguous under Chevron step one:  Appellants' products do not contain the "synthetic" "substances or derivatives" that are covered by the definition of THC, and non-psychoactive hemp is explicitly excluded from the definition of marijuana.

1. Statutory Definition of THC
The DEA contends that Appellants' food products may be banned as "any material compound, mixture or preparation" that "contains any quantity of" THC. See 21 C.F.R. §  1308.11(d).  However, the definition of THC under the CSA includes only synthetic THC. 21 C.F.R. §  1308.11(d)(27) (defining banned THC as "[s]ynthetic equivalents of the substances contained in the plant, or in the resinous extractives of Cannabis, sp. and/or synthetic substances, derivatives, and their isomers...."). [FN4]  As we noted in Hemp I, with a more elaborate explanation than we will provide here:

FN4. The Final Rules at issue here amend the definition of THC to include naturally-occurring THC. Because we consider here the propriety of those amendments, we quote the previous definition, which had been in effect since 1970.  See supra note 3. 

Notably, if naturally-occurring THC were covered under THC, there would be no need to have a separate category for marijuana, which obviously contains naturally-occurring THC. Yet Congress maintained marijuana as a separate category. 

  Hemp I, 333 F.3d at 1089.  The controlled substances listing of THC is different from the listings for DMT, mescaline, psilocybin, and psilocyn, the definitions for which are not limited to synthetic forms of the drugs.  See 21 C.F.R. §  1308.11(d).

Therefore, DEA-205F may ban products that "contain[ ] any quantity" of THC only insofar as it does not improperly expand the definition of THC as it is used in the CSA. For the same reason, 21 U.S.C. § §  823(f) and 841(a)(1), which disallow human consumption of Schedule I controlled substances outside of FDA-approved, DEA-registered research, do not apply to non-psychoactive hemp products:  such products do not contain a "Schedule I controlled substance" as the CSA defines it.  As we did in Hemp I, we reject the DEA's contention that the Final Rules merely "clarify that the longstanding placement of THC in schedule I includes both natural and synthetic THC." 68 Fed.Reg. 14116 (Mar. 21, 2003).  The DEA's action is not a mere clarification of its THC regulations; it improperly renders naturally-occurring non-psychoactive hemp illegal for the first time.

2. Statutory Definition of Marijuana
Under 21 U.S.C. §  802(16): 

The term "marihuana" means all parts of the plant Cannabis sativa L., whether growing or not;  the seeds thereof;  the resin extracted from any part of such plant;  and every compound, manufacture, salt, derivative, mixture, or preparation of such plant, its seeds or resin.  Such term does not include the mature stalks of such plant, fiber produced from such stalks, oil or cake made from the seeds of such plant, any other compound, manufacture, salt, derivative, mixture, or preparation of such mature stalks (except the resin extracted therefrom), fiber, oil, or cake, or the sterilized seed of such plant which is incapable of germination. 

  The non-psychoactive hemp in Appellants' products is derived from the "mature stalks" or is "oil and cake made from the seeds" of the Cannabis plant, and therefore fits within the plainly stated exception to the CSA definition of marijuana.

Congress was aware of the presence of trace amounts of psychoactive agents (later identified as THC) in the resin of non-psychoactive hemp when it passed the 1937 "Marihuana Tax Act," and when it adopted the Tax Act marijuana definition in the CSA. As a result, when Congress excluded from the definition of marijuana "mature stalks of such plant, fiber ..., [and] oil or cake made from the seeds," it also made an exception to the exception, and included "resin extracted from" the excepted parts of the plant in the definition of marijuana, despite the stalks and seeds exception. [FN5]  21 U.S.C. §  802(16).  Congress knew what it was doing, and its intent to exclude non-psychoactive hemp from regulation is entirely clear.  The DEA's Final Rules are inconsistent with the unambiguous meaning of the CSA definitions of marijuana and THC, and the DEA did not use the appropriate scheduling procedures to add non-psychoactive hemp to the list of controlled substances.

FN5. The DEA argues that because hemp seeds contain some THC, we should allow it to include hemp seeds and its derivatives as within the "exception to the exception" for the extraction of resin.  Neither we nor the DEA are in any position to ignore the express exception for hemp seeds in the CSA, nor can we construe "resin" broadly to mean "seeds" as well. As the DEA informs us, the "exception to the exception" for resin was apparently included out of concern that the "active principle" in marijuana, later understood to be THC, might be derived from nonpsychoactive hemp and so be used for psychoactive purposes.  We note that Congress' policy decision is still effective in prohibiting psychoactive drugs:  the DEA makes no showing that extracts from parts of hemp seeds or stalks other than resin are used or could be used for psychoactive purposes.

Although we have determined that non-psychoactive hemp is not banned under Schedule I, we need not determine in this proceeding whether under the current statute it could be listed if the agency were to undertake appropriate rulemaking.  We hold only that the DEA did not follow the requisite proceedings for scheduling under 21 U.S.C. § §  811(a) and 812(b).  The Final Rules therefore may not be enforced with respect to THC that is found within the parts of Cannabis plants that are excluded from the CSA's definition of "marijuana" or that is not synthetic.  We find unambiguous Congress' intent with regard to the regulation of non-psychoactive hemp.  Therefore, we reject the Final Rules at step one of the Chevron test and need not reach Chevron step two. [FN6]
FN6. Because our conclusion with respect to Chevron deference suffices to invalidate DEA-205F as applied to non-psychoactive hemp products, we need not address Appellants' Regulatory Flexibility Act arguments.

IV. CONCLUSION
The DEA's Final Rules purport to regulate foodstuffs containing "natural and synthetic THC." And so they can:  in keeping with the definitions of drugs controlled under Schedule I of the CSA, the Final Rules can regulate foodstuffs containing natural THC if it is contained within marijuana, and can regulate synthetic THC of any kind.  But they cannot regulate naturally-occurring THC not contained within or derived from marijuana--i.e., non-psychoactive hemp products--because non-psychoactive hemp is not included in Schedule I. The DEA has no authority to regulate drugs that are not scheduled, and it has not followed procedures required to schedule a substance.

[3] The DEA's definition of "THC" contravenes the unambiguously expressed intent of Congress in the CSA and cannot be upheld.  DEA-205F and DEA-206F are thus scheduling actions that would place non-psychoactive hemp in Schedule I for the first time.  In promulgating the Final Rules, the DEA did not follow the procedures in § §  811(a) and 812(b) of the CSA required for scheduling.  The amendments to 21 C.F.R. §  1308.11(d)(27) that make THC applicable to all parts of the Cannabis plant are therefore void.  We grant Appellants' petition and permanently enjoin enforcement of the Final Rules with respect to non-psychoactive hemp or products containing it.

PETITION GRANTED.
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Justice SOUTER delivered the opinion of the Court.
The question is whether a tariff classification ruling by the United States Customs Service deserves judicial deference. The Federal Circuit rejected Customs's invocation of Chevron U.S.A. Inc. v. Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1984130736"
 467 U.S. 837, 104 S.Ct. 2778, 81 L.Ed.2d 694 (1984), in support of such a ruling, to which it gave no deference. We agree that a tariff classification has no claim to judicial deference under Chevron, there being no indication that Congress intended such a ruling to carry the force of law, but we hold that under Skidmore v. Swift & Co.,
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 323 U.S. 134, 65 S.Ct. 161, 89 L.Ed. 124 (1944), the ruling is eligible to claim respect according to its persuasiveness.
I
A
Imports are taxed under the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United States (HTSUS), 19 U.S.C. § 1202. Title 19 U.S.C. § 1500(b) provides that Customs “shall, under rules *222 and regulations prescribed by the Secretary [of the Treasury,] ... fix the final classification and rate of duty applicable to ... merchandise” under the HTSUS. Section 1502(a) provides that
“[t]he Secretary of the Treasury shall establish and promulgate such rules and regulations not inconsistent with the law (including regulations establishing procedures for the issuance of binding rulings prior to the entry of the merchandise concerned), and may disseminate such information as may be necessary to secure a just, impartial, and uniform appraisement of imported merchandise and the classification and assessment of duties thereon at the various ports of entry.” FN1
FN1. The statutory term “ruling” is defined by regulation as “a written statement ... that interprets and applies the provisions of the Customs and related laws to a specific set of facts.” 19 CFR § 177.1(d)(1) (2000).
See also § 1624 (general delegation to Secretary to issue rules and regulations for the admission of goods).
The Secretary provides for tariff rulings before the entry of goods by regulations authorizing “ruling letters” setting tariff classifications for particular imports. 19 CFR § 177.8 (2000). A ruling letter
“represents the official position of the Customs Service with respect to the particular transaction or issue described therein and is binding on all Customs Service personnel in accordance with the provisions of this section until modified or revoked. In the absence of a change **2169 of practice or other modification or revocation which affects the principle of the ruling set forth in the ruling letter, that principle may be cited as authority in the disposition of transactions involving the same circumstances.”§ 177.9(a).
*223 After the transaction that gives it birth, a ruling letter is to “be applied only with respect to transactions involving articles identical to the sample submitted with the ruling request or to articles whose description is identical to the description set forth in the ruling letter.”§ 177.9(b)(2). As a general matter, such a letter is “subject to modification or revocation without notice to any person, except the person to whom the letter was addressed,”§ 177.9(c), and the regulations consequently provide that “no other person should rely on the ruling letter or assume that the principles of that ruling will be applied in connection with any transaction other than the one described in the letter,”ibid. Since ruling letters respond to transactions of the moment, they are not subject to notice and comment before being issued, may be published but need only be made “available for public inspection,” 19 U.S.C. § 1625(a), and, at the time this action arose, could be modified without notice and comment under most circumstances, 19 CFR § 177.10(c) (2000).FN2 A broader notice-and-comment requirement for modification of prior rulings was added by statute in 1993, Pub.L. 103-182, § 623, 107 Stat. 2186, codified at 19 U.S.C. § 1625(c), and took effect after this case arose.FN3
FN2. The opinion of the Federal Circuit in this case noted that § 177.10(c) provides some notice-and-comment procedures for rulings that have the “ ‘effect of changing a practice.’ ” 185 F.3d 1304, 1307, n. 1 (1999). The appeals court noted that this case does not involve such a ruling, and specifically excluded such rulings from the reach of its holding. Ibid.
FN3. As amended by legislation effective after Customs modified its classification ruling in this case, 19 U.S.C. § 1625(c) provides that a ruling or decision that would “modify ... or revoke a prior interpretive ruling or decision which has been in effect for at least 60 days” or would “have the effect of modifying the treatment previously accorded by the Customs Service to substantially identical transactions” shall be “published in the Customs Bulletin. The Secretary shall give interested parties an opportunity to submit, during not less than the 30-day period after the date of such publication, comments on the correctness of the proposed ruling or decision. After consideration of any comments received, the Secretary shall publish a final ruling or decision in the Customs Bulletin within 30 days after the closing of the comment period. The final ruling or decision shall become effective 60 days after the date of its publication.”
*224 Any of the 46 FN4 port-of-entry FN5 Customs offices may issue ruling letters, and so may the Customs Headquarters Office, in providing “[a]dvice or guidance as to the interpretation or proper application of the Customs and related laws with respect to a specific Customs transaction [which] may be requested by Customs Service field offices ... at any time, whether the transaction is prospective, current, or completed,”19 CFR § 177.11(a) (2000). Most ruling letters contain little or no reasoning, but simply describe goods and state the appropriate category and tariff. A few letters, like the Headquarters ruling at issue here, set out a rationale in some detail.
FN4. Brief for Customs and International Trade Bar Association as Amicus Curiae 5 (CITBA Brief).
FN5.I.e.,“a Customs location having a full range of cargo processing functions, including inspections, entry, collections, and verification.” 19 CFR § 101.1 (2000).
B
Respondent, the Mead Corporation, imports “day planners,” three-ring binders with pages having room for notes of daily schedules and phone numbers and addresses, together with a calendar and suchlike. The tariff schedule on point falls under the HTSUS heading for “[r]egisters, account books, notebooks, order books, receipt books, letter pads, memorandum pads, diaries and similar articles,” HTSUS subheading 4820.10, which comprises two **2170 subcategories. Items in the first, “[d]iaries, notebooks and address books, bound; memorandum pads, letter pads and similar articles,” were subject to a tariff of 4.0% at the time in controversy. 185 F.3d 1304, 1305 (C.A.Fed.1999) (citing subheading 4820.10.20); see also App. to Pet. for Cert. 46a. Objects in the second, covering “[o]ther” items, were free *225 of duty. HTSUS subheading 4820.10.40; see also App. to Pet. for Cert. 46a.
Between 1989 and 1993, Customs repeatedly treated day planners under the “other” HTSUS subheading. In January 1993, however, Customs changed its position, and issued a Headquarters ruling letter classifying Mead's day planners as “Diaries ..., bound” subject to tariff under subheading 4820.10.20. That letter was short on explanation, App. to Brief in Opposition 4a-6a, but after Mead's protest, Customs Headquarters issued a new letter, carefully reasoned but never published, reaching the same conclusion, App. to Pet. for Cert. 28a-47a. This letter considered two definitions of “diary” from the Oxford English Dictionary, the first covering a daily journal of the past day's events, the second a book including “ ‘printed dates for daily memoranda and jottings; also ... calendars ....’ ” Id., at 33a-34a (quoting Oxford English Dictionary 321 (Compact ed.1982)). Customs concluded that “diary” was not confined to the first, in part because the broader definition reflects commercial usage and hence the “commercial identity of these items in the marketplace.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 34a. As for the definition of “bound,” Customs concluded that HTSUS was not referring to “bookbinding,” but to a less exact sort of fastening described in the Harmonized Commodity Description and Coding System Explanatory Notes to Heading 4820, which spoke of binding by “ ‘reinforcements or fittings of metal, plastics, etc.’ ” Id., at 45a.
Customs rejected Mead's further protest of the second Headquarters ruling letter, and Mead filed suit in the Court of International Trade (CIT). The CIT granted the Government's motion for summary judgment, adopting Customs's reasoning without saying anything about deference. 17 F.Supp.2d 1004 (1998).
Mead then went to the United States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit. While the case was pending there this Court decided *226United States v. Haggar Apparel Co., 
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526 U.S. 380, 119 S.Ct. 1392, 143 L.Ed.2d 480 (1999), holding that Customs regulations receive the deference described in Chevron U.S.A. Inc. v. Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.,
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 467 U.S. 837, 104 S.Ct. 2778, 81 L.Ed.2d 694 (1984). The appeals court requested briefing on the impact of Haggar, and the Government argued that classification rulings, like Customs regulations, deserve Chevron deference.
The Federal Circuit, however, reversed the CIT and held that Customs classification rulings should not get Chevron deference, owing to differences from the regulations at issue in Haggar. Rulings are not preceded by notice and comment as under the Administrative Procedure Act (APA), 5 U.S.C. § 553, they “do not carry the force of law and are not, like regulations, intended to clarify the rights and obligations of importers beyond the specific case under review.” 185 F.3d, at 1307. The appeals court thought classification rulings had a weaker Chevron claim even than Internal Revenue Service interpretive rulings, to which that court gives no deference; unlike rulings by the IRS, Customs rulings issue from many locations and need not be published. 185 F.3d, at 1307-1308.
The Court of Appeals accordingly gave no deference at all to the ruling classifying the Mead day planners and rejected the agency's reasoning as to both “diary” and “bound.” It thought that planners were not diaries because they had no space for “relatively extensive notations about events, observations, feelings, or thoughts” in the past. Id., 
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at 1310. And it concluded that diaries “bound” in subheading **2171 4810.10.20 presupposed “unbound” diaries, such that treating ring-fastened diaries as “bound” would leave the “unbound diary” an empty category. Id., 
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at 1311.
[1]
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[2] We granted certiorari, 530 U.S. 1202, 120 S.Ct. 2193, 147 L.Ed.2d 231 (2000), in order to consider the limits of Chevron deference owed to administrative practice in applying a statute. We hold that administrative implementation of a particular statutory provision qualifies for Chevron deference when it appears that Congress delegated authority to the agency generally to make *227 rules carrying the force of law, and that the agency interpretation claiming deference was promulgated in the exercise of that authority. Delegation of such authority may be shown in a variety of ways, as by an agency's power to engage in adjudication or notice-and-comment rulemaking, or by some other indication of a comparable congressional intent. The Customs ruling at issue here fails to qualify, although the possibility that it deserves some deference under Skidmore leads us to vacate and remand.
II
A
[3]
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[4] When Congress has “explicitly left a gap for an agency to fill, there is an express delegation of authority to the agency to elucidate a specific provision of the statute by regulation,”Chevron,
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 467 U.S., at 843-844, 104 S.Ct. 2778, and any ensuing regulation is binding in the courts unless procedurally defective, arbitrary or capricious in substance, or manifestly contrary to the statute.FN6 See id.,
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 at 844, 104 S.Ct. 2778;
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United States v. Morton,
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 467 U.S. 822, 834, 104 S.Ct. 2769, 81 L.Ed.2d 680 (1984); APA, 5 U.S.C. §§ 706(2)(A), (D). But whether or not they enjoy any express delegation of authority on a particular question, agencies charged with applying a statute necessarily make all sorts of interpretive choices, and while not all of those choices bind judges to follow them, they certainly may influence courts facing questions the agencies have already answered. “[T]he well-reasoned views of the agencies implementing a statute ‘constitute a body of experience and informed judgment to which courts and litigants may properly resort for guidance,’ ”Bragdon v. Abbott,
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 524 U.S. 624, 642, 118 S.Ct. 2196, 141 L.Ed.2d 540 (1998) (quoting Skidmore,
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 323 U.S., at 139-140, 65 S.Ct. 161), and “[w]e have long recognized that considerable weight should be accorded to an executive department's *228 construction of a statutory scheme it is entrusted to administer ....” Chevron, supra,
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 at 844, 104 S.Ct. 2778 (footnote omitted); see also Ford Motor Credit Co. v. Milhollin,
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 444 U.S. 555, 565, 100 S.Ct. 790, 63 L.Ed.2d 22 (1980); Zenith Radio Corp. v. United States,
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 437 U.S. 443, 450, 98 S.Ct. 2441, 57 L.Ed.2d 337 (1978). The fair measure of deference to an agency administering its own statute has been understood to vary with circumstances, and courts have looked to the degree of the agency's care,FN7 its consistency,FN8 formality, FN9 and relative expertness,FN10 and to the persuasiveness of the agency's position, see**2172 Skidmore, supra,
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 at 139-140, 65 S.Ct. 161. The approach has produced a spectrum of judicial responses, from great respect at one end, see, e.g., Aluminum Co. of America v. Central Lincoln Peoples' Util. Dist.,
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 467 U.S. 380, 389-390, 104 S.Ct. 2472, 81 L.Ed.2d 301 (1984) ( “ ‘substantial deference’ ” to administrative construction), to near indifference at the other, see, e.g., Bowen v. Georgetown Univ. Hospital,
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 488 U.S. 204, 212-213, 109 S.Ct. 468, 102 L.Ed.2d 493 (1988) (interpretation advanced for the first time in a litigation brief). Justice Jackson summed things up in Skidmore v. Swift & Co.:
FN6. Assuming in each case, of course, that the agency's exercise of authority is constitutional, see 5 U.S.C. § 706(2)(B), and does not exceed its jurisdiction, see § 706(2)(C).
FN7. See, e.g., General Elec. Co. v. Gilbert,
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 429 U.S. 125, 142, 97 S.Ct. 401, 50 L.Ed.2d 343 (1976) (courts consider the “ ‘thoroughness evident in [the agency's] consideration’ ” (quoting Skidmore v. Swift & Co.,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1944117044"
 323 U.S. 134, 140, 65 S.Ct. 161, 89 L.Ed. 124 (1944))).
FN8. See, e.g., Good Samaritan Hospital v. Shalala,
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 508 U.S. 402, 417, 113 S.Ct. 2151, 124 L.Ed.2d 368 (1993) (“[T]he consistency of an agency's position is a factor in assessing the weight that position is due”).
FN9. See, e.g., Reno v. Koray,
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 515 U.S. 50, 61, 115 S.Ct. 2021, 132 L.Ed.2d 46 (1995) (internal agency guideline that is not “subject to the rigors of the [APA], including public notice and comment,” is entitled only to “some deference” (internal quotation marks omitted)).
FN10. See, e.g., Aluminum Co. of America v. Central Lincoln Peoples' Util. Dist.,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1984127014"
 467 U.S. 380, 390, 104 S.Ct. 2472, 81 L.Ed.2d 301 (1984).
“The weight [accorded to an administrative] judgment in a particular case will depend upon the thoroughness evident in its consideration, the validity of its reasoning, its consistency with earlier and later pronouncements, and all those factors which give it power to persuade, if lacking power to control.” 323 U.S., at 140, [65 S.Ct. 161].
[5]*229 Since 1984, we have identified a category of interpretive choices distinguished by an additional reason for judicial deference. This Court in Chevron recognized that Congress not only engages in express delegation of specific interpretive authority, but that “[s]ometimes the legislative delegation to an agency on a particular question is implicit.” 467 U.S., at 844, 104 S.Ct. 2778. Congress, that is, may not have expressly delegated authority or responsibility to implement a particular provision or fill a particular gap. Yet it can still be apparent from the agency's generally conferred authority and other statutory circumstances that Congress would expect the agency to be able to speak with the force of law when it addresses ambiguity in the statute or fills a space in the enacted law, even one about which “Congress did not actually have an intent” as to a particular result. Id.,
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 at 845, 104 S.Ct. 2778. When circumstances implying such an expectation exist, a reviewing court has no business rejecting an agency's exercise of its generally conferred authority to resolve a particular statutory ambiguity simply because the agency's chosen resolution seems unwise, see id.,
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 at 845-846, 104 S.Ct. 2778, but is obliged to accept the agency's position if Congress has not previously spoken to the point at issue and the agency's interpretation is reasonable, see id.,
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 at 842-845, 104 S.Ct. 2778; cf. 5 U.S.C. § 706(2) (a reviewing court shall set aside agency action, findings, and conclusions found to be “arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law”).
[6] We have recognized a very good indicator of delegation meriting Chevron treatment in express congressional authorizations to engage in the process of rulemaking or adjudication that produces regulations or rulings for which deference is claimed. See, e.g., EEOC v. Arabian American Oil Co.,
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 499 U.S. 244, 257, 111 S.Ct. 1227, 113 L.Ed.2d 274 (1991) (no Chevron deference to agency guideline where congressional delegation did not include the power to “ ‘promulgate rules or regulations' ” (quoting *230General Elec. Co. v. Gilbert,
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 429 U.S. 125, 141, 97 S.Ct. 401, 50 L.Ed.2d 343 1976))); see also Christensen v. Harris County,
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 529 U.S. 576, 596-597, 120 S.Ct. 1655, 146 L.Ed.2d 621 (2000) (BREYER, J., dissenting) (where it is in doubt that Congress actually intended to delegate particular interpretive authority to an agency, Chevron is “inapplicable”). It is fair to assume generally that Congress contemplates administrative action with the effect of law when it provides for a relatively formal administrative procedure tending to foster the fairness and deliberation that should underlie a pronouncement of such force.FN11 Cf. **2173Smiley v. Citibank (South Dakota), N. A.,
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 517 U.S. 735, 741, 116 S.Ct. 1730, 135 L.Ed.2d 25 (1996) (APA notice and comment “designed to assure due deliberation”). Thus, the overwhelming number of our cases applying Chevron deference have reviewed the fruits of notice-and-comment rulemaking or formal adjudication.FN12 That said, and as significant*231 as notice-and-comment is in pointing to Chevron authority, the want of that procedure here does not decide the case, for we have sometimes found reasons for Chevron deference even when no such administrative formality was required and none was afforded, see, e.g., NationsBank of N.C., N.A. v. Variable Annuity Life Ins. Co.,
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 513 U.S. 251, 256-257, 263, 115 S.Ct. 810, 130 L.Ed.2d 740 (1995).FN13 The fact that the tariff classification here was not a product of such formal process does not alone, therefore, bar the application of Chevron.
FN11. See Merrill & Hickman, Chevron

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1984130736"
 's
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Domain, 89 Geo. L.J. 833, 872 (2001) (“[I]f Chevron rests on a presumption about congressional intent, then Chevron should apply only where Congress would want Chevron to apply. In delineating the types of delegations of agency authority that trigger Chevron deference, it is therefore important to determine whether a plausible case can be made that Congress would want such a delegation to mean that agencies enjoy primary interpretational authority”).
FN12. For rulemaking cases, see, e.g., Shalala v. Illinois Council on Long Term Care, Inc.,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2000063347"
 529 U.S. 1, 20-21, 120 S.Ct. 1084, 146 L.Ed.2d 1 (2000); United States v. Haggar Apparel Co.,
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 526 U.S. 380, 119 S.Ct. 1392, 143 L.Ed.2d 480 (1999); AT & T Corp. v. Iowa Utilities Bd.,
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 525 U.S. 366, 119 S.Ct. 721, 142 L.Ed.2d 835 (1999); Atlantic Mut. Ins. Co. v. Commissioner,
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 523 U.S. 382, 118 S.Ct. 1413, 140 L.Ed.2d 542 (1998); Regions Hospital v. Shalala,
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 522 U.S. 448, 118 S.Ct. 909, 139 L.Ed.2d 895 (1998); United States v. O'Hagan,
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 521 U.S. 642, 117 S.Ct. 2199, 138 L.Ed.2d 724 (1997); Smiley v. Citibank (South Dakota), N. A.,
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 517 U.S. 735, 116 S.Ct. 1730, 135 L.Ed.2d 25 (1996); Babbitt v. Sweet Home Chapter, Communities for Great Ore.,
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 515 U.S. 687, 115 S.Ct. 2407, 132 L.Ed.2d 597 (1995); ICC v. Transcon Lines,
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 513 U.S. 138, 115 S.Ct. 689, 130 L.Ed.2d 562 (1995); PUD No. 1 of Jefferson Cty. v. Washington Dept. of Ecology,
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 511 U.S. 700, 114 S.Ct. 1900, 128 L.Ed.2d 716 (1994); Good Samaritan Hospital v. Shalala, supra; American Hospital Assn. v. NLRB,
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 499 U.S. 606, 111 S.Ct. 1539, 113 L.Ed.2d 675 (1991); Sullivan v. Everhart,
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 494 U.S. 83, 110 S.Ct. 960, 108 L.Ed.2d 72 (1990); Sullivan v. Zebley,
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 493 U.S. 521, 110 S.Ct. 885, 107 L.Ed.2d 967 (1990); Massachusetts v. Morash,
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 490 U.S. 107, 109 S.Ct. 1668, 104 L.Ed.2d 98 (1989); K mart Corp. v. Cartier, Inc.,
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 486 U.S. 281, 108 S.Ct. 1811, 100 L.Ed.2d 313 (1988); Atkins v. Rivera,
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 477 U.S. 154, 106 S.Ct. 2456, 91 L.Ed.2d 131 (1986); United States v. Fulton,
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 475 U.S. 657, 106 S.Ct. 1422, 89 L.Ed.2d 661 (1986); United States v. Riverside Bayview Homes, Inc.,
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 474 U.S. 121, 106 S.Ct. 455, 88 L.Ed.2d 419 (1985).
For adjudication cases, see, e.g., INS v. Aguirre-Aguirre,
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 526 U.S. 415, 423-425, 119 S.Ct. 1439, 143 L.Ed.2d 590 (1999); Federal Employees v. Department of Interior,
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 526 U.S. 86, 98-99, 119 S.Ct. 1003, 143 L.Ed.2d 171 (1999); Holly Farms Corp. v. NLRB,
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 517 U.S. 392, 116 S.Ct. 1396, 134 L.Ed.2d 593 (1996); ABF Freight System, Inc. v. NLRB,
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 510 U.S. 317, 324-325, 114 S.Ct. 835, 127 L.Ed.2d 152 (1994); National Railroad Passenger Corporation v. Boston & Maine Corp.,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1992061605"
 503 U.S. 407, 417-418, 112 S.Ct. 1394, 118 L.Ed.2d 52 (1992); Norfolk & Western R. Co. v. Train Dispatchers,
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 499 U.S. 117, 128, 111 S.Ct. 1156, 113 L.Ed.2d 95 (1991); Fort Stewart Schools v. FLRA,
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 495 U.S. 641, 644-645, 110 S.Ct. 2043, 109 L.Ed.2d 659 (1990); Department of Treasury, IRS v. FLRA,
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 494 U.S. 922, 110 S.Ct. 1623, 108 L.Ed.2d 914 (1990).
FN13. In NationsBank of N.C., N.A. v. Variable Annuity Life Ins. Co.,
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 513 U.S., at 256-257, 115 S.Ct. 810 (internal quotation marks omitted), we quoted longstanding precedent concluding that “[t]he Comptroller of the Currency is charged with the enforcement of banking laws to an extent that warrants the invocation of [the rule of deference] with respect to his deliberative conclusions as to the meaning of these laws.” See also 1 M. Malloy, Banking Law and Regulation § 1.3.1, p. 1.41 (1996) (stating that the Comptroller is given “personal authority” under the National Bank Act).
There are, nonetheless, ample reasons to deny Chevron deference here. The authorization for classification rulings, and Customs's practice in making them, present a case far removed not only from notice-and-comment process, but from any other circumstances reasonably suggesting that Congress ever thought of classification rulings as deserving the deference claimed for them here.
B
No matter which angle we choose for viewing the Customs ruling letter in this case, it fails to qualify under Chevron. On **2174 the face of the statute, to begin with, the terms of the congressional delegation give no indication that Congress meant to delegate authority to Customs to issue classification*232 rulings with the force of law. We are not, of course, here making any global statement about Customs's authority, for it is true that the general rulemaking power conferred on Customs, see 19 U.S.C. § 1624, authorizes some regulation with the force of law, or “legal norms,” as we put it in Haggar,
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 526 U.S., at 391, 119 S.Ct. 1392.
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FN14 It is true as well that Congress had classification rulings in mind when it explicitly authorized, in a parenthetical, the issuance of “regulations establishing procedures for the issuance of binding rulings prior to the entry of the merchandise concerned,”19 U.S.C. § 1502(a).FN15 The reference to binding classifications does not, however, bespeak the legislative type of activity that would naturally bind more than the parties to the ruling, once the goods classified are admitted into this country. And though the statute's direction to disseminate “information” necessary to “secure” uniformity, ibid., seems to assume that a ruling may be precedent in later transactions, precedential value alone does not add up to Chevron entitlement; interpretive rules may sometimes function as precedents, see Strauss, The Rulemaking Continuum, 41 Duke L.J. 1463, 1472-1473 (1992), and they enjoy no Chevron status as a class. In any event, any precedential claim of a classification ruling is counterbalanced by the provision for independent review of Customs classifications by the CIT, see 28 U.S.C. §§ 2638-2640; the scheme for CIT review includes a provision that treats classification rulings on par with the Secretary's rulings on “valuation, rate of duty, marking, restricted merchandise,*233 entry requirements, drawbacks, vessel repairs, or similar matters,” § 1581(h); see § 2639(b). It is hard to imagine a congressional understanding more at odds with the Chevron regime.FN16
FN14. Cf. Adams Fruit Co. v. Barrett,
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 494 U.S. 638, 649-650, 110 S.Ct. 1384, 108 L.Ed.2d 585 (1990) (although Congress required the Secretary of Labor to promulgate standards implementing certain provisions of the Migrant and Seasonal Agricultural Worker Protection Act, and “agency determinations within the scope of delegated authority are entitled to deference,” the Secretary's interpretation of the Act's enforcement provisions is not entitled to Chevron deference because “[n]o such delegation regarding [those] provisions is evident in the statute”).
FN15. The ruling in question here, however, does not fall within that category.
FN16. Although Customs's decision “is presumed to be correct” on review, 28 U.S.C. § 2639(a)(1), the CIT “may consider any new ground” even if not raised below, § 2638, and “shall make its determinations upon the basis of the record made before the court,” rather than that developed by Customs, § 2640(a); see generally Haggar Apparel,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1999104863"
 526 U.S., at 391, 119 S.Ct. 1392.
It is difficult, in fact, to see in the agency practice itself any indication that Customs ever set out with a lawmaking pretense in mind when it undertook to make classifications like these. Customs does not generally engage in notice-and-comment practice when issuing them, and their treatment by the agency makes it clear that a letter's binding character as a ruling stops short of third parties; Customs has regarded a classification as conclusive only as between itself and the importer to whom it was issued, 19 CFR § 177.9(c) (2000), and even then only until Customs has given advance notice of intended change, §§ 177.9(a), (c). Other importers are in fact warned against assuming any right of detrimental reliance. § 177.9(c).
[7] Indeed, to claim that classifications have legal force is to ignore the reality that 46 different Customs offices issue 10,000 to 15,000 of them each year, see Brief for Respondent 5; CITBA Brief 6 (citing Treasury Advisory Committee on the Commercial Operations of the United States Customs Service, Report of the COAC Subcommittee on OR & R, Exhs. 1, **2175 3 (Jan. 26, 2000) (reprinted in App. to CITBA Brief 20a-21a)). Any suggestion that rulings intended to have the force of law are being churned out at a rate of 10,000 a year at an agency's 46 scattered offices is simply self-refuting. Although the circumstances are less startling here, with a Headquarters letter in issue, none of the relevant statutes recognizes this category of rulings as separate or different from others; there is thus no indication that a *234 more potent delegation might have been understood as going to Headquarters even when Headquarters provides developed reasoning, as it did in this instance.
Nor do the amendments to the statute made effective after this case arose disturb our conclusion. The new law requires Customs to provide notice-and-comment procedures only when modifying or revoking a prior classification ruling or modifying the treatment accorded to substantially identical transactions, 19 U.S.C. § 1625(c); and under its regulations, Customs sees itself obliged to provide notice-and-comment procedures only when “changing a practice” so as to produce a tariff increase, or in the imposition of a restriction or prohibition, or when Customs Headquarters determines that “the matter is of sufficient importance to involve the interests of domestic industry,”19 CFR §§ 177.10(c)(1), (2) (2000). The statutory changes reveal no new congressional objective of treating classification decisions generally as rulemaking with force of law, nor do they suggest any intent to create a Chevron patchwork of classification rulings, some with force of law, some without.
[8] In sum, classification rulings are best treated like “interpretations contained in policy statements, agency manuals, and enforcement guidelines.” Christensen,
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 529 U.S., at 587, 120 S.Ct. 1655. They are beyond the Chevron pale.
C
[9] To agree with the Court of Appeals that Customs ruling letters do not fall within Chevron is not, however, to place them outside the pale of any deference whatever. Chevron did nothing to eliminate Skidmore
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 's holding that an agency's interpretation may merit some deference whatever its form, given the “specialized experience and broader investigations and information” available to the agency, 323 U.S., at 139, 65 S.Ct. 161, and given the value of uniformity in its administrative and judicial understandings of what a national law requires, id.,
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 at 140, 65 S.Ct. 161. See generally *235Metropolitan Stevedore Co. v. Rambo,
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 521 U.S. 121, 136, 117 S.Ct. 1953, 138 L.Ed.2d 327 (1997) (reasonable agency interpretations carry “at least some added persuasive force” where Chevron is inapplicable); Reno v. Koray,
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 515 U.S. 50, 61, 115 S.Ct. 2021, 132 L.Ed.2d 46 (1995) (according “some deference” to an interpretive rule that “do[es] not require notice and comment”); Martin v. Occupational Safety and Health Review Comm'n,
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 499 U.S. 144, 157, 111 S.Ct. 1171, 113 L.Ed.2d 117 (1991) (“some weight” is due to informal interpretations though not “the same deference as norms that derive from the exercise of ... delegated lawmaking powers”).
[10] There is room at least to raise a Skidmore claim here, where the regulatory scheme is highly detailed, and Customs can bring the benefit of specialized experience to bear on the subtle questions in this case: whether the daily planner with room for brief daily entries falls under “diaries,” when diaries are grouped with “notebooks and address books, bound; memorandum pads, letter pads and similar articles,” HTSUS subheading 4820.10.20; and whether a planner with a ring binding should qualify as “bound,” when a binding may be typified by a book, but also may have “reinforcements or fittings of metal, plastics, etc.,” Harmonized Commodity Description and Coding System Explanatory Notes to Heading 4820, p. 687 (cited in Customs Headquarters letter, App. to Pet. for Cert. 45a). A classification ruling in this situation may therefore at least seek a **2176 respect proportional to its “power to persuade,” Skidmore, supra,
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 at 140, 65 S.Ct. 161; see also Christensen,
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 529 U.S., at 587, 120 S.Ct. 1655;
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id.,
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 at 595, 120 S.Ct. 1655 (STEVENS, J., dissenting); id.,
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 at 596-597, 120 S.Ct. 1655 (BREYER, J., dissenting). Such a ruling may surely claim the merit of its writer's thoroughness, logic, and expertness, its fit with prior interpretations, and any other sources of weight.
D
Underlying the position we take here, like the position expressed by Justice SCALIA in dissent, is a choice about the best way to deal with an inescapable feature of the *236 body of congressional legislation authorizing administrative action. That feature is the great variety of ways in which the laws invest the Government's administrative arms with discretion, and with procedures for exercising it, in giving meaning to Acts of Congress. Implementation of a statute may occur in formal adjudication or the choice to defend against judicial challenge; it may occur in a central board or office or in dozens of enforcement agencies dotted across the country; its institutional lawmaking may be confined to the resolution of minute detail or extend to legislative rulemaking on matters intentionally left by Congress to be worked out at the agency level.
Although we all accept the position that the Judiciary should defer to at least some of this multifarious administrative action, we have to decide how to take account of the great range of its variety. If the primary objective is to simplify the judicial process of giving or withholding deference, then the diversity of statutes authorizing discretionary administrative action must be declared irrelevant or minimized. If, on the other hand, it is simply implausible that Congress intended such a broad range of statutory authority to produce only two varieties of administrative action, demanding either Chevron deference or none at all, then the breadth of the spectrum of possible agency action must be taken into account. Justice SCALIA's first priority over the years has been to limit and simplify. The Court's choice has been to tailor deference to variety.FN17 This acceptance*237 of the range of statutory variation has led the Court to recognize more than one variety of judicial deference, just as the Court has recognized a variety of indicators that Congress would expect Chevron deference.FN18
FN17. Compare Christensen v. Harris County,
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 529 U.S. 576, 587, 120 S.Ct. 1655, 146 L.Ed.2d 621 (2000) (“Interpretations such as those in opinion letters-like interpretations contained in policy statements, agency manuals, and enforcement guidelines, all of which lack the force of law-do not warrant Chevron-style deference”), and EEOC v. Arabian American Oil Co.,
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 499 U.S. 244, 257-258, 111 S.Ct. 1227, 113 L.Ed.2d 274 (1991) (applying Skidmore analysis where Congress did not confer upon the agency authority to promulgate rules or regulations), with Christensen, supra,

HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2000298922"
 at 589-591, 120 S.Ct. 1655 (SCALIA, J., concurring in part and concurring in judgment) (urging Chevron treatment); EEOC v. Arabian American Oil Co., supra,
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 at 259-260, 111 S.Ct. 1227 (SCALIA, J., concurring in part and concurring in judgment) (urging Chevron treatment); see also INS v. Cardoza-Fonseca,
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 480 U.S. 421, 453-455, 107 S.Ct. 1207, 94 L.Ed.2d 434 (1987) (SCALIA, J., concurring in judgment) (urging broader application of Chevron
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 ).
FN18. It is, of course, true that the limit of Chevron deference is not marked by a hard-edged rule. But Chevron itself is a good example showing when Chevron deference is warranted, while this is a good case showing when it is not. Judges in other, perhaps harder, cases will make reasoned choices between the two examples, the way courts have always done.
Our respective choices are repeated today. Justice SCALIA would pose the question of deference as an either-or choice. On his view that Chevron rendered Skidmore anachronistic, when courts owe any deference it is Chevron deference that they owe, post, at 2183. Whether courts do owe deference in a given case turns, for him, on whether the agency action (if reasonable) is “authoritative,” post, at 2187. The character of the **2177 authoritative derives, in turn, not from breadth of delegation or the agency's procedure in implementing it, but is defined as the “official” position of an agency, ibid., and may ultimately be a function of administrative persistence alone, ibid.
The Court, on the other hand, said nothing in Chevron to eliminate Skidmore's recognition of various justifications for deference depending on statutory circumstances and agency action; Chevron was simply a case recognizing that even without express authority to fill a specific statutory gap, circumstances pointing to implicit congressional delegation present a particularly insistent call for deference. Indeed, in holding here that Chevron left Skidmore intact and applicable where statutory circumstances indicate no intent to delegate general authority to make rules with force of law, or where such authority was not invoked, we hold nothing more than we said last Term in response to the particular *238 statutory circumstances in Christensen, to which Justice SCALIA then took exception, see 529 U.S., at 589, 120 S.Ct. 1655, just as he does again today.
We think, in sum, that Justice SCALIA's efforts to simplify ultimately run afoul of Congress's indications that different statutes present different reasons for considering respect for the exercise of administrative authority or deference to it. Without being at odds with congressional intent much of the time, we believe that judicial responses to administrative action must continue to differentiate between Chevron and Skidmore, and that continued recognition of Skidmore is necessary for just the reasons Justice Jackson gave when that case was decided.FN19
FN19. Surely Justice Jackson's practical criteria, along with Chevron
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's concern with congressional understanding, provide more reliable guideposts than conclusory references to the “authoritative” or “official.” Even if those terms provided a true criterion, there would have to be something wrong with a standard that accorded the status of substantive law to every one of 10,000 “official” customs classifications rulings turned out each year from over 46 offices placed around the country at the Nation's entryways. Justice SCALIA tries to avoid that result by limiting what is “authoritative” or “official” to a pronouncement that expresses the “judgment of central agency management, approved at the highest levels,” as distinct from the pronouncements of “underlings,” post, at 2188, n. 6. But that analysis would not entitle a Headquarters ruling to Chevron deference; the “highest level” at Customs is the source of the regulation at issue in Haggar, the Commissioner of Customs with the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury. 526 U.S., at 386, 119 S.Ct. 1392. The Commissioner did not issue the Headquarters ruling. What Justice SCALIA has in mind here is that because the Secretary approved the Government's position in its brief to this Court, Chevron deference is due. But if that is so, Chevron deference was not called for until sometime after the litigation began, when central management at the highest level decided to defend the ruling, and the deference is not to the classification ruling as such but to the brief. This explains why the Court has not accepted Justice SCALIA's position.
* * *
Since the Skidmore assessment called for here ought to be made in the first instance by the Court of Appeals for the *239 Federal Circuit or the CIT, we go no further than to vacate the judgment and remand the case for further proceedings consistent with this opinion.
It is so ordered.
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