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[ INSIDE BRILL'S CONTENT ]|

LARGE SECTION OF “LETTERS TO THE EDITOR” BEGINS

at page 22. From its size, you might conclude that we are

unusually fallible. Look closer and I think you’ll agree

that we are committed to airing reader comments at
length because we believe that the production of this magazine is a
collaborative effort. We—and you—can become smarter consumers
of media by learning from everyone eager to better understand how
media are made. Of particular interest in this section is the full text
of the letter from independent counsel Kenneth Starr (and editor
Steven Brill’s response) regarding our premiere issue’s cover story,
“Pressgate.” A companion piece by Brill (page 28) describes what
it’s been like to be at the center of the media tornado spawned by
that story. Meanwhile, several pieces from our first issue are the sub-
ject of ombudsman Bill Kovach’s report (page 18).

Why is the mug shot of Bill Gates as a young man relevant to
“Making Bill”? Because Microsoft’s attempt to trump our use of
it goes to the heart of our story about the phenomenal reach of
Gates’s public relations machine. As you might suspect, getting
people to speak about this part of the Microsoft saga wasn’t easy,
but Elizabeth Lesly Stevens did it (page 100).

Few recent foul-ups have caused as much hand-wringing as the
CNN-Time report on the alleged use of nerve gas by U.S. forces
during the Vietnam War. At page 115, Steven Brill discusses the
story’s production—and its subsequent retraction—with those
ultimately responsible (CNN News Group chairman Tom Johnson
and Time Inc. editor in chief Norman Pearlstine) and with Floyd

WHAT WE STAND FOR

I.ACCURACY: Brill's Content is about all that purports to be
nonfiction. So it should be no surprise that our first principle is that
anything that purports to be nonfiction should be true. Which means
it should be accurate in fact and in context.

2. LABELING AND SOURCING: Similarly, if a publisher is
not certain that something is accurate, the publisher should either
not publish it, or he should make that uncertainty plain by clearly
stating the source of his information and its possible limits and pit-
falls. To take another example of making the quality of information
clear, we believe that if unnamed sources must be used, they should
be labeled in a way that sheds light on the limits and biases of the
information they offer.

3.CONFLICTS OF INTEREST: We believe that the content
of anything that sells itself as journalism should be free of any motive
other than informing its consumers. In other words, it should not be
motivated, for example, by the desire to curry favor with an advertis-
er or to advance a particular political interest—unless those motives
are clearly disclosed.

4. ACCOUNTABILITY: We believe that journalists should hold
themselves as accountable as any of the subjects they write about.
They should be eager to receive complaints about their work, to
investigate complaints diligently, and to correct mistakes of fact, con-
text, and fairness prominently and clearly.

Abrams, the lawyer whose investigation exposed the journalistic
sins involved.

In Boston, at the Globe, there’s been a great deal of turmoil recent-
ly. One star columnist has been fired for fabricating stories while
another, the subject of similar complaints, has been given a clean bill
of health. Abigail Pogrebin and Rifka Rosenwein have the story—and
some fresh details about confidential settlements (page 120).

In “Diagnosis: Libel,” at page 63, Nicholas Varchaver continues
our “Lynched” series with the story of a Delaware doctor defamed
by the state’s only daily newspaper. The premise of “Lynched” is
simple: Many who suffer the results of poor journalism have little
recourse when their reputations are unfairly tarnished; not every-
one’s travails are as widely publicized as Richard Jewell’s. We are try-
ing to help right some wrongs.

There’s plenty of good media being made, and at page 69 we
tell you about Gary Craig, the Rochester reporter whose diligent
work led to the release of a woman wrongly convicted of murder.
The stories of three other hero journalists follow the Craig tale.

At page 124, Howard Kurtz explains why we like USA Today,
and it’s not just because of its fabulous sports section. But speak-
ing of sports, Ted Rose explores another aspect of nonfiction
media, the world of baseball broadcasters (page 130).

In “The Notebook” (starting at page 34), you'll find a useful
guide to voice mail privacy wrapped in the story of the Chiquita
Corporation’s suit against The Cincinnati Enquirer. And, if you
wonder what it takes to get a wedding announced in The New York
Times, you can read all about that in “The Notebook™ as well.

In “ClickThrough,” our section about high-tech matters that
begins at page 48, you'll discover why good journalism is often coun-
terintuitive. In this case, it turns out that the best health care websites
are put up by (who’d have thunk it?) the U.S. government.

Jedd Palmer’s power to determine what we see on cable TV is
explored at page 96, and you can learn about Ira Glass’s wonder-
ful radio show, This American Life, at page 82.

Kids magazines are reviewed in our “PG Watch” department
at page 86, and Channel One, the children’s TV news program, is
compared with NBC'’s Nightly News at page 88. Elsewhere, James
Cramer investigates The Wall Street Journal’s “Heard on the
Street” column (page 79), and Keith Olbermann, the sportscaster
turned serious newsman, turns on his latest gig at page 9o.

That’s just some of what’s inside this month—and, again, I
think you’ll find it an eclectic mix and a good read.

MICHAEL KRAMER
EDITORIAL DIRECTOR
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The 500,000 men and women of America’s Electric Utility Companies take great pride in
protecting our environment. We're generating electricity more cIeanI)) and efficiently than ever
before. And we're investing in and developing new energy efficient and renewable technologies

to help the environment even more. To learn more about our environméntal programs,
and new ways you can use electricity wisely, visit our website' (www.eei.org/enviro/).
Together, we can make the planet better for everyone.
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You can find the best technology in the jungle. Like a Range Rover, which has been tackling terrains
that only quadrupeds roamed before.  Patiis that have gone from beaten to puréed are well handled
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home—though that's a place vou'll rarely think of going while vou're in a Range Rover.  ESPECIALLY with its
leather seats, dual temperature controls, and 12-speaker stereo svstem, which help vou RANGE ROVER

enjoy the jungle as if it were the Bolshoi.  ALTHOUGH the Range Rover is not inexpensive, ” :
it is quite unlike any other present-day 4x4. So for more information, call 1-800)-FINE 4WD. ¥ > ;&‘. ﬁ

And find out for vourself why the Range Rover is an SUV worth heating vour chest over.




WEAVERIAP/WW (TUX): APD FILE PHOTO (MUG); FELD/APIWW (JOHNSON); JOHN GOODMAN (SMITH)

BRILL'S

LN

THE INDEPENDENT VOICE OF THE INFORMATION AGE

SEPTEMBER 1998 ¢ VOLUME ONE ¢ NUMBER TWO

FEATURES

COVER STORY
100 Making Bill

BY ELIZABETH LESLY STEVENS
Microsoft’s rise to the top of the computer

industry—indeed, to the pinnacle of American

capitalism—is rightly attributed to the brilliance
of its chairman, Bill Gates, the popularity of its
products, and the relentless innovation and drive

aro 40S 519 |

© 13 17

ALBOUERQUE N HEX |
of the company and its leader. But significant

credit must also go to a savvy, relentless public

relations machine that has expertly managed the Young man in a hurry:

today’s king of technology
(left, at his 1994 wedding
reception) and the
fledgling entrepreneur in
1977, after an arrest in
New Mexico. Whatever

images of Microsoft and Gates all along.
Now, with Microsoft under attack as an
allegedly illegal monopoly, the image-making
machinery meets its stiffest test yet.

i ) CNN’s Tom Johnson the charge, Microsoft's
I I 5 Beh il d C N N E (left) explair{s what handling of news about
Nerve GaS APOIOgy happened on the the arrest was typically
bumpy road to swift and creative—Gates
A Q&A session with CNN chairman synergy with Time Inc. himself showed off the
Tom Johnson, Time Inc. editor in chief Norman on the nerve gas mug shot at a cable
Pearlstine, and Floyd Abrams, the attorney who report—a story he industry speech a week

admits he had “a very dfter learning that Brill's
high discomfort level” Content had obtained it
with before it aired.

investigated the unsupported NewsStand story
alleging U.S. nerve gas attacks in Vietnam.

120 Not The

First Time

BY ABIGAIL POGREBIN AND

RIFKA ROSENWEIN

When Patricia Smith left The Boston Globe this
summer after making up columns, the uproar

120

Patricia Smith was

a talented columnist at
The Boston Globe. But
that’s only part of the
reason editors let her
keep her job for so long.

didn’t end with her resignation. Another
Globe columnist and the paper’s editor had
questions of their own to answer.

e — e ———rw—e
Cover Photographs by APD File Photo
(MUG) and Eric Weiss (TUX)

The mug shot of Bill Gates on the cover has
been altered by moving up the arrest placard.
The mug shot on this page is unaltered.
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CHRIS HARTLOVE (USA); EVAN KAFKA (YANKEES); KEVIN WHITE/ST. PETERSBURG TIMES; STEVE WISBAUER (BOOKS)

It’s always been read in hotel rooms
and airports. Now boardrooms and
other newsrooms are paying attention.

124 Surprise!We
Like McPaper

BY HOWARD KURTZ

Much more than a giant weather map:
After |6 years, USA Today has been
transformed from a laughingstock into

COLUMNS
AND
DEPARTMENTS

a national newspaper whose stock has
risen immensely among journalists

. ‘ .)' g ) '™ o
and its 1.7 million readers. Here’s
how editor David Mazzarella and

his team have pulled it off.

130 Root, Root, INSIDE BRILL'S CONTENT . 5
Root for the REPORT FROM THE OMBUDSMAN
Home Team An independent review of criticisms and complaints

about the first issue of Brill’s Content.
BY TED ROSE

—BY BILL KOVACH I EEP e 18

Holy cow! That announcer has
just hit into a DOUBLE PLAY! Or so
it goes in baseball’s broadcast booths,

Team players: Yankee
announcer Michael Kay LETTERS
with Darryl Strawberry. Blame, praise, and a deluge of mail.......c...cccocne. 22

where the radio and TV talent have
to play a demanding dual role:

LETTER FROM KENNETH STARR

journalistic narrators of the games g .
! SN The full text of the independent counsel’s response

and enthusiastic, feel-good pitchmen

to the “Pressgate” cover story in August............... 26
for their teams.

REWIND

Over a barrel and through the media rapids: how

Decisions

134 Killer on Line One

BY ABIGAIL POGREBIN
When a radio station aired a contro-

the swift and heated reaction to “Pressgate” played

out, from the inside. Owning up to two mistakes
in process (when in doubt, disclose, and always try

Holed up in a gas station, a killer took calls from
the media—while the police got a busy signal.

versial live interview with a cop-killer to use a tape recorder), and coming away more

holding a hostage, Tampa was riveted. convinced than ever of the magazine’s purpose.
Then the local TV stations and news- —BY[ STIEVEN BRILL cvvvsusisriessssssssmmsnssssiissssssssssssssnssssssission 28
papers elbowed each other out of the
way to get a piece of the story. Wt R LYNCHED

fon After Pamela Kane was disturbed by her doctor’s

4 oL g )
/ suggestion for surgery, she went to a reporter with

T H E N OT E B O O K cevsssasenne 34 TN Tm her story—a prescription that turned libelous for

Wilmington's News Journal and the patient. Why

THE NEW YORK TIMES WEDDING LISTINGS "'V\.\ =
Why do certain couples get in while others don't? 44 Dr. Margo Kanaga won a rare $3.3 million judgment.
WV Ty €0 fIGUFE It QUL ..o 34 pre e —BY NICHOLAS VARCHAVER 63
STOLEN VOICE MAIL? and a novel to go:
How did a Cincinnati Enquirer reporter get his evidence Starbucks now HEROES
against Chiquita? That's the big qUeSTION. ... 35 serves up books The longest-serving female inmate in New York

with its coffee, state ended her imprisonment at 25 years—thanks

WS/ v. FT.WHAT'S THE SCORE?

turning its stores ;
£ to the work of Rochester reporter Gary Craig,

This year, The Wall Street Journal scooped the into publishing %
Financial Times on two big stories in its European caffeinator, who discovered why she was wrongly convicted. =
backyard.The rivalry continues. w36 Also: financial reporting stars at Forbes Digital A
STEALTH ADVERTISING Tool, Barron’s,and The New York Times. %
| Distinguishing ads from articles can be nearly —BY RIFKA ROSENWEIN .....ccoovevrnecresrrosons 69 Z
| impossible in Glamour 40 i
MSNBC'S LEGAL EAGLE THE WRY SIDE g
Analyst Wendy Murphy had a lot to say about the A full, frank, and absolute disclosure of everything é
Eappen .cas'e i LS V.Voc'>dward., but there’s related to the columnist’s conflicts of interest—for =
something important that she didn't tell viewers..........40 3

l those who are keenly interested.
~ = BYACAIVINITRIVUIN cooctiosi o sistecnistunsistisiarssicsissuaaars 76

w




15 TECH-
NOLOGY
PUSHING
YOUR
BUTTONS?

Reboot this. Upgrade that. Reconfigure this. Replace that? #@%' Computing was supposed to enable us. Not infuriate us.

Which is why, if there's anything we've ever pushed, it's a more flexible form of computing: Network computing. And that’s &§§& S
2 0UN

pushed us in the direction of more open technologies, like our Java™ technologies. Making all the components of the com-
puting process more compatible, adaptable, manageable. People’s moods included. THE NETWORK IS THE COMPUTER! DICHoSyStEms
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COLUMNS
AND
DEPARTMENTS

THE MONEY PRESS

When The Wall Street Journal’s

“Heard on the Street” column raised red flags
about AOL’s accounting, the only sound heard was
clued-in money managers betting the other way.

—BY JAMES CRAMER 79

CREATORS
“This is who we are™ Ira Glass discovers
and records people as the ordinary, nuanced,
and often fascinating characters they are on
public radio’s This American Life.
—BY JENNIFER GREENSTEIN ............ccoce00.

D.C. CIRCUITS
As radio station consolidation heats up,

the intended spur to greater competition has
instead dulled the airwaves’ public interest role.
—BY REED HUNDT AND BLAIR LEVIN

PG WATCH
Time for Kids has taken on two established publishers
in the nation’s classrooms, spurring a debate

over news vs. educational needs. Also, we compare
teen-focused Channel One to network news.

—_BY RACHEL TAYLOR AND MICHAEL KADISH............86

In cable television, new networks dance
to the tune of the system programmers.

Can you trust
websites with
your information
as you move
around in

5 8 cyberspace?

CLICKTHROUGH............... 48

OVER-THE-KEYBOARD MEDICINE

For reliable, well-organized health care information on the
Web, government sites prove to be the best virtual doctors.48

MUST-SEE R.I.P.

When you're gone, you won't be forgotten. ...

AHEAD OF THE NEWS
In 850 brisk and often quirky words, Slate’s Scott Shuger

50

captures the front pages of the next day's major newspapers.52

ONLINE/OFFLINE

EsTHER DYSON urges a private solution for Internet privacy...58

TALK BACK

The host of an MSNBC news program saw his
ratings spike—and felt his stomach turn—when
he went to an all-Monica format.

" Ira Glass, —BY KEITH OLBERMANN........oommrrmmisermrecemioscssicsosienes 90

radio’s

champion of UNHYPED BOOKS

G Three hard-fought, complex issues—abortion,
person, makes : ) .

B i post-Soviet states, and inner-city schools—are
uncommonly assessed by thorough, dedicated reporters in

interesting. books that deserve wider reading 93

GATEKEEPERS

What comes into your home via cable television
is not controlled by the set-top box or even by
the desires of subscribers; cable executives like
MediaOne's Jedd Palmer do the complex picking.
—BY EUZABETH JENSEN ..oocccccocrnrrrisrnssssnsscnresssinnens: 30
CREDENTIALS

A scan of the backgrounds of 12 reporters
covering the antitrust case against Microsoft......... 98

THE TICKER

Our running database of facts and figures............

148

CORRECTIONS POLICY

|. We always publish corrections at least as prominently as the original
mistake was published.

2. We are eager to make corrections quickly and candidly.

3. Although we welcome letters to the editor that are critical of our
work, an aggrieved party need not have a letter to the editor published
for us to correct a mistake. We will publish corrections on our own and
in our own voice as soon as we are told about a mistake by anyone—our
staff, anuninvolved reader, or an aggrieved reader—and can confirm the

correct information.

4. Our corrections policy should not be mistaken for a policy of accommodating

readers who are simply unhappy about a story that has been published.

5. Information about corrections or complaints should be directed to editor
Steven Brill. We may be reached by mail at 521 Fifth Avenue, New York, NY,
10175; by fax at 212-824-1950; or by e-mail at comments@brillscontent.com.

6. Separately or in addition, readers are invited to contact our outside
ombudsman, Bill Kovach, who will investigate and report on specific complaints
about the work of the magazine. He may be reached by voice mail at 212-824-
1981; by fax at 212-824-1940; by e-mail at bkovach@brillscontent.com; or by
mail at | Francis Avenue, Cambridge, MA, 02138.
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£ MaiL bkovach@brillscontent.com
mait | Francis Avenue, Cambridge, MA 02138

[ REPORT FROM THE OMBUDSMAN ]|

BY BILL KOVACH

T WILL COME AS NO SURPRISE THAT VIRTUALLY ALL OF THE

specific criticisms of the first issue of Brill’s Content that came

to me had to do with Steven Brill’s “Pressgate” article. What

may surprise you, given the tone and volume of the reaction

to the piece out of Washington and New York, is that the neg-
ative reaction was nearly matched by the positive.

That's true, in part, because most of your specific complaints
about inaccuracies you directed to Steven Brill himself. He is deal-
ing with those elsewhere in the magazine.

Even more surprising, to me at least, was that about half of all calls,
letters, faxes, and e-mail messages were thoughtful suggestions and
comments about ways the magazine can better serve its readers’ needs.

For the record, as of July 10, the numbers looked like this: total
messages, 374; comments, 169; complaints, 110; compliments, 95.

Brill’s journalism: Although there were relatively few specific
complaints about factual errors in “Pressgate,” those that were filed
should be taken seriously in a magazine that chooses to monitor oth-
ers for truth.

For example, Brill’s dispute with Washington Post reporter Susan
Schmidr boils down to her denying quotes he attributed to her and
his response that the quotes were contained in his notes of a
February 2 interview with her in Washington. But Brill did not use
a tape recorder. How can a reader be certain who is right? [ have
read Brill’s notes of the interview with Schmidt and they do sup-
port what he wrote in the article.

But still, they are Brill’s notes.
When pressed on that point, Brill
says, “From now on I plan to tape
interviews when I can and where [
have permission...and I’'m going
to urge other reporters to do the

HOW TO
REACH KOVACH
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-]

same.” Brill laid down the broad
outlines of a new approach to sensitive interviews in his magazine:

“First, in future interviews, I plan to—and I plan to ask other peo-
ple to—tape their interviews when they can and where they have per-
mission. .. Whenever and wherever a quote could be questioned, we
will, prospectively, quote the whole interview and post it on our AOL
site when the magazine comes out.... If it is a disputed quote [after
publication], such as Sue Schmidt’s, we would post it after the fact.

“Second, when I'm interviewed, if I think I have been quoted
out of context, I'm going to post it and tell them [the person who
conducted the interview] I'm posting it.”

Brill was more hesitant about expanding his source rule to ban
anonymous pejorative quotes, but he seemed to accept the idea. I
cited his use of an anonymous New York Times source talking of a
Susan Schmidt article as a “Sue Schmidt jam job.” Brill’s characteri-
zation of the source had met the standard he has set for his magazine.
“If I simply said, ‘some reporter said’ then it would have violated
my own rule...but by identifying the source as a New York Times
reporter....it was clear it was coming from a competitor.”

But didn’t it look as though he simply used an anonymous

Bill Kovach, curator of Harvard's Nieman Foundation for Jowrnalism, was formerly
editor of the Atlanta Journal and Constitution and a New York Times ediror.

source to reinforce the picture of Susan Schmidt he had painted with
his own writing? Wouldn’t strong reporting and sufficient facts do
the job without the help of pejorative words or shadowy sources?

“Now that you say it,” he said finally, “If I were doing it again...if
I were editing a piece I would want to know who the person was and
would want to know why the reporter thought it was fair...But, okay.”

More difficult questions are raised in a letter from Ann McDaniel,
Washington bureau chief of Newsweek, and in a phone conversation
with Michael Isikoff, the Newsweek reporter who broke the story and a
key figure in Brill’s “Pressgate.” Their complaints go beyond quotes and
argue that the reference to their work was made inaccurate by its tone and
the context within which it was written. So far as quotes are concerned,
Isikoff was the only person Brill interviewed for the article who insisted
that his quotes be read back to him before publication, and they were.

McDaniel’s letter listed five specific complaints:

Point I:Brill created a “false impression” by reporting that Isikoff
did not include in the first article Newsweek published on the Lewinsky
affair (on America Online on January 21) “what he later says was a
key exchange on the tapes he heard, the question and answer that had
caused his editors to hold the story....”

While McDaniel agrees that what Brill reported was narrowly
correct, she says he failed to point out that the editors had accurate-
ly summarized that what they heard on the tape was ambiguous.
They chose a summary, she says, because the editors had not yet com-
pleted their excerpting of what they had heard on the tape. They did
publish the material in full in the magazine’s next issue.

It seems reasonable to assume that the reporters and editors would
have listened especially carefully and noted in some detail the one
exchange on the tapes that they later said caused them to decide to
hold Isikoff’s story. It does not seem unfair to call the absence of this
exchange “notable,” since its very ambiguity made it clear how murky
the situation was and the details were deemed sufficiently important
a week later that they formed the lead of the article that Newsweek
published on February 2.

Point 2: According to McDaniel, when Brill wrote that Isikoff,
“was in a hurry to get to CNBC, where he was a paid Clinton sex
scandal pundit,” the first point was in error (his contractual agreement
was with MSNBC) and the second point she calls a “sneering low
blow.” Part of this argument seems to have resulted from confusion
over where Isikoff appeared on television that day (CNBC) and
where he had a contractual agreement (MSNBC). After talking to
Isikoff and a Brill fact checker, it seems clear to me this was a simple
matter of confusion.

Brill says the “sex scandal pundit” characterization was justified
because Isikoff told him that his contract with MSNBC came about
because of the prominence of his work on the Paula Jones story.
While I think it would have been wiser and more professional to let
the facts speak for themselves in this case, Isikoff should know there
is a cost attached to a careful print journalist’s decision to regularly
become part of MSNBC’s world of breathless, sometimes reckless,
speculation and judgment.

Point 3: Isikoff denies Brill’s report that he held off making phone
calls at the request of Starr’s office in return for “a full report” of how
a planned “sting” operation might develop.

“They never told me about any sting,” Isikoff says. “I inferred
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that. [ agreed to hold off making phone calls...it was a seat-of-the-
pants decision.”

McDaniel calls Brill’s account “fiction.”

Brill says he wrote the paragraph in question based on what
Isikoff told him.

Since neither party taped the interviews, it’s hard to reconcile this
dispute. Brill pointed out in my interview with him that “a full report
is what they ended up with, as evidenced by its [Newsweek's] suc-
ceeding issues.”

Point 4: Both McDaniel and Isikoff say that Brill’s characteriza-
tion of Isikoff's dealings with Jonah Goldberg is “grossly misleading.”

As an example, McDaniel writes, “Brill quotes Jonah Goldberg
as saying Isikoff related that ‘he needed more than just sex. He said
he needed other sources and he needed for this to relate to some-
thing official.” Brill then adds, ‘Isikoff confirms this conversation.™
According to McDaniel, “This account is quite simply preposter-
ous....” Isikoff agrees. He said he hardly knew Jonah Goldberg and
never had any such conversation with him.

My reading of the two paragraphs in “Pressgate” to which
McDaniel and Isikoff refer makes clear that, when Brill wrote, “Jonah
Goldberg told me on the record about the conversation. Isikoft con-
firmed it,” he was writing about a meeting in which Jonah and
Lucianne Goldberg, Linda Tripp, and Isikoff were all present. It did
not say, as McDaniel and Isikoff scem to conclude, that Brill says the
conversation was between Isikoff and Jonah Goldberg. Isikoff con-
firmed to me that he “may have had conversations similar to that”
reported with Lucianne Goldberg or Linda Tripp.

What troubles Isikoff and McDaniel most about the opening por-
tions of “Pressgate” is what they say presents them as “serving as co-
conspirators with Tripp and Goldberg.” To the contrary, McDaniel
argues, “Isikoff and Newsweek editors were skeptical, restrained, and
responsible....”

But the “co-conspirator” characterization is McDaniel’s and
Isikoff’s, not Brill’s. What Brill wrote was that Isikoft “was simply
musing aloud” about what elements were needed to legitimize a
story in the magazine. Others, including many journalists who have
reported on “Pressgate,” have been equally careless characterizing this
section of the article.

Point 5: McDaniel faults Brill for “making much of the fact” that
Goldberg engineered a paper trail to support claims of Lewinsky-
Clinton contacts through a Goldberg-family courier service, but,
“What's notable is what Brill omits—where the news of this
arrangement first appeared: on page 42 of the February 9, 1998,
issue of Newsweek.”

Brill says that is inaccurate, that the first disclosure was in
Newsweek's January 21 on-line story, where it “makes it seem like
Woodward and Bernstein efforts were needed to get the receipts.”
Isikoff confirms the January 21 date and says that he “was obligat-
ed by a reporter-source arrangement” not to disclose the source ar
that time. Other news organizations had discovered the courier ser-
vice and learned of its connection to Goldberg by the time it was
identified in the magazine.

In conclusion, McDaniel writes, “We at Newsweek are quite
proud of our reporting on the Lewinsky story and the journalistic
caution we exercised at all times in handling this sensitive matter.
Brill’s Content, we believe, has done its readers and our magazine a

disservice by presenting such an inaccurate account. We’d appreci-
ate a correction and an apology.”

At the time Newsweek chose to hold the story, several journalists
asked my reaction, and [ was quoted as saying I thought they had
exercised rare and commendable caution on an explosive story. Being
ahead of the pack on a story like this, as Newsweek was, is a difficule
position for journalists in a city as competitive as Washington. I believe
Newsweek struggled thoughtfully with tough decisions under enor-
mous pressure throughout the breaking phase of this story. I've also
been involved in enough similar situations to know that they hoped
that by so doing they could get even more exclusive material to use
when they did publish—and it paid off for them.

But it seems to me that much of the concern expressed in
Newsweek's letter about Brill’s article grows out of seeing one’s own
work reported on and described in a larger context, often by other prin-
cipals (especially, in this case, Lucianne Goldberg, Tripp, and people in
Star’s office) who tell what they were doing concurrently and char-
acterize the events in their own way. Anyone involved in investigative
reporting knows that this confusion of motives is the inevitable by-
product of the work. It is to let the larger public in on the nature of
that by-product, the kind of story that seldom becomes the primary
subject of a press account, that was the central purpose of “Pressgate.”

Alan Wachter of Grasonville, Maryland, challenged another aspect
of Brill’s personal journalism. He quoted Brill’s values, as stated in the
magazine, which said, “We are determined to approach the bedrock
question of accuracy with a sense of perspective and proportion—and
without a holier-than-thou attitude....You also won'’t see us approach-
ing any of this in ideological terms, or even in institutional terms.”

Yet, Wachter wrote, in his article Brill describes David Bloom of
NBC as, “laughably lapdog-like...who throughout his story, would
perform as a virtual stenographer for Starr....”

“Am 1 the only reader,” Wachter asks, “who sees a contradiction
here? Is telepathy the bedrock of this statement’s accuracy, and does
invective provide perspective?”

Others have called Brill on this particular characterization and
Brill has admitted he was wrong to characterize Bloom in this way.

Brill as partisan: As those of you who complained that Brill did
not disclose his political contributions to the Democratic party
probably know by now, he agrees that not making that known in the
“Pressgate” article was a serious mistake.

“It’s true,” Brill says, “1 gave $1,000 and should have disclosed that.
It was a mistake, I've admitted it and I won’t do it again. But how far
should journalistic disclosure go? Should a reporter’s party registra-
tion, vote, be disclosed? As far as our own rules are concerned, I would
want to know if someone writing about political figures had given
money to that campaign. We will ask those questions of people who
write for us. We will do something more general as well, but that has
to be worked out.” Brill also points out that the Federal Election
Commission’s records make clear the contribution was made at a time
when he was not covering or writing about political figures or issues.

It may be that Brill’s reaction to these questions is forging a new
standard of disclosure for journalists covering politics. I cannot remem-
ber when journalists who cover politics or political issues have been
asked on Meet the Press or in media columns about their possible
campaign contributions or political affiliations. It will be interesting
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to see this played out in the next national election cycle.

Many of the complaints of partisanship by Brill boil down to the
legal argument he engaged in with Independent Prosecutor Kenneth
Starr. Starr says he merely “briefed” reporters anonymously; Brill says
Starr improperly, even illegally, leaked grand jury material.

That argument will be resolved, if it is resolved, elsewhere. But the
engagement between Starr and Brill on the record has provided us all
with greater insight into the process. It put Starr on record on an impor-
tant issue in a way that should embarrass the army of Washington
journalists who have been unable to do as much for the public.

I can add one small footnote to this debate. On February 6, Starr
released a letter to President Clinton’s lawyer in which he wrote, “1
have made the prohibition of leaks a principle priority of the office. It
is a firing offense, as well as one that can lead to criminal prosecution.”

On the day those words were written, I was on a panel at the
John E Kennedy School of Government at Harvard discussing the
“Press and the Clinton Presidency.” John Ellis, a media consultant
who writes an occasional column for The Boston Globe, said he knew
for a fact that “threc people in the White House were cooperating
with the grand jury investigation.” Asked how he knew that for a
fact, Ellis said: “I was told by a person in the Special Prosecutor’s
office.” Rahm Emanuel, special adviser to President Clinton, who
was also on the panel, observed, “That makes item number 1 3 in our
list” of leaks to the press by Starr’s office.

Brill as publisher, editor, reporter: The multiple roles Brill
holds as publisher, editor and, in the inaugural issue, chief correspon-
dent, trouble a lot of readers and journalists. One journalist, Will
Jarrett, former editor of the Denver Post, articulates one of those con-
cerns when he writes, “When the owner and publisher turns inves-
tigative reporter it poses a very serious journalistic question: Who edits
the boss?”

Brill agrees that the biggest conflict in his combined roles is that of
editor versus writer. “The conflict between editor and writer is much
more intense because an editor. . . has to pick out the 2 percent or 4 per-
cent of the stuff that shouldn’t be in there because of the overenthusi-
asm of the reporter or the reporter thinking something is more impor-
tant than it is or less important than it is.”

Michael Kramer, the editorial director of the magazine, did that
job on Brill's piece, but in this case the 2 percent or 4 percent was more
like 30 percent.

Brill originally turned in a 36,000 word report on “Pressgate.” It
was trimmed to 24,000 words. In addition, three fact checkers worked
on the article, including Michael Kadish, who checked facts with 54
people mentioned in the piece. The editing they did seems to have
held up remarkably well given the article’s controversial nature.
Questions of interpretation, tone, and context will be argued over for
some time, but those questions would likely remain had the piece
been written by a freelance reporter.

The more troublesome conflict for some readers, that berween
publisher and editor, is one Brill strenuously rejects. It is one of the
hottest issues dividing journalists in the world of market-driven jour-
nalism today.

“I don’t accept the premise that the person running the busi-
ness can’t be in charge of the editorial product,” Brill says. “I am
a great believer in people trumping structures. ..if people on one
side or the other of a Chinese Wall don’t have integrity, you're

going to be out of luck. And I think the reverse is true. If you have
people of integrity, the structure is not necessary.

“There is every reason to be suspicious and vigilant about the
combining of roles...[but] the only way for this to be a viable busi-
ness is for it to be credible. We are not going to sell this magazine on
the basis that the other media say it is a great publication, that it’s
about time this came along, but it is clear that our success will come
only as people come to the conclusion that what we do is credible.”

That’s Brill position. He will continue to write his “Rewind” col-
umn and “maybe three or four times a year” write a longer reported
piece as well. His future articles will be edited by the editorial direc-
tor plus another senior editor. And, of course, the fact checkers.

The conflict Brill most insistently rejects—conflict between the
roles and responsibilities of the publisher and editor—remains the
most troublesome. As publisher, Brill has a fundamental commirment
to the publication’s economic success and to its investors. The pub-
lisher must therefore calculate all financial aspects of the business,
aspects that could raise a conflict with the editor’s direct responsibili-
ty to the consumer of the information. For example, when publisher
Brill entered into negotiations with NBC-TV abour a joint business
arrangement, editor Brill had no choice but to attend a meeting.

It was a meeting to which the editor should have objected. Only
after the potential deal became public, and reporters called Brill to ask
about its impact on the credibility of his new magazine, did publish-
er Brill hear what editor Brill should have told him.

The other area in which readers question the dual financial and
editorial roles is advertising. The Winston cigarette ad, in particular,
irritated readers otherwise impressed by the magazine.

“Why would a magazine which is itself, in theory, dedicated to
‘No Bull’ practices align itself so obviously with a company whose
claim of 0% additives is being challenged in court right now?” asks
Madeline Roberts.

This “truth in advertising” question pulls Brill up short. The
magazine does not have an advertising acceptability policy yet.

“We will establish a beat that monitors advertising as a nonfiction
media,” he says, “but 'm not sure how we handle that on the business
(advertising] side except to say that the things that just stand out as
questionable we should verify. We did not do that with the tobacco
advertising, which came in late. I am open to suggestions on that one.”

At Court TV, Brill adds, “it got down to the place where 1 said,
I’m the editor and if I don’t like it [an ad], we won’t run it.”

That idiosyncratic approach is not likely to satisfy the people who
have expressed their concerns about the inaugural issue of the maga-
zine. A study of Brill’s past record in this regard gives him some credi-
bility. He once ignored warnings from West Publishing Company,
the source of 2§ percent of American Lawyer's ad revenue, not to pub-
lish an article about the company, and lost the ad money.

But along with readers who questioned the situation, 1 believe a
successful publication needs separate strong, determined, and princi-
pled advocates in both the publisher and editor positions. Skeptical
readers are not likely to accept the present arrangement on faith. Only
performance will count. And that will count only issue by issue.

Questions for the press: As for readers who asked my opinion on
questions raised in the article about the press, I agree they are serious,
and journalists can’t simply complain them away. Many Washington
journalists argue, as Gloria Borger of U.S. News & World Report did



at the Harvard panel mentioned above, that “This story is not about
us. It’s not about the media. It’s about the president.” I don’t think so.
That’s another story.

Judging from the comments to me, the public believes “Pressgate”
is a story about the press. Fundamentally what Brill did was document
how, during the first three weeks of Starr’s investigation of President
Clinton’s relations with 2 White House intern, the Washington press
corps reported as fact things they could not possibly have known, pol-
luting the pool of public information with punditry, opinion, specula-
tion, and judgments. Opinions will vary as to the importance of the
story, or whether it is a story. Bur there is no argument that reporters
should rely on facts first and leave speculation to others.

During the three weeks covered by “Pressgate,” the public was told
of physical evidence and witnesses to support the allegations against the
president. As of this writing there is no evidence the reporters “knew”
any of that and only Brill’s “Pressgate” piece tries to explain how this
has come to be. After months, in some cases even years, of reporting on
the independent counsel’s investigation of the president, why did it
take Steven Brill to engage the special prosecutor in an important on-
the-record discussion of the potential abuse of power by that office?

What may be the most important contribution made by Brill’s
article and its detailed reporting is to raise to a higher level the ques-
tion about the culture of leaking and anonymous-source reporting
that has overwhelmed Washington, a culture many journalists them-
selves admit is spinning out of control.

It is time, for example, for journalists to think more deeply about
the implications of the stance they have assumed toward investiga-
tive reporting. Is it to investigate or to report on investigations? If the
latter—reporting on investigations—doesn’t the reporter automati-
cally become part of the investigation itself? When Woodward and
Bernstein were chipping away at what became Watergate, they were
involved in investigative reporting. When their work pulled govern-
ment investigators into the inquiry they were no longer alone. They
were joined by many others who investigated the investigation. Many
of today’s reporters, who were attracted to journalism by that histo-
ry as it was told by Hollywood, have failed to understand that dis-
tinction and have never been forced to think deeply about its impli-
cations for their reliability and credibility.

The arguments reporters have used to justify this stance is that
their reports of Starr’s “evidence” is their way of monitoring President
Clinton’s alleged abuses of power. I don’t think so. Kenneth Starr is
doing that. There was a time, before Linda Tripp went to Kenneth
Starr, that Michael Isikoff of Newsweek was involved in investigative
reporting. But that ended when Starr became officially involved;
Isikoff then became enmeshed in the process of that investigation.

It was at that point that journalists had two truly investigative
possibilities. They could investigate the structures and practices
inside the White House, and the administration generally, to learn
what, if anything, is in place or has been put into place to guard
against the kind of abuse alleged in this case. The other was to mon-
itor Starr’s use of the power given to him, which, while focused on
the president, has drawn dozens of other people into the process. In
both cases it would be the responsibility of the press to search for
abuses of power and assure that the wrong people are not punished.

But caught up in a world of nano-second competition, the press
has staked out a position that puts what may be irresistible strain on
the ethical standards of journalists. Choosing to report the more enter-
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taining story of the investigation, reporters become ensnared in the
process by sources who dictate the terms on which information will be
provided. The club they hold is the threat to take the material to
another news organization with lower standards and a lower threshold
of proof. Journalists themselves talked openly and dejectedly about
this at a forum conducted by the Committee of Concerned Journalists,
of which I am the chair. Journalists like Doyle McManus, chief of the
Los Angeles Times Washington bureau, talked of the conundrum of
having to cither play by the source’s rules and beat your competition
or let them go clsewhere and deal with the same material after some-
one else publishes it.

In this atmosphere, the old admonition of the AP—Get it first,
but first get it right—no longer applies. What do you do when you
have no way of knowing if it is right or wrong? Many news organiza-
tions say simply, “If it’s out there we have an obligation to our cus-
tomers to report it, even if only to say we can’t confirm it.”

This version of “the devil makes me do it” excuse simply shunts
the burden of gatekeeping onto the consumer who has a lot less time,
fewer resources, and, presumably, less experience with which to work.
It also increases the probability that one or more citizens will be dam-
aged by the decision to publish.

Many journalists believe the news organizations that will emerge
strengthened by the turbulent passage into cybernews will be those
whose word can be depended upon to form judgments on life-alter-
ing social, political, and economic decisions a citizen must make.
Only a journalism that puts credibility above expediency can stand
such a test.

Simple advice is often rejected as naive, but journalists could do
worse than to think about what the editor of a small weekly newspa-
per in Jonesboro, Tennessee, told me a long time ago.

“Two things,” is how I remember Tim Pridgen putting it. “First,
always tell people what you know and don’t try to bullshit them
about what you don’t know. And, second, every time you are about
to write something with ‘if” or ‘might,” remember you could just as
well write ‘if not’ and ‘might not.” You'll save yourself and the people
you write about a lot of grief.”

[ was in my twenties then (1959) and Tim was as old as I am now,
but I know of no better advice to share. That simple screen would fil-
ter a lot of gossip and speculation out of stories masquerading as report-
ed news and protect the long-term survival of the craft of journalism.

The Audi graphic: A number of readers were frustrated by the
small chart that ran with the story about the 60 Minutesreport on the
Audi automobile. The graph was designed to illustrate the claim that
the broadcast had affected the sale of Audis. But by choosing to run
a line chart, the graphic appears to show that a steep decline in Audi
sales began before the date of the broadcast.

The fault is in the kind of graph chosen to illustrate this relation-
ship. A study of month-by-month Audi sales shows the sharpest drop
in sales— from 5,800 in October to 3,788 in December— occurred
around the November 23, 1986 date of the 60 Minutes story.

A final item: Thanks to several of you, I can now correct a misim-
pression of the history and use of newspaper ombudsmen in the
United States. Norman E. Isaacs, who was then executive editor of
the Louisville Courier-fournal, resurrected the concept at his news-
paper in 1967 when he named John Herchenroeder to the job. =

i
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Blame, Praise

i (assuming the lost e-mails reflected those we tallied), with many assessing the article in

| political terms.“Your article on ‘Pressgate’ sounds like it was dictated by [President Clinton’s

' ally] James Carville," wrote one reader. A second disagreed:“Let’s face it: Ken Starr is a

|  threat to our society and system of justice.” Readers also split on the first issue overall. One

| labelled Brill's Content “great PR—but pathetic journalism.” Another countered:"“It's great to

‘ finally see a magazine that watches the media and holds them accountable.” Finally, positive

’ responses seemed to run ahead of negative comments at a faster pace following one of
Brill's TV appearances. "It was a delight to see the blood vanish from Tim Russert's face on
Meet The Press after you responded to his assault with just one tough question,” said a
reader who was “delighted and content to hear members of the Washington press corps

..You lanced the boil, and it pains like hell.”

squealing about unfairness. .

And A Deluge of Mall

Our first issue generated some 6,000 letters and e-mails—enough to overwhelm our e- g
mail system to the point that we lost many of the e-mails before reading them. Of those
that survived, the vast majority concerned “Pressgate,” editor Steven Brill’s article on the
coverage of the imbroglio involving former White House intern Monica Lewinsky and
President Clinton.At last count, positive responses seemed to outweigh the negative slightly

* THE FIRST ISSUE=

MEDIUM, HEAL THYSELF

I've just finished reading every word of the first issue of
your new magazine.

You not only have my congratulations, but also my grat-
itude. Your voice will surely be a welcome blast of fresh air in
a field made stale and silly by the incessant and almost inces-
tuous worship of “Celebrity.”

Judging by the media’s initial reaction to Brill’s Content,
i’s problematic how much you can change things.
Universally, everything I saw and/or read focused on Mr.
Starr’s behavior, but not their own!

Nevertheless, I hope you keep on keeping on, no matter
how difficult the Tower of Babble makes it for you. Your basic
message (Medium, Heal Thyself) is of vital national interest.
For if the media don’t stop treating the News as a branch of
Entertainment, they’ll end up one day with 280,000,000 Jerry
Springer fans. And then who'll know that the carefully coifed
and appropriately dressed talking heads are important?

Looking forward to your next edition...

George Gottridge
Plainview, NY

INSIDE THE MEDIA

The magazine provides new information for readers like our-
selves with no access to inside information. My teenage daughter
was horrified that models were not made up with the cosmetics
listed on the credits [The Notebook “Making up The Truth”].
We also found out finally why our Barnes and Noble carries
certain titles and not others [“The Power Behind the Stacks”).

The main article [“Pressgate”] provided information that
we were not aware of. Mrs. Goldberg had seemed to be a
minor player at best before we read your story. My only crit-
icism of the article is that it covered the prosecutor’s office

leaking to the press, but there was little note of how the
White House also leaks to the media. Even those of us in hot
little Macon realize the leaks and manipulations are a two-
way process. Surely the White House also leaked in the first
three weeks of the “crisis.” In summary, your first magazine
was excellent and approached a tired subject from a new
direction. Your next feature article should be on how thin-
skinned the press is. They would never survive as politicians!
Sherryl Williams

Macon, GA

STALE, RECYCLED, AND . ..
After eagerly anticipating your publication, I have only
one word to describe your first issue—BORING.
Same boring liberal stories from the same boring liberal
writers representing the same boring liberal media. Boring,
90% of Contentis stale, recycled, liberal information. Boring,
John Vezmar
Lake Oswego, OR

* QUALITY CONTROL*

JOURNALISM 101

P'm writing in response to the article in your July/August
issue concerning a story produced by a Knight Ridder
Washington bureau writer last November, describing the pressure
wielded by members of Congress on the spending decisions of the
National Park Service [Rewind]. In that article, you noted a letter
from West Virginia Senator Robert Byrd to The Washington Post,
which had published our story, in which the senator com-
plained of inaccuradies in our reporting. You expressed concern
that the senator’s letter received no response or further action
either from the Post or from Knight Ridder, and you criticized
our writer for not contacting and confronting Byrd directly
about his influence on the park service’s $2.5 million historic
renovation of a small-town railroad station in his state.
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While we emphatically disagree that “the entire story was
totally, even comically, wrong,” as you characterized the senator’s
complaint, we do agree with the two main points of your story.

Letters as unhappy as the one from Senator Byrd deserve
response, and had we received it, we most certainly would have
done so, but we never did. Why the senator did not contact the
direct source of his discomforts I don’t know, but as you noted
in your story, I was ill at the time the letter appeared in the Post
and unaware of its existence until months later.

As to the writer’s failure to deal directly with the senator on
these points, that is an obvious, fundamental, journalism-101
omission that we can respond to only with embarrassment. The
rationale of the editor and reporter was that because this story
explored not just Byrd’s influence on the Park Service but that
of a dozen other congressional figures as well, comment was not
required from every one of them. Ohio Rep. Ralph Regula
wound up being the story’s de facto spokesman for them all,
saying, “We're the policy makers. There’s nothing in the
Constitution that says a project requested by the administration
is legitimate and a project recommended by a member is not.”

Regula’s comment obviously does not compensate for the
deb of fairness we owed to Senator Byrd.

Gary Blonston
Bureau Chief
Knight Ridder
Washington, DC

Your opening “Rewind” was worth the price of admission.
I've read Adventures in Porkland (1 think I've forgotten the prop-
er title) and I've tried to wade through James Fallows’s Breaking
the News, too. But your short exposé does a better job of getting
at the heart of what is wrong with the media. Its own self-serving
cynicism is undermining truth and real fact-finding for “news as
entertainment”™—or, as [ once suggested to the people at NPR,
reporting serious political news as if it were a sport, as if the only
issue was who wins.

At any rate, the real issue for me is whether your magazine

will have impact beyond the Starr disclosures. If the media peo-
ple really feel burned, or really do believe they should get it right,
then what you exposed in the “Rewind” column should have as
much or more impact than what you wrote about “Pressgate.”
I'd be more embarrassed as a journalist to admit that I hadn’t
bothered to talk to a person I was accusing of pork barrel politics
than I would be to admit that I had gotten caught up in the
media frenzy surrounding Ken Starr.
Terry Schmite
(via e-mail)

*"FAST & FLAWED®=
TIPS FROM AN OLD-TIMER

As a newcomer to investigative journalism, perhaps you
wouldn’t mind a tip or two from an old-timer about the busi-
ness you have just embarked on.

First of all, while a blind quote in a story, here and there,
more often than not passes muster, nine of them in one story
is a no-no.

To wit: Howard Kurtz’s (1) “a key 60 Minutes staffer,” (2)
“A Willey associate,” (3) “a veteran staffer,” (4) “source close
to Willey,” (5) “the source,” (6) “two people knowledgeable
about the courtship,” (7) “source close to Willey,” (8)
“Willey’s side,” (9) “a ranking 60 Minutes journalist.”

Now, number two: Didn’t it ever strike you as worth report-
ing (at the very least as a sidebar) that Howard Kurtz’s own
newspaper, 7he Washington Post, had published five— count ‘em
five—stories about Kathleen Willey before 60 Minutes published
its first, and in not one of them had Kurtz’s newspaper asked any
of the questions Kurtz faults 60 Minutes for not asking ...not
even when it got around to a sixth one, the verbatim transcript
of Ed Bradley and Michael Radutzsky’s 60 Minutes story.

Finally, number three: Reporters don’t lie to the people
they interview by telling them, as Kurtz told me, that a key
part of this story would be included when it wasn’t. The key
part was that I had told Bob Bennett early on that I didn’t

[ LeTTERS ]

CORRECTILONS

® In “Fast & Flawed," contributor Howard Kurtz
included an incomplete quote from on-air commen-
tary by 60 Minutes’s Andy Rooney."If you think [the
60 Minutes interview of Kathleen Willey] fell short
of 60 Minutes standards, you may be right” Rooney
was quoted as saying. The article should have includ-
ed the second half of Rooney's statement: “...but
don't suggest that anyone at 60 Minutes had an ulte-
rior motive by doing it, because you'd be wrong.”

= In “Overwhelmed By Events,” senior writer D.M.
Osborne mistakenly stated that KCOP-TV news
director Stephen Cohen had previously been in charge
of newsrooms at “CBS affiliates.” She should have said
the stations were owned and operated by CBS.

m “He Cracked The Numbers Racket” incorrectly
stated that “CNN sent a camera crew to interview"
reporter Shane Tritsch. The network did not do so.

= In “From Selma To Silicon Valley, Supernaturally,”
contributor Debra Goldman incorrectly asserted
that a federal judge had found Paula Jones’s sexual
harassment allegations against then-governor Bill
Clinton “implausible.” In fact, in dismissing Jones’s
suit, Judge Susan Webber Wright never made such a
finding. Wright ruled that even if Jones’s allegations
against Clinton were true, she had not met the legal
requirements for a harassment case.

= Based on subsequent conversations with people
at The Wall Street Journal,it now seems clear that

in “Pressgate,” editor Steven Brill confused the
sequence of events concerning when the Journal
published its report on the Internet that a steward
had testified to the grand jury that he had wit-
nessed an encounter between the president and
Monica Lewinsky. While the Journal did “push the
button” on the story before waiting for comment
from the White House, it did so after being told
that the White House needed a half hour to
respond to the Journal’s query, not before.

® In “Pressgate," Victoria Toensing’s name was spelled

incorrectly.

We apologize for the errors.
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want to publish this story without getting the White House’s
side and that he had turned us down...and that on the
Saturday afternoon before the story ran, Mike McCurry called
me and said the White House had changed its mind about
appearing in this story and demanded—yes, demanded—that
we leave 12 minutes at the end of the story for Bob Bennett to
say anything he wanted to about Kathleen Willey unedited.
And then the bombshell that Kurtz promised he would
include in his story, but didn’t, that McCurry said to me, “You
mean, there were two people in a room and you only want to
publish one person’s version of what happened?”

And I said (quoting as close as I can recall), “No, Mike. |
would like to have both persons’ version of what happened in
that room...and while I won’t give Bennett 12 unedited min-
utes I will give the president as many unedited minutes as he
wants to tell Ais side of the story.

In fact, I said, I would be very happy to hold off the Willey
interview and give the president the full hour unedited to tell
Ed Bradley anything he wants to tell him about Kathleen
Willey or anything else connected to the Starr investigation.”

I would hate to think that (despite a promise to include
it) that part was excluded because it would not sit well with
the people at the White House who you knew would be
dancing in the aisles with joy at your Kenneth Starr story.

About your “exposé” of the 60 Minutes Audi story
[Lynched], a media watchdog that is too feeble to find any-
thing other than a 12-year-old bone to dig up is hardly going
to win any blue ribbons, let alone a biscuit.

Don Hewitt
Executive Producer
60 Minutes

New York, NY

Howard Kurtz responds: | most certainly did not lie to Don Hewitt
when | said | planned to include his comments about offering President
Clinton a forum. | checked the exchange with Mike McCurry and quot-
ed the remarks in the piece | submitted. Unfortunately they were cut for
space during the editing process; in retrospect | wish we had kept them
in, but | did not make a promise to do so.

The Washington Post did not ask Kathleen Willey the critical ques-
tions discussed in my piece for a simple reason: Unlike Hewitt's program,
the paper never got to interview her.

| would expect the executive producer of 60 Minutes to understand
that staff members talking about the boss’s decisions sometimes will
speak only on condition of anonymity.Then again, when | left polite voice-
mail messages for the two producers on the Willey story, Hewitt accused
me of “hounding” his staff. Perhaps he feels that his program should be
exempt from the kind of aggressive reporting for which it is famous.

INCOMPLETE AND INACCURATE?

“Fast 8 Flawed” by Howard Kurtz is aptly titled. The story,
as it relates to my client Julie Hiatt Steele, leaves open several
doors that [ firmly closed and does not accurately chronicle rel-
evant events. Because Kurtz presents incomplete and anony-
mously sourced information about Mrs. Steele in the form of a
critique of 60 Minutes, he portrays my client negatively in the
guise of an ombudsman, gaining credibility where none is due.

It is clear from the August 11, 1997, Newsweek article Kurtz
references that Mrs. Steele explained to their reporter (off the
record) that Mrs. Willey had asked her to lie to him about her
alleged encounter with the President. Because Mrs. Steele’s affi-
davit, drafted seven months later, is essentially consistent with
that story, it cannot and does not support the bizarre theory that
she was pressured to change her account in her affidavit. Kurtz’s
article, which does not date or otherwise chronicle these events,
leads the reader to believe otherwise.

Mr. Kurtz also makes reference to Mrs. Steele’s adoption of
a Romanian orphan, but does not make clear that her act was
not only exceptionally humane and generous, it was perfectly
legal. Instead, he reports only my unfortunate choice of words
to describe Mrs. Steele’s reaction to the scurrilous allegation that
the adoption “was not handled properly”—leading the reader to
believe it might be true.

And, like the Newsweek story he cites, Mr. Kurtz does not
question Mrs. Willey’s explanation (through an anonymous
source) that she believed the 60 Minutes story would be about
Mrs. Steele! Since all of Mr. Kurtz’s “reporting” seems to have
come from those close to Mrs. Willey, it is curious that they
don’t explain this, or why Mrs. Willey would have wanted to
appear in a story about my client. Nor do they (or Kurtz)
explain why the story did not turn out to be about Mrs. Steele.

Mr. Kurtz's failure to accurately reflect my on-the-record
rebuttal of Mrs. Willey’s anonymous friend’s baseless accusa-
tions is exactly the kind of journalism your magazine is sup-
posed to “police.” And while your efforts are long overdue and
admirable, you have to be better than “Fast & Flawed.”

Nancy Luque
Reed Smith Shaw & McClay
Washington, DC

Editor’s Note: We also received a letter from Allan Maraynes, who
produced 60 Minutes's 1986 segment charging that cars manufac-
tured by Audi were prone to sudden acceleration. Maraynes, who has
since moved to NBC's Dateline, took issue not with any facts in
“Lurching Into Reverse,” which examined the 60 Minutes item, but
with the judgments we made in the article.The text of that letter and
a response from a Brill's Content editor is posted at our AOL site
(keyword: Brills) and on our website (www.brillscontent.com).

*MAKING UP THE TRUTH®*
IT ISN'T JUST THE MAKEUP

First let me congratulate you on an outstanding publica-
tion. Those of us who have toiled for years in the publishing
industry will enjoy it immensely.

As a graphic artist who has handled many a full-color mag-
azine cover and color spreads, I laughed out loud at the article
“Making Up The Truth” [The Notebook] about brand-name
cosmetics that are not responsible for the pretty faces we see in
fashion mags.

Truth be known, it’s the magazine artist’s computer soft-
ware that determines the “look” of these models. My computer
mouse and I have smoothed over crow’s feet, wiped out blem-
ishes, tamed stray hairs—and have even realigned noses. We have



blushed sallow complexions, erased under-eye shadows, filled-in

balding pates, and whitened teeth. Cover credits in these fashion

magazines should read: To achieve the look, try Adobe
Photoshop §.0.

Lorraine Dittko

Eastport, NY

s HEARD. SEEN. AND GLEANED ON THE STREET »

HEARD IN THE OFFICE

Add me to an ever growing list of people who are dis-
mayed with the manner in which they were treated by
reporters from your magazine. In “Heard, Seen, and Gleaned
On The Street,” David McClintick has grossly misrepresent-
ed my comments about Universal Studios, Inc.’s performance
and that of its key executives.

I cite two examples: Mr. McClintick writes that I character-
ized Universal’s performance as “abysmal.” If Mr. McClintick had
been accurately reporting my comments, however, he would have
heard me describe Universal Studios, Inc.’s 38 percent earnings
gain in the December 1997 quarter, a 31 percent earnings gain in
the March 1998 quarter and my optimism regarding Universal’s
future. Could this be characterized as “abysmal”? Hardly. In fact,
I was referring to Seagram’s 1997 stock price performance.

Further, Mr. McClintick creates the impression that 1 was
casting doubt on the future of certain Universal executives by
quoting me as saying, “That question is being asked very seri-
ously.” Under Mr. McClintick’s formulation, the question is
framed to refer to the ability of two key executives to remain in
their jobs. But if Mr. McClintick had been accurately reporting
my conversation, he would have heard me making that state-
ment regarding the Universal Motion Picture Group’s key strate-
gic questions—not in response to the status of any executive.

I've read that you are sending questionnaires to people inter-
viewed in your magazine. One of your questions asks: “If you
were quoted, were you quoted accurately?” My answer is a
resounding no. Another question asks “Generally, on a one to five
scale with five the most accurate, how would you rate our story?”

I rate it a zero.

Do not bother to send me a questionnaire. A clarification
of my remarks would be much more appropriate.

Joseph M. Fitzgerald
Vice-President—Investor Relations
Joseph E. Seagram & Sons, Inc.
New York, NY

David McClintick responds: | tape-recorded the Steinberg-Fitzgerald
meeting, as Mr. Fitzgerald should know because the recorder was plainly
visible. The tape reflects exactly what | wrote. Mr. Fizgerald is correct that
he characterized the overall prospects of Universal Studios as positive—
a view Steinberg shares. The story makes that clear, reporting that
Steinberg increased his already substantial Seagram stock investment after
the meeting in question. However, Steinberg questioned Fitzgerald close-
ly during the meeting about the current state of the Universal motion pic-
ture group and its leadership. Here is what the transcript of the tape says:

Fitzgerald: “There have been several changes announced in the

motion picture group just within the past two days. One guy who was
the co-head of production and the two marketing people are out
because the performance has been abysmal.”

Steinberg:“What's been the problem, and who's responsible?”

Fitzgerald:“Well, there was, | mean, ultimately Ron Meyer, who is
the president of all of Universal, and Casey Silver, who is the presi-
dent of the motion picture group, have to bear responsibility for that
—for the creative malaise they're in.”

Fizgerald then discussed several motion picture production deals
that executives had entered into, after Bronfman bought control of the
company, that hadn’t spawned profitable movies.

Fitzgerald: “It's gonna continue to be lean until late this calendar
year, early next year, when they do have a Robin Williams, Brad Pitt,
a Harrison Ford...”

Steinberg: “But what | don’t understand is—why was there any
reason to believe that Meyer is the man to do this?”

Fitzgerald then summarized Meyer’s background as a talent agent
with relationships with top stars.“By virtue of where he was, he was
able to attract actors, actresses, writers, producers ... In retrespect,
could they have...!”

Steinberg: “Well, the real question is prospective. | mean, this guy
doesn't, | think there’s nothing in the record to suggest that this is the
guy to really make this thing what you'd like it to be.”

Fitzgerald:“| think, clearly, that question is being asked very seri-
ously, not to imply there's a noose around his neck as we speak, but
clearly it's been extremely disappointing, if not embarrassing. Edgar
clearly is aware of this”

Steinberg (laughing): “If | am, he certainly must be.”

Fizgerald: “Painfully, painfully aware of it. But | mean if you read
Variety or some of the trade magazines, they'll lead you to believe that
Edgar is sort of sheltered from all this. He's not”

Steinberg:“So what's the answer to all this? | mean, you know, the
problem’s clear. How quickly does it get resolved? ‘Cause that's gonna
help, | suspect, ‘cause it isn't gonna change just by dilly-dallying”

Fitzgerald: “The motion picture group clearly attracts a dispro-
portionate share of attention in what's going on. The other three
groups—television, records, and recreation—there’s been discern-
able progress. Okay? So what is the answer to motion pictures? It's
one we are grappling with as we speak. Is there gonna be a new guy?
| don’t necessarily want to imply that there's gonna be a change there
tomorrow. There’s also nothing on the horizon here—unless we get
seriously lucky—that's gonna help that movie contribution...."

« HOW THE TIMES NAILED A HEALTH CARE GIANT »

PRAISING HARD WORK

I have received the first issue of Content. 1 find it impres-
sive and a much-needed antidote to the free pass that
newsprint and television has been enjoying in recent years.

The shocking irresponsibility and sloppiness of the major
newspapers, newsmagazines, networks, and cable channels
was encapsulated marvelously in “Pressgate.”

The article on Columbia/HCA and the other hand, gives a
fine example of the positive side of the press as contrasted to the
Fourth Estate malefactors that were running with the

Clinton/Lewinsky/Starr story.
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What I Learned In The Barrel 1

Why every journalist should suffer through having a major
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article written about him that his family and friends read.

N FRIDAY, JUNE 12, AS WE PREPARED TO RELEASE

our prcmlere issue’s “Pressgate” article the next

morning, I sat in my New York office, looked up at

editorial director Michael Kramer, and said, “[ feel
like I'm about to go over Niagara Falls in a barrel.”

“You’re right,” he said. “They’re gonna kill you. Bur you
knew that.”

Actually, although I was saying it and even thinking it, I didn’t
really know it. I now know that I was not at all prepared for what
happened after we released the story the following morning.

I also know that I learned a lot from it. A lot about my
own bravado and my own mistakes, a lot about how to do this
magazine better, and a lot about the people and the industry
this magazine is attempting to cover and why this magazine is
so necessary. Here’s a mini-diary of what I saw and what |
learned in the barrel.

SATURDAY, JUNE 13

Ovur faxes of the article are scheduled to start going out to major
news organizations at about 11:00 A.M. (after we fax a copy to
Ken Starr’s office, which I had arranged two days before with his
press aide). We figure that by getting this article out on Saturday,
it can make the Sunday papers, which will mean that any head-
lines it might get will blow over by Monday or Tuesday. That
will allow the rest of the magazine to get the attention it deserves
when the entire issue is released Monday night. In short, an idi-
otically naive reading of how the press will react.

By two o’clock, the reporters are calling. By Saturday
evening, there are stories set to run on the front page of many
major newspapers, and I've been booked onto Face The
Nation, Fox News Sunday, C-SPAN, Sunday Today, and CNN
Late Edition.

SUNDAY, JUNE 14
The first stop is Fox, where Brit Hume and Tony Snow ask
some mildly hostile questions, such as how many talk shows
I’'m going to appear on today. This is kind of funny since
their producer had begged me to come on after I protested
that I was already scheduled on too many shows. I tell them

that on the air and even offer to leave.

Snow and Hume, however, are equal opportunity inquisi-
tors; I later learn that they were at least as hostile to Lucianne
Goldberg as they were to me (and actually got her to concede
that she couldn’t point to any factual mistakes in the article).

C-SPAN is a delight. There are some hostile questions from
offended anti-Clinton people, but I have time to answer in more
than sound bites. There are many supportive calls, too. One lady
even phones in with the 8o0-number people can use to order sub-
scriptions after I'm asked what it is and don’t have a clue.

Today, Face The Nation and CNN Late Edition all ask ques-
tions based on a statement Starr had issued the night before in
which he said I have “recklessly and irresponsibly” accused him
of improper conduct. The discussion turns to my interpretation
of the law pertaining to leaks by federal prosecutors.

The talk shows also ask why [ hadn’t written about White
House leaks. In a day or two I will come to understand their
retroactively predictable mindset—that this article was a pro-
Clinton thrust at Clinton’s enemy, Starr, rather than an inquiry
into the media’s performance. For now, I have trouble taking
the question as seriously as I should. Nonetheless, I explain
that because what 1 had written about was the first three
weeks of the Lewinsky “scandal,” plus the Tripp-Goldberg
orchestration of it, and because those first weeks were perme-
ated with stories and rumors that built up a presumption of
guilt (the alleged evidence on the tapes, the supposed stained
dress, the supposed witness to a Clinton-Lewinsky intimate
encounter), the focus was appropriately on the leaks that estab-
lished that presumption.

Meantime, on Meet The Press, which I catch on a monitor
as I'm leaving Face The Nation, White House adviser Rahm
Emanuel declares solemnly that the information in my article
about Starr is “grave” and “very serious.” Both grave and very
serious? Wow. These guys really have no shame, I think—
though I must admit the attention is flattering.

MONDAY, JUNE I5
By now, according to our grand plan, the publicity over
“Pressgate” is supposed to start subsiding so that the magazine




as a whole can take center stage. Right.

Matt Lauer has come in for some criticism in the “Pressgate”
article, but for my appearance on Today he’s gracious and not at
all defensive. He asks about Starr’s rebuttal, about whether it
isn’t too easy to criticize the coverage of a breaking story from
the hindsight of a few months later, and about the magazine
generally, which allows me to describe it as I want to. I have my
daughter with me, and I tell her this is not going to be so bad
after all.

But when [ get back to the office there is a message from
a reporter at Fox News.
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In retrospect, this rationale seems lame, and it is. It’s
proof that heat from the press, even if overdone or unfair, can
make one behave more responsibly; for next time, when in
doubt, I sure will disclose. It’s also proof of the danger of
insular thinking. Had I discussed it with our staff, or even at
random with ten subscribers, I'm sure they would have told
me to disclose the contribution. But because I “knew” I was
pure, I never thought about what others would—and could
justifiably—think. Or, how the press might leap on it.

By the afternoon, the phone lines are flooded with
reporters asking about my

The phone slip says
he wants to know
about my $10,450 in
campaign contribu-
tions to Democrats.
$10,4507

I get my record pulled up from a website with Federal
Election Commission information and see that the number is
accurate. There’s money to an old law school friend who ran
for the Senate in Ohio in 1994; 1992, 1996, and 1997 contri-
butions to three candidates for the Senate in New York in two
different elections; money to one Congressional candidate;
and, worst of all, a 1995 $1,000 contribution to Bill Clinton.

Before I call the reporter back, someone in my office shows
me a slew of comments on the Web, starting with one from the
conservative Landmark Legal Foundation, which had appar-
ently started checking me out as soon as the story broke. And
now, having discovered these contributions, it wants the world
to know that the article is a White House-instigated smear job
by a Democrat-partisan.

I feel a pit in my stomach that will stay there until the
next Sunday.

When I call the reporter back, I
mention that I've also given money
to a Republican, Rudy Giuliani.
Then how come I didn’t find it
in the records, he asks angrily.
Because running for mayor doesn’t
require the reporting of contribu-
tions to the Federal Election Com-
mission, [ explain.

Do you think you should have disclosed the Clinton con-
tribution, he asks. Well, I reply, it was 1995 and the only
political reporting I was responsible for then (as the editor of
The American Lawyer magazine) was the piece we published
by Stuart Taylor, Jr., which argued that the Paula Jones case
should be taken seriously. Once I knew I might do this mag-
azine back in the fall of last year, I tell the Fox reporter, I
stopped giving to any candidates of any kind.

But, yes, I say, I should have made the disclosures. 1 had
even thought about it, but did not perceive that this would be
seen as an article that was “pro” Clinton. This is an article
about the press and a prosecutor, I add—and I've been writing
about the press and prosecutors teaming up unfairly against
defendants for a long time, including several cases where the
defendants were prominent Republicans.

S@j’ﬁbﬁk at media watchd

hidden agenda. My
e-mail is clogged
with more than 2,000
messages. They seem
to be running 6o-40
hostile, including some death
threats. And many of the friendly ones are hardly comforting,
because they’re praising me for helping the Clinton cause.
Many chat sites on the Web, plus our own site on AOL, have
just about turned me into James Carville’s secret stooge.
Also on Monday, I start getting calls about a letter Susan
Schmidt of The Washington Post has sent to me denying two
quotes in the article. But I haven’t gotten a letter from her.

.- - -

TUESDAY, JUNE 16
The Washington Post this morning headlines the campaign
contributions, then quotes Schmidt’s letter, but says I was
not available for comment when reporter Howard Kurtz
had called. That was true, except that I couldn’t have com-
mented anyway, because her letter wasn’t faxed to my office
until long after I had left the night before. Also included in

the Post piece is a statement from Time magazine managing

Had | discussed it with our staff, or even
at random with ten subscribers, I'm sure they
would have told me to disclose the contribution.

editor Walter Isaacson, who says that his quote (that Time
can’t ask Starr about leaks because “we are out there getting
those leaks ourselves from them”) was “mischaracterized,”
whatever that means. I'm amazed because there’s a story
behind that Issacson quote. When I first asked him that
question, he requested that his answer be off the record.
When I insisted it be on the record, he answered it, then
stopped and said, “Oh sh-t, did I just say that on the
record?” Then, he’d added that he was going to use thisas a
lesson for his own reporters—to remind them that they
should try harder to get people to stay on the record because
they usually will, and when they do, they will often say real-

ly important things.
As I finish TheWashington Post, | hear Don Imus on his
radio show knock the article for gratuitously calling NBC’s
(continued on page 30)
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(continued from page 29)

David Bloom a “lapdog.” Imus understands the “civilians”
(consumers of journalism rather than journalists) for whom
this magazine is being published better than any big-time
journalist. And he’s right. Kramer and other editors had
forced me to take out lots of stuff that writers throw into first
and second drafts, but I had insisted on keeping this in. [ can’t
even remember why. But it was stupid, and it undermines the
credibility of the article.

Most other papers run stories similar to The Washington
Post's, leading with the campaign contribution and mixing in
the two disputes about quotes (Schmidt’s and Isaascon’s) with
statements from other journalists who have becn stung by the

| start getting calls from the press asking for
comment on Starr’s letter to me. What letter?
| beg someone at CNN to fax it to me.

article calling it “utter garbage” and the like.

Even the stories that are not rabidly critical hurt, which
proves that I'm as thin-skinned as the journalists whose thin skin
I will be criticizing this week. Many say the piece is “over-
wrought” or too dramatic. Others use words like sloppy, because
I've now owned up to one mistake and one reporter is claiming
that I misquoted her and another is complaining about “mis-
characterization.”

When I had written similarly controversial articles about
lawyers or a book about the Teamsters, I'd been praised for not
pulling punches and for being meticulous. Any sour grapes
about quotes and context were seen by other reporters as just
that—sour grapes from people whom I had gotten to tell the
truth but later regretted it. Had I gotten a free ride because of
my targets then, or was | getting extra grief because of my target
now? The answer, no doubr, is somewhere in between.

All of this is not without its benefits. After reading the sto-
ries about my disputed quotes, I decide that, effective with the
next issue, all reporters, including me, will try to tape any sub-
stantive interviews in person or on the phone as long as we
have the permission of the interviewee. I have not usually taped
interviews because I have found that taping often intimidates
people, and because I am an efficient, voluminous note taker.
Also, taping is difficult in noisy, informal settings, such as the
coffee shop where Schmidt had suggested we do our interview.
Second, from now on, whenever we anticipate that any quote
may be called into question in terms of context, we will post a
transcript of the entire interview on our website and on our
AOL site at the same time that we publish the article. That
way, readers will be able to make their own judgments.

In other words, our readers are going to get a better, more
credible magazine as a result of all of this.

Moreover, today’s bad press reminds me of something I
have said in the past about journalism school: If T were running
one, the only core requirement would be that every journalist-
in-training suffer through having a major article written about

him or her that is published in a place where one’s friends can
read it. Only then can a journalist understand the process and
understand what fairness, context, and accuracy mean from the
other end. By that standard, I'm sure getting a great education
today. In fact, over lunch I find myself editing a short article
for this issue that mentions that some advertiser got favorable
editorial treatment in a magazine but offers zero proof that
there is any link. [ edit it out.

At about 3:00 PM. [ start getting calls asking for comment
on Starr’s letter to me. What letter? I beg someone from CNN
to fax it to me. My assistant reports that it’s coming in, but that
it's 19 single-spaced pages.

I brace myself. It must be bad if Starr and his staff have
put together 19 pages. I must have real-
ly screwed up. Now I’'m a partisan with
a hidden agenda who’s got 19 single-
spaced pages worth of mistakes. It’s
amazing how quickly years of self-confi-
dence evaporate in a situation like this.

When the whole letter finally arrives,
I'm relieved. If this is their collective best
shot, I'm okay. I'm able to draft a quick, short reply. (See page
26 for Judge Starr’s letter and my slightly longer, updated
response.) Again, intellectually, | know things are okay. But not
emotionally. The pit still doesn’t leave my stomach—and it
tightens as I stroll over 0 a TV and see that MSNBC’s on-
screen headline for its roundtable food fight this afternoon is
“Brill v. Starr.”

I hang around through dinner to watch the TV stuff,
which is all about me and my campaign contributions, my
blindness to White House leaks, and Starr’s 19 page letter.

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 17:
I’s off to Queens at 6:00 AM. for the Imus in the Morning
radio show. This I'm really nervous about, because Imus has
the ability to put self-absorbed people in their place, and I am
nothing today if not hopelessly self-absorbed about how my
notes really do show Sue Schmidt saying what she said, or
about how I’m really not a partisan.

Luckily, I've brought along my 1 5-year-old daughter who
says that Imus is going to be fun. Besides, she says, “what are
you so down about? You’re causing a stir.”

Imus forces me to be a little less serious. In fact, my
daughter and Imus conspire to humanize me. When Imus
asks whether I think the president “did it” or not, I tell him I
have no opinion, then sputter and say I have an opinion but
don’t think I should express it—both because I can’t know
for sure and have just criticized other reporters for expressing
or acting on their opinions rather than on facts. Imus then
notices that my daughter, who is in the control room, is
jumping up and down, laughing, and motioning furiously. As
[ leave she tells Imus that, of course, I have an opinion and
then tells him what it is, which Imus all but repeats to his lis-
teners, saying that my daughter has spilled the beans.

Later that afternoon I tape an interview with Brian
Williams for MSNBC. After a bizarre question in which

(continued on page 32)
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(continued from page 30)
Williams theorizes that Starr and I actually colluded to get
this story out because we are both “attorneys” and friends, I
tell Williams that, while I graduated from law school, I am
not an attorney. At the break, the network accidentally leaves
my earpiece on so that | can hear Williams and his producer
preparing for the next segment. This allows me to hear the
producer say to Williams something like, This guy said he’s not
an attorney but he hasn'’t said he’s not a lawyer;
I think he’s pulling a fast one on us.
I also do an interview with
Catherine Crier of Fox News,
who is an old friend. Midway

JLUMN RIGHT/
JAMES P. PINKERTON

who called me about it said that this article and similar ones
the Post had been running under a “Content Watch” banner
“was all good sport. Don’t worry about it.” And I didn’t
worry, because it was the New York Post. But within a few
days, the Post story had been repeated and, in fact, amplified
in an article in the respected web magazine Salon. Now Crier
was repeating it on television. It would also show up in
numerous news articles under the litany of other things
(undisclosed campaign contributions, disputed
quotes, Starr’s letter) that had supposedly
besmirched our debut. It made me

crazy. It shouldn’t have. After all, 'm

the one who wrote about all sorts

through, after the now-stan-
dard stuff about campaign
contributions and hidden
agendas, she asks, “You've
got an article [in your
magazine] about letters,
phony letters, to teen maga-
zines...Read an article yes-
terday that said your folks
were doing the same
thing....”

“That  article  was
wrong,” I reply. “Where did
you read that?”

“On the Internet,” she
responds. “It was put in my
packet of materials that in fact
some of your people even
admitted that they had sent in letters to the editor on the
AOL website.”

For the first time on air, I feel myself getting angry and try
to control it. Here’s why: On June 10, the New York Post
reported that “Self-appointed media watchdog Steve Brill has
run into ethical problems in his own shop—his staffers were
caught hyping his soon-to-be-launched magazine with phony
letters to the editor on the web. A handful of his devoted
reporters and editors posed as fans—and submitted rousing
letters to the editor on America Online without identifying
themselves as staffers of Brill’s Content.”

The truth is that a week before we went public with an
announcement about our AOL site (which means that only a
handful of people could have known we existed and come to
the site before that), some of our writers and editors initiated
discussion by putting up innocuous comments about other
media—with their names but, yes, without their affiliation.
These were comments on our soon-to-go-public chat boards,
not letters to any editor. For example, one posting touted a
section of Harper’s Magazine as a good place to get a certain
kind of information. None of the comments ever mentioned
our magazine at all, let alone hyped it, let alone were “rousing
letters to the editor.” And, again, this was all before the site
went public—at which time all staff people submitting com-
ments identified themselves as our staffers.

When the Post was working on the story, the reporter

A ‘Watchdog’
Who'’s Really a
Partisan Lapdog,
m A new magazine, like the v

media it panders to, is biav
~~ainst Kenneth Sto--

of unconfirmed or bogus stories

in the Lewinsky imbroglio rico-

cheting around until they
gained an air of credibility.

FRIDAY, JUNE 19
The Washington Post has a story
headlined. “Editor Retracts A

Portion of Starr Report.”

Really? Two days before,

I'd gotten a complaint

from The Wall Street

Journal that 1 had gotten

the sequence wrong in
reporting on when the
Journal had decided to publish its
since-retracted story about a steward
telling the Starr grand jury that he had seen the
president and Lewinsky in a compromising situation. In part
because the Journal$ version arguably made the paper look
worse, | decided that the Journal must be right and had said so
(see correction, page 23).

Is that a retraction of a “portion” of the article? Within
an hour of reading that story I get a call from a former Jimmy
Carter aide who tells me that a Washington Post reporter had
called him looking for his critique of an article that I had
written about President Carter 22 years ago, when he was a
presidential candidate. The Pos’s news judgment, it seemed,
was being clouded by its anger at me—both for “Pressgate”
and for the column I'd written in the same issue detailing
how executive editor Leonard Downie didn’t read the letters
to the editor that his paper publishes, let alone have a system
in place to deal with complaints about the paper’s accuracy.

“Why does that surprise you,” my wife asked that night.
For the same reason, 1 guess, that I really didn’t think I was
headed over Niagara Falls in that barrel. Deep down, I really
had fantasized that Donald Graham, he of a family and a
news company that I consider to be a treasure of American
journalism, would pick up the phone after secing the first
issue and thank me. “You really did us a service,” he'd say.
“Our editor should read his own letters to the editor. And
Sue Schmidt really isn’t Bob Woodward.”

If my bubble is on the way to being burst, it explodes
when [ go to tape CNN’s media show, Reliable Sources.



After an introductory piece that says “half a dozen journal-
ists” claim I misquoted or mischaracterized them or that [ dis-
torted their reporting, here is host Bernard Kalb’s first question:

“Steve, you've got a reputation of being one heck of a
tough, hard editor, that you will not accept any sort of gib-
berish or uncertainty in copy that gets cleared by you. So this
question: If you had a guy named Steve Brill working for you
and who wrote “Pressgate,” which has caught all this flak for
inaccuracies, et cetera, would you have fired this Steve Brill?”

The question was enough to snap me out of my funk, at
least for the moment.

“Well...it’s funny that you say that,” I answer. “I think
the difference between me and everybody...who’s criticizing
me is that, so far, I’'m the one who is willing to admirt a few
mistakes...I wonder how many mistakes all the other news
organizations have admicted.”

My kids can see that I'm down when [ get home. “Why
are you upset,” my 13-year-old daughter asks. My wife inter-
rupts to tell me that I should stop feeling sorry for myself.
I’'m so wrapped up in what people are saying about me, she
says, that I'm ignoring how well the launch has gone and
souring it all for the other people who work on the magazine.

Later that night I get a call from a close friend, who 1
expect to compliment me on my television appearances. It’s
right to apologize for your mistakes, he says, but you’re apol-
ogizing too much. Why aren’t you proud of what you've
done? Start fighting more.

SUNDAY, JUNE 2I
What you can’t tell from watching any of these talk shows is
that if you are not in the studio with the host and the other
guests, you're just talking into a box while you listen through
something plugged into your ear. You can’t see anything, either.
It’s kind of like being interrogated by the police who are stand-
ing behind bright lights.

Or at least so it seems as | get strapped into a chair in
New York to listen to Tim Russert
in Washington do his Meer the
Press set-up piece—in which he
says that I have been “accused of
conflict, deceit, distortion, and
even political favoritism,” and dur-
ing which he flashes a picture of an
apparently just-published issue of
The Weekly Standard (the conservative weckly owned by
Rupert Murdoch) with me on the cover pictured as Bill
Clinton’s lapdog.

Russert continues with a litany of misdeeds: “Susan
Schmidt...said you manufactured quotes....David Bloom
said you just got your facts wrong....” Russert then delivers
his first question: “Rather a dubious debut for a so-called
media watchdog, wouldn’t you say?”

My answers now are different than they've been. I begin
by saying I'm proud of the article, in fact, prouder now than
I had been last week, because now that everyone has had a
chance to pick through it, I've only learned of one spelling
error and one error in a sequence. Then I ask Russert if he’s

LREWIND

willing to admit a mistake in having said that the president
had “24 to0 48 hours” to explain himself to the American peo-
ple. And so it goes for about twenty-five straight minutes
with Russert: he asks a fusillade of questions (ranging from
my party registration to whom my friends are) and [ answer.
Then, as often as not, I ask him a question back.

Next up is Fred Barnes of The Weekly Standard, whom |
interrupt before he can even get started to ask why his reporter
never called me for comment about the article that’s been
flashed on the monitor. And since we are all talking about dis-
closure, I ask whether he discloses in thar article (which I still
haven’t seen) whether he is annoyed that our magazine is
working on a piece about his outside speaking fees.

I also try to make the point that in this case the press and
the White House have a common interest; for by making
what the article says about Starr the issue, or by making me
and my supposed hidden political agenda the issue, they are
steering the discussion away from the real issue raised in the
piece—the performance by Russert and his colleagues. “Have
you ever had a show on Meet The Press where you dissected a
magazine article,” I ask. Russert responds by flashing a list of
my campaign contributions on a monitor.

The whole thing is making me feel better. [ admire Tim
Russert. 1 don’t think he is a bad person. He usually does
terrific, important work. But this morning he reminds me of
all of the lawyers who yelped and screamed and cried foul
when | started The American Lawyer 19 years ago. My
premise then was that lawyers enjoyed the kind of unac-
countable power that cried out for independent journalism.
Most lawyers, despite the bad name they get from the bad
apples among them, are decent people with sincere ideals. I
believed that then and I believe it now. And the system they
operate in is one of the bulwarks of our country. The same
is true of journalists and journalism. But no profession—no
group, no person—ever fails to abuse power that is
unchecked. And, as I learned with lawyers, the sudden ques-

Russert continues with a litany of misdeeds,
then asks: “Rather a dubious debut for a
so-called media watchdog, wouldn’t you say?”

tioning of that unaccountable power by someone with a
printing press is not something even some of the best pro-
fessionals welcome. Russert will get used to our magazine
soon enough, just the way lawyers got used to The American
Lawyer. When he does, he’ll be embarrassed by his perfor-
mance this morning.

Russert has helped me re-believe in this magazine. He is a
metaphor for what it’s about. This is not a magazine about
bad people, but rather a magazine directed at a problem we
face at the dawn of a new century, a problem of unchecked
power among a group of extremely important people who are
caught up in a race for ratings and readership.

When I leave the studio, the pit is no longer in my stomach. m
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MARITAL STATUS

What does it take to get into The New

€he New York Eimes

SundayStvles

York Times wedding announcements!?

HE NEW YORK TIMES WEDDING

announcements, popularty known

as “the women’s sports pages,”

don’t list scores, but readers know
who the winners are. What no one can pin
down are the rules of the game.

The Times is unquestionably the
most important place to announce your
wedding. It “has the snob appeal,” says
etiquette arbiter Letitia Baldrige. “It’s
elitist, but boy, do people love elitism.”

The Times is the only major daily
newspaper in the U.S. that runs wedding
announcements selectively; others

League, if they’re from a known New
York family,” says New York wedding
consultant Susan Bell. “I think it proba-
bly is what titillates [the editors] at the
time. Maybe they’re into ethnic one day,
mixed marriages another day,” says party
designer Harriette Rose Katz, who has
planned many a Times-announced wed-
ding. “I guess we had enough credentials,
or it was a slow time,” says Cheryl
Willems, a Brown graduate whose hus-
band has won an Emmy. (Their
announcement ran on September 28,

1997.) “I heard if you know anyone
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either print all submissions, run
them on a first-come basis, or
charge for publishing them.

So how exactly do you get to be
one of the couples whose social
resumes are on display for the Times's
1.7 million Sunday readers? Nowhere
in the paper is there an explanation. A
telephone recording instructs candi-
dates to submit biographical informa-
tion for themselves (address, educa-
tion, occupation) and their parents
(address, occupation) but sheds no
further light on the process.

One thing’s for sure: It’s not
easy. In fact, you had a better shot
at getting into Yale last spring (18
percent) than getting onto the
Times wedding pages (16 percent).
In the fall, spring, and summer, the
Times receives about 250 submis-
sions a week, according to Times
spokeswoman Nancy Nielsen. During
an eight-week period from April to
June, the paper ran an average of 40
announcements each Sunday. Hold
the wedding until winter and the
chances rise slightly—to 19 percent.

Readers have their own theories
on who gets in. “If they’re Ivy

=2

WHO MAKES I1?
95% COMPLETED COLLEGE
24% vy League
49% graduate degrees

83% BRIDES AND GROOMS
WERE EMPLOYED FULL TME
18% worked in finance
13% worked in law
10% worked in journaism
24% worked in business
6% in graduate school

Based on an analysis of 515 listings
during two periods: 11/9/97-12/28/97
and 4/26/98-6/14/9%

who works in the industry or at the
Times, you should ask them to sub-
mit it for you,” says Tracy Mallory,
who didn’t know anyone but got in
anyway.

We asked Times society news edi-
tor Robert Woletz to give us some
insight, but he declined our request
for an interview. Nielsen provided us
with written answers to our queries.

First, because so many readers
think a fancy job is a must, we asked
if you have to have any job. Nielsen
said no, but our study of four
months of listings revealed that a job
is a virtual requirement: 83 percent
of the brides and grooms had full-

time jobs—18 percent in finance,
13 percent in law, 10 percent in
journalism or public relations, and
24 percent in business. Six per-

cent were in graduate school.
Second, do you need a col-
lege degree? No, says Nielsen, “but
the Times has a highly accomplished
readership, and it’s not surprising
that the announcements we receive
are representative of that audience.”
Actually, they’re not all that repre-

sentative: In the same four-month

THE NEW yopy TIMES WEDDINGS

period, 95 percent of brides and grooms
had finished college—24 percent at Ivy
League schools. (Forty-nine percent also
held graduate degrees.) But only 68 per-
cent of Sunday Times readers—and 62
percent of daily readers—are college
graduates, according to a study by
Simmons Market Research Bureau.
Third, does the Times try to get an
ethnic mix on its pages? “Definitely,”
Nielsen says. Times staff members have
met with minority organizations to en-
courage their members to submit
announcements, she says. In fact, Nielsen
names diversity as one of three criteria for
geuting in; the others are “the achieve-
ments of the couples [and] the variety of
their experience.” And no, she says, you
don’t need a Times connection to get in.
Fourth, why does the paper require
couples to supply their parents’ occupa-
tions and places of residence? Because it’s
interesting to readers, Nielsen says. “This
is a case in which names make news.”
No question about that, and the
names Harvard and Merrill Lynch are
evidently as important as Kennedy and
Rockefeller. We found the wedding
pages dominated by people with presti-
gious educations, families, or employ-
ment. But graduates of state universities
also make the pages, as do children of
deli owners. So, in the end, no single
qualification is a guarantee. Rachel
Ocken describes herself as half of “your
generic, well-educated couple.” She and
her husband attended Dartmouth; she
works on Wall Street, he works for an
executive search firm. They were mar-
ried on June 28, 1997, under a rose
arbor in her parents’ garden in
Bridgewater, Connecticut. Readers of
The New York Times never got the news.
—Jennifer Greenstein
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SOURCES

STOLEN VOICE MAIL?

Y

THE CINCINNATI ENQUIRER

It’s better to receive than to take

HAT SEPARATES A JOURNALISTIC

hero from an unemployed

convict? Judging by the case
involving The Cincinnati Enquirer and
Chiquita Brands International, Inc,, lit-
tle more than the difference berween
“taking” and “receiving” stolen digital
property.

In May, the Enguirer pub-
lished an 18-page special section
entitled “Chiquita SECRETS
Revealed” that chronicled an
array of alleged misconduct,
mostly in the Latin American
operations of the giant banana
corporation. But what looked like
a potential Pulitzer Prize entry
quickly turned into a humiliation for
the paper. Chiquita threatened to sue
the Enguirer for, among other things,
illegally gaining access to the company’s
voice mail system and publishing the
internal communications.

Some of the voice mail messages
seemed to show Chiquita engaging in
illegal conduct and then denying it 0 a
reporter. For example, a company lawyer
was quoted saying to a colleague: “One
of the issues that’s come up in this
Engquirer story is they are asking for what
Chiquita’s position is on the stalled labor
negotiations in Guatemala at our com-
pany-owned subsidiary COBIGUA.
Our strategy is to answer that, first of all,
that COBIGUA is not our subsidiary,
it’s just one of our (independent) associ-
ate producers—wink, wink—because we
have to take that position publicly. We
cannot possibly admit that COBIGUA
is our subsidiary.”

The reporter’s material seemed
strong. But within weeks, the paper,
owned by Gannett Co., Inc., capitulated
in dramatic fashion. It fired reporter

Mike Gallagher after he refused to
explain how he got 2,000 Chiquita voice
mails. It then agreed to pay more than
$10 million to Chiquita. And it retract-
ed the articles in a front-page apology—
published on three different days—that
called its own reporting “untrue” and “a
false and misleading impression of
Chiquita’s business practices.” (So
far, Chiquita has not asserted that
the voice mails were fake, leading
some to wonder why the Enguirer
retracted the articles.)
That settled the issue between
Chiquita and the paper. But
Chiquita then filed suit against
Gallagher. And a state grand jury is
exploring possible criminal charges
against him.

What did Gallagher allegedly do
that runs afoul of the law? Although
the facts were unresolved at press
time, he seemed to face legal liability
not for publishing the voice mails, but
for possibly stealing them. Generally,
“the reporting on the material isn’t
actionable—the theft is,” says Robert
Hamilton, a media lawyer at Jones,
Day, Reavis & Pogue in Columbus,
Ohio, who has represented other
Gannett papers.

So, if Gallagher had been given
tapes of the company voice mails, and
then published them, he would proba-
bly have no problem. That’s important
because it’s not clear, even from
Chiquita’s complaint against Gallagher,
exactly how the reporter gained access
to the voice mails. The complaint
asserts that he “conspired” with up to
three “past or present Chiquita
employees,” but offers differing expla-
nations as to how that happened. In
one section, Gallagher is said to have

“raided” the voice mailboxes along with
his co-conspirators. Elsewhere, the com-
plaint is equivocal. Referring to three
unnamed Chiquita employees, it says
“DOES 1-3 knowingly gained unau-
thorized access to password-protected
voice mailboxes...and/or provided
Defendant Gallagher with the know-
how and means to gain such unautho-
rized access.” (Emphasis added.)

If Gallagher did access the system
himself, three media lawyers say, he will
have trouble winning the case. “Very
likely this was a violation of the Elec-
tronic Communications Privacy Act,”
says Michael Godwin, staff counsel at
the Electronic Frontier Foundation.
That law prohibits “intentionally
access[ing] without authorization a facil-
ity through which an electronic commu-
nication service is provided” or “inten-
tionally exceed[ing] an authorization to
access that facility.”

But if Gallagher can show that
Chiquita employees gave him tapes of
the voice mails, or if they played them
for him after they had accessed them, or
if they led him to believe they had
authority to allow him into the system,
Gallagher may escape liability. There’s
always the issue “of whether a person
giving authority has the authorirty to do
it,” says David Johnson, codirector of
the Cyberspace Law Institute. Often,
he says, companies have no clear poli-
cies. (Gallagher’s lawyer, Patrick
Hanley, declined to be interviewed for
this article.)

In the end, the case may hinge on
Gallagher’s ability to show that he
relied reasonably on Chiquita employ-
ees. “Consent is always a defense to [a
charge of] trespass,” says Hamilton. “If
you can demonstrate consent, you have
a defense.”

—Nicholas Varchaver
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WS) vs. FT: WHAT'S THE SCORE!?

ITH MUCH FANFARE, THE
Wl’inana'al Timesof London last
year launched a U.S. edition

to lure American readers to its pink pages.
But this year, the FT got scooped in its
own backyard by its Yankee arch rival, The
Wall Street Journal, on two big auto indus-
try developments.

The first was the story of merger
talks between Chrysler Corp. and
Daimler-Benz AG of Germany, which
the Journal broke on May 6. “That was
a great story,” concedes FT editor
Richard Lambert, who has been based
in New York while launching the U.S.
edition. “We would have loved to have
had it. But we’re confident that that
story came from the U.S. The Journal
has a lot of clout here.”

Lambert takes issue, however, with
the Journal's second big automotive
story, a July 1 piece on merger talks

PUBLICITY

POOR LITTLE
RICH GIRL

AMANTHA CAHAN IS THE ULTIMATE

Cosmo Girl, at least according to a

story in the May Cosmopolitan. The
article, “Love Bugs,” looks at the
glamorous 28-year-old beauty direc-
tor of Tocca (the of-the-moment fash-
ion line), her handsome husband, who

owns a teddy bear delivery service, and |15

their “minipad” in Miami’s South
Beach. Author Barbara Sgroi tells how
the young couple managed to decorate
their second home on the cheap. Because
of their “limited budget” and the fact that
“they didn’t want to hit up their parents
for mortgage money,” she reports, the
newlyweds rolled up their sleeves and
spent half of their honeymoon “glue-
gunning up” decorations in their house.
The result, the photos show; is a spectac-
ular, sun-drenched hideaway.

But looks can be deceiving. For
starters, Samantha Cahan was better

L

between Sweden’s Volvo AB and
Germany’s Volkswagen AG. The scoop
was the work of reporters based in
Stockholm and Frankfurt—not exactly
Journal strongholds. Again, the FT and
other papers had to run stories the next
day confirming that talks had been held.
The VW-Volvo story “was a bad call
by the jJournal” says Lambert. Within
days, both companies announced that
their talks would not lead to a merger.
“Was it interesting that the chairman of
Volkswagen went to visit the chairman of
Voivo? Yes,” says Lambert. “Was that
shot down? Yes. Was that the most
important story of the day? It most cer-
tainly was not.” He points instead to sto-
ries that day on a cautionary statement
by Federal Reserve Chairman Alan
Greenspan and a pronouncement by
President Clinton on Taiwan’s status.

“The Journal hyped that one,” says

known as Samantha Kluge
Cahan, the only daughter of
John Kluge, who ranks sev-
enth on Forbess list of the
wealthiest Americans, with a
reported net worth of $7.8 bil-
lion. Cosmowouldn’t have had
to look far to find her full
name—Kluge Cahan hasbeen
listed as a contributing editor
on Cosmo’s masthead since March
| 1997. (Since the publication of
' “LoveBugs,” the couple has divor-
== ced and the bride uses her maiden
! name.)
) Kluge was thus simultane-
' ously working for a beauty mag-
azine and a company whose prod-
ucts are covered by that magazine. Tocca’s

g:r::;za Kiuge  Gordon Finkelstein says Kluge was
with her fathegr: Tocca’s beauty director from November
(Below) her 1997 through May 1998, the month the

article appeared in Cosmo. In that same
period, she was listed as a contributing
editor on Cosmo’s masthead. During that
time, Cosmo plugged Tocca at least seven
umes. Kluge says she “remained very
close with the editors” at Cosmapolitan

story in Cosmo

Lambert. “Everyone in the auto industry
is talking to each other” following the
Chrysler~Daimler-Benz merger. As of
mid-July, the Journal had not run a story
saying the VW-Volvo merger talks were
off. “This would lead me to believe that
we don’t believe they've fallen off,” says
Karen Miller Pensiero, a spokeswoman for
Journal parent Dow Jones & Company.
“We stand by the [original] story.”

In an interview in his office,
Lambert produced examples of FT
scoops on Journal turf, including a June
17 story on how America Online
rebuffed AT&T’s takeover bid. The
Journal ran its story the next day, giving
due credit to the FT. “It was a fair scoop
on that one,” says Pensiero.

She then counters with other recent
instances of the Journal beating the FT,
including a report on a settlement of a
price-fixing suit brought by pharmacies
against drug companies. The Journalran
the story on July 14 and the FT had it
the next day. Pensiero notes that the FT°
didn’t even have the courtesy to credit
its rival. —Rifka Rosenwein

while employed at Tocca, but “never
asked them for any favors.” Lots of maga-
zines write about Tocca and if Cosmo had
not covered the products, Kluge says,
“they would have been out of the loop.”
She says Tocca products receive the same
treatment as all beauty products—that is,
they are “subject to editor evaluation.”
Although she was working as an editor
while the Tocca products she was hawking
were being “evaluated,” she denies any
conflict. Tocca’s Finkelstein says Kluge’s
relationship with Cosmo did “not at all”
help Tocca get coverage from the maga-
zine, Kluge’s arrangement, however, is not
standard practice, according to Grace
Mirabella, former editor in chief of Vogue
and Mirabella. She says she’s “never heard

of those kind of lines being crossed.”
Bonnie Fuller, Cosmo s editor in chief,
declined to comment about the apparent
conflict, and Sgroi, the author, could not
be reached. Cathleen Black, president of
Hearst Magazines, which owns Cosmo,
did not respond to three calls. Where’s
Kluge now? She’s left her job at Tocca to
become the beauty editor of—you guessed
it—Cosmopolitan.  —Katherine Rosman
(continued on page 38)
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Whod think millions of people would
come to a town like ours just to shop.

[

Dodgevilie

POPULATION - : 3882 B

t's easier than going down to the mall. Instead of fighting
traffic and the crowds, and trekking from store to store

to find what you want, you can shop in friendly Dodgeville,

Wisconsin — through the Lands’ End" catalog.

Oh, we may lack the piped-in music and the fast-food places
you find at the mall. But browsing through our catalog has its own
satisfactions.

There’s tons to choose from. From khaki pants to cashmere
sweaters, buttondown shirts to weekend luggage. All of a quality
you don't find most places anymore. And all of it, priced fairly.

You have our “store”to yourself. You can browse in your
own good time. And when you find what you like, simply pick up a
phone and call us. Even at 3 a.m,,if you want.

Your order will be filled in one day, and delivered almost any-
where just two business days later. And if you don’t /ike what you
ordered, simply return it. Its —“Guaranteed. Period. ”

Does this sound like no shopping
you've ever done before? Maybe you
should pay our catalog a visit.

€ 1998 Lands’ End, Inc.

| |

55| For our free catalog, call anytime, 24 hours a day

Mail to: 1 Lands’ End Lane, Dodgeville, W1 53595
www.landsend.com/catalogs/200

I
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(continued from page 36)

HOW WOULD
YOU HANDLE
THE DILEMMAS
THAT
JOURNALISTS
FACE!?

Here’s how 9,296 visitors to
the Newseum, the museum
of news in Arlington,VYirginia,
said they'd handle a
hypothetical situation based
on the story of
tennis legend Arthur Ashe.

OURE THE SPORTS

editor of a major newspa-

per. You have a reliable
“tip” that a world famous sports
figure has AIDS. Other journal-
ists have protected the star’s
secret. But your newspaper does
stories on the health of celebri-
ties. Pursuing the story could rob
this man of the ability to tell fam-
ily and friends when he’s ready.

WHAT DO YOU DO?

52%
(o]
. Get the sports figure to

confirm the story. The AIDS
epidemic is big news.

48%

B. Drop it. His playing days are
over. He poses no public health
risk. His privacy comes first.

Figures current as of July 13, 1998

ADVERTISING

LOOKS CAN BE
DECEIVING

AKE A LOOK AT THE SPREAD ABOVE. IS
Tthat editorial content on the right-
hand side or an advertisement? If you
needed a moment to figure it out, you're not
alone.That was the point You are supposed to
spend time staring at the page to figure it out.
Its an ad and it's running in prestigious
magazines like Fortune, Forbes, Business
Week,Vanity Fair, and The New York Times
Magazine. The advertiser is CrossWorlds, a
company that designs and markets complex
system-integration software for large corpora-
tions. The handsome woman in the plunging
neckline is CrossWorlds’s founder, president,
and chief executive, Katrina Garnett.

New York Times Magazine editor Adam
Moss says he didn’t see the ad before the mag-
azine came out on July 12, but even if he had,"it
wouldn’t have set off any alarms” Moss says,“It
wouldn't confuse me. If other people felt that
way, it would obviously be a concern. | wouldn't
want any readers confused.”

But Fortune’s deputy managing editor
Rik Kirkland was confused when he saw the
ad in his own magazine—primarily because it
looked so much like the surrounding pages of
a special package on “Cool Companies” in
the high-tech industry. “It’s nobody’s fault but
ours,” says Kirkland. “l really regret it |
looked at it for about five seconds before |
knew that it was an ad.”

Garnett says she wanted the ad to put a
face on her company and dispel the myth
that computer geeks can't be feminine. She

paid a lot to prove it; the ad
campaign cost $| million,
which has raised eyebrows
in the high-tech world since
the sum is more than 2 per-
cent of the company's $46
million in investment capi-
tal. Photographer Richard
Avedon, who shot the ad,
doesn’t come cheap.

CrossWorlds  vice-
president of corporate
marketing, Bart Foster, says
the company is already get-
ting its money's worth.
Foster reports that since
the ad started running,
CrossWorlds's website hits are up by about
40 percent, and the number of “inbound
leads” (inquiries) are up by the same amount.
Most important, there’s buzz, which, for a
high-tech company in a saturated market, is a
feat in and of itself.

But what about the concern that the ad
might make readers think it's a feature on up-
and-coming business “Trailblazers”? Foster
says that's exactly what CrossWorlds had in
mind.“lt looks like a celebrity profile,” he says
proudly. He admits the company expected
magazines to insist that CrossWorlds make it
clear it was a paid ad. “We were surprised
that they didn't ask us to modify it,” he says.
“We've heard many people say: ‘It wasn’t until
| saw it in the second magazine that | knew it
wasn't content””

The Aimerican Society of Magazine
Editors has guidelines for ads that look like
articles. Those standards specify that ques-
tionable ads must be clearly labeled.

Vanity Fair is the only magazine that mod-
ified CrossWorlds's page, adding the word
“advertisemant” at the bottom, says Foster. VF
Publisher Mitchell Fox explains that “the layout
is so similar to Vanity Fair editorial content
that my concern was readers would feel mis-
led” Business Week editor in chief Stephen
Shepard, who sits on the ASME committee that
monitors ad pages, said through his spokes-
woman, Christine Summerson, that he had no
problem with CrossWorlds's ad. Forbes had
a similar response. If anything, CrossWorlds
has gotten kados for its tricky layout, as this e-
mail—received by the company and forwarded
to Brill's Content—attests: “| just saw your ad
in Fortune and | am impressed. It did not look
like an ad per say(sic).Very clever!”

—Abigail Pogrebin
(continued on page 40)
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STEALTH ADVERTISING

ISTINGUISHING A FASHION
D magazine’s advertisements from

its articles can require a keen
eye. But in Glamour$ July issue, the dif-
ference is impossible to detect. On page
199, Deborah Blangiardo, described as
“Senior Merchandising Editor,” s
shown picking “her coat of the fall sea-
son,” an ankle-length, cashmere-and-
wool number that retails for $490. Who
could resist wanting to look like
Blangiardo, whose photograph, found
next to her endorsement, shows she’s the
picture of New York editrix chic? But
Blangiardo is not a member of the edi-
torial staff; she works for Glamour's
advertising department and her “Hot
Shot of the Month” is a free promotion
for a favorite advertiser.

In June, Harle Wehde, a Glamour
ad sales representative, offered identical
placement to Timex Corp. advertising
and public relations director Susie

{ TALKING HEAD |

ebook

Watson. Watson
says Wehde told
her that the free

Brill’s Content.
\ Glamour's edi-

tor in chief,

plug would look like e s % Ruth Whitney,
an editorial page and 2 i declined 1o
that Wehde “seemed o discuss  whether

to think that was the

best selling point of
all.” The Timex repre-
sentative, whose prod-
uct is advertised in Brills Content,

“Senior
declined the offer. Merchandising
Wehde denies emphasizing the Editor”

editorial feel of the page as the offer’s

greatest asset, but confirms that the N her“coatof the

fall season””

mention is given to prized advertisers — "~

and that “Hot Shot” is indeed adver-
tising. Wehde says this is the first
month such a promotion has appeared
in Glamour without either the word
“« B » “ 3 » .
advertisement” or “adverrorial” print-
ed atop the page.

Blangiardo refused to speak to

MSNBC'’s Legal Eagle

NTIL LATE JUNE,
| lMSNBC used to
call on Boston

attorney Wendy Murphy to
serve as a “legal analyst.”
With a solid track record as a

upholds the involuntary
manslaughter conviction
of Woodward, freeing her
from further prison time
in connection with the

death of eight-month-old

GLAMOUR

Deborah Blangiardo
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prosecutor and victims’ Matthew Eappen. On
rights advocate, Murphy did MSNBC, Murphy grills
battle with a rotating roster - Woodward defense attor-
of defense attorneys. She A WINDY MURPHY - ney Andrew Good about
talked about the JonBenét RO SRR SE10R LEGAL QNALYST the case. That same day,

Y ey L3 3
Ramsey case and about the e 1 A

Ennis Cosby murder trial,
among many others. And she talked
extensively about the case of Louise
Woodward, the infamous British au pair.
But there’s one legal matter Murphy never
discussed on the air: her own connection
to the Woodward case.

Flash back to June 16. The Mass-
achusetts  Supreme Judicial Court

Murphy’s husband, attor-
ney Fredric Ellis, files a civil
suit in federal court against Woodward
on behalf of the Eappen family. So,
while Murphy criticizes the defense case
on TV, Murphy’s husband is trashing
the same evidence in a court of law.

“That’s troubling,” says University of
Southern California law professor Erwin
Chemerinsky, who is developing ethical

Wendy Murphy
never told

viewers about her
husband’s role in a
case she discussed.

readers realize a mer-
chandising editor is not
really an editor and
whether such a promo-
tion is misleading. Glamour publisher
Mary Berner declined to comment on
the matter. Steven Florio, the president
of Glamour parent Condé Nast, did not
return four calls from Brill’s Content. To
Timex’s Watson, Glamour is clearly try-
ing to curry favor with an important
source of revenue. “This is free for us,”
she says of such a mention. The offer
was made, she says, not because
Glamour editors like Timex watches,
but “because we’re advertisers.”

—Katherine Rosman

guidelines for legal commentating on tele-
vision. “She’s planting doubts about evi-
dence [her husband] will be challenging in
court.” At a minimum, Chemerinsky says,
Murphy should have disclosed her hus-
band’s role in the case to both MSNBC’s
producers and to the public.

Murphy told producers about her
husband’s involvement with the Eappens
at the end of the day on June 16, accord-
ing to an MSNBC spokeswoman. The
network says it promptly barred her from
discussing the Woodward case.

Murphy acknowledges the appearance
of a conflict of interest but notes that she
had harshly criticized the Woodward
defense from the beginning. “I thought it
was a slam dunk case,” she says, “long
before [her husband] had any relationship
at all with” the Eappens. (Both Murphy
and her husband declined to state exactly
when that “relationship” began.)

What did MSNBC do after Murphy
kept the network’s viewers in the dark
about her connection to the case? It hired
her. Now, Murphy has a staff job and a
better title: senior legal analyst. —7ed Rose

(continued on page 42)
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The Price Of Silence

On The Springer Show

HE MEDIA SPOTLIGHT THAT FLARED

this spring on allegations of fakery

on the ferry Springer Show has gone

black with nary a flicker—and a
key player may be getting the last laugh. In
April, television shows such as Extra! and
20/20 aired segments in which roughly two
dozen former Springer guests variously
claimed they had fabricated stories and roles
in scripted episodes and had staged fights—
all with a producer’s knowledge and partici-
pation. Most of the allegations centered on a
single Springer producer, Norman Lubow.
(Twelve other former Springer guests told
Brilf's Content that Lubow had orchestrated
faked stories and fights. Lubow denies
fabricating episodes but declined to be inter-
viewed further.)

At the time the accusations were aired,
show officials vowed to get to the bottom of
them. “If we have a rogue producer;" Springer
executive producer Richard Dominick was
quoted saying in an April 28 USA Today article,
“we'll take action.” And a spokeswoman for
USA Networks Inc., which owns the show, told
Brill's Content in May: “We only took respon-
sibility for the program two months ago, and
we're doing our best to straighten it out”

But efforts to get Lubow to leave quiet-
ly went nowhere."“He refused to resign,” says
Al Bowman, who helped Lubow produce
nine Springer episodes on a freelance basis.
Instead, according to Marvin Cruz, an
acquaintance of Lubow's who runs a bache-
lor-party entertainment company (and who
admits appearing as a fake guest on episodes
produced by Lubow), Lubow made the show
pay for his silence. Lubow’s lawyer “informed
[the show] that it would be in their best
interests to not let [him] go,” Cruz quotes
Lubow as telling him. The message: Pay him,
or Lubow would sell his story to the highest
bidder. As a result, according to three
sources in a position to know, Lubow left the
show—but not the payroll. While one of the
sources claims he left to take another posi-
tion at Springer’s parent company—where
employees say they've never heard of him—
the other two say the real story is that

Lubow is being paid to do nothing.

That seems like an odd punishment for
someone allegedly faking episodes. But
Lubow's strange personal history raises anoth-
er question: Why was he hired in the first
place? “He was one of the first known fake
guests,” says a former Springer producer—
and the show knew that when it hired him.

Lubow, who used two pseudonyms in his
role as producer, has appeared on a number of
talk shows, including Springer’s, as the
Reverend Bud Green, a self-described pro-
marijuana revolutionary. “He’s known for going
on alk shows like that, smoking a joint, and

NETWORK *

Norman
Lubow with
unidentified
women in a
still taken
from ABC'’s
20/20.

spouting revolutionary rhetoric,” says Steve Bloom,
executive editor of High Times, a magazine that
advocates legalizing marijuana. In 1993, High Times
ran an article about Green that described him as
the “notorious founder of the Religion of Drugs
and [a] frequent local star of the tabloid TV talk
show circuit” Bloom confirms that Lubow and Bud
Green are one and the same.

During his days as a talk show guest, Lubow
actually sued Los Angeles talk show host Wally
George over an on-air fight Identifying himself in
legal papers as “the spiritual leader of the ‘Drugs
Religion, " he contended that George attacked him
during a 1989 forum on drugs and religion.The suit
claimed that “the blow resulted in a headache
which lasted for more than three days.” Sure, there
was a fight—it was all planned, George told The
Orange County Register at the time: * ‘Whatever
happened on that stage was arranged in advance in
the presence of many witnesses. This whole thing is
just insane.” (None of the participants or their
lawyers returned calls seeking comment; the court
file does not indicate how the case was resolved.)

A Springer show spokeswoman declined to
comment. Barry Diller, whose USA Networks Inc.
owns the show, did not respond to specific ques-
tions asking why Lubow is being given a paid vaca-
tion and whether that constitutes punishment.
Diller referred calls to a spokeswoman, who
declined to comment. (Diller is an investor in
Brill's Content.)

How can the show blame Lubow, asks the ex-
Springer producer. “That's like hiring Karl Marx to
oversee the Federal Reserve,” he says,“and then
being surprised he’s a communist.”

—Nicholas Varchaver

CLUTTER IN

mABC mNBC mCBS

DAYTIME

Of the three major networks,
only CBS saw its TV clutter—
defined as nonprogramming
content like commercials and
network promotions—dedine in 19
daytime last year, according to
the annual Television Commercial
Monitoring Report of the
American Association of
Advertising Agencies and the 18
Association of National
Advertisers, Inc. This graph
shows the number of
nonprogramming minutes per
daytime hour. (10 AM. to 4 PM.)
on those networks.

NOV 1991 | NV 1992 | Nov 1933 | Nov 1934 | Nov 195 | NOV 1996 | NV 1997

(continued on page 44)
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TASTEMAKER

STARBUCKS Sells Books
To Go With Your COFFEE

TARBUCKS COFFEE COMPANY, THE SEATTLE-

based chain that has made the coun-

try safe for Frappuccinos, has begun

applying its taste-making sensibilities
to the book world.

Starbucks, which began occasionally selling
books in 1994, moved deeper into the busi-
ness in June 1997, when it started carrying the
titles anointed by the Oprah Book Club and
giving the profits to charity. Now, the chain
is expanding its offerings, picking the
lineup itself and keeping the
profits from the non-Oprah
books.

The man choosing the
books is David Brewster, a
20-year veteran of the
sales side of book publish-
ing. Brewster picks the 40
books Starbucks expects to
carry each year. Every six weeks, a
new selection of between four and
eight books is displayed in about 500 of
the most loungeable locations in the
1,640-store chain. The titles tend to fit into
a Starbucks marketing motif—albeit with a
Brewster-determined twist.

Consider the Cafe Cubana theme.
Starbucks produced a CD of Cuban music

and Brewster ordered Waiting For Fidel,
Christopher Hunt's tale about his misad-
ventures while seeking a meeting with the
Cuban dictator.

This summer’s Lilith Fair, singer Sarah
Mclachlan’s female-bonding concert tour, is
another marketing theme. Starbucks, a tour

sponsor, produced and sells two Lilith
CDs. One, Songs of the Siren Il,on sale
since April, ties in nicely—and not
accidentally—with  the java
chain’s special “Siren’s Note
Blend” coffee. The sum-
mer’s literary offerings are
From Lilith to Lilith Fair,a
history of the tour, and
Agquamarine, Carol An-
shaw's 1992 collection of
novellas about the different
paths one woman’s life could
have taken.“There the selection
is much more personal,” says the 46-
year-old Brewster. “| can only defend it by
saying | like it,and | think our customers will
like it

Brewster's tastes defy easy categoriza-
tion. He’s purchased Lone Star Swing, about
a Scottish writer looking for the roots of
Western swing music, and Invisible Lines of

Connection, essays
about the spiritual
epiphanies of daily
life. He's
business with a relatively

large publisher like Houghton Mifflin
Company (where he was national sales

done

David Brewster,
who chooses

the books that
Starbucks will sell,
and two of his

selections.
of the Moon, Sisters of the Sun—he found -

at a Seattle book fair.

“We think there’s a coffee-house cul-
ture we can tap,” says Brewster. “It’s not
something that you necessarily put on the
spreadsheet. It’s about hitting someone in
the right mood.” But while the stimulated
and affluent crowds lounge in these gath-

manager before moving his family back to
Seattle) and a small Canadian outfit, New
Society Publishers, whose book—Daughters

ering places, they are surrounded by
assorted CDs and books—selected and
mixed just the way Starbucks does its cof-
fee. And that just might add to the com-

pany's bottom line. —Lorne Manly

Political Columnists

We asked three of America’s leading political

Some of their selections:

E.J. Dionne, Jr.
The Washington Post

Le Monde (www.lemonde.fr)

MSNBC (www.msnbc.com)

White House (www.whitehouse.gov)

The CIVNET (www.civnet.com)

CNN/Time AllPolitics (www.allpolitics.com)
CBS SportsLine (www.sportsline.com)

columnists to tell us where they like to go on the Web.

The Inish Times on the Web (www.irish-times.ie)
The Australian News Network (www.theaustralian.com.au)

Governing magazine (www.governing.com)

Congressional Quarterfy (www.cq.com)
Forbes Digital Tool (www.forbes.com)

Walter Shapiro

USA Today’s “Hype & Glory”
and Slate’s “Chatterbox”

Slate (www.slate.com)/“Today's Papers” and “Pundit
Central”— “If [ read [Pundit Central] | never

have to watch a Sunday talk show.”
LEXIS-NEXIS reQUESTer

(web.lexis-nexis.com/requester)
White House (www.whitehouse.gov)
Drudge Report (www.drudgereport.com)
Salon (www.salon1999.com)

The Hotline (www.cleakroom.com)
Sandlot Shrink (www.sandlotshrink.com)
Baseball HQ (www.baseballhg.com)

William Safire
The New York Times

New York Times on the Web (www.nytimes.com)

washingtonpost.cam (www.washingtonpost.com)

Reuters {(www.reuters.com)

Time.com (www.time.com)

Drudge Report (www.drudgereport com)

Money.com Real Time Quotes (pathfinder.com/money/rtg/}

Syracuse University (www.syracuse.edu): “I'm a trustee

and a dropout. | represent all Syracuse dropouts.”
—Compiled By Michael Kadish
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THEO WESTENBERGER

LISTENING IN

CRIMES AND

MISDEMEANORS

Ethically Questionable Things
Done in Pursuit of a Scoop

HE CRIME: Reporters mas-
I querading as Wall Street
analysts or corporate fi-
nance executives to sneak into
meetings or listen in on con-
ference calls that public corpo-
rations hold for the investment
community.
THE MOTIVE: The belief that
supposedly restricted informa-
tion is more newsworthy than
what companies say in similar
meetings or calls with the press.
A PERP: Financial-press heavy-
weight Allan Sloan of Newsweek.
Others do it, but none of those
interviewed would ’fess up on
the record.
HIs PLEA: “Idon’tdo itoften. I've

not reporters is not sensical. You
have the right to get in.”

THE VICTIM: Sloan says he can’t
remember. Time Warner Inc. and
Tele-Communications Inc. are
resigned to the practice. Time
Warner executives hold quarterly
lunches with reporters to go over
what they discussed with analysts
that morning, and TCI is doing
away with analyst-only or press-
only briefings. News Corp. is less
tolerant: “These callsare geared for
analysts because they tend to be
very knowledgeable about the
company,” says News Corp.’s
vice-president of investor rela-
tions, Reed Nolte. “To have
reportersonacall, notknowingthe
company nearly as well,

Allan Sloan sees nothing wrong with listening
to calls meant for the investment community.

said I was with The Washington
Post Company [rather than with
that company’s weekly magazine,
to slip by as a corporate finance
type] and gottenin. I don’tseeany-
thing wrong with that.”

HIS JUSTIFICATION: “These are
public meetings, and the idea
that you can let analysts in and

andask [stupid] questions,
that’s a waste of time for
people.”
IRONIC TWIST, REINFORC-
ING LESSON THAT CRIME
DOESN'T PAY: The infor-
mation the analysts get
from the companies
doesn’t really differ from
what the reporters get.
The questions asked may
differ, but savvy reporters
can ask anything they
want on their own calls.
Besides, notes analyst
Harold Vogel of SG
Cowen Securities, when
reporters ask questions
(Sloan says he never does
this), “it ticks all the analysts off.
It really gets us angry. We have
our own needs and own pres-
sures. They’re taking up our
time, limited time. Usually, it’s a
more inane question, a dumb
question. The smart ones, the
good ones, aren’t there.”
—Flizabeth Lesly Stevens
(continued on page 46)

You Wouldn't
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CONTROVERSY

Did A Radio Host
Go Too Far?

HE BROUHAHA BEGAN IN

Austin, Texas, on October

15, 1996, with a call to

Rollye James’s radio show

on KLBJ-AM. “l saw a bumper

sticker at a parking lot on a red-

neck’s truck up in Kentucky, and it

said ‘Lee Harvey Oswald, where

are you when we nced you?”” said

the caller. “You know,” said James,

“unless that bullet passes through

Al Gore first, I think we’re in deep-
er trouble.”

About 40 minutes later, another

Talk radio host Rollye James lost her job
for joking about political assassination.

caller took James to task. “That’s the
same thing we were hearing right
before the Kennedy assassination,”
he said. “With the kooks around
nowadays, anything could happen.”
James answered, “I really don’t think
I’m going to be able to cause any-
body to take out Bill Clinton. But if
I can, [ hope their aim is good and 1
hope that bullet passes through Al
Gore first. And if you want a trifec-
ta, take Hillary, t00.”

Six days later. KLBJ's then gen-
eral manager Mike Crusham asked
James to apologize on the air and
she did. He was acting at the request
of Luci Baines Johnson, daughter of
the late President Lyndon Johnson
and chairwoman of LBJ Holding
Company, which owns KLB]. But
four days later, according to Roy
Minton, an attorney for LB]J
Holding Company, KLBJ canceled
James’s show because Crusham was
not convinced she would steer clear
of assassination comments in the
future. She was seven months into
her two-year contract.

James sued LB} Broadcasting
Company, a subsidiary of LBJ
Holding Company, for breach of
contract, negligence, libel (because
the station manager suggested her
behavior was unpredictable, and
because someone at KLBJ] faxed
around a picture of her head atop a
witch’s body), and “intentional
infliction of emotional distress.”
Steve Gibbins, who along with Texas
state legislator Terry Keel, represent-
ed James, argues that KLBJ hired
James “on the basis of her prior rep-
utation” and that her job was to
make provocative statements to
“drum up ratings.” James insists the
station “knew precisely what they
were going to get” and cites as proof
her KLB]J audition tapes containing
other assassination talk. In May, a
jury awarded James—who is now
working at Philadelphia’s WWDB-
FM—8$575,000 for libel and $170,000
for lost wages.

In July, Judge Suzanne
Covington set aside the libel part of
the jury’s verdict. James’s attorney
Keel says his team is now seeking a
settlement with the company.

—Rachel Taylor

ANALYSIS

Subjects of
Prime-time
Magazine
News

Stories
Fall 1997

What kind of news drives prime-time newsmagazines? The Project for

Excellence in Journalism studied five shows on the three major net-
works during six weeks last fall and analyzed them by subject. Four
traditional hard news topics are listed first, then three softer feature
areas, and then | | other general news subjects.

20/20 48 Hours 60 Mimites  PimeTIME Lwe  Dateline NBC

(ABC} (C39) (CBS) (ABC)

Government 0% 0% 0% 0% 1.4%
Military/Nat'l Sec. 0 { 5.6 0 0
Foreign Affairs 383 0 0 133 0
Law/Justice 6.7 10.0 16.7 0 123
Entertainment/Celeb. 3.3 5.0 5.6 1343 9t6
Human Interest 10.0 45.0 0 26.7 41
Perscnality/Profile 33 5.0 22.2 0 19.2
Consumer business 16.7 0 5.6 183 151
Health/Medicine 26.7 0 5.6 0 123
Crime 10.0 5.0 11.1 26.7 181
Education 0 0 5.6 0 0
Social Welfare 10.0 0 5.6 0 41
Economy 0 0 0 0 0
Science/Technology 0 25.0 56 6.7 14
Religion 6.7 5.0 56 0 1.4
Arts 0 0 5.6 0 0
Weather/Disaster 0 0 0 0 9.6
Sports 33 0 0 0
TOTAL 100 100 100 100 100

SOURCE: Project for Excellence in Journalisri and the Medill News Service Washington Bureau
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maintained by Time Inc. New Media
and Dr. Andrew Weil, stands alone in a
quirky category—credible alternative
medicine. A frank example is a recent
on-line Q & A about surgical and phar-
maceutical abortion options. After dis-
cussing the traditional options, Dr. Weil
writes, “I discourage you from using any
herbs to end your pregnancy. The few
that are effective are also quite danger-
ous,” a responsible comment that none-

Leif Technologi
theless may be beyond the grasp of many eif Technologies

offers a
New Age zealots. At the same time, the “Viewslogy”
noted alternative medicine guru helps  monitor that,
his readers go outside the boundaries of ~ with the help

of a stonecutter,
can be embedded
in a headstone
(bottom).

A biography can
include stories
and photos of the
deceased, (top)

as well as a family
tree (center).

traditional medicine by recommending,
for example, drinking lots of water,
eliminating caffeine and alcohol, and
taking 1,000 to 2,000 milligrams of Vita-
min C two to three times daily to treat
prostatitis.

Where the Web should be most
reliable—in providing accurate infor-
mation on common, usually benign ill-

MARKERS

MUST-SEE RIP

N THE INFORMATION AGE, NOT EVEN THE
|funeral industry appears likely to
resist the rise of interactive multime-
dia. Since August 1996, Montreal's Intera
Multimedia Inc. has been selling “ceme-
tery kiosks"—devices that resemble
automatic teller machines and feature
digitized albums of photos and text
commemorating a departed loved one.
Cemeteries or funeral homes buy the
hardware—the kiosk—for around
$7,000. Each kiosk can support 6,000
“memorialization units,” as the com-
memorative albums are called, which
cost the bereaved $250 and up. Optional
memorialization features include pic-
tures, biographical text, and video: any-
thing from home movies to interviews
with family members. But Intera presi-
dent Robert Duhamel doesn’t recom-
mend the video

nesses that can be successfully treated
without a doctor—it has recently been
a failure. In a 1997 study in the British
Medical Journal, Italian researchers
looked at 41 commercial sites offering
information on how to trear a feverish
child. They found that only four sites
(American Housecall Network, Kids
Health, Microsoft Pregnancy and Child
Care Preview, and Sistema de Emergen-
cia Medico Movil) adhered to all stan-

option. In addition to
the extra cost (an
eight-minute video,
for example, costs an
additional $1,000), he
explains, cemeteries
like to have some
control over kiosk
content. “They don't
want pictures of peo-
ple having fun at the

dard pediatric treatment guidelines.
Other sites were usually mistaken in
areas of little consequence, such as sug-
gesting that temperatures be taken rec-
tally rather than via the recommended

beach,” says Duhamel.
Furthermore, “let’s say
| were to die and my
first wife puts up a
memorial for me,” he

armpit method. But three websites rec-
ommended aspirin for childhood fever,
a treatment widely known to put chil-
dren and adolescents at risk of Reye’s
Syndrome, a rare but sometimes fatal
disease. Aspirin should never be given
to feverish children or teens, but only
22 out of 34 sites actively discouraged
the practice.

In science, one medical study is
almost never enough to draw general
conclusions affecting a broad spectrum
of people. But that single study is enough
to give anyone pause about using med-
ical information on the Internet without
getting a second opinion—in person
from a doctor. .
(continued on 52)

says. “What's to stop
her from saying I'm a
bastard?”

One particularly
eerie multimedia me-
morial offering s
Ohio-based Leif Tech-
nologies’ “Viewelogy
cremation urmn” ($1,995-
$2,635), which de-
buted in February
1997. In addition to
holding the ashes of

the deceased, the
urn is equipped

with a flat-screen monitor on which the
viewer can see photographs of, read sto-
ries about, and trace the genealogy of the
deceased. There's no audio component
though. “We thought about it,” explains
Leif founder Deac Manross, “but the
nature of a cemetery or funeral home is
that it's quiet and peaceful, and really the
last thing you want to hear is Grandpa
on a tirade against the communists.”
Forever Enterprises of St. Louis, how-
ever, considers sound an important part of
its package. Its kiosks can include every-
thing from a basic text biography ($300
and up) to videotaped full-family inter-
views complete with narration ($4,995).
There’s a saying in the funeral busi-
ness, explains Leif's Manross: “We're fif-
teen years behind the times and we like
it that way” Considering the inherent
conservatism of the so-called death-care
industry, business has been fairly good
for the pioneers of funerary new media.
Forever has installed 10 units to date,
mostly in the Midwest, and has another
20 scheduled for this year—I | of them
in New Jersey. Intera has sold nine
memorial kiosks so far, plus 17 cemetery
directory packages, larger units that
include consumer information, an elec-
tronic guest book, and a searchable map
of the cemetery.The $35,000 directories
can be upgraded to kiosk status. Manross
won't say how many units Leif has sold,
but claims the public is responding well
to the new technology:*| think that peo-
ple are tired of paying thousands of dol-
lars for something that disappears into
the ground.” Forever president Tyler
Cassity says much of the consumer
interest comes from the baby boom gen-
eration. They're “beginning to do a lot of
thinking about death,” he explains.
What's next! Forever Enterprises
and Leif Technologies say that 3-D holo-
grams programmed to behave like the
deceased could some day enable the liv-
ing to have a virtual conversation with
the dead. But neither company currently
plans to offer this service. IU'll never hap-
pen, chuckles Duhamel. “Besides, it gives
—Ari Voukydis
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OF
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Slate’s Scott Shuger gets
a jump on what the nation’s
top papers see fit to print.
® BY D.M. OSBORNE

T S JUST BEFORE MIDNIGHT ON
June 15, and Scott Shuger is half-
way through his nightly digest of
tomorrow’s big news. The author of
Slate magazine’s “Today’s Papers”
column, Shuger, 46, brewed a pot of
coffee and logged on to the Internet as
the sun went down. For nearly four
hours now he has been scouring the
carly, on-line editions of The New York
Times, The Washington Post, The Wall
Street Journal, the Los Angeles Times,
and USA Today. Working from his
home in Los Angeles, he follows the
same formula five nights a week: He
picks 20-odd stories for his “short list”
and then boils down a handful of them
to a saucy, 85o-word summary.
Tonight, as often, there’s variation
among the papers’ main stories. While
the Postand USA Today give top play to a
207-point drop in the Dow Jones

Senior writer D.M. Osborne was a senior reporter
at The American Lawyer magazine and a senior
editor at Los Angeles magazine.

Industrial Average, The New York Times
and Los Angeles Times lead with
NATO’s show-of-force flights near
Serbia. Comparing that coverage, Shuger
notes further distinctions. The New York
Times story “looks to me like it came
right out of a NATO briefing book,” but
the Los Angeles Times “emphasizes more
of the on-the-ground story...the reac-
tions of the Yugoslavians,” he says. He’s
fascinated by a lecter in The New York
Times from film director Oliver Stone
that challenges the accuracy of a convict-
ed spy’s obituary. And he’s determined
to mention stories he finds buried inside
The New York Times and the Post report-
ing that Senate Majority Leader Trent
Lott told a talk show host that homosex-
uality is a sin. “It’s sure to be major fod-
der for the talk shows this weekend,”
Shuger says. “T'd like my readers to know
about this sooner rather than later.”

At 3:30 AM., Shuger files his Slare
dispatch. The on-line magazine then
automatically delivers it via e-mail to
roughly 17,000 people, many of them

high-powered. Pundit William FE
Buckley, Jr., gets it. as do news indus-
try heavyweights such as New York
Times editorial writer Steven R.
Weisman. “It’s usctul to me as a very
quick read...to know how we did ver-
sus our handful of na:ional competi-
tors,” comments Allan Siegal, an assis-
tant managing editor at The New York
Times. “1 look at it every day,” adds Lea
Wolinsky, managing editor for news at
the Los Angeles Times. “In a brief
glance, I get to see what other people
have done with the same information
that we had....It’s like instantaneous
feedback.”

Indeed, “Today s Papers” has attract-
ed a strong following among some of
the nation’s mest sophisticated news-
hounds. According to Slate publisher
Rogers Weed, in addition w Slare’s
20,000 paid subscribers (including the
17,000 who get Shuger’s column via e-
mail), roughly 30.000 people regularly
visit “Today’s Papers” on the free-access
section of Slate's website—remarkable

(continied on 54,

YINYNVH NUVIN



seamemny
LY L
f

0N FAMKE GRETCHEN 0N MARTI
TURTURRD JANSSEN MOL MALKOVCH  LANDAD

ROUN DERS

AN PTRE s e A DL A "H”u TS 60 TARD AAE N AT m D o R A

’ [ ML‘ “' ..4.1!! .‘.” L f ’-'wl | i ll:\ ‘l ” J [ » ? } l“ w " } ‘ \ H 55 ‘2'
' lni'[i] s SO0 AEISTEN AP MEASTEN SREYCOREN i EARYORENT <5 EE DM S STLE ?b i L“ D LEVEN B I h?.h\
IDD’ : {READ THE MRAMIAK NOVEL AND ¢ ;E'__J WAYW.MIramox. com . M . it o

I

World Radio History



BRILL'S CONTENT SEPTEMBER 1998

n
&

(continued from 52)
numbers considering that Shuger is

mostly recycling other people’s content.

A DISTINCT OUTSIDER

When Slate editor Michael Kinsley
first approached Shuger about creating
“Today’s Papers” in June 1997, he
wanted to showcase the Internet’s
power by offering readers an advance
synopsis of other publications—some-
thing Slate had already done with its
“In Other Magazines” column. Kinsley
says he expected “a really straight,
almost deadpan” synthesis of front-
page news. But Shuger has mixed in
everything from op-ed pieces to correc-
tions—and some bits of criticism, too.
In his June 8 column, for instance,
Shuger asked why none of the papers
had highlighted the alleged use of
nerve gas to kill suspected American
defectors during the Vietnam War.
“Could it possibly be because the story
was broken by Time and CNN?”
Shuger demanded. “Is that a good rea-
son?” (CNN and T7Time have since
retracted the story.)

“I'm trying to make people be more
critical newspaper readers,” explains
Shuger, who was recommended for the
$80,000-a-year Slate job by his friend and
Web-based publishing colleague Matt
Drudge. “We get very lulled into think-
ing that whenever a really important
story happens there would just be cer-
tain facts to the story and everyone
would have them and that’s it,” Shuger
says. “It’s constantly interesting to see
that’s not true.”

The May 22 reporting on how 15-
year-old Kipland Kinkel shot up an
Oregon school cafeteria is a case in
point. As Shuger noted, The New York
Times alone published a quote from the
boy’s grandmother, who declared, “He
murdered his mother and father.” “It’s
kind of creepy, but it’s damn good jour-
nalism,” says Shuger, who also credited
USA Today with discovering that Kinkel
“had been voted by classmates ‘most
likely to start World War II1.”

Yet Shuger is just as likely to latch
on to something that suggests the dailies
don’t have their stories quite right, as he
did when questioning why, among the
five papers, there were three different
dollar figures reported as the value of

Citicorp merger with Travelers Group
last April. Two months later, when four
of the papers ran stories quoting what
Shuger described as “exuberant remarks
about the U.S. economy,” from Federal
Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan,
Shuger suggested that reporters had lost
perspective. “Somehow these...stories
never mention that Greenspan once, as
a consultant, gave Charles Keating’s
financial empire a clean bill of health,
too,” Shuger wrorte.

Unlike the brand-name newspeople
who hash over the week’s big events on
Sunday morning tclevision shows,
Shuger is a distinct outsider. He lashes
out at journalists who tout their political
and social connections, and seems half-
serious when he quips that American

life would have been “substantially
improved” if a bomb had exploded at
Time magazine’s celebrity-crammed
75th anniversary party last spring. He
loathes the politically correct leanings of
the Los Angeles Times—"“They have a
tendency to make everyone look like a
victim,” he sniffs. And he loves the
“extremely underrated” USA Today.
“They write a really, really economical
but clear news story,” he says.

Shuger has an everyman’s view of
the news. Thus, it was in dissonant
tones that he noted the Los Angeles
Times's decision to give The Seagram
Company Ltd.’s planned acquisition of
Polygram N.V. prominence over the
shootings in Oregon. “The LAT is the
only paper putting merger over murder
today,” Shuger jeered in his May 22
column. “The papers are too breathless
about these mergers,” he says. “They’ve
fallen in love with the money.”

It's a common complaint from
Shuger, who was similarly critical of the
papers for attempting to “cloak... in
intrigue and drama” the news confer-
ence announcing the Citicorp—Trav-
elers Group merger. He specifically
drubbed the Post for gushing over the
news conference (“excitement was pal-

_dickthrough

pable”) with a comparison to the
Academy Awards. “What you have
here basically,” Shuger groused, “is
suits writing checks to themselves.”

ROOM FOR HUMOR

Allotted space for no more than
850 words, Shuger obviously must
scrap many more stories than he saves.
For his June 16 entry, he rejects articles
in The New York Times and the Post
about a shooting by an off-duty New
York police officer as “to0 local.” He
scratches a USA Today report on the
Supreme Court ruling that prisons
must comply with the Americans with
Disabilities Act because the story is too
vague. “I want to know more about
who this affects,” he explains. And,

Shuger has an everyman’s view of the news.
He lashes out at journalists who tout their
political and social connections.

after concluding the story isn’t up to
the paper’s usual standard, Shuger
jettisons a front-page Journal story
about high-schoolers who need to
bone up on algebra. “This is some-
thing they’ll do again, better,” he says,
scrolling through the text on his lap-
top computer.

What’s most likely to warrant
mention in Shuger’s column are hard-
hitting stories chock full of specifics.
He’s inherently suspicious of stories
sourced to experts or anonymous insid-
ers who may have an undisclosed ax to
grind. And he’s always looking for
something he can use as a humorous
end note, which he’s made a staple of
the column.

“Ever wonder if congressional
staffers help their bosses write their
newspaper submissions?” gibed Shuger
on May 22, excerpting a letter pub-
lished in the Post from Congresswoman
Mary Bono to make his point: “It is
vital that as the global economy goes
into high gear, there is a globally con-
sistent standard for intellectual proper-
ty. [Copyright] Term extension repre-
sents one aspect of the harmonization
of the intellectual property regimes.”
(“We certainly provide research for the

(continued on 56)
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(continued from 54)

member, and I think most staffs do
that,” Bono spokesperson Frank
Cullen, Jr., told Brill’s Content.)

Shuger is also keen on items involv-
ing the military, an acknowledged bias
rooted in his five years as a naval intelli-
gence officer. Thus, when The New York
Times recently printed a reader’s letter
asserting that a Navy warship shot down
an Iranian Airbus, killing 290 people,
on the suspicion that it was a MIG,
Shuger jumped in to correct the record.
The incident occurred three years
before the Gulf War, he reminded his
readers, and U.S. forces had mistaken
the craft for an Iranian F-14.

Yet conceding a complaint from his
boss Kinsley, Shuger agrees that his pos-
turing—such  as advocating national
service—at times goes overboard. “I do
take out my little soapbox a lot,” he
says. “I admit that.”

IDIOSYNCRASIES

Ground out in the space of just a
few hours, Shuger’s off-the-cuff com-
mentary sometimes gets under the skins
of his news executive readers. “There are
people who think he’s too idiosyncratic.
And there is a danger in going too far in
the direction that produces that criti-
cism,” Kinsley concedes. Nevertheless,
Kinsley insists that Shuger “has struck
the right balance between straight sum-
mary and commentary.” And anyway,
he adds, “If we reeled him in, we'd lose
readers overall.”

Still, Shuger has suffered the sort of
grumbling about accuracy that he has
made his stock in trade. For example,
Lester Crystal, executive producer of
The NewsHour with Jim Lehrer, dis-
putes Shuger’s assertion that Lehrer
misled his audience when Stuart
Taylor, Jr., was dropped as a regular

Vipeo cLie I
A MYSTERY

SOLVED

received the clip, each from a
different source. AsWingfield
saw it, “the video resonated
with people and even if it
was a fake, it was being

reporter on the NewsHour. Lehrer had
explained that the show wanted clear
distinctions between reporters and com-
mentators and said that Taylor’s com-
mentary on the investigations of inde-
pendent counsel Kenneth Starr “have
caused some blurring of the lines and
confusion about his role with us.”
Without speaking to either Lehrer or
Taylor, Shuger declared that the real
reason Taylor was fired was because
he'd considered going to work for
Starr. “That’s his opinion, that’s his in-
terpretation, and it’s absolutely wrong,”
says Crystal.

Shuger, who insists that good jour-
nalism is in part “causing trouble,” rel-
ishes striking back: Lehrer’s is a “bogus
distinction,” he says. “It’s a myth that
reporters and editors aren’t injecting
their opinions. Everybody knows that,
and they ought to be honest about it.”s

appeared, Yohey happened
to check out the “Badday”
websites he had heard so
much about. One site
{(www. visi.com/~rico/fatguy.
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T WAS THE TALK OF THE WEB THIS SPRING: A
Ivideo that shows a man in his cubicle typing

quietly on his computer and then attacking
the machine in a fit of rage. The 25-second clip,
popularly known as “Badday,” quickly made its
way across cyberspace and spawned six websites
(two in English, one each in German, French, Spa-
nish, and Dutch).

Cyberspace loves intrigue, and “Badday” was
the mystery of the moment. Where did it come
from? Was it real? Who was the Dilbert-like figure
who took such violent revenge on his PC? Some
viewers assumed the grainy clip came from an
office surveillance camera. Others, noting that the
keyboard was unplugged, declared it a hoax.

The speculation hit its peak on June 5.First, The
Wall Street Journal ran an article on““Badday” titled
“A Mysterious New Hero Emerges In the Battle of
Man vs. Machine” Although reporter Nick
Wingfield says he thought the angry man’s rage
“seemed genuine,” he too was unsure of the video's
authenticity—but that seemed beside the point.
The clip struck a chord; people identified with the
anonymous office drone. In Wingfield’s San
Francisco office alone, three or four people had

passed around.”

Later that same day,
CNBC’s Power Lunch aired
the video, which anchor
Bill Griffeth described as
“pretty funny stuff,’ adding,
“Don’t know whether it's real
or staged, but who cares?”

One person who did
care was Bill Yohey. He knew
that Loronix Information Sys-
tems Inc.,a Durango, Colora-
do, security-video company
where he is an engineer, had
taped the scene in late 1995
to test a new digital record-
ing system. Because the
footage seemed so realistic,
the company decided to include it in a CD-ROM
used to market the system. Shortly after the CD-
ROM reached Loronix’s sales personnel and cus-
tomers in April, it appeared on the Internet. (None
of the three Loronix employees Brill's Content
contacted knew who uploaded the video.)

On June 5, the day the Journal article

A man takes out his frustrations on his
computer in the “Badday™ video.

huml) surprised him because
it was filled with sugges-
tions that the video was
part of a vague, unex-
plained “Wintel” conspira-
cy. (“"Wintel” is shorthand
for the dual dominance of
Microsoft’s Windows soft-
ware and Intel’s chips.) Yohey
tried to quash the rumors
with a brief post: “Dude, It
was filmed by my company
to show what could hap-
pen. It was all STAGED over
2 years ago.”

Wingfield saw Yohey's
post later that day.The fol-
lowing Sunday, June 7, The

Wall Street Journal Interactive Edition carried his
story identifying the “Badday” star,Vinny Licciardi,
a shipping manager at Loronix. (The newspaper
carried it on Monday.) Now Licciardi is enjoying
his newfound fame. “It was a trip,” he says. “I've
loved every minute of it

—Leslie Heilbrunn
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1 ON-LINE/OFF-LINE BY ESTHER DYSON |

Privacy Matters

Websites collect vour personal data. Now they
must honor your demands for privacy.
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VERYONE KNOWS—OR IS LEARNING—ABOUT THE

databases of information that track what you buy,

where you stay, the size of your mortgage, your cred-

it limits. And yes, if you subscribe to The New Yorker,

you might get a pitch to subscribe to Brill’s Content.
(That happens because The New Yorker rents its subscriber list
to other publications—something Brill’s Content will do, t00.)
But in general, reading stuff is a lot more private than buying
stuff. You can get your New Yorker or Playboy—or Brill’s
Content—anonymously from a newsstand and read it in com-
fort and privacy.

In this regard, the Internet is a startling departure. A com-
mercial transaction—on-line or off—is recorded when you
buy a sweater, for instance, or something more sensitive, like
herpes medication, a self-help book about alcoholism, or a sex
toy. But much of what you do on the Net is recorded even
when you’re “just looking.” There’s nothing wrong with that
as far as I'm concerned—as long as people are aware of it.

The Net makes it easier to collect data from users, thanks
to those registration forms that so often greet us when we
enter websites for the first time. But it can also change the bal-
ance of power and put it back into our hands.

Or so I hope. There’s some danger that the government
will impose a solution thar ties the hands of vendors and cus-
tomers. If private parties don’t get their act together, Congress
is likely to heed the Federal Trade Commission and impose
rules that unduly restrict what websites can do, rather than
merely force them to disclose their practices.

So let’s look at the situation now. What data do websites
collect from their users? When you visit a site and you fill out
a registration form (name, address, phone number, your “inter-
ests” in particular sports or investment products—perhaps even
your income range), you give the site data that will make it
easy to customize information for you. Before long, you're
sent news of exciting opportunities that match your interests.
Most people understand the agenda at work here—to sell the
site’s products to visitors and to collect the demographic data
that is a key to attracting advertisers.

Contributing editor Esther Dyson is chairman of EDventure Holdings,
which analyzes and invests in emerging computer markets around the world,

But something else happens on the Web. Every time you log
on, adigital record of your movements (2 “cookie” in tech-speak)
is created. Thereafter, it resides on your hard drive, invisible to
you, but not to the site. Cookies are used to track what you put
in your “shopping cart” and what pages you look at (that’s why
the colors change on the headlines of the items you've clicked
on). Cookies can also protect your privacy; American Express
Company, Inc., uses them to make sure it’s really you when
you're communicating with the company about your account.

What's bad about cookies? Some people don’t like being
watched as they move through a site. But creepier is the prac-
tice of data hand-offs, where one site shares information with
another site—whether through cookies or in some other way.
That happens, for example, when you come to Amazon.com
from another site that gets a commission for sending business
to the bookseller. Amazon.com, Inc., knows where you come
from because each affiliate has its own coded way of sending
customers to it. Amazon says it uses this information solely for
its own marketing, and you can request to be left out—but not
all vendors are so punctilious. On-line advertisers, too, often
determine where you came from (and what you were doing
before you arrived at their site) by examining your cookies. Did
you come from Fidelity Investments or from a credit-repair site?
You might get different treatment depending on the answer:
friendly for a presumed big spender from Fidelity, a brush-off
for the deadbeat from the credit-repair site.

The biggest problem is that all this is invisible to the user.
It’s ironic that marketers complain abourt lack of consumer
trust on the Net. They foster it by their own invisibility.

Now that may change. One way or another, the U.S. gov-
ernment will cause the ground rules for the use of personal

(continued on 60)
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(continued from §8)
data to be rewritten—starting on the Net, and eventually off
the Net, as well. My hope is that the threat of government leg-
islation will cause businesses and consumers to take action.
In July 1997, the White House unveiled its Framework for
Global Electronic Commerce. Government’s first rule for the
Internet, said Vice-President Al Gore, should be “do no harm.”
There were mutterings about privacy, junk e-mail, and the like,
but with White House Internet adviser Ira Magaziner leading the
way, the government decided to let the industry see what it could
do on its own. The FTC had just held workshops on consumer
privacy, but it held off final action, saying in effect: “Tell us the
problems and provide some solutions, or we’ll have to regulate.”
Until late spring, not much had happened in the private sec-
tor—but a plethora of bills that would restrict the collection and
distribution of personal information is now pending before
Congress. In March, the FTC surveyed 1,400 websites and found
that only 14 percent of commercial sites disclose their informa-
tion-collection practices. “Industry’s efforts to encourage volun-
tary adoption of the most basic fair information practices have
fallen short of what is needed to protect consumers,” the commis-
sion concluded. The private sector has been put on notice that it
should come up with some remedies. Now it’s working overtime.

The private sector has been put on notice
that it should come up with some remedies.

Now it’s working overtime.

Meanwhile, as of October 1998, Europeans are covered by
the European Union Data Protection Directive, which, among
other things, restricts the export of personal data to any terri-
tory without adequate protection measures (as certified by the
E.U.). The European deadline has put further pressure on
U.S. entities, both government and private, to establish robust
privacy-protection measures.

The proper remedy, however, is not a set of proscribed prac-
tices like the European ones, but better disclosure. Currently
gathering steam is an initiative called TRUSTe, which I had a
hand in creating. It is a nonprofit organization that manages a
disclosure and validation system enabling a user to exert some
control over information even after she has given it to a second
party. What I’'m talking about is giving customers the tools and
enforcement vehicle to monitor vendor practices for themselves.
That is, each site discloses what it does with the data it collects,
and the user decides which sites to patronize.

The reason to avoid government regulation is not that it is
bad; courts and other government enforcement mechanisms are
a necessary backup to systems such as TRUSTe. It’s simply that
front-line customer enforcement is likely to be more flexible and
more responsive to actual conditions than government regula-
tion. It will give users greater choice while giving them confi-
dence that they can trust the medium. People can pick data-con-
trol practices that suit them, rather than be forced into a one-
rule-fits-all environment. The overarching principle is that
providers must disclose their practices clearly and honestly. And
then they must do what they promise.

The most visible part of TRUSTe is the “trustmark,” a
symbol that links to a website’s privacy disclosure policy, which
clearly states what exactly the site will do with the data, and to
whom it will be provided. With this knowledge, a customer
can choose for herself whether to deal with a particular site.

TRUSTe validates licensees who post its logo by requiring
them to sign a legally binding contract. It encourages them to
have their data-processing systems audited by an accounting
firm (but it doesn’t yet have the clout to force them to do so).
It does random spot audits. Borrowing a trick from the direct-
mail industry, it “seeds” a site with fake data, just as a mailing-
list broker seeds a list with his mother-in-law’s name so he can
find out if a one-time-use list is being used twice or more. In
this case, TRUSTe applies the technique on behalf of the con-
sumers whose data is being (mis)used.

What happens when someone fails to comply? First,
TRUSTe sends off a formal notice and gives the target an
opportunity to respond. [f the response is inadequate, TRUSTe
can revoke the license to use the mark, audit the miscreant, and
publicize the results on a bad-actors list. The wrongdoer has to
pay the cost of determining its noncompliance. If the breach
appears willful and fraudulent, TRUSTe can call in the juris-
diction under which the license was
signed (usually a federal court) and sue
for breach of contract. In serious cases,
TRUSTe can also call in the FTC,
which can sue for fraud. About 160 sites
have signed up as licensees so far. The
most recent, and most notable, is
Microsoft Corporation. Whatever one may think of its motiva-
tions overall, the company has built its business on the basis of
tools that give power to individual users, and TRUSTe is total-
ly in line with this approach.

Other licensees include America Online, Excite, nine CNET
sites, Buena Vista Internet Group sites (including Disney.com,
abc.com, ESPNSportsZone), four Wired Digital sites (including
HotBot and HotWired), GeoCities, Infoseek, Intuit, Lycos,
Netcom, Yahoo!, ZDNet—and my own company, EDventure
Holdings. Note that these companies are not just endorsing the
concept; they are legally binding themselves to follow the specif-
ic procedures and promises they set forth in their disclosure state-
ments. TRUSTe has also won an endorsement from the Internet
Content Coalition (representing many major Web publishers
listed above, and also MSNBC, CBS.com, Playboy Enterprises,
Sony Online, Pathfinder and other Time Warner properties).

It’s pretty clear that the groundswell of support is a response
to the FTC’s indirect pressure. That’s not insincerity; it’s nor-
mal. As a society, we can’t totally guarantee everyone’s privacy.
But rules of disclosure plus consumer knowledge can create an
environment in which users can choose the level of privacy they
want as they are afforded avenues of recourse when promises are
breached. When that happens, [ believe, people will feel more
comfortable on the Net overall and will no longer fear the visi-
bility it fosters. As for content-providers, they are now beginning
to have the two-way, intense relationship with their audiences
that they have long sought. The challenge for them is not to
abuse those relationships, but to gain their customers’ trust. =
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AUTOPSY OF A PRESS VICTIM

Diagnosis: Libel
When an angry patient met up with a

sloppy reporter, a doctor’s reputation went
under the knife. ® BY NICHOLAS VARCHAVER

DR. MARGO KANAGA SAW THE
bold headline. As she did every Sunday,
Kanaga had stopped at a convenience
store on July 5, 1992, to pick up her
local newspaper, The News Journal.
There, in a splashy layout on the front
page of the second section, was the
headline: “Patient feels betrayed.” The
article in Delaware’s largest newspaper
was about one of her former patients,
Pamela Kane—a woman Kanaga had
stopped treating two months earlier. As
she looked more closely, Kanaga was
jarred. The story was about the surgery
she had recommended—but never
performed—for Kane, and it was accom-
panied by a large, colorful graphic.
Kanaga waited until she got to her
home in suburban North Wilmington to
read the full story. What she learned
turned her stomach. The article strongly
implied that Kanaga had recommended
her former patient undergo an unneces-
sary and traumatic hysterectomy—and
that Kanaga had pushed for the opera-
tion to earn the high fees such procedures
command. Kanaga felt “humiliated,” she
later testified. Although her medical col-
leagues rallied around her, she said, it did-
n’t help much: “I was feeling like a crim-
inal walking around the hospital.”
Mortified, Kanaga turned to a lawyer,
James Green, who five days later wrote
to the News Journal, charging that the
paper had “accus[ed] a local physician
of incompetence, greed, deceit, and other
unprofessional conduct without the staff

Senior writer Nicholas Varchaver was previously
a staff writer at SmartMoney and a senior
reporter at The American Lawyer.

reporter checking the article for
accuracy, errors, and verification
of the sources and statements
made.” The letter demanded
that Kanaga be allowed to
respond to the “sordid accusa-
tions” with an article or letter
in the News Journal that
would get the same promi-
nence as the original. Failing
that, Green warned, Kanaga
would sue for libel.

Ten days later the reply
came. The newspaper’s
lawyer wrote that an inter-
nal investigation had “con-
cluded that the News Jour-
nal acted properly and
will not publish a retrac-
tion.” The paper simply
offered to consider publishing a letter to
the editor or “a letter in the form of
‘another opinion.””

As promised, Kanaga filed suit on
December 18, 1992, only to lose the
case on a motion for summary judg-
ment. But unlike 78 percent of libel
plaintiffs in U.S. courts, according to
figures for 1986-1996 compiled by the
Libel Defense Resource Center, Kanaga
overcame the defendants’ initial legal
arguments. Green convinced the state
supreme court to reject the newspaper’s
position that it was simply reporting on a
public proceeding and that, in any event,
the article was a matter of opinion.

According to Kanaga’s lawyer, the
article battered her practice, driving away
patients and slicing her billings by 42
percent in the year after its publication.
Kanaga still maintains her solo practice

PHOTOGRAPHS BY MICHAEL J.N. BOWLES
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in Wilmington, where she has worked
for 20 years as an obstetrician/gynecolo-
gist. An expert for Kanaga testified in
court that although the doctor’s income
remains substantial (she made $248,000
in 1997), it has never approached the
$411,000 she earned in the year before
the News Journal article appeared. By the
time of the trial, the article had cost her
$723,000 in lost income, and the expert
claimed Kanaga would lose $2.35 mil-
lion more over the rest of her career.
The story affected Kanaga’s life even
when she wasn’t working, “She knew
people knew about it,” Green says. “Tv
just was humiliating that people were
thinking she was that kind of doctor.”
Finally, last winter, the case went to
trial. In January, a Delaware jury found

1
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This July 5, 1992,
article in
Delaware’s
leading newspaper
was a poorly
sourced and
error-filled
attack on Dr.
Margo Kanaga.
Six years later,

a jury awarded
her $3.28 million
in damages.
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that the News Journal, its reporter, Jane
Harriman, and Kanaga’s former patient,
Pamela Kane, each had defamed Kanaga.
Noting that all three had acted “out-
rageously,” the jury awarded Kanaga a
total of $3.28 million in compensatory
and punitive damages.

The trial revealed what News Journal
editors either had disregarded or simply
failed to notice before publication: a
rushed article in which accusation vastly
outweighed evidence. The 1,000-word

story relied almost exclusively on Kane, 2
freelance writer who had targeted Kanaga
in an unusual sting operation, with the
reporter’s knowledge.

TO PAMELA KANE, THE KIND OF TREAT-
ment suggested by her doctor was trou-
bling. Patients, of course, get upset by
their doctors’ recommendations every
day, especially when they face serious sur-
gery. But the News Journal took Kane’s
charges and made them into a public
attack on Kanaga. The article was written
as if the facts about Kane’s case had been
confirmed independently. They hadn’e
The quotations from the only doctor
cited in the article as implicitly support-
ing Kane’s charges were supplied by
Kane herself. Worse, that doctor, Ronaldo
Domingo, has consistently denied even
making the statements in question. At
trial, reporter Harriman admitted she
hadn’t specifically checked those state-
ments with him before publication.
The result was an inflammatory
article that rested almost exclusively on
the credibility of the disgruntled patient.
That reliance, suggested Delaware Sup-
erior Court Judge Jerome Herlihy, was a
serious problem. “Mrs. Kane’s admitted.
repeated lying” about her case, the judge
told the lawyers outside the presence of
the jury, was known by the reporter.
“The editors of the paper were aware of
that because it was right in the article
itself.” As critical as the judge was of
Kane, it was the two other defendants,

reporter Harriman and the newspaper,
who ended up looking worst of all.

Not surprisingly, Kanaga was furious
at all three. Her testimony showed the
plight of a story subject caught between
an angry accuser and a sloppy news-
paper. At her deposition, Kanaga lashed
our at the newspaper’s defense that it was
only reporting Kane’s complaint. After
Kanaga dismissed Kane’s charges as “a
pack of lies,” the newspaper’s lawyer
asked the doctor, “So you don’t believe a

Said Dr. Kanaga: “If the News Journal feels that
it's their duty to report, truthfully report,a pack
of lies, then | feel sorry for journalism today.”

newspaper should report something you
consider to be a pack of lies regardless of
whether it does so truthfully or not?”
“Well,” Kanaga responded, “if the News
Journal feels that it’s their duty to report,
truthfully report, a pack of lies, then I
feel sorry for journalism today.”

AMELA KANE, THEN 45, VISITED

her gynecologist, Dr. Margo

Kanaga, on April 2, 1992. She

was complaining of a recent his-
tory of long and heavy menstrual peri-
ods. The cause, Kanaga told Kane after
examining her, was a benign fibroid
tumor in Kane’s uterus that was block-
ing her cervix. Because of the tumor’s
position, the doctor explained, she could
not determine the size of the tumor’s
base and thus, at that time, could not
simply twist it off using a forceps. In-
stead, Kanaga recommended the surgical
removal of Kane’s uterus and ovaries.
The doctor advised Kane that she should
seck a second opinion, as required by
most insurers.

Kane was shaken. Having given
birth to two children and not expecting
to become pregnant again, she was none-
theless upset by the prospect of a hys-
terectomy, a procedure that can result in
ongoing physical and emotional side
effects. Moreover, the surgery would
require six weeks of recuperation, a prob-
lem for a woman who makes her living
as a writer. Kane began researching other,
less invasive methods of removing the

wmor and scheduled appointments for
second and third opinions.

Before she could make any decisions,
however, Kane had a serious episode of
bleeding on April 19. Wary of Kanaga,
Kane called her retired former gynecolo-
gist, who in turn put her in touch with
Domingo. Domingo told Kane to meet
him in the emergency room of her local
hospital, St. Francis.

When Kane arrived in the emer-
gency room, ob/gyn Domingo would
later testify, “she was bleeding heavily.” It
was obvious, he testified in his deposi-
tion, that the tumor was causing the
problem. Using his speculum, Domingo
could see that the tumor was attached by
a thin base. Grabbing the tumor with a
ring forceps, Domingo twisted twice and
removed it. “I wouldn’t have tried to
wwist it off unless I'm in a situation where
there is sort of an urgent or emergency
situation where the fibroid is the obvious
cause of the bleeding,” he testified.

Domingo and Kane then had a brief
conversation, which each side recalls dif-
ferendly. “Does this mean I don’t need a
hysterectomy?” Kane says she inquired.
According to Kane, in a complaint she
filed against Kanaga with the county med-
ical society, “Dr. Domingo’s answer was
brief. ‘A what?”

In his testimony, Domingo recalled
giving a more temperate response. “At
this point in time you’re not bleeding
anymore,” Domingo said, according to
his testimony. “I don’t feel you need
one.” The exchange between Domingo
and Kane—and their different recollec-
tions of it—would become critical to
both the News Journal article and the
resulting suit.

Kane’s problem may have been
solved, but she still felt wronged by
Kanaga. Less than two weeks after her
emergency room visit, Kane called the
News Journal. (The Gannett Co., Inc.,
paper has a daily circulation of about
125,000.) Kane’s call was transferred to
Jane Harriman, then s1, the paper’s
health and medicine reporter. A news-
room veteran, Harriman had 29 years of
experience at the News Journal and The
Boston Globe and had been covering
health and medical issues for 14 years.

Like virtually all of the participants in
the case, Harriman, citing the advice of



her lawyer, declined to comment publicly
for this article. For her part, Kane offered
only one on-the-record comment: “There
are appeals from court decisions; there
are no appeals from surgery once it’s
done.” Kanaga did not respond to phone
calls and a letter seeking comment. This
account is based on deposition testimo-
ny from most of the key figures, docu-
ments admitted at trial, and interviews
with lawyers for all four parties.

“I think she wanted an article expos-
ing the doctor,” Harriman would later
testify, describing Kane as “angry.” “She
felt she had not needed a hysterectomy,
and yet she had been told to have one.”

But Harriman was more interested
in the general issue of new surgical options
for women with uterine problems, accord-
ing to her deposition. “I told her that 1
thought it was a gray area,” Harriman
testified. “[Mly interest in the story was
not quite what hers was, that [ was inter-
ested in it because women need to know
they occasionally have choices and they
need to know what kinds of questions to
ask and that sort of thing.” She began to
research the article.

Harriman went to her boss, assistant
city editor J. Stephen Mclver. “See if it
does make a consumer piece,” he told
her, according to her testimony. “Keep
me posted.” Harriman met with Kane at
her house on May 4 for about an hour.

Kane, however, had no intention of
leaving the investigating to Harriman. A
magazine writer and author of eight
books on computers, Kane had hatched
her own plan to see if Kanaga would con-
tinue to “push” for surgery. Kane called
Kanaga’s office after her tumor was
removed. “I decided to let matters unfold
as they would to see if my unease and sus-
picions were justified,” Kane wrote in her
subsequent complaint about Kanaga to
the New Castle County Medical Society,
Inc. During that call, Kane told Kanaga a
second doctor had recommended a hys-
terectomy, according to Kanaga’s deposi-
tion. That second opinion, of course, had
never been given.

By the time she met with Harriman
on May 4, Kane had scheduled surgery
with Kanaga to remove a nonexistent
tumor. Kane told Harriman about the
phony surgery appointment. And Kane
played Harriman an audiotape she had

made of a conversation with Kanaga.
(The tape was made without the doctor’s
knowledge.) Harriman was asked in her
deposition whether the taped conversa-
tion had given her “the impression that
Dr. Kanaga was pushing the surgery.”

“I had the impression that Dr.
Kanaga felt it might be a good idea,”
Harriman said, “and was willing to do
it if Mrs. Kane wanted it. Pushing, no.”

Kanaga, meanwhile, had developed
doubts of her own about Kane. On April
2, after making a recommendation for
surgery, Kanaga had told Kane to “call
me when you're ready,” according to
Kanaga’s attorney, James Green. They
did not talk again until April 30, when
Kane called Kanaga. Ar that point, asserts
Green, “It was clear that Kane wanted
to push to have this done right away.”
Kanaga rescheduled two surgery appoint-
ments so Kane could have her operation
as soon as possible.

Four days later, Kane faxed Kanaga a
letter implying that the doctor was rush-
ing her into surgery. The letter canceled
the planned surgery. Kanaga was baffled
by this letter, according to her lawyer.
On May 7, Kanaga wrote Kane to
inform her that she was “withdrawing
from further professional attendance
upon you in the interest of patient care.”
(Kanaga offered to continue as
Kane’s gynecologist for up to
14 days.)

On May 11, Kane filed
her complaint with the county
medical society. “I believe that
Dr. Kanaga violated my trust
in her,” Kane wrote, “by rec-
ommending the total abdom-
inal hysterectomy without
performing the simplest of
diagnostic tests or exploring
more conservative options

[ LyncHED ]

Kane gave a copy of her complaint to
Harriman, who continued her reporting.
She left at least one phone message for
Kanaga, who did not return the call. She
interviewed Ronaldo Domingo, who
had treated Kane in the hospital emer-
gency room. According to Domingo’s
deposition, Harriman questioned him
generally about “alternatives to hysterec-
tomies” for a broad story on the subject.
At some point in their discussions,
Domingo testified, Harriman made ref-
erence to another story she was working
on, this one about the specific case
involving Kane.

“She mentioned about a complaint
from a patient, and Dr. Kanaga is
involved,” Domingo said in his deposi-
tion. “And then when the circum-
stances were mentioned, I said 1 was
involved in that case, too....I men-
tioned to her that I was the one who saw
her in the emergency room.” Although
Harriman asked about the events gener-
ally, she never specifically questioned
Domingo about the statements Kane
had attributed to him, according to trial
testimony given by her and Domingo.
“She did not check verbatim quotes
with Domingo that had been quoted in
Pamela Kane’s complaint,” says Robert
Bernius, Harriman’s lawyer, who adds,

Dr. Kanaga's office
in Wilmington,
where she saw
patient Kane.

first.” Kane described her
case in painstaking detail,
including her decision to
schedule surgery with Kanaga
after her tumor had already
been removed. “My impres-
sion,” Kane charged, “is that
Dr. Kanaga’s only initiative
was to perform the surgery
and to perform it as quickly
as possible (and collect the
associated fees).”
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“She didn’t understand Domingo to be
saying anything pejorative.”

Harriman stopped her progress on
the story for a while. She missed about
a month of wark, returning in the mid-
dle of June after two surgeries on a toe.
By then, the focus of the story had
changed. What was conceived as an arti-
cle on hysterectomies had become an
article on Kane and Dr. Kanaga. Accor-
ding to Bernius, the impetus was Kane’s
May 11 complaint to the county med-
ical society, which Bernius describes as
“a news event.”

The new emphasis was reflected in
the next message Harriman sent to
Kanaga. “I have spoken with a former
patient of yours, Pamela Kane, who
feels very strongly that you urged her to
have a hysterectomy that would have
been unnecessary,” Harriman wrote in
a June 17 letter delivered to Kanaga’s
office by registered mail. “I have been
unable to reach you by telephone to get
your side of the story, and so I am writ-
ing to ask that you communicate with
me, at least to say ‘no comment’ within
five working days....If I do not hear
from you, I will still write the story but
it will lack balance from you.”

Kanaga sent word back through two
mutual acquaintances, including Dom-
ingo, that she could not comment as

long as there was a complaint
pending against her before the
medical society. In addition,
Kanaga would later testify, the
doctor assumed that Harriman
knew that a doctor can’t walk
publicly about a patient’s case
without the patent’s consent,
which had neither been sought
nor granted.

Harriman seemed to have
reservations about proceeding
with her story. She testified
that she talked to her editor,
Mclver, suggesting they wait
until the medical society made
a decision on the complaint
against Kanaga.

Harriman’s appeal fell on
deaf ears. “If we had had reason
to believe that the complaint
would be resolved momentari-
ly or within a day or two,”
Mclver testified later, “then we
might have waited.” But the medical soci-
ety could take months, he asserted.
Moreover, there was no guarantee Kanaga
would comment even after the ruling.
Finally, Mclver testified, the public would
be ill-served if the newspaper delayed an
article on the need to seek second opin-
ions for hysterectomies.

The society’s ruling, which endorsed
Kanaga’s recommended surgery as a suit-
able option, was ultimately issued two
months after the News Journal article. By
then, however, the paper’s readers had
seen the “Patient feels betrayed” story,
which was accompanied by a large chart
that depicted hysterectomy treatments
and a small photo of Kane. The story
began, “Pamela Kane feels the hysterec-
tomy urged on her by a gynecologist she
trusted would have been unnecessary,
and she believes her story should be a
warning to other women.”

The article included a series of errors,
omissions, and mischaracterizations. The
problems began in the lead, with the
suggestion that Kanaga had “urged” a
hysterectomy. Although it squared with
the implication in Kane’s complaint, the
characterization was not attributed to
Kane. At best it was a loaded term for
Harriman to use, given her subsequent
testimony that Kanaga hadn’t been press-
ing for a hysterectomy in the audiotaped

conversation with Kane.

Seven paragraphs into the story, the
article noted that a gynecologist “re-
moved the tumor during a simple pelvic
exam, with a twist of his hand. That easy
solution proved to Kane that surgery
would have been unnecessary.” In fact,
there had been no “simple pelvic exam.”
The procedure had been performed
under duress in a hospital emergency
room. (Nine paragraphs later, the article
noted the procedure had been done in
an emergency room.)

The article recounted the emergency
room conversation between Domingo
(who was not identified by name) and
Kane after he had removed the tumor.
In the article’s context, Domingo’s
alleged statements were damning. They
indicated a trained physician had easily
resolved Kane’s problem. In addition,
Harriman wrote that his tone had been
“incredulous” when Kane asked if she
needed a hysterectomy, implying con-
tempt for Kanaga’s recommendation.
During both his deposition and trial
testimony, Domingo maintained that a
hysterectomy was a reasonable course
of action.

Other than the emergency room
comments disputed by Domingo, no
person or source other than Kane was
cited in regard to Kanaga’s proposed
treatment. Accompanying the 36-para-
graph article about Kane and Kanaga was
an 11-paragraph story entited “Hys-
terectomy frequency declines,” which
looked at the issue in general. Besides
government statistics and a quote from
a book, the second article quoted only
Domingo, this time by name.

ITHIN DAYS OF THE

story’s publication, Ka-

naga’s lawyer had writ-

ten his letter seeking a
retraction. The newspaper assigned its
ombudsman, John Sweeney, to investi-
gate. Lawyers for Kane and Kanaga
couldn’t agree on a release that would
allow Kanaga to comment about her
former patient for the paper’s inquiry.
As a result, Kanaga didn’t participate in
Sweeney’s follow-up. Sweeney did speak
with Harriman, Mclver, and Domingo.
On July 20, the newspaper informed
Kanaga of its conclusion: The paper had



“acted properly.” Sweeney, Jane Amari,
the News Journal’s executive editor, and
W. Curtis Riddle, its publisher and pres-
ident, declined to be interviewed by Brill’s
Content. Barbara Wall, Gannett’s senior
legal counsel, would say only, “since we
do have post-trial motions pending, we
can’t comment.”

When the New Castle County Med-
ical Society concluded on August 28,
1992, that Kanaga’s recommendation
“was one of several appropriate thera-
pies,” the News Journal’s article on the
decision only further angered Kanaga
and her lawyer. The headline, “Medical
unit backs doctor on treatment,” says
Green, suggested that back-scratching
doctors had protected one of their own.
The article also repeated inaccuracies
from the previous story.

Three and a half months later, Dr.
Kanaga sued Kane, Harriman, and the
News Journal for libel.

The ensuing six years have been con-
sumed with legal battles. In 1995, all
three defendants won a motion for
summary judgment from Delaware
trial judge Jerome Herlihy, who found
the article to be protected opinion—
not an assertion of fact—and thus not
open to a libel action. One year later,
the state supreme court reversed the sum-
mary judgment, citing a United States
Supreme Court ruling that opinion can
also be subject to libel. So in November
1996, Kanaga was able to proceed with
her suit.

The pretrial depositions brought
out some surprising admissions. In the
deposition of assistant city editor
Mclver, Harriman’s supervisor, he
seemed blasé about the need to check
with Domingo himself on the quotes
Kane had attributed to him. “I would-
n't say it’s important,” Mclver testified.
“It’s something that, if you had some
reason to doubt the accuracy of the
quote, that you might do as an addi-
tional step.” Mclver was asked if there
are ever circumstances under which the
paper would require such checking.
“Specifically, no,” he testified. (Mclver,
who has left the newspaper, could not
be located for comment.)

The newspaper and the reporter
came across as generally sloppy. For in-
stance, Harriman testified she had

[ LyNcHED ]]

“l think [the reporter] acted outrageously,” says
a juror who describes the $3.28 million verdict
in favor of Kanaga’s libel claim as “a slam dunk.”

thrown out all of her notes within days;
she and Mclver said the paper has no
policy on this. The headline writer could
not be identified. Although Harriman
testified that about ten editors and copy
editors had read the article before it was
published, at trial the paper called only
wwo editors who worked on the article.
None of the editors had raised questions
about the fairness of the story.

At trial, the newspaper argued that
although “some inaccuracies were con-
ceded,” according to its lawyer, Mason
Turner, “the news article was a true
reporting of the patient’s claim.” Harri-
man’s lawyer took the same position,
citing the article’s “substantial accuracy.”
Kane’s lawyer echoed that view, adding
that, where the truth of the claims
couldn’t be proved, they also couldn’t be
disproved. It was, Kane’s lawyer argued,
essentially a case of interpretation.

The jury rejected those arguments.
“It was a slam dunk,” says one juror, a
39-year-old marketing manager. “There
was nobody doubting that the
plaintiffs easily proved their
case.” The jury believed the
paper had gotten facts wrong,
this juror says, in particular
because Harriman failed to
check Dr. Domingo’s state-
ments. Noting that the re-
porter acknowledged that
Kanaga had not seemed to
push for surgery in her taped
conversation with Kane, and
that Harriman had expected
the medical society to clear
Kanaga, the juror says, “I
think she [Harriman] acted
outrageously.”

This juror had plenty of
scorn left over for both the
newspaper and Kane. “Cer-
tainly, the editors should have
known better,” the juror says.
“They really showed a dis-
regard for the truth.” More-
over, he says, “Kane’s motives

were under question.” Her attempts to
rationalize her sting operation rang hol-
low: “I thought she was disingenuous.”

The jury found all the defendants
liable and assessed $3 million in com-
pensatory damages and another $280,000
in punitive damages. The defendants
then followed with a series of motions,
which were pending in late June, to set
the judgment aside, reduce the damages,
or order a new trial.

With appeals likely no matter how
the judge rules, the case won’t be over
any time soon. In the end, the News
Journal and its reporter could well pre-
vail. After all, few libel verdicts survive
appeal. The law gives significant leeway
for newspaper errors. Those judgments
that survive an appeal are often sub-
stantially reduced. But the Kanaga case
is a reminder that there’s a difference
between libel and bad journalism. Even
the most stirring appellate reversal won’t
constitute a vindication of the News
Journal’s reporting, n

James Green
won a rare libel
victory, although
it still could be
overturned.
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FOREST MCMULLIN

GETTING IT RIGHT

Doing Justice

How a local reporter broke the story that helped reverse a 25-year-old

murder conviction. ® BY RIFKA ROSENWEIN

SHORTLY AFTER 8 P.M. ON
Wednesday, May 27, 1998, Betty Tyson
emerged from the Monroe County Jail
in Rochester, New York, a free woman
for the first time in 25 years. Tyson,
whose 1973 murder conviction was
overturned a week earlier, had been the
longest-serving female inmate in the
state of New York. The first person she
saw as she left the building was Gary
Craig, a reporter for the Rochester
Democrat and Chronicle. She rushed to
hug him. “Without [Craig] there would
be no Betty Tyson,” the quietly euphor-
ic so-year-old woman says a few weeks
later. “There would just be 74Goo30,”
her prison number.

Rarely does the work of a reporter
have such direct impact on the crimi-
nal justice system and on an individual
caught up in it. Through a combination
of old-fashioned detective work, good
timing, and doggedness, Craig was able
to reopen a case that had lain dormant
for a quarter century and prove not so
much whether Tyson was guilty or not,
but that the system had wronged her.
And he did this with little support inside
—or outside—his own newsroom.

It began in December 1996 with a
thoroughly unremarkable phone call.
Local activist Mitchell Kaidy, a former
Democrat and Chronicle reporter and
political speechwriter, was trying to inter-
est Craig in a murder case that was then
23 years old. An investigative reporter spe-
cializing in criminal justice and prison-

Contributing editor Rifea Rosenwein has worked
at the TIFR Business News Reporter, The Wall
Street Journal and The American Lawyer.

related issues, the 39-year-old Craig fig-
ures he gets “a couple of calls a week” just
like that one.

“I'm probably on every wacko’s
speed-dial within 200 miles,” he says. It’s
been that way ever since he became a
journalist 17 years ago. “Every letter that
gets opened with some vast conspiracy
somehow gets shuffled to my mailbox,”
Craig explains. Wherever I go, that’s
been the case. Somebody walks in the
building and says there’s black heli-
copters outside, somehow they point
them towards me.”

Craig had every rea-
son to dismiss Kaidy as
just another crank caller.
Betty Tyson was, after all,
a convicted murderer and
admitted former prosti-
tute. Over the years she
had tried to convince the
courts of her innocence.
Her appeal failed. When
she petitioned for clem-
ency from then-Governor
Mario Cuomo in 1988,
he turned her down.
Attempts to win a new
trial in 1993 and 1997
also failed.

Just about the only
people who seemed will-
ing to listen to Tyson were
liberal activists such as
Kaidy and William A
Johnson, Jr., Rochester’s
current mayor. They were
convinced that police had
beaten a confession out
of her. But Rochester had

[ HEROES ]

grown tired of their pleas for support, and
editors at the Democrat and Chronicle, the
only daily paper in town, saw no urgent
reason to revive the case.

Craig, who grew up in North
Carolina and attended Randolph-Macon
College in Virginia, had worked at The
Farmville Herald and the Potomac News,
both small papers in Virginia, before
coming north to Rochester in 1990. Now
a senior reporter, he sits at a disorganized
desk in the middle of a large, drab news-
room. His relaxed, self-deprecating man-

Gary Craig,
whose reporting
helped Betty
Tyson win her
freedom.
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ner masks a deep intensity about his work,
one that compels him to look into story
tips that other reporters might dismiss as
outlandish. “This may sound strange, but
most of the calls like [Kaidy’s), 1 do do
sort of a cursory check of what it is,” he
says, almost apologetically. “Sometimes
they have good news tips.”

The initial phone call from Kaidy
piqued Craig’s interest enough

Betty Tyson, who
was wrongly
convicted

of murder

25 years ago.

lated case. He died of heart failure a year
later, at the age of 5'5.

One important point Craig noted in
his research was that there was no physical
evidence linking Tyson to the crime,
which was among the most notorious of
its day in Rochester. Examining this infor-
mation in the weeks following Kaidy’s
phone call, Craig says he thought the case
“smelled bad....There was

to reread old newspaper
clippings and check court
records. The victim in the
racially charged case was
Timothy Haworth, a white
business consultant visiting
town for work with the
Eastman Kodak Co. Ha-
worth had been seen leaving
his hotel on May 25, 1973,
apparently in search of a
prostitute. His severely bat-
tered corpse was found the
next morning. Quickly, the
police rounded up Tyson
and a codefendant, John
Duval, both black, the latter
a transvestite. (Duval is still
serving his sentence; in mid-
June, a lawyer agreed to take
on his case.)

The police also questioned two black
teenagers who had been seen with Duval
and detained them for seven months as
material witnesses. The teenagers eventu-
ally testified that they had seen Tyson
and Duval with the murder victim on
the night of the attack and that Duval
had later said something to them abouta
trick going bad that night.

evidence even then that she
had been beaten into sign-
ing these statements, that
the witnesses had been co-
erced. But there was noth-
ing new. She made some of
those claims in appeals, and
she lost. It was clear that
there had to be something
new” to get the case re-
opened. And “there had to
be something new to make
it news,” says Craig.

Then in April 1997,
after “plugging along” with
the story and not really
finding anything worth
writing about, Craig got a
call from Kaidy telling him
that one of the witnesses,
Wright, had recently told his family that
he had lied on the stand 24 years earli-
er. It was not sheer coincidence that
Wright chose to tell his family at that
point, nor was it just luck that brought
Wright's family to Craig. The reporter
was, in part, a beneficiary of the time
and effort put in by his predecessor on
the story, Steve Mills, now a reporter at
the Chicago Tribune.

His relaxed manner masks an intensity about his
work that compels him to look into story tips
that other reporters might dismiss as outlandish.

The two defendants and the two
teenage witnesses, Jon Jackson and Wayne
Wright, each claimed at different points
that they had been beaten and terrorized
by the police into signing statements.
Seven years later, in 1980, the police offi-
cer who arrested them, William Mahoney,
was forced to resign after being found
guilty of fabricating evidence in an unre-

Mills had gotten interested in the
story in late 1993. “As much as everyone
in prison says they’re innocent, she had
been saying that for 22 years,” explains
Mills, who notes that Tyson had even
turned down a chance at parole rather
than admic that she was guilty. Aftersift-
ing through clips and court records, Mills
had decided that the only way to move the

[ HEROES ]|

story forward was to go after the witness-
es, whose testimony seemed coerced.

Jackson, who was living in San
Francisco, refused to talk, and skeptical
editors in Rochester refused to let Mills
fly wo California to try to change his
mind. So Mills found Wright in Ro-
chester, working at a law firm. He had
clearly walked away from his life of
petty crime and cross-dressing and had
no interest in talking to the press.

But this did not deter the reporter.
“I hounded him,” Mills recalls. “I found
him where he worked, where he lived,
where he worked out. I rode the bus
with him. He kept saying, “Why would
I talk? Why should I do this?” He never
said, ‘I told the truth 22 years earlier.” ”

Wright's sister, Charlene Nelson,
recalls that after Mills left the Democrat
and Chronicle, she and her family kept
asking Wayne why he wouldn’t just tell
the reporter what he had told the
court, that he had seen Tyson with the
victim that night. Finally, he admitted
to his family that he had lied on the
stand because the police had beaten
and threatened him. His family urged
him to come forward with the truth,
but still he refused.

“This thing always bugged me,”
Nelson says. About two years later, she
saw an item about the Tyson case in the
Democrat and Chronicle. It was a small
piece by Craig, who was still in his “plug-
ging away” stage, reporting that prison
authorities would not release Tyson to
attend her grandmother’s funeral. Nelson
called her other brother, James, in Dallas.
“I told him [the case] was back in the
news.” The siblings decided it was time
to take matters into their own hands.

James Wright called the Rev.
Raymond Graves, another Rochester
activist who had taken up Tyson’s
cause, to tell him what Wayne had told
his family. “We contacted Wayne,” says
Graves. “He was scared. He thought
he’d be prosecuted. 1 told him he
wouldn’t. I urged him to talk to the
media. He was scared. He finally said,
‘Find me a journalist I could trust.””
That’s when Graves thought of Gary
Craig, who had used him as a source
for a 1996 series on abuses of female
inmates. “Gary had done a pretty good
job on women in prison,” says Graves.
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“He had integrity.” Graves then urged
Kaidy to call Craig.

That call “changed everything,” Craig
says. But his troubles were only starting.
“I didn’t know [Wayne’s] brother from
Adam. I don’t know if he just wants to be
on TV or something, or if he has an ulte-
rior motive,” says Craig. But he corrob-
orated the story with Wayne’s sister and
mother, both of whom were willing to go
on the record.

“I thought | might be becoming more of
a player in this than | wanted to,” Craig says.

all along has been to challenge the
premise, challenge the sources,” says
Washburn, a 3s-year-old who exudes
calm and sobriety. “Blair and Gary are
the quintessential journalists. They are
in it to make a difference. It was frus-
trating for me, too, because I trust both
of them. But I had a greater responsi-
bility to the paper. I had to be the voice
of reason. I had to put the brakes on.”

The biggest issue for Washburn was

“.I'm still not sure sometimes.”

Craig then began to apply pressure
to Wayne. “I told him I had a story that
I was working on that said ‘your family
says you've recanted. Obviously, it
would make a whole lot more sense if
you tell us this. It doesn’t do you any
good, or us any good’” to just have his
family saying this, Craig told Wright.
But Wright was not easily convinced.
“There were so many times when I
thought we were going to sit down and
talk,” Craig says, the frustration still
audible in his voice. But Wright kept
stalling, saying that the lawyers he
worked for were advising him not to
talk to a reporter about the case.

After two months, Craig and his
immediate supervisor, public affairs edi-
tor Blair Claflin, decided they could not
wait any longer. They felt they had
enough for a story that could stand even
without Wayne, an article with a head-
line like “Key Witness in Tyson Case
Tells Family He Lied.” Besides, another
local reporter, Christine Rogers of R
News, an all-news cable channel, had
also been poking around the story.
(Kaidy called her at the same time he
called Craig.) Craig and Claflin didn’t
want to get scooped.

But there was more resistance, this
time from within the newsroom.
“Gary’s biggest obstacle was the editors
here,” says metropolitan editor Robert
Finnerty, who was not involved with
the story in its early stages. Managing
editor Carolyn Washburn makes no
apologies for her skepticism. “My role

that “no one here had credibility. [The
key witnesses] were teenagers, involved
in drugs and prostitution.” Even when
Craig came to her with the revelations
from Wayne’s brother, Washburn made
him probe deeper. “How does [the broth-
er] know? What kind of a relationship
did they have? If Wayne isn’t sure he
wants to talk to us, why is his brother
talking to us?” A story saying Wright
told his family he had lied, she decided,
“just wasn’t enough.” Craig remembers
that point as one of the most frustrating
in the entire process.

ONETHELESS, HE CONTINUED

looking into other aspects of

the case, including numerous

complaints filed against the
policeman who detained Tyson, Duval,
and the two witnesses. Although never
convicted of the charges, the policeman
was investigated at least ten times by the
U.S. Attorney’s office on allegations that
he had abused suspects.

Craig also tracked down two for-
mer Planned Parenthood counselors
who worked with female inmates in the
Monroe County Jail, where Tyson was
held after she was arrested. They
remembered seeing signs that Tyson
had been beaten, and also that she had
told them she had confessed only “to
stop the pain.” The counselors said they
complained to the jail administration,
but nothing came of it.

Craig decided to interview Tyson in
prison “so I'd be ready in case I could

run the story” about Wright's recanta-
tion. He told Tyson what he had learned
about Wright. At the end of the inter-
view, Tyson handed Craig a letter
addressed to Wright in which she urged
him to come forward and tell the truth.
She asked the reporter to deliver it
“This is one of those points where I said,
‘Oh, geez, is this crossing the line?’ |
thought I might be becoming more of a
player in this than I wanted to,” Craig
says. “I probably justified it in my mind,
but I'm still not sure sometimes.”

He dropped the letter off at Wright's
office on June 18, a few days after meet-
ing with Tyson. “That afternoon, I get a
call from [Wright], saying, ‘Could you
please tell her that I'm trying to do
something now?’” Craig recalls. “I said,
‘I'm not the intermediary here. That’s
going beyond what I do. Bug, let’s get
together for lunch and talk about it.” ”
The next day, he met Wright face-to-
face for the first time.

Craig was concerned thatanyone who
might see the letter from Tyson might
think that she had encouraged Wright to
lie. But the reporter was relieved to find
out that, before even seeing that letter,
Wright had written his own letter to the
governor’s office recanting his testimony
from 24 years earlier and asking for Tyson
to be freed. He refused to show hisletter to
Craig, however, and state law prohibited
the reporter from obtaining it from the
governor’s office. Craig says he was deter-
mined to get it, though, “one way or
another,” if Wright would not cooperate
with him.

From that first lunch in mid-June
until early November, Craig met with
Wright every other week or so, often
going to an Arby’s in downtown
Rochester. Mostly, it was Wright asking
Craig questions about what might hap-
pen if he talked—the legal consequences
for him, the media frenzy. He wanted to
know how he could avoid legal trouble
and still go public with the truth.

“He was trying to figure out a way
to come forward without identifying
himself,” says Craig. (Wright, who is
still trying to protect his privacy, declined
to be interviewed for this article.)
Wright felt he had turned his life around
and he did not want his current employ-
ers and others around him to know the



details of his past—although he had
confided in one or two lawyers in his
office, who were advising him now on
how to proceed.

Craig made it clear to Wright that
he would probably have to go public in
order to help Tyson. “I was straightfor-
ward with him,” says Craig. “I told him
the way it was going to have to be if he
came forward, and that he probably
couldn’t do it anonymously and that
he may find reporters knocking on his
door and everything he probably didn’t
really want to hear.”

It was apparently this approach that
persuaded Wright. Craig, says Charlene
Nelson, Wright’s sister, is “very easygo-
ing, laid-back. He exudes honesty. The
media gets the reputation of getting the
story, no matter what,” but Craig
treated her brother “with kid gloves,”
she says. Wright began to trust Craig
precisely because he felt the reporter was
so straightforward, Nelson believes.

At the same time, it was Wright's very
reluctance that made Craig trust him.
“The one day that really sticks out in my
mind,” says Craig, is when Wright called
him and asked to mecet. He told the
reporter, “If you're going to do this, you
have to know about my criminal record,”
and during a long walk, Wright detailed
for Craig his entire petty-criminal past in
California, where he had fled immediate-
ly after testifying in the Tyson case.

“I was seeing how hard it was for this
guy to come forward, which gave me
more faith in what he had to say than if
this guy had run into our door and said,
‘T want to say | lied 25 years ago. Put me
in the newspaper.” ”

But even as Craig was winning
Wright's confidence, he was having a
harder time selling the story to his edi-
tors. At various points, Craig and his
supervisor, Claflin, thought they had a
story they could publish, but their edi-
tors always wanted more. “We were
ready to run and gun,” says Claflin, who
is now at The Des Moines Register. “It was
incremental. First ‘a witness says..." then
‘a named witness says...". Folks kept rais-
ing the bar—it’s got to be on the record,
then it’s got to say specifically he didn’t
see Tyson,” and so on.

Washburn, Craig’s managing editor,
pushed him to establish Wright’s credi-

bility in various ways to bolster his
hoped-for recantation. Wright owned
some rental properties; the editor told
the reporter to see if they were well-
maintained. She told him to find out
whether Wright had paid his taxes in
recent years. “This was an enormous
thing we were going to say and | want-
ed to know other things about his life
to give me reason to believe that he was
telling the truth now,” says Washburn.
“So Gary did all those things.” Despite
her questions, however, she never once
told Craig he was wasting his time. She
never called him off the story.

ASHBURN DID, HOW-

ever, grow concerned

about Craig’s relation-

ship with Wright. “There
were times when I worried he was get-
ting too close with Wayne,” she says.
“[The witness] was using him as a kind
of therapist.”

There were two points in this pro-
cess where Craig admits he felt “uncom-
fortable” with his role—when he deliv-
ered the letter from Tyson to Wright,
and now, four months later, in October,
when Wright started asking about a
lawyer. “Basically, I led him to the
lawyers,” says Craig.

The attorneys Wright worked for
told him that his admission would be
meaningless if Tyson didn’t have a lawyer
to reopen her case. Craig told Wright that
he wasn’t comfortable taking on that
responsibility; perhaps, Craig suggested,
an article would capture the interest of a
lawyer who would then take up Tyson’s
case. But Wright persisted, and finally,
Craig gave him the name of a lawyer
who, Craig said, could help him sort out
his own legal issues, not necessarily one
to represent Tyson.

That lawyer was Donald Thomp-
son, one of a handful of criminal
appellate attorneys in Rochester. Craig
had gotten to know him earlier that
year while covering the story of a man
who, like Tyson, argued that he had
been wrongly convicted of murder.
Thompson agreed to meet with Wright.
At that point, Craig was cut out of the
loop; attorney-client privilege prevented
Thompson from telling the reporter
what Wright was planning to do. “Gary
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was dying to know,”
Thompson remembers.
But the lawyer could give
Craig advance word when |
he was about to file a pub- \
lic document in court.

After several weeks of
meetings between Wright
and Thompson, Craig got
the phone call he had been
waiting nearly a year to
receive: Wright was calling
to say that Craig could pick
up a copy of the affidavit
that he had just signed at
Thompson’s office. The date
was November 7, 1997.

“I was reading it on the
steering wheel of my car as |
drove home,” Craig recalls. In
those 15 pages, Wright finally
stated on the record that he
had lied 24 years earlier and
had never in fact seen Tyson
together with Haworth, the
murder victim.

Now, Craig had what
he needed. The only thing
left to do in the news-
room was to decide how
to play the story. “I guess it was ‘in for
a dime, in for a dollar,’” says Wash-
burn. “If we’re going to work so hard to
pursue a story and break new informa-
tion about what, in this community,
from time to time, has been a very sig-
nificant story, and we’re really going to
publish a story that in some people’s
minds would be outrageous—but if we
really believe it—then we'd better be
bold about the way we say it.”

When the top editors finally got
behind the story, Claflin acknowledges,
they went all-out: “a double-truck in
the last quarter of the year. That’s no
easy lift,” he says, referring to a two-
page spread of news during the Christ-
mas season, when papers traditionally
reserve such space for advertising. They
chose to run the story on a Sunday, oo,
when the Gannett-owned paper’s circu-
lation peaks at 245,442.

The package of stories, which began
on the paper’s front page, included one
on Wright, one on the police officer’s
mixed record, one on the history of the
case, and one on the Planned Parent-
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'HONOR ROLL

ADAM L. PENENBERG, Forbes Digital Tool. Adam
Penenberg, who covers cybercrime at Forbes's on-line
publication, read Stephen Glass’s “Hack Heaven™ in The
New Republic on May 6 and asked himself, “How come |
didn’t know any of this?” The story described how com-
panies protect themselves by cutting deals with hackers
who have targeted them. Penenberg had never heard of
lan Restil or Jukt Micronics, the hacker and the California
software firm cited by Glass. He suspected that Glass was
the victim of a hoax. It didn't occur to him that the 25-
year-old wunderkind had made the whole thing up.

Penenberg, 36, started hunting for Glass's sources,
but he couldn’t locate Restil or Jukt Micronics. The com-
pany was nowhere to be found on-line, in directory
assistance anywhere in California, in California's Business
Filings Department, or via the California Tax Franchise
Board. When Penenberg and his supervisor confronted
New Republic editor Charles Lane with this information
on Thursday, May 7, Lane phoned back with a number for
Juke Micronics. Penenberg called it, got voice mail, and
then determined that the number belonged to a cell
phone. The next day, Friday, he took his findings to Lane
and Glass in a joint interview.

But since he still didn't know whether Glass was
lying or just gullible, Forbes Digital Tool editor David
Churbuck held Penenberg’s story exposing “Hack
Heaven" as a fraud. On Sunday, when Penenberg heard
from Lane that he had fired Glass for lying, the story ran.
“We wanted to show on-line journalists are just as
responsible as print [reporters),” Penenberg says.“So we
were being super-responsible.” —Rifka Rosenwein
JONATHAN R. LAING, Barron’s. When “Chainsaw
Al" Dunlap, Sunbeam Corporation’s cost-cutting chairman
and chief executive office, was fired in June, it was front-
page news."His ouster struck a raw nerve,” says Barron’s
senior editor Jonathan Laing."He was a symbol of corpo-
rate downsizing and of corporate greed.”

Dunlap’s fall was the result,in part, of an article in the
June 8 issue of Barron’s in which Laing examined
Sunbeam’s financial reports. Laing paid careful attention
to the cash-flow statement—"It's complicated; not many
reporters look at it he says—which showed that even
in 1997, when Wall Street ran up the stock."“more money
was going out than coming in." Laing found that Dunlap
had doctored Sunbeam's earnings with faked sales,
invoice cutting, and other devices.

Three days after the article hit newsstands, Dunlap
convened a board meeting to rebut Laing’s charges. At
the end of the meeting, however, Dunlap told the board
members that if they were unhappy with him, they could
settle his contract and he would go. That's when the

Jonathan Laing of Barron's

board lost confidence in Dunlap. On June |3, he was out.
Soon after, Sunbeam announced it was delaying a
Securities and Exchange Commission filing and that it
had hired a new auditor. “The megatonnage of the
story was absolutely amazing,” says Laing. “l didn't
expect that” —Rifka Rosenwein
FLOYD NORRIS, The New York Times. “| always
told people | had the best job in the world,” says Floyd
Norris, who for a decade wrote for the paper's
“Market Place” and ‘“Market Watch™ columns. In May,
he moved to the Times's editorial department, but not
until he secured a promise that he could return to the
business section if edtorial writing didn’t suit him.
Norris avoids the jargon favored by many financial
writers—phrases like “paired-share REITs” and “selling
short against the box.” In a May column about the dan-
gers of speculative small-company stocks, he noted
Fried
Chicken"—considered a rival to Kentucky Fried

that many investors in “Minnie Pearl’s
Chicken 30 years ago—*“were left holding shares
worth less than a crispy gizzard.”

Norris's articles also showed that the markets can
be ceceptive. One column in April noted that the New
York Stock Exchange seemed to lose face to less pres-
tigious electronic exchanges after it delayed the start
of trading in the Cendant Corporation (sell orders far
outnumbered buy orders after Cendant disclosed
apparent accounting irregularities). But his analysis
showed how the NYSE's “advisories” had actually
“tak[en] the leadersh'p in pricing the shares” on other
exchanges even during the Big Board’s delay.

One competitor sees Norris as a protector of the
small investor.“A lot of his best pieces have been about
investors being scammed,” says Newsweek’s Allan
Sloan. “He has always remembered that he's represent-
ing his readers, not his sources.” —Nicholas Varchaver

|
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hood counselors. It ran on November 23,
1997, nearly a year after Craig got that
first call from Kaidy.

Eventually, the attorney, Thompson,
was unable to appear before the judge in
the case because of a conflict of interest.
So he brought in a young lawyer with
whom he shares office space, Jon Getz.
It was Getz who petitioned to reopen
Tyson’s case. Because he did that, the
District Artorney’s office went back to
its files and found a police report from
1973 detailing how the other key wit-
ness in the case, Jackson, said he had
never in fact seen Haworth, the murder
victim. That report was never turned
over to Tyson’s attorney. The suppres-
sion of this evidence—whether inten-
tional or not—was enough to convince
the judge in May that Tyson had not
received a fair trial. Her conviction was
overturned and the Rochester district
attorney decided a few days later not to
seck a retrial.

Did Craig get too close to the story,
as he at times feared? In interviews with
Tyson, Nelson, and Graves, it is clear
that they believed that the reporter was
on Tyson’s side. “His work went beyond
journalism,” says Graves. “He was excit-
ed, highly motivated. I felt he had a
sense of Betry’s innocence. It’s like he
felt he could use his pen to help liberate
her. He was emotionally involved.”

But inside the newsroom, colleagues
had a different impression. Washburn
says that throughout his work on the
story, Craig “didn’t talk about [Tyson].
He talked more about the case, the pro-
cess. [ asked him, ‘Do you think she did
it He said, ‘I don’t know.””

Throughout his work on the Tyson
story, Craig refused to offer his opinion
on her guilt or innocence. Now at work
on a book proposal with Tyson, he still
will not say where he stands. One thing
that he will say for certain is that justice
was not served 2§ years ago. And Craig,
who has become a minor celebrity him-
self, earning a profile in The New York
Times, among other notice, will not
take credit for Tyson’s release. And, in
fact, what freed Tyson was an exculpa-
tory piece of evidence. What Craig feels
his stories accomplished, he says, is that
“the reporting built a case for her in the
court of public opinion.” n
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I THE WRY SIDE BY CALVIN TRILLIN |

A Discussion Of Press Ethics

In which the author boldly discloses absolutely everything—including
some stuff that many readers could probably do without.

/

s
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~
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LTHOUGH PARTISAN POLITICS ARE NOT EXPLICITLY
addressed in this article, | want to disclose at the start
that three years ago, at my request, former Senator Thomas

Eagleton, of Missouri (which is, | have previously acknowl-
edged, my home state), got me a baseball signed by Bob Gibson,
the St. Louis Cardinals’ great right-hander. Actually, in the inter-
est of absolutely full disclosure, | should say that | was obtaining
the baseball as a bar mitzvah present for Jeb Lincoln Singer, of

Pelham, New York. Senator Eagleton is, of course, a

(C) Democrat. Jeb Lincoln Singer can be considered
W an independent, | think, at least until he’s old
- enough to vote.

With my own interests plainly
stated, I feel safe in trying to make some
observations about the uneven enforce-
ment of ethical standards by the press.

Take the case of Dick Morris, who in my

mind will forever be associated with that

brilliant headline a British tabloid ran after

the dismissal of a Tory minister who had similar

sexual predilections: “TOE JOB, NO JOB.” (I should

disclose here that at the gala evening celebrating the 75th anniversary

of Time, my table was between Dick Morris’s table and Dr. Kevorkian's

table, miles from the stage, and that | may have remarked that we

seemed to be in the section reserved for people Time had put on the
cover but was slightly embarrassed at having around.)

Just before Morris was brought down by information
Sherry Rowlands, the toe jobist in question, had sold to Star,
he got a couple of million dollars for a book he’d been secret-
ly writing while he worked for Bill Clinton. Ar the time, I
asked this question: If Random House paid Dick Morris for
betraying the person he was working for and Szar paid Sherry
Rowlands for betraying the person she was working for, why
is Random House treated so much more respectfully in the
press than Star is?

| think it's important at this point to disclose that in 1978 Random
House published a book of mine and that the following anecdote

Contributing editor Calvin Trillin is the author of Family Man, published
in June by Farrar, Straus & Giroux. He is also a columnist for Time, a staff
writer for The New Yorker, and a contributor to The Nation.

drawn from that experience was mentioned when | publicly brought
up the idea of publishing a volume entitled An Anthology of Authors’
Atrocity Stories About Publishers. A bookseller in Kansas wrote me
that a visiting Random House salesman, having noticed in going over
the order form that the store had ordered two copies of my book,
said,") think you've gone a little heavy on this one.”

Regarding Kansas, | should also disclose that in the years follow-
ing Senator Eagleton’s departure from the Senate, | was in the habit
of referring to Senator Nancy Kassebaum, the Kansas Republican, as
the senator | intended to go to if | ever got into a prolonged dispute
with the Veterans Administration or found the Social Security office
ignoring my repeated requests to quit sending my checks to a man
with a similar name in Terre Haute, Indiana. | went to high school with
Senator Kassebaum’s first husband. In mitigation of my conflict, I'd like
to say that | think | was only an eighth-grader when he was a senior,
so he probably wouldn’t have known who | was, although | am not
claiming that as an excuse.

The double standard that appeared to apply in the Dick
Morris case also seemed present when Monica Lewinsky posed
for a series of vamp-parody pictures in Vanity Fair. What, exact-
ly, is the distinction between Penthouse trying to persuade
some newly famous scandal-bimbo to pose for embarrassing
pictures wearing no clothes, and Vanity Fair trying to per-
suade Monica Lewinsky to pose for embarrassing pictures
wearing expensive clothes?

| should disclose here that my wife, an uneasy flyer who some-
times finds that reading frivolous gossip magazines can help her relax
while on an airliner, used to read People during a flight and now is
more likely to read Vanity Fair, which costs quite a bit more and often
carries scented perfume ads whose aroma | find antithetical to the
enjoyment of salted peanuts.

Also, | acknowledge having pointed out several years ago that the
formula adopted by Vanity Fair in the eighties (one serious piece every
month about, say, the African drought in a magazine that otherwise
consisted mainly of celebrity profiles written in a style designed to
make the reader feel part of the celebrity’s crowd) was, in essence, the
formula invented by Playboy in the fifties (one Irwin Shaw short story
every month in a magazine devoted mainly to pictures of bare-breast-
ed young women whose real names were included so that the reader
could feel that these were people he could actually meet). | suggested
the two magazines launch a co-venture called Celebrity Breasts.
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I also want to acknowledge that The New
Yorker, where | have been a staff writer since 1963,
has itself published photographs of bare breasts.
The first time it happened—I believe the picture
was of an English actress—I| received several letters
from readers expressing outrage at what this dis-
tinguished magazine had come to, and | responded
by saying,“My only defense is that they were small
breasts. So you could say that The New Yorker's
tradition of understatement is still intact”

Also,in 1971, at Playboy’s expense, my wife and |
attended a rather lavish conference the magazine held
for its contributors at the Playboy Hotel in Chicago
and the Playboy Resort in Geneva Lake, Wisconsin,
although, in my defense, | didn't charge up a storm at
the gift shop like some people | could mention.

Going back to the matter of double stan-
dards, why is it all right for authors of “non-
fiction” books to write best-sellers that they
admit are partly fictional, but not all right for
newspaper columnists in Boston to write
columns that are partly fictional or writers at
The New Republic to write articles that are
largely fictional but more interesting than
most other articles? (I should disclose here that |
have occasionally repeated an observation, usually
credited to Frank Mankiewicz, that The New
Republic reads these days like “a Jewish Com-
mentary”) Also, why is it that the New Jour-
nalists who routinely put thoughts in the
heads of people they wrote about were widely
celebrated but Joe McGinnis was universally
vilified for putting quotation marks around
what was supposedly in Ted Kennedy’s head?
Was McGinnis guilty of overpunctuation?

| want to disclose here that the Alice Trillin who
once suggested that books by New Journalists pre-
sent any material invented by the author in a differ-
ent color from what was not invented by the author
is my wife and the same person mentioned as read-
ing irritatingly smelly magazines while I'm trying to
enjoy my salted peanuts.

Also, if politicians can publish op-ed pieces
written by their staffs, and all manner of peo-
ple can publish books written by ghostwriters,
why is it that reporters are required to write
everything that appears under their names?

| want to disclose here that | bitterly resent
having to write my own pieces and that | long for
a staff of my own. Also, I've made no secret of the
fact that | stand willing to repeat any or all of the
above observations before the annual banquet of a
trade association for big bucks—although only, of
course, if that trade association’s interests do not
present a conflict with my interests or the inter-
ests of Jeb Lincoln Singer, both of which have been
fully disclosed. ]
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1 THE MONEY PRESS BY JAMES CRAMER |

The Heard Instinct

The Wall Street Journal’s “Heard on the Street” column once moved
markets.What happens when everyone hears what it’s going to say?

HAT DO YOU DO WHEN THE HATCHET JOB

you expected The Wall Street Journal o deliv-

er backfires? For short-sellers, gaffed after a

recent “Heard on the Street” column about
America Online Inc. failed to stun the company’s stock, the
answer is you scramble, and scramble fast, to get your foot out
of the bear trap before you lose too much money.

Ever since the R. Foster Winans era, when that reporter
sold the Journal’s “Heard on the Street” subject matter ahead
of time to greedy stock traders, the business paper of record
has adopted an on-the-one-hand-on-the-other approach to its
one-time knockout punch column. Editors, perhaps not con-
tent to trust their own writers, neutered the “Heard,” as it is
known, to the point that I can’t imagine anybody paying in
advance for what’s in it, let alone after it runs.

a straight line over the next few weeks. Was it a new, low-pric-
ing plan? A deal with General Electric or AT&T, perhaps?
Exciting new subscriber data?

Nope, none of those. It was a negative “Heard on the Street”
column by Linda Sandler that questioned the on-line king’s
accounting. How could such damning information cause the
stock to jump? It sure didn’t look up the morning the article
appeared. In fact, Maria Bartiromo, reporting from the floor of

AOL’s move up on “bad” news

While The Wall Street Journal prepared its June 3 “Heard on the Street”

column that raised questions about America Online'’s accounting practices,

the stock drifted downward. But once much of Wall Street heard about what
the article would allege (questions that AOL promptly

“Both Sides of the Street” seems a better title. | ESRSRRTRE Semes swatted away), the potential impact of the story was
i | hash wlfi Arnerica Online’s Fancy Accounting Methods
Lately, however, the column has been taking | Once Again Are Raising Red Flags for Some negated. In fact, short-sellers who -
. . . { —— ~— . rice
on ovcrtongs of import, att.emptmg once agam l - ﬁum ontine bet against AOL got burned, ger shate
to have an impact by chasing down question- | —_Swar ___ & X because the stock shot upward as  ¢qy

able stocks, prying into market high-fliers, and

soon as the article appeared.
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generally pushing for the level of analysis that
makes the Journal, at its best, a must-read. But
because of the inability of the reporters to cover
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their tracks, the “Heard” impact, stunningly, is | ]

going in the opposite direction of what the |SrESSsSues
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paper intends. e o e e

Anyone taking a look at the accompanying
America Online chart has to question what

N o fe0d . K 09 B0 1m0
occurred on Wednesday, June 3, to prompr this | sER==is
stock to reverse direction and rocket upward in | PESERASEET

Contributing editor James Cramer is a hedge fund manager and writes
a daily column for TheStreet.com, a website he co-owns. Under no cir-
cumstances does the information in this column represent a recom-
mendation to buy or sell stocks. Mr. Cramer’s writings provide insights
into the dynamics of money management and are not a solicitation for
transactions. While he cannot provide investment advice or recommenda-
tions, he welcomes your feedback, emailed to jje@jjeramerco.com. As of
this writing, he has a position in AOL. In addition, AOL has a distribu-
tion deal with TheStreet.com, and Brill's Content maintains an editori-
al area on AOL.
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I THE MONEY PRESS |

the New York Stock Exchange for CNBC, told
the world that AOL was looking down sharply
because of the “red flag” accounting of a com-
plicated sale-leaseback transaction.

But anybody who had taken a call from
virtually any broker—I heard from ones at
Merrill Lynch, Smith Barney, and Donaldson
Lufkin—in the days before the article appeared
saw this softball coming down the pike from a
mile away and belted it right into the left-center
upper deck. Some analysts seemed to know the
charges to be made in the Journal verbatim and
had ready refutation. For its part, AOL had
informed anybody who would listen that the
so-called accounting irregularities to be high-
lighted in the piece had been well-vetted and
accepted by top-flight auditors.

“Unless they’ve got news that Pittman’s
going to quit AOL to run Disney’s on-line
division, we've got to buy this stock the moment
the article appears,” my partner Jeff Berkowirz
said to me, referring to AOL’s whiz, Bob Pitt-
man, three days before the article was initially
supposed to appear. (The brokers had heard
that Friday, May 29, was to be AOL’s day of
“Heard” reckoning.)

“The heck with that,” I said. “We have to
load up the boat well in advance, because we
already know what the article is going to say,
and the Journal has nothing. The short
squeeze upward will be monumental.” (I was
so confident that I tried to pen a piece for
TheStreet.com, my part-owned website, about
how everybody should be ready for this hatch-
et job. But my editor killed the piece, saying
I was simply touting my position in AOL.
Too bad; it would have made readers of
TheStreet.com a small forrtune.)

So, as hedge fund after hedge fund reccived
news that the Journal would go negative on
AOL, massive numbers of puts, or short-selling
bets, were being purchased against AOL in
anticipation of this article. We gladly took the
other side of the trade.

Sure enough, the stock opened virtually
unchanged, as the company’s minions fanned
ourt through Wall Street with information that
in most investors’ eyes legitimized the arcane
accounting issue. (Full disclosure: After reveal-
ing that 1 owned AOL on CNBC'’s Squawk
Box, on which I was serving as a cohost June 3,
I predicted a propulsion upward because this
piece already had been telegraphed to the
world.) Short-sellers, stuck with a story that
had no smoking gun, had to come in and cover
their shorts at higher prices than the stock had
traded at the day before. Some nimble shorts
80

had made profits by getting out earlier, since
AOL had drifted down in price the previous
two weeks. But anyone who hung in, waiting
for the carnage to come after the Journal, was
pummeled. On that day, AOL began its steady
march from the $77 mark to above $100 per
share. Millions were lost by those betting on
the “Heard” attack.

What should the journal and Sandler have
done to minimize their own role in the stock’s
gyrations? Sandler wouldn’t talk to me, instead
directing all inquiries to Dow Jones’s spokes-
man. (See the box below for full details.) The
Journal could fall back on its old, toothless
“Heard” strategy, making the paper less essen-
tial in the world of finance than it already is.
Or it could teach its reporters to keep its
sources a little more off-balance. Otherwise, we
have nothing more than a reverse Winans case.
Instead of a few select traders getting the col-
umn in advance, everybody on Wall Street gets
wind of it ahead of time, with the consequence
that supposed hatchet jobs become the buying
opportunities of a lifetime.

Maybe they ought to change the name to
“Well-Discounted on the Street.” o

DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

Writer’s note: This is an additional disclo-
sure, beyond my standard disclaimer for the
“Money Press” column. | have had a number of
dealings, at times contentious, with Dow Jones
& Company and want to make clear what those
were to readers. As a journalist, | wrote for
four years for SmartMoney, which Dow Jones
co-owns with Hearst Corporation. After some
argument, Dow Jones paid my legal fees for
what | perceived as its failure to live up to a
contract that guaranteed disclosures in my
SmartMoney column. As an investor, | have
bought and sold substantial amounts of shares
in Dow Jones, and | (along with others) have
been vocal about pushing for management
changes to create more value for shareholders.
Finally, as a part-owner of TheStreet.com, | com-
pete for the on-line financial news audience
against, among others, the fournal’s website.
Last year, SmartMoney and | discussed an offer
from the magazine to invest in TheStreet.com,
but the deal did not happen.

Editor’s note: Because of James Cramer’s
past scrapes with Dow Jones, we offered the
company the opportunity to read this article
before it was published and to reply to it along-
side the column.The company declined to do so.
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THE INFORMATION AGE’S INNOVATORS

As Real As Radio Gets

Ira Glass captures the drama, humor, and serendipity of the real world for a
captivating public radio show called This American Life. ® BY JENNIFER GREENSTEIN

“We broadcast

voices that
nobody else will
put on the air,"
says This
American Life's
Ira Glass.

YOU TURN ON THE RADIO ONE
afternoon, and there’s this guy talking
about how he spent 12 years trying to
catch antelopes, not with a rifle or a bow
and arrow, but simply by chasing the
swift animals until they collapsed. No,
you haven’t stumbled across a loyal lis-
tener unburdening himself on a call-in
show. In fact, the program isn’t even live.

This American Life is a carefully
edited weekly broadcast from Chicago
that doesn’t sound as though it’s been
touched at all. The host and his guests
speak the way they do in real life, not in
those affected radio voices. And people
tell stories that turn the happenstances
of life into fascinating tales, whether it’s

six lifelong friends talking about their
road trip to a Mississippi casino, a mar-
ried couple explaining how they jointly
wrote love letters to the man the wife
pined for, or a musician relating how he
scavenges wrecked cars for the personal
effects of strangers.

Listeners have become devoted to
this unusual public radio show and to its
creator and host, 39-year-old Ira Glass.
Since its national broadcasts began two
years ago, 256 stations have picked up
This American Life, says its distributor,
Public Radio International. The bewitch-
ing mix of interviews, short documentary
pieces, first-person narratives, and fic-
tion has attracted a weekly audience of
565,000, according to The Arbitron
Company’s fall 1997 survey.

Glass’s broad sweep of topics
can range from Frank Sinatra to a
Poultry Slam—a wacky gumbo of
stories about fow! of all kinds.
There are a few journalistic trouble
spots, however. The show’s reliance
on personal essays without a formal
fact-checking process (typical of
radio) leaves it vulnerable to embel-
lishment. Recently, its reputation
was tarnished—for the most part
undeservedly—by its association
with The New Republic's Stephen
Glass, who was fired from that mag-
azine for fabricating stories.

Nonetheless, Ira Glass has large-
ly succeeded in creating a show that
stretches the boundaries of radio. “It
was instantly recognizable that he
was making a different use of this
medium than anyone else,” says

author and fan Bill McKibben.

“The subjects he’s taking on are risky and
interesting. And what a pleasure to have
someone who dares not to be topical.”

Most editions of This American Life
contain three or four segments, all devot-
ed to the same theme. “How to Take
Money From Strangers,” “Jobs That Take
Over Your Life,” and “Cruelty of Child-
ren” display some of Glass’s eclecticism.
Such subjects are “things that no one has
ever discussed publicly,” he says. “We
have that territory totally to ourselves.
A lot of the show is really just what we
find interesting.”

Glass says he wants every show to
have something that will “make your
heart stop.” He also looks for “the
moment of reflection,” he told a group
of broadcast journalists this past Febru-
ary. “Because you can’t just have an
anecdote. It’s got to mean something.”

Glass creates what he hopes are about
40 meaningful shows a year with a full-
time staff of four. They edit audiotape
using a $300 software program loaded on
second-hand computers. The show’s
small cluster of messy offices evokes the
atmosphere of a college radio station; the
show’s three producers are all under 31.
Glass has a boyish demeanor and an
infectious laugh that he frequently lets
loose on the air, along with a generous
dose of “um”s and “you know”s, none of
which are typically heard on public
radio. Though he’s willing, on occasion,
to make his life part of the show, Glass
dislikes being photographed—he says
seeing the face that belongs to the radio
voice inevitably disappoints listeners.

That doesn’t keep his infatuated pub-
lic from trying to get a glimpse of Glass.
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WHERE TO LISTEN:

® New York, WNYC-AM, 820, Saturday at | | AM, Sunday at 2 P.M.

® Chicago, WBEZ-FM, 91.5, Saturday at | P.M., Sunday at 5 P.M.

e Santa Monica, KCRW-FM, 89.9, Saturday at 10 A.M.and 6 P.M.

® Miami, WLRN-FM, 91.3, Sunday at 10 A.m.

o Philadelphia, WHYY-FM, 91, Sunday at 1| a.M.,Wednesday at 10 p.M.

® Dallas/Fort Worth, KERA-FM, 90.1, Saturday at 7 P.M.

® Minneapolis/St. Paul, KNOW-FM, 91.1, Saturday at 7 p.M.

® For other cities, call 312-832-3411 or visit the show’s website at
www.thislife.org and click on “Where to listen.”

His live performances have been known
to sell out in a day. “Women follow him
around, men follow him around, station
managers—people just want to know
him,” says Jennifer Ferro, assistant gener-
al manager at Santa Monica’s KCRW-
FM, who watched people “screaming
their heads off” for Glass at a May perfor-
mance in San Francisco. “Public radio is
so boring and plodding, on purpose,” she
says, “but he really has put it on its head.”
Glass started ourt at National Public
Radio in Washington, D.C., as a sum-
mer intern, returned to become a tape-
cutter after graduating from Brown
University in 1982, and later worked as
an editor, reporter, and substitute host,
appearing on the news show A/l Things
Considered, as well as Morning Edition
and Talk of the Nation. Robert Siegel, a
host of All Things Considered, says Glass’s
in-depth reports on Chicago’s public
schools were “the closest on the radio
you get to cinema verité. You hear how
interesting the everyday texture of life
can be.” In 1994, Glass was approached
by Torey Malatia, the general manager of
WBEZ-FM in Chicago, about doing a
show that commissioned work from
musicians, storytellers, dramatists, and
performance artists. Glass broadened the
concept by adding nonfiction pieces and
a wraparound theme to each installment.
After a Chicago tryout, This Ameri-
can Life went into national syndication in
June 1996. It wasn’t an overnight hit. “I
remember people hating this program,”
Malatia says. Frank talk about sex, drug
use, and homosexuality scared away
some stations. But Glass was equally
Staff writer Jennifer Greenstein has worked for
Time magazine and The Associated Press. She
was also a newspaper reporter in South Carolina.

frank in lobbying others to take the
show. In one mailing, he told program
directors, “We're not just a bunch of
eccentric idealists creating the most inno-
vative program in public radio.... We're
competitive capitalist programmers
fiercely capable of making money for
your public radio station!”

Glass displayed his fund-raising met-
tle during the stations’ all-important
pledge drives. For WBEZ-FM, he deliv-
ered pizzas to every tenth caller. The
stunt proved so successful he delivered
18 pies for Boston’s WBUR-FM, rais-
ing $43,000 in one hour.

The critical acclaim also helped.
After less than a year as a national show,
This American Life won a George Foster
Peabody Award—“the Pulitzer of
broadcasting,” says Chicago Sun-Times
television and radio columnist Robert
Feder—and a $350,000 grant from the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting.
Not bad for a show that costs an aver-
age of $10,911 to produce cach week.

The engrossing material, however,
can sometimes blur the lines between fact
and fiction. Take the stories of best-sell-
ing author David Sedaris, whose career
was launched on NPR in 1992 when
Glass had him recount his stint as a
Christmas elf at Macy’s. On an April 10
show, for example, Sedaris told of a visit
home during which his younger sister
Amy wore a “fatty suit” under her
clothes, which made it seem as if she had
“legs the size of tree trunks.” In Sedaris’s
radio retelling, Amy revealed to her dis-
traught father that the fat was fake on
the morning of her departure, even
though in reality she let her father in on
the joke about seven hours into the first
day of a three- or four-day visit. “I exag-
gerate like crazy, but I never make the
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things up whole hog,” Sedaris explains.

“It never occurred to me that people
would take the stories to be true,” says
Glass. “To me his work is so transpar-
ently a tissue of exaggerations.” And, he
adds, the stories capture the essence of
Sedaris’s kin.

While Glass allows some liberties to
those giving first-person accounts, he
says he checks other stories as any dili-
gent editor would. “The times that we
depart from the factual truth are so
rare,” says Glass. Brill’s Content checked
two seemingly outrageous stories that
have aired on the show—a finger pup-
pet opera written in Italian that tells the
story of Chicken Little, and a workshop
that teaches women how to act like
men. Both were accurate.

The work of Stephen Glass (no rela-
tion, according to Ira) raises other ques-
tions. Although The New Republic discov-
ered that two thirds of his stories for the
magazine contained some fabricated
material, the two pieces he retold on This
American Life were not on that list. But a
story about his time as a phone psychic,
which also ran in Harper’s Magazine, used
a key source and her staristics that appar-
ently don’t exist. And an original story
Stephen Glass did for the show, about his
trip to a museum, related conversations
he had overheard—material ripe for alter-
ation in the hands of someone like him.

“I think we have an increased aware-
ness of having to be careful,” says Ira
Glass, but he doesn’t plan to institute a
discrete fact-checking process. He says he
would hire Stephen Glass again—provid-
ed he reported with a producer in tow.

The Stephen Glass fallout hasn’t
made Ira Glass or This American Life any
less receptive to first-person accounts.
For a program this past Father’s Day, the
show broadcast a magical interview with
The New Yorker staff writer Lawrence
Weschler and his 11-year-old daughter,
Sara. That show also had a story about a
gay man struggling to bond with the
baby he’d just adopted, and one about
an 18-year-old daughter confronting her
father with the questions about his life
that she’d never gotten to ask him. “If
you think of the stories we tell in
America of who we are—on TV, in
movies—that isn’t really who we are,”
observes Glass. “This is who we are.” =
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Size Does Matter

When limits on radio station ownership were lifted, competition was the
promise. Instead, consolidation has roped off much of the airwaves.
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EDDING, CALIFORNIA, MAY NOT BE KNOWN FOR MUCH

more than pleasant rest stops for those on the way to

Mt. Shasta and other nearby attractions. But a recent

decision by the bureaucrats at the Federal Communi-
cations Commission about Redding’s radio market may tell us
a lot about the future of that medium in this country.

The decision was another of the thousands interpreting
the landmark Telecommunications Act of 1996. The act’s pur-
pose was to create competition that would lead to deregula-
tion. But in its derails, the emphasis was much more on the
latter than the former. For example, the act dramatically lifted
the limits on how many radio stations one company could
own nationally while also increasing the number of stations a
single owner could amass in a local market.

It doesn’t take a rocket scientist to realize that abolishing
such limits would not spur competition. But relaxing some of
the caps made sense. When we were at the FCC, we supported

loosening those national limits. Radio was a highly fragmented
and largely privately held industry. The same economic logic
that drives other industries toward greater consolidation would
in time push radio in the same direction. And there was noth-
ing wrong with creating national programming entities and
national advertising platforms.

Before the act, a radio group could own only 40 stations
nationally and two in any single market; now it can own more
than 1,000, including multiple stations within individual mar-
kets. Still, the law required the FCC to find that any transfer of
ownership be in the “public interest.”

As Legg Mason analyst Scott Cleland wrote when the bill
passed, rarely “does an industry receive such a generous gift as
casily and quietly as the radio industry has.” Since the law passed,
four ambitious ownership groups have collectively bought about
10 percent of the country’s 10,231 commercial radio stations.
The trend is still far from over, and one might think the market’s
momentum would continue of its own accord. But what fervent
deregulators couldn’t achieve in legislation, they are working to
achieve through administrative oversight.

Earlier this year, a company called Regent Acquisitions
Corp. sought to buy four radio stations in Redding to go with
the two it already owned there. If the deal were approved,
Regent would control more than 64 percent of the total radio
ad revenue in the market. One other owner controls three of
Redding’s four other stations, meaning that just two owners
would have the local radio market effectively locked up.

The FCC staff tried to determine whether such a trans-
action would be in the public interest. On May 22, Senator
John McCain (R-Arizona) sent the commission a letter asking
why the application had not been granted. He specifically
asked whether the FCC had developed new advertising revenue
guidelines for evaluating such transactions (if a merger gives one
owner too much control over local advertising dollars in a sin-
gle market, the FCC can intervene).

Contributing editor Reed Hundt, FCC chairman from 1993-1997, is a
principal with Charles Ross Partners L.L.C., a consulting firm that advises
information companies. Contributing editor Blair Levin, former FCC
chief of staff; is senior vice-president of KnowledgeBase Marketing and

a telecommunications consultant.
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To be fair, McCain also wrote that he was not seeking any
particular resolution. But the staff got the hint. On May 29,
despite the heated objections of Democratic commissioners
Susan Ness and Gloria Tristani to an approval without further
research, the FCC staff okayed the deal.

McCain is within his rights to ask the FCC its views of such
proposals. But the solution is not to rubber-stamp approvals or
focus solely on the impact on radio advertising prices. Rather,
the current wave of consolidation is all the more important to
consider because it is joined at the hip to the issue of defining
radio’s public interest obligations. In 1981, the FCC dropped
explicit public interest standards for broadcasters—only to
struggle with how to encourage the voluntary adoption of such
standards ever since. There have been three basic approaches:
Do nothing, on the theory that it doesn’t really matter how
broadcasters use the spectrum. Do noth-
ing, on the theory that competition will
generate public interest initiatives such
as educational programs for children or
informative public service announce-
ments on radio. Or impose specific, con-
crete, and meaningful duties on users of
the public property that is the airwaves.

Usually, the FCC has chosen the first option by adopting
vague requirements that have no real-world effect on broad-
casters. How else could you explain the fact that over the last 1§
years the FCC has not pulled a single TV license for failure to
serve the public interest? For the FCC, this has earned it a reverse
Cal Ripken record: It shows up every day and doesn’t do its job.

With respect to radio, until 1981 the commission tried, at
least to a degree, option three. It imposed a number of duties
on radio licensees. These were frustratingly inexact and, in the
view of many, did not generate positive results for listeners.
Everyone agreed these rules were sorely in need of rewriting.

Instead, in 1981 the FCC launched a large-scale experi-
ment in option number two. The commission removed vir-
tually all substantive public interest requirements for radio
licensees, at the same time adopting a policy of vigorous new
competition by handing out hundreds of new licenses. The
idea behind this experiment: competition among many inde-
pendent voices would inevitably produce diverse programming
that would satisfy the information, education, and entertain-
ment needs of everyone in the audience.

This experiment in interpreting the public interest stan-
dards produced heated battles for radio listeners and advertis-
ing dollars and generated many new programming formats.
But it’s far from clear that such competition has led to a better
performance by radio in terms of informing adults, increasing
participation in the political process, or educating children.
The market failure seems particularly acute with respect to
kids. More than 98 percent of children ages two to eleven lis-
ten to the radio each week, yet almost nothing is aired that is
appropriate for kids of that age. Teenagers listen to music on
the radio as often as they always have. How many of those sta-
tions make serious efforts to educate and inform teens?

Experimentation in government is a good—and all too
infrequent—activity. But just as in science, if the experiment

LD-C. CIRCUITS

doesn’t produce the sought-after results or if the conditions
change, the tactics need rethinking. Here, the FCC'’s elimina-
tion of oversight of radio’s public interest benefits was linked
to deregulation and competition. Shouldn’t the new concen-
tration cause a reexamination of the 1981 decision?

Some market proponents argue that technology will create
new opportunities for competition. They cite the Internet as a
great medium for diversity. It is—but it will never have access
to the essential, embedded base of radio receivers. As Yahoo!
cofounder Jerry Yang recently noted, the Internet does not
pose a threat to radio because it is not available in cars, where
the majority of radio listening takes place.

Another reason to be skeptical about the possibility of new
competition is that incumbent owners can use the government
to delay the introduction of new technology. The first rule of

For the FCC, the application of public interest rules
has earned it a sort of reverse Cal Ripken record:
It shows up every day and doesn’t do its job.

the politics of bandwidth is that entrenched owners will always
be more powerful than new entrants. The second rule is that
the easiest thing to ask government to do is delay.

Take the case of a company called CD Radio, whose busi-
ness plan calls for a satellite to beam 30 channels of music to
radios nationwide. It took six years for the company to get past
the armies of radio lobbyists at the FCC who claimed that such
a development would be the death of the industry.

The debate, which unfolded during our tenure at the FCC,
was rich with irony. The radio lobbyists argued that a satellite
service would kill localism—the very thing that is being killed
by the nationalization of radio that itself has resulted from the
legal changes sought by the same lobbyists. CD Radio, knowing
the rules of the game, argued that its license should be approved
because it would not provide competition to radio. The greatest
irony was that, in order to get the votes of FCC commissioners
to allow the licensing to go through, we had to agree to limit the
potential participants in the auction for the satellite spectrum.
New technology, yes, but the same select group of contestants.

So it’s not surprising that a few months ago, when FCC
Chairman William Kennard proposed looking into the possibil-
ity of issuing new licenses for “microradio” stations that could
serve a small area, he was roundly denounced by the broadcast
industry. The idea was quickly buried.

In short, if you expect technology to be the Seventh Cavalry
that will rescue the market from excessive concentration, you
better go fast to Plan B. That’s why the Redding ruling bears
serious watching. With just two owners controlling the radio
market, what kind of diversity of viewpoints will be expressed?
What kind of public information will be available? What kind
of noncommercial programming will be available? How much
quality airtime will PSAs receive? Will there be any local news?
It’s too early to know the answers. But is anyone in government
even asking the questions? n
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WHAT KIDS ARE SEEING AND HEARING

The News Race in Classrooms

After decades of placid competition, a new Time spinoff has shaken up the
market for millions of school-age readers. ® By RACHEL TAYLOR

It's Time
To Care for
Coral Reefs

Séarch

For Truth

South Afriea sheds light

on its painful past

-

o
Jt"l'(.

>
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JUST FOUR DAYS AFTER A
series of deadly tornadoes ripped through
central Florida on March 2, students in
Edward Woyciechowicz’s fourth-grade
class in Lolo, Montana—and 2 million
of their elementary school peers—read
in school about El Nifio’s latest show of
force. The serious, smart,
and sensitive account of
what was, to children
and adults alike, a terri-
fying event, came to the

ScHoLasTic NEws ¥ou
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students via the pages of the classroom
news magazine Time for Kids.

Until recently, the Lolo students
would have been unlikely to have had
such an instant lesson in weather dynam-
ics. For the past 70 years, the universe of
school magazines has been dominated by
two educational powerhouses: Scholastic
Inc. and Weekly Reader, neither of
which can transmit news into classrooms
so quickly. Scholastic puts out 35 differ-
ent publications, including its flagship,
Scholastic News, for 8 million stu-
dents. Weekly Reader, owned by
Primedia Inc., offers 20 different
editions, most under the name
Weekly Reader, that also claim
about 8 million student sub-
scribers. Together they’ve rough-
ly split what is today a $100 mil-
lion-a-year classroom magazine
market, according to Educational
Marketer, an industry newsletter.
Generations of students have
honed their vocabulary skills; read
about historical, scientific, and
cultural events; and learned to
analyze graphs, maps, and edi-
torial cartoons through the pages
of these classroom weeklies.

With access to
the reporting
and production
resources of its
parent, Time

for Kids takes

a faster, newsier
approach than
its older rivals.

In many ways, these mag-
azines are more CONteMporary, More com-
pelling, and more relevant to students’
lives than textbooks, some of which
have decades-long life spans. But in
September 1995, when the Time Inc.
spinoff, Time for Kids, entered the field,
a new question arose: Should students
learn about news for news’ sake or
should covering current events serve a
broader educational end?

Time for Kids, an eight-page, ad-free
newsweekly geared to fourth- through
sixth-grade students, arrived in America’s
schools with something Scholastic News
and Weekly Reader didn’t have—the
backing of a vast, respected, and well-
connected parent news magazine. With
access to state-of-the-art printing equip-
ment, an extensive photo research depart-
ment, a copy desk, glossy paper, and a
staff of established journalists whose work
could be borrowed and adapted for a
younger audience, the Time for Kids start-
up had many legs up on its competitors.

These advantages allowed Time for
Kids 1o offer something the other class-
room publications couldn’t: “In a word,
timeliness,” says Claudia Wallis, Time for
Kids's managing editor. “Weekly Reader
and Scholastic, even though they were
weeklies, were closing on a schedule that
was more like a monthly.... That made it
impossible for them to really do news.”

What’s more, Time for Kids fits into
strapped school budgets. Annual sub-
scription prices for Scholastic News
range from $2.90 per student for the
first-grade edition to $7.50 for sixth-to-
eighth graders; the Weekly Reader charges
between $2.95 and $4.95 per student,
from pre-kindergarten to sixth grade.
Time for Kidsasks $3.75 for its fourth- to
sixth-grade magazine. In September
1997, a second edition of Time for Kids
was launched for second and third
graders, at $3.25 per student. (Scholastic
also gets some advertising dollars from

Staff writer Rachel Taylor wrote about media
literacy studies and phony teen magazine letters

in the August issue.



SCHOLASTIC INC. (GODDY): MARIO RUIZ {(WALLIS)

its post-elementary school publi-
cations; Time for Kids gains addi-
tional revenue from corporate
sponsors; Weekly Reader sup-
plements its subscription rev-
enue by charging for permission to
reprint its materials.)

By the start of the 1997-98 school
year, Time for Kids had captured one
third of the fourth- to
sixth-grade audience and
now claims a combined
circulation of 2 million
for its two editions. But it
isn’t beating Scholastic
Newsand Weekly Readerat
their own game. Instead,
Time for Kidshas created a
new playing field, empha-
sizing its strength as a
news product. After Scholastic News and
Weekly Reader suffered initial drops in
circulation, both publishers invested in
better paper stock, redesigned their lay-
outs, and shortened their lead times.
Still, each competitor is now focusing on
what it does best. For Time for Kids, it’s
news; for Scholastic News and Weekly
Reader, it’s education.

Time for Kids brings real news into
the classroom. The March 6 article on
the Florida tornadoes would have been
impossible without the assistance of a
Time stringer who was on the scene in
Kissimmee (and who also reported the
parent magazine’s twister story). Stringers,
who can be contacted through electronic
queries on the 7ime news service, are an
invaluable resource for Time for Kids in
providing up-to-the-minute stories.

Even when Time for Kids isn’t fol-
lowing breaking news stories, the issues
it tackles are consistently sophisticated.
The March 6 edition also featured a seri-
ous look at South Africa’s Truth and
Reconciliation Commission. The story
began: “Jeffrey Benzien, a police captain
in South Africa, stood before a crowd of
his fellow citizens and motioned with
his hands. He was demonstrating a
method of torture that would take vic-
tims to the brink of suffocation.” The
same issue included coverage of Kofi
Annan’s deal with Saddam Hussein on
weapons inspections in Iraq and a story
on the winners of the February 25
Grammy Awards; other issues have

Weekly Reader's
Maccarone
(top) and
Scholastic’s
Goddy (middle)
stress learning
in their
publications; at
Time for Kids,
Wallis puts the
emphasis on
journalism.

examined the death of Pol Pot, the
plight of India’s untouchable caste, and
child warriors in Africa.

Time for Kids's ability to
get stories into schools
quickly (the issue closes at
midnight Friday and is in
the mail less than 24 hours
later) gave it an edge on the
biggest breaking news story
of early 1998: Monica Lew-
insky. “For the other magazines, it was
really impossible for them to cover
because it is sensitive and touchy and it
was moving quickly as a story,” says
Wallis. “How could they have commit-
ted something to paper and then waited
three weeks to come out?” She says the
decision to go forward with the story
was “extremely difficult” and came after
much debate over whether it was appro-
priate for children to learn about such
sexual allegations in school.

Sandra Maccarone, Weekly Reader's
editor in chief, admits that it’s difficult
trying to address breaking news in her
magazine. “Because we're in the mail
longer than Time for Kids, we know that
something we write today might be in
the classroom in two weeks,” she says.
“So we've got to make sure that it’s
written in such a way that kids don’t
think it happened yesterday.” Instead of
stressing current events, Weekly Reader's
issues for grades four, five, and six are
defined by stories such as “Crayons Make

[ PG WATCH ]|

The cover story of the same March 20
fourth-grade issue, “It’s Time To Care for
Coral Reefs,” was a typical Weekly Reader
effort—in this case more of a science
lesson than a news article: Students were
taught about the importance of minimiz-
ing human contact with underwater life.
Other subjects included hero dogs, fos-
silized ants, and the fight against tobacco.
A science supplement offered a lesson on
toothbrushing and a recipe for salt water.

Last February, while Time for Kids's
audience was reading about Monica Lew-
insky, Scholastic News's upper grades read
about the Olympics. Because the maga-
zine went to press two weeks before the
Winter Games began, the stories had to
be written well in advance. The Scholastic
coverage, which explored the Games’
debut of snowboarding, curling, and
women’s ice hockey, profiled some of the
athletes and introduced new vocabulary
words. Other stories in the issue looked at
the ecarth’s rising temperature, a new
pain-fighting drug, and the results of a
Scholastic survey on which American pres-
idents should be honored on President’s
Day (Abraham Lincoln and Franklin D.
Roosevelt should join George Wash-
ington, Scholastic’s readers said). The final
two pages were devoted to a cartoon, a
map, a puzzle, and a fill-in-the-blank
review of topics covered in the issue.

“A couple of times a year, there may
be something where [Time for Kids} actu-
ally beats us,” says David Goddy, Scho-

David Goddy, Scholastic’s editor in chief, insists
that dramatic stories aren’t necessarily the ones
that fit well into the bigger educational picture.

Their Mark in History,” “Peer Mediators
in Schools,” and “Smoking is Out.”

When, in its fourth-grade edition,
Weekly Reader eventually ran a story on
El Nifio’s wrath (three weeks after the
Florida tornadoes hit), it offered a dif-
ferent angle. In softer and simpler lan-
guage than the Time for Kids article, the
Weekly Reader piece (which included a
sidebar titled “What Happens to Pets
During Emergencies”) gave its readers
less straight news and more of an educa-
tional lesson: Be prepared.

lastic's vice-president and editor in chief.
He cites the Time for Kids coverage of the
death of Princess Diana, out the same
week as Scholastic News's fourth-grade
cover story on back-to-school jitters, as
an example of Scholastic being out of the
loop on breaking news.

But Goddy insists that dramatic
stories aren’t necessarily the ones that fit
well into the bigger educational picture.
Instead of serving as a straight news mag-
azine, Scholastic focuses on stories that tie
in to the classroom curriculum, that push
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kids to learn new skills, and that relate
to what’s happening beyond the school
walls. (When the Lewinsky story broke,
Scholastic sent out a teacher’s guide and
a note to parents on talking about the
scandal. By March 9, more than one
month after the Time for Kids article
appeared, Scholastic addressed the story
in a detailed piece in funior Scholastic,
its sixth- to eighth-grade edition. Weekly
Reader refrained from mentioning the
controversy at all.)

Emily Sachar, editorial director for
Scholastic's classroom magazines and a
former eighth-grade teacher and Newsday
reporter, asks, “How important is it to the
teacher that the story on the front of [the
magazine] is a story that happened three
days ago, or one that happened a weck
ago? Our premise at Scholastic is that
what’s important to get in here is a very
newsworthy story that is filled with all
kinds of additional, rich resources.”

These additional resources are pre-
sumably what keep Scholastic’s 8 million
subscribers renewing year after year. At
Orange Avenue School in Cranford, New
Jersey, fifth-grade teacher Theresa Sowa
considered ordering both Weekly Reader
and Time for Kids but ultimately settled
on Scholastic News. She agrees it isn’t as
useful for news: “By the time we get it, the
lead article is outdated,” Sowa explains.
She chose it anyway, she says, because it
draws in kids with its assortment of cross-
word puzzles, games, graphs, maps, and
skills pages. “You can incorporate [the
magazine] with language arts or with
math or with social studies,” notes Sowa.

Although Time for Kids regularly con-
fers with a board of teacher-advisers, its
strength is journalism, not education.
Unlike Scholastic News and Weekly Reader,
which employ a mix of educators and
journalists, Time for Kids is staffed, except
for one teacher, by journalists. And jour-
nalists naturally focus more on news than
on broader curriculum skills.

Some teachers appreciate this. In
Montana, Woyciechowicz, who has tried
using both Scholastic News and Weekly
Reader in his fourth-grade classroom, says
the two older publications simply “didn’t
stay up to what was happening in the
world.” Time for Kids, he says, is “invalu-
able on current events.”

The debate over how much sensitive

news should be discussed in the class-
room has intensified since Time for Kids's
debut. Some teachers, like Orange Ave-
nue’s Sowa, suggest the world’s news is
not always appropriate material for an ele-
mentary school classroom. When an arti-
cle on O.. Simpson appeared in her
Scholastic News, she refused to distribute
it to her class and threw it out instead.

Weekly Reader editor Maccarone has
given a lot of thought to which subjects
should be covered and which should be
avoided. Asked why she ignored the
Lewinsky story, Maccarone says it lacked
any component that was newsworthy
for her elementary school audience. “If
[Clinton] had resigned, if he had been
impeached, if there had been something
substantial and substantiated, we would
have done something,” she explains. But
with no such conclusion, there would be
no story. “It’s hard for kids to understand
what’s going on, and you are putting
teachers in a very precarious position to
explain something that a lot of parents
don’t want discussed in school.”

Time for Kidss Wallis knows this
argument well. “I think one could have an
interesting debate over whether kids need
to know about the news,” she says. “Kids
hear the news through a million different
sources. It breaks into their TV program-

ming, it comes in over the radio...they
hear older people talk about it, they see
images that they may not fully under-
stand. Both as a parent and an editor, |
would rather have something that’s going
to explain what’s going on in a way that
the child can understand.”

How widely Time for Kids can get its
news formula accepted will be tested over
the next few years. Time for Kids president
Leanna Landsmann says she is expected
to make the magazine profitable this year.
“We really operate on a shoestring bud-
get,” she says, conceding that, with the
backing of Time Inc., “our shoestring is
probably a litde longer shoestring than
others in the education market.”

Scholastic Inc.’s Goddy welcomes the
well-heeled competition, saying the intro-
duction of Time for Kids into the market
will ultimately benefit his company.
“Right now, they’ve decided they want to
go out and brand little readers into Time
readers,” Goddy asserts. “If you are in the
magazine business for schools and all of a
sudden there are a million more subscrip-
tions floating around out there, and your
long-term business—like ours—is class-
room magazines, that’s going to be good
for us. Whenever they get tired of spend-
ing all that money to support that effort,
those other people will be there for us.” m

Day vs. Night
More than 8 million kids get their news in

class from Channel One. How does it compare
to NBC’s nightly news! @ By MICHAEL KADISH

ON MONDAY, MAY I1,VIDEO
of Indonesian students protesting the
autocratic rule of President Suharto
splashed onto American television.
Viewers of one news program saw a
detailed report on the weekend’s turmoil
and the factors behind it: Suharto had
ended subsidies on essentials such as gas-
oline and electricity in order to receive
emergency International Monetary Fund
Assistant editor Michael Kadish was formerly
a freelance reporter/researcher at Vibe and Icon.

loans, a move that boosted public sup-
port for the student protests. On another
news network, the protests in Indonesia
merited no more than a brief four-
sentence summary the following evening.

Who produced the more substantive
broadcast? The minimal report was on
NBC Nightly News, the extended cover-
age was for the teecnage audience of
Channel One News. To be fair, Channel
One has a captive audience of kids in
classrooms, and NBC must worry about
viewers switching off when the going



Tale of the Videotapes

‘ Selected facts about two news programs from the week of May 1115, 1998

l NBC NIGHTLY NEWS CHANNEL ONE

'

Program time 30 minutes 12 minutes
News content 21 minutes 10 minutes
Commercials 8 minutes 2 minutes ,
. Self-promotions* 1 minute none
| Selected sponsors Hellmann's, Chevrolet, Maalox Gatorade, Gummi Savers, M&Ms
Audience size 9.25 million viewers 8.45 million
Audience reach 17% share of all TV viewers 12,000 schools

for Wednesday time period

Demographics

50% of viewers age 55+

96% of viewers age 12-18

Anchor Tom Brokaw, New York various, Los Angeles
News staft 40 correspondents 8 reporters
k * 50-80 seconds each day to promote other NBC programs and properties j

gets dull. Nevertheless, a one-week com-
parison of the two programs is instructive.

“You better give them the meat,
because if you ever think about giving
them the fluff, you're dead,” says James
Morris, co-executive producer of Channel
One News. The program, taped each
weekday in Los Angeles, is sent via satel-
lite to about 12,000 middle and high
schools across the United States to be
played the following day to students aged
12 to 18. The Channel One Network,
owned by Primedia Inc., provides elec-
tronic equipment to these schools in
exchange for a three-year contract to
show their 12-minute news broadcasts
(two minutes of which are ads) during at
least 9o percent of all school days.
Channel One’s eight reporters serve as
both anchors and correspondents, bring-
ing news from around the world to 8.45
million U.S. students.

Both Channel One and NBC Nightly
News had bulked up their reporting on
the Indonesian crisis as of Wednesday,
May 13. NBC sent a correspondent to
Indonesia who contributed to a 99-sec-
ond report on the growing anarchy in
Jakarta and Suharto’s prospects for
remaining in power. Earlier that day,
Channel One’s viewers saw almost four
minutes of reporting on the protests,
including some geographic and cultural
background. The report also explained
how the unrest in Indonesia was part of
the larger Asian economic crisis. Indo-
nesia’s export-based economy, Channel
One noted, had failed to meet the gov-
ernment’s ambitious goals, leading to
high unemployment and astronomical
consumer prices for a mostly poor popu-
lation. For the rest of the week, NBC's
reports tracked the efforts by Americans

to escape from the developing chaos.
Likewise, on Friday, Channel One ended
the week with a piece on Suharto’s return
from Egypt to a country of flecing Amer-
icans and rioting Indonesians.

One of the biggest domestic stories
of early 1998 concerned the school
shootings in Jonesboro, Arkansas. Less
than two hours after the March 24
tragedy, NBC broke into its regular
afternoon programming with a special
report. Over the next week, Jonesboro

consumed NBC news: The recitation of
the horrific details—the

[ PG WATCH ]|

it already had scheduled a three-part
“Anatomy of a Shooting” series. The first
part, which followed the Jonesboro report,
explored gun violence by following teen
gunshot victims from the streets of Los
Angeles to the emergency room.

Producers feared that covering Jones-
boro might encourage copycat crimes.
By Wednesday’s taping, they had set up
a conference call with secondary school
educators around the country. A school
counselor from Minnesota suggested
encouraging students to break the teen
“code of silence.” As a result, the only
sound bite Channel One aired from
Jonesboro was of a schoolmate saying
“he told me that he was gonna kill some-
body, day before yesterday at lunch, and
I didn’t believe him.” Channel One’s
report advised kids who learn about
threats of violence to alert someone in
authority so that other school shootings
might be avoided.

NBC'’s Jonesboro coverage was more
thorough, but Channel One’s audience
got a more sensitively considered report—
and hopefully learned something. ]

who, what, where, and
how—expanded into a
search for why it had hap-
pened. From Tuesday’s
“unconfirmed reports™—
that the suspects had
acted out of revenge for a
school reprimand the day
before—to its Friday
reports on violent video
games and the South’s
gun culeure, NBC'’s cov-
erage offered a variety of
explanations for the third
rural American school

NBC

One day in May: News logs for
NBC Nightly News and Channel One

TIME

CHANNEL ONE TIME

shooting in five months. Headlines 31 Introduction. with student
Channel Oné’s initial | India nuclear tests, 2:34 a?work afnd daily quotet,
Pt bstint is one from economis
report on thc Jonesboro Thomas Maithus
i 1 India bomb warnings 2:00
shqotmgs s only a brief - - £ Protests in Indonesia: 3:43
recital of the confirmed | Indonesia turmoit 1:39 explained how Asian financial
facts, with no accom- | FAAinspections change 2:07 crisis contributed to unrest
panying ima,gcs. Because Stock market :08 Population growth report: 3:01
: > T X included regional trends
Fhe story was esp§c1ally In I?epthl. The hl;gluhood 313 andilbsierss ullbok
important for its audience, AN LLIE TR T
d E! Nifio retums 1:35 0p quiz: Studems aske ‘
produFers took extra time _ : which country conducted
to decide how to approach | Fleecing of America: 247 nuclear tests; summary of
it. Teen violence, however, gl India’s nuclear program
E > | Berlin airlift pilot profile 3:02

was not a new topic for

Channel One. That week,

==

Source: Tapes of May 13 newscasts




|LTALK BACK

Blame Me. 1oo

At his alma mater, Keith Olbermann reflects on our missing moral compass
and in the process finds himself staring into the mirror.

ke}th Olbermann

On May 23, television anchor Keith Olbermann, a Cornell alum,
delivered the senior convocation speech at the university. He used the
address, excerpts of which follow, to caution the graduates against
ignoring their hearts when facing tough choices. Olbermann later
told us that his remarks were not meant to be “inferred as criticism
of my colleagues and employers at MSNBC and NBC News.” Rather,
he said, “My hope was to illuminate, not criticize nor proselytize.”

WORK IN TELEVISION, AN INDUSTRY IN WHICH THE TOTAL
number of moral choices may, this year, actually exceed last
year’s total, which I believe was 19 correct moral decisions,
out of 975,365,272 opportunities.

Let me give you an example. Early this month, a television
station in New York ran, for three days, the most hyped-up
story imaginable. It turns out there was a file keprt at the FBI
on the baseball immortal Mickey Mancle. What an outrage
this was! J. Edgar Hoover spied on Mickey Mantle! What the
hell kind of world are we living in!

Well the last thing I ever thought I'd be doing was pub-
licly defending the FBI or J. Edgar Hoover. But...see,
anybody who knows something about the life of Mickey
Mantle knows that some nut wrote him a letter in 1960 say-
ing that if he played in the World Series, he’d be shot in the
knees from the stands. Mantle and the Yankees went to the
FBI and asked them for help,
just as they had done four
years earlier when somebody
tried to blackmail Mantle.
The FBI investigated, tried
to dig up all the dirt they
could find on him, in hopes
of finding out who had rea-
son to threaten him. And
they opened a file.

The television station,
though, interviewed Mantle’s
widow and his kids, and for
three nights...presented this
as an infuriating invasion
of Mantle’s privacy.... They
asked Mantle’s widow how

she felt, and she felt invaded. They asked his kids how they felt,
and they felt invaded. They might as well have asked Mickey’s
dog how he felt.

They did this even though they had the FBI file, which
consisted of exactly 29 pages—27 pages about the two threats
and two pages of the official reports about the two threats.

A friend of mine knew the general manager of the station
that did this, and I asked him to ask this man how he could
consciously decide to misrepresent what happened. The answer
came back thusly: “All of it was true. We didn’t say they
investigated him. We let the viewer decide.”

Well, technically, all of it was true. But it also happened that
all of it was wrong,

Hells bells, the story’s interesting enough; you don’t have
to sexy up the story of how the FBI tried to keep some nut
from shooting Mickey Mantle’s knees out.

And nobody in the process—not the woman who found the
file, nor the producer who suggested the story, nor the reporter
who did the story, nor the executive producer who vetted the
story, nor the news director who approved the story, nor the gen-
eral manager who ultimately put the story on the air—nobody
in the process stopped and stood up and said, this is wrong, we
do not have to do this this way.

I am doing now what I hope to convince you not to do.
am pointing fingers at other people and saying, “You failed to
use your Moral Force,” when what I want is for you to look in
the mirror and point at yourself and ask yourself if you have
used your Moral Force.

[Now] let me point the finger at myself....Since January
21, the news program I do for the MSNBC cable network has
been devoted to what we have euphemistically called “the
Clinton-Lewinsky investigations.” Virtually every night, for an
hour, sometimes two, I have presided over discussions...so
intricate, so repetitive, that [they have] assumed the character-
istics of the medieval religious scholars arguing...over how many
angels can dance on the head of a pin.

At first, I genuinely believed this was a relevant matter for

Keith Olbermann, Cornell 79, is the host of MSNBC's The Big Show With
Keith Olbermann, and a former coanchor of ESPN’s SporisCenter. He has
also worked at television stations in New York, Boston, and Los Angeles.
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fairly constant discussion. 1 used my Moral Force to keep sex
out of it whenever possible. I didn’t allow the word “scandal”
or even “affair” to be used. I tried to be nonpartisan and skep-
tical about both the accused and accusers.

But as the weeks have gone by, it has become more and
more clear to me that there is no moral force at work in this
process, whatsoever. Nobody is doing the right thing. Let’s
review this briefly and see if we can spot anybody doing some-
thing because it’s better for somebody else, or because of their
own ethical standards.

If the worst that all is alleged is true, the president runs a
job exchange program. Simple as that.... A willing participant
in this, a Miss Lewinsky, blabs proudly to her gossipy friend, a
Miss Tripp, who is just paranoid enough to think she’ll lose her
own job because she knows this.... All of this comes to the
attention of an independent counsel who may or may not be
politically independent.

Then, my network starts covering
this story 28 hours out of every 24, and
six days after the story breaks more peo-
ple watch my show than watch my old
show, SportsCenter. And while I'm hav-
ing the dry heaves in the bathroom
because my moral sensor is going off but
I can’t even hear it, 'm so seduced by
these ratings that I go along with them when they say do this
not just one hour a night, but two, thus bringing my own skills
and talents to bear on the process by which the snowball runs
faster and faster down the hill.

In the ensuing four months ending day before yesterday,
we are visited by the chairman of a committee investigating the
president, who publicly announces that the president has no
morals or character, and who then reveals his own character by
calling that president the term for a previously owned prophy-
lactic device. A speaker of the House...first tells his colleagues
to stay out of this mess, then, after reading some research about
how his constituents are angry that he hasn’t pointed a moral
finger at the president, he turns into a self-proclaimed judge
and jury, and tells his colleagues to stop referring to what the
president may or may not have done as “scandals” and start
calling them “crimes.”

All the while, the operatives of the president who are howl-
ing over how their personal lives are being improperly investi-
gated, are themselves investigating everybody else, spending
taxpayer dollars to release information about how Linda Tripp
was arrested on a dismissed vagrancy charge 29 years ago.

I'd love to tell you the punch line to the story. But, I can’t
because it ain’t over yet. All I know is that, if even the slightest
part of any religion known to man is factually correct, all these
people are going to meet again someday—in hell.

A month ago I went to Washington for the White House
Correspondents’ Dinner, where two people who jokingly admit
to being a part of the “vast right wing conspiracy” told me that
even they were sick to death of the story and only my jokes
about it kept them going. I was proud of this for a week until
it dawned on me that if I never had joked about it they might
have stopped participating in it.

LTALK BACK

But at that dinner, | was also seated next to a fellow mem-
ber of what will in 24 hours be your alumni association, a for-
mer congressman.... Anyway, [we] got talking about a promi-
nent politician, and I said, “At least he believes in this stuff he’s
saying” and he said, “No he doesn’t. He gets focus groups to
tell him what to believe.” And I asked how many members of
Congress believe in something, and he thought for a moment
and then he answered...“Six.” He then named them.

I went back to the hotel and prayed that I would wake up
in a more honorable time, like maybe the McCarthy era.

I’m going on like this for a reason. If I live so long, eight
months from now I'll turn 40, and I hope I'll still be surprised
and saddened that there are only six congressmen who believe
a damn thing. And I hope that [then] or whenever, my moral
sensor will be a little sharper than it has been.

There are days now when my line of work makes me
ashamed, makes me depressed, makes me cry....Forty years

About three weeks ago, | awakened from my
stupor on this subject and told my employers that
| simply could not continue doing this show.

ago, Edward R. Murrow got up in front of the convention of
the radio and television news directors and announced that
without moral direction all this great medium would become
was “wires and lights in a box,” and there are days when I wish
that it would still be even that idealistic.

About three weeks ago, I awakened from my stupor on this
subject and told my employers that I simply could not contin-
ue doing this show about the endless investigation and the
investigation of the investigation, and the investigation of the
investigation of the investigation. I had to choose what I felt in
my heart was right over what I felt in my wallet was smart...I
did not threaten them. I let them balance for themselves their
professional and moral forces...I await their answer.

I heard an interview the other day with a brilliant British
television screenwriter named Dennis Potter....He knew he
had less than three months to live. Potter described [a] change
in society so well that [ actually transcribed it. He said that in
the mid-"80s, quote, “Everything was given, in a sense, its price
tag. And the price tag became the only gospel. And that gospel,
in the end, is a very thin gruel indeed. And if you start measur-
ing humankind in those terms, everything else then becomes
secondary, or less important, or, in some sense...laughable.”

So this, ultimately, is my point. You are about to go out
there and be confronted with choices. This is a real world and
you might actually only be able to do this one time out of ten,
but that seems to be about one time more than those of us out
here are pulling off....If you keep your Moral Force intact just
sufficiently so that you can stand up once or twice in the rest
of your life and say, “You know what? This is wrong for me and
for people I know and for people I don’t know and I'm not
going to do it,” you will have improved the world.

May you do better than all the rest of us have. "
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BEYOND THE BEST-SELLERS

Three The Hard Way

Three reporters go deep inside difficult issues—post-Soviet statehood,
the abortion wars, and inner-city schooling—and emerge with compelling tales.

THOMAS GOLTZ NEVER PLANNED
to chronicle the blood- and oil-soaked
birth of Azerbaijan. The socialist repub-
lic, located between Iran, Armenia,
Georgia, and the Caspian Sea, was still a
Soviet backwater in 1991 when this
“randy character from Montana,” a free-
lance reporter based in Turkey during
the 1980s, took an unplanned detour to
the capital, Baku. But a few months

Azerbaijan
Diary

Thomas Goltz
M.E. Sharpe
(June 1998)
5,000 press run

later the Soviet Union collapsed,
and Goltz’s reporter’s instincts
brought him back to the newly

A Rogue Reporter's Adventures In an
0il-Rich, War-Torn, Post-Soviet Republic

bullets to provide eyewitness accounts of
Armenian aggression in the contested
Karabakh region—most of which never
got published, thanks to his editors’ pre-
occupation with the Balkans. Azerbaijan,
a sympathetic buddy from the BBC
declared, was the “Bosnia-That-No-One-
Wants-To-Know-About.”

First published in Turkey under a
different title in 1994, Azerbaijan Diary
_is said to be a cult hit among

wonks, scholars, CIA operatives,

and “informational shock troops,”

independent republic. It had
all the makings of a post-Com-
munist geopolitical hot spot: a
new nation emerging on the
fault line between East and
West, an ethnic war pitting
Shi’ite Azeris against Armenian
Christians, and an estimated
$50 billion in oil off-shore in
the Caspian.

The result is Azerbaijan
Diary, Golez’s highly personal
account of his two years prac-
ticing what he calls “contact journalism”
in the maelstrom of the post-Soviet
Caucasus. He witnessed coups in the
Azerbaijan Parliament and on the streets,
observed first-hand the contenders for
power, and managed a 1992 side trip to
Iran, where Goltz fancied himself the
Islamic Republic’s “First American
Tourist.” Claiming that Western report-
ing of the ethnic war was distorted by
Armenian disinformation, Goltz dodged

Debra Goldman is an editor at large for
Adweek. Kim Conniff and Leslie Heilbrunn

are assistant editors at Brill’s Content.

Azerbaijan
Diary

Goltz’s term for the exclusive
journalistic cadre of compulsive,
danger-addicted voyeurs who
court death to get the story. He’s
clearly proud to be the kind of
guy rumored to have hijacked a
plane in order to get into Chech-
nyain 1993. (He actually paid his
way onto an empty Dubai-bound
Tupolev jet.) His access to inner
government and diplomatic
circles was so formidable that
many of his contacts just assumed
he was a spy. By the time he left Azer-
baijan a burned-out journalist in 1993,
Goltz the observer was almost as notori-
ous there as the political players he
chronicled; on his return visit in 1997,
he was greeted by crowds with cries of
“TOMAS is here!”

Although Goltz has a scholar’s grasp
of his subject, the book is a visceral, col-
loquial account, rather like a very long
bar tale. It’s probably too long for the
general reader who stll can’t find
Bosnia, let alone Baku, on the map. But
a shorter book would lack the details that
make Azerbaijan Diary so compelling.

[ UNHYPED BOOKS ]|

Goltz himself suggests that nonspecialists
ignore the funny names and approach
his tale as a pure adventure story from a
faraway land. Take his advice and read
this book. —Debra Goldman

TO SOME, THE ENDURING
image of the abortion wars
would be a coat hanger or a
dark alleyway. To others, it
would be a developing fetus at
12 weeks old, with tiny hands
and feet already stretching
from its limbs. These images
pit the rights of pregnant
women against the rights of
the unborn and are equally
and intractably loaded with
facts and emotion.

In her ambitious social
history, Articles of Faith, for-
mer Washington Post reporter
Cynthia Gorney pulls the reader into
both sides of the debate. Gorney
became intrigued by abortion’s com-
plex path in 1989, when the Post
assigned her to cover the high-profile
Supreme Court case William L. Webster
v. Reproductive Health Services. While
conducting research for the piece, she
realized most of the literature on abor-
tion was hopelessly partisan. Gorney
resolved to tackle the history herself
with a balanced, nuanced account.

The tale unfolds in Missouri, where
Gorney traces two parallel lives through
the 25 years after Roe v. Wade. Judith
Widdicombe is a registered nurse who
sets up the state’s first legal abortion clin-
ic, Reproductive Health Services, where
she strives to create a place that is “warm

Articles of Faith
Cynthia Gorney
Simon & Schuster
(February 1998)
12,500 press run

Cynthia Gorney ‘
-
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and medical at the same time.” Her clinic
becomes the stage for weekly sit-ins led by
Gorney’s second main character, Samuel
Lee. A quiet seminary student in his early
twenties, Lee is convinced that “protect-
ing the unborn” is his true calling.

The beauty of Gorney’s tale is that
she chooses not the most extreme activ-
ists to carry the story, but the most

active believers. Both Widdicombe  on the
and Lee are unyielding in their con-  Outside

The remarkable thing about Cristina
Rathbone’s book is that the school she
highlights and the students she intro-
duces are failures by any objective mea-
sure. West Side High School is an
alternative public school that the city’s
Board of Education labels one of its
worst. Largely composed of students
rejected from other schools,
most of West Side’s 731
kids come from poor,

victions, yet, as the story advances,  Looking In unstable homes. Among
they learn that important progress ~ CGtina Rathbone jts ranks are teen moth-
Atlantic

is achieved through compromise.
By including every layer of the
debate, Gorney gives more credence
o0 both arguments.

The story follows the two
camps through the major law-
suits that challenge Roe, framing

the history around the work of
Lee and Widdicombe. This

Monthly Press
(March 1998)
15,000 press run

ers, gang members, drug
users, thieves, and classic
bullies.

During the year she
spends at West Side,
Rathbone comes to un-
derstand both the stu-
dents and the school’s
mission in a more pro-

o |
%%.%_
%%.;m

found way than she orig-
inally conceived. Rather
than giving up on these

approach demystifies complicat-
ed abortion laws, but Gorney’s
desire 1o be comprehensive also

BRILL'S CONTENT SEPTEMBER 1998

b
-y

/

Call
1-800-4-ONLINE
and see how
easy it can be
fo experience
the Internet.

AMER,ICA
/

—
S0 easy to use,
no wonder it’s #1

© 1998 America Online, Inc
Availability may be fimited, especially during peak times

muddies the theme. By including
characters and details culled from
her soo interviews, she frays the
narrative thread of their personal stories.

Webster, the case that first lured
Gorney to the story, serves as the cul-
minating scene of her book. The roles
of Lee and Widdicombe in the case’s
development are both illuminating and
surprising. (In the end, the Supreme
Court decided Webster without substan-
tially altering the trimester framework
of Roe.) For anyone who thought the
two sides in the abortion wars have
been suspended in rigid positions since
1973, Gorney proves that keeping the
faith has been a constant struggle for
both camps.

IT IS A COMMON COMPLAINT
that public schools are failing our chil-
dren miserably. This sentiment seems
particularly true of inner-city systems,
those bureaucratic behemoths plagued
by high costs, overcrowding, decrepit
facilities, culture wars, and stubborn
teachers’ unions. Amid this bleak pic-
ture, On the Outside Looking In offers a
sober assessment of what one New York
City high school is up against—and
what it is doing right.

—Kimberly Conniff

students, West Side serves
as a sanctuary for them,
free of the craziness of
their everyday lives. Each morning
begins with a 4o-minute “family
group” session during which kids speak
about whatever is on their minds. The
teachers differ in their classroom tac-
tics. One English teacher keeps a pro-
fessional distance from her students
and challenges them on puncruality,
manners, and the on-time completion
of daily homework, while a history
teacher identifies with her students’ tra-
vails as a way to extract competent work
from them. The common—and refresh-
ingly ordinary—goal is to prod the stu-
dents to realize their abilities.

For some students, simply showing
up is an achievement because it means
they’ve stayed out of jail one more day;
for others, getting a job or graduating
from high school is a triumph. As Rath-
bone suggests, it will take more than
one school’s dedication to help most of
these students. Until then, West Side’s
results will continue to elude any school
board measure because they’re intangi-
bles—the things that didn 't happen pre-
cisely because these students were in
such a school. —Leslie Heilbrunn



"When was the last time you found

a

SCIENCE AND MATH MAGAZINE
for young adults?”

() Atom (for ages 10-13) [ Cogniz (for ages 14-17) [ Both
Method of payment: [ Visa [} Master Card [J Amex [ Check enclosed [ Bill me
CARD NUMBER EXPIRATION DATE
SIGNATURE

For credit card orders

call toll-free

1-888-397-5264 -

WWW. ato m-CO g n | Z.COMm J Please send recipient a gift card announcing the arrival of Atom or Cogniz. The first issue will arrive in 6-8 weeks.

P T ahatand &

MediaOne. In his new job, the conflicts
of interlocking ownership are less acute.
MediaOne’s relatively small program-

challenging

Rafiq Ladhani, editor
ATOM and COGNIZ

Dear Friend:

If you've tried searching for quality science and math material for young adults, you
know it's like wandering through the desert. When you do come across the occasional science
publication, most are limited to wildlife, space and the environment.

An oasis has appeared in the wasteland of non-curriculum science and math
magazines. And it's no mirage! Arom (for ages 10-13) and Cogniz (for ages 14-17) are two
science and math magazines which have been created to present in-depch, CHALLENGING
articles from PHYSICS, MATHEMATICS, CHEMISTRY, BIOLOGY, ASTRONOMY,
GEOLOGY and more!

ADVANCED CONCEPTS

Atom and Cogniz deliver advanced concepts—we offer young adults a taste of what's
beyond the basics. Topics such as the second law of thermodynamics, infinity and the principle
of least action are examples of ideas which have been presented. In every issue, the reader is
encouraged to think creatively and imaginatively about advanced concepits.

INQUIRY-BASED: A GREAT IDEA

Atom and Cogniz are inquiry-based magazines, integrating conceptual ideas—building
blocks of science and math—with factual information, hands-on experiments, thought
experiments and observation exercises. In this way, readers are actively encouraged to explore,
ponder, imagine and apply scientific and mathematical concepts. These experiences stimulate
curiosity and develop problem-solving skills.

Just imagine the possibilities! Atom and Cogniz nurture science and math learning. Don’t
miss a great opportunity to fascinate a young mind about science and math! Subscribe today!

Best regards.

YES.,I want to buy a subscription. I'll pay just $25 for a one-year subscripuon (6 'ssues) to either Atom or Cogmiz.

Mail order & payment to: New World Publishers, P. O. Box 7216, Austin, TX 78713

SEND TO: BILL TO:
CHILD'S NAME AGE  NAME
ADDRESS ADDRESS

ators want to impr<;ve their profit mar-  more a month.) As Palmer confronts such
gins while appeasing consumers fed up issues, there’s still plenty left to negotiate
with rising cable bills. So they try to keep  in cable’s future. . 97
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How Do They Know!?

Where reporters covering the Microsoft antitrust case got their training

CNN & CNNfn BUSINESS WEEK

Steve Young | Steve Hamm Susan Garland

Senior Correspondent, covering ' Correspondent, covering Washington Legal Affairs

technology business news | software industry Correspondent, covering

B.A., Emerson College, 1962 | B.A., Carnegie Mellon Justice Department

Pertinent experience: CBS News, | University, 1974 B.A., Colgate University, 1973

covering space and technology; FNN, Pertinent experience: Pertinent experience:

coanchoring business broadcast : ' New Haven Register, Newhouse News Service,
business editor; San Jose Mercury-News, assistant covering national legal
business editor in charge of technology policy trends

coverage; PC Week, covering computer industry

PC WEEK
Mike Moeller LOS ANGELES TIMES

Senior Editor, covering Jube Shiver
Microsoft m

Technology Correspondent,

B.A, San Jose State Brock Meeks covering federal regulato
University, 1991 ChiefCor respondent, agenciegs 3 eyl
Pertinent experience: b B.S., Syracuse University, 1975

government and

Edittech International, J.D. Antioch University School

covering technology; PC Week, covering wireless G ac‘e Y of Law, 1977
’ A . Mount Diablo High .
and mobile communications, and high technology School. 1974 M.A., University of Southern California's
chool,

International Journalism Fellowship Program, 1988
Pertinent experience: Los Angeles Times,
covering business

Pertinent experience: Communication Daily,
covering the Internet; Inter@ctive Week,
covering government and technology issues

CHICAGO TRIBUNE

James Coates

Computer Columnist

B.S., University of Wyoming, (967
Pertinent experience: Chicago
Tribune, covering federal issues

THE NEW YORK TIMES

0 Steve Lohr oel Brinkle
Lo e Technology Reporter JWashington éorrespondent. covering
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BRILL'S CONTENT SEPTEMBER 1998

For 20 years, the public relations machine behind Bill Gates and
Microsoft has adroitly played the press to their advantage. Now, in the
face of intense government scrutiny, Gates and his technology empire
are fighting back with image overhauls. The machine is not working.

M A K

Bill

LAST APRIL, FROM HIS MODEST OFFICE AT THE ALBUQUERQUE POLICE DEPARTMENT, ANTHONY HERRERA SHEEP-
ishly dialed the number the directory assistance operator had given him for Microsoft and asked to speak to Bill
Gates’s lawyer. Herrera, the police department’s public information officer, was so unfamiliar with the computer
industry and the world of big business that he recalls he first tried to reach Microsoft Corp. headquarters in New York,
not Redmond, Washington. But he knew Microsoft chairman and chief executive William H. Gates III was the
richest man in the world. And Herrera was certain Gates would want to know what Herrera was trying to tell him.
Brill’s Content had been pressing the Albuquerque police for copies of Gates’s arrest records since early March.
(Gates cofounded Microsoft in Albuquerque in 1975; the fledgling company moved to suburban Seattle in 1979.)
By late April, pressure applied using the state’s open-records act was forcing the agency to release a December

BY ELIZABETH LESLY STEVENS
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1977 mug shot. The file on the arrest, kept separately from the
more securely filed mug shots and FBI fingerprint cards, is
nowhere to be found. No record exists to show on what charge
Gates was arrested; Albuquerque Police Department (APD) offi-
cials speculate that it may have been just a stop sign violation (an
“SS” appears on a small card kept with the mug shot), or that
Gates was somehow detained and processed through the city’s
jail without any accompanying paperwork ever being prepared.
However, New Mexico state law at the time held that a suspect
be fingerprinted and a mug shot taken for felonies or misde-
meanors that carried a jail sentence of at least six months. It is
not clear how rigorously the APD followed that law at the time.

The APD wanted to alert Gates. But Herrera feared he
sounded like some sort of crank as he told several Microsoft
underlings he wanted to speak to Bill Gates’s lawyer. He

12 13 77

wouldn’t say why. He didn’t want to let just anyone know
about his delicate business. Frustrated, Herrera handed the
task off to APD lawyer Sharon Walton. She had more success.
Chris Carletti, who does some of Gates’s personal legal work
as an attorney with Seattle’s Preston, Gates & Ellis (where
Gates’s father is a partner), told Walton that he opposed the
mug shot’s release and asked for a copy, Walton says. Walton
sent Carletti the mug shot on April 29, the day before Brill’s
Content received its copy.

The crimes or negligible misdemeanors of the 22-year-old
Gates are of marginal interest. But it is illuminating to examine
how Microsoft’s lawyers, public relations experts, and Gates
himself handled the surfacing of the potentially embarrassing
mug shot. It shows Microsoft’s PR machine in action, defusing
the disclosure amid a major campaign to burnish Gates’s image

Two views of
Bill: under arrest
for a probably
minor but

still unknown
charge in

1977, and the
Microsoft
chairman today.
Days after he
learned that
Brill's Content
had obtained
the mug shot,
Gates used it in
a May speech.
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; Gates and
other senior
Microsoft
executives use
detailed weekly
spreadsheets,
as depicted in
this artist’s
rendering, to
track and act
on press
coverage.

as the company faced the intense scrutiny of federal trustbusters.

At this level, PR is an intricate, strategic game, and for this
story, here’s where the players were positioned as both sides got
hold of the mug shot: Brill’s Content had 1old Microsoft that it
was working on a story about the PR tactics used to shape the
images of Gates and his company throughout the firm’s history.
But it had not yet mentioned its pursuit of Gates’s arrest records
in New Mexico. After Walton’s call, Microsoft knew Brills
Content had the mug shot—and that the magazine couldn’t
publish anything until June at the earliest.

So on May 4, as Gates gave a speech to cable executives and
reporters at the National Cable Television Association trade
show in Atlanta. he flashed his own mug sheot on the huge screen
above the stage. To contort his boilerplate wonders-of-technolo-
gy speech to allow for the insertion of the mug shot wasn’t easy:
“It is kind of amazing, all the things, how they, that are out on
the Internet,” Gates said somewhat awkwardly, according to
CNBC’s transcript of his speech. “In fact, I found this recently.
This is actually a mug shot of me at age 21. And what happened
here is that I was down in Albuquerque, working on personal
computers. And I got a speeding ticket. And I had forgotten to
take my license with me. And, sure enough, this is, this is the
kind of neat stuff you can find on the Intemet.”

But Gates was not to telling the truth about how he had
come across the photo. Instead of getting it on the Internet, he

Senior writer Elizabeth Lesly Stevens was formerly assocate editor for media
and entertainment at Business Week and a media columuist for New York.

had been told about it by his top PR executive, Mich
Mathews, after she got a call from the mayor’s office in
Albuquerque, Mathews admits. And Gates may have
not owned up to what transgression had landed him in
jail. Yes, Gates had been arrested for speeding without a
license—in 1975. But that arrest had nothing to do with
the 1977 incident that resulted in his mug shot. Again,
the minor offense Gates cited wouldn’t result in such
treatment, assuming the legal guidelines for taking mug
shots were followed. Through Mathews, Gates said he
recalls being detained twice in New Mexico, once for
speeding and once for driving without a license. (He was
arrested a third time, in California in 1989, “on suspicion
of driving under the influence as the result of some after-
dinner racing” in a restaurant parking lot, says Mathews,
a charge disposed of as a “speed contest.”)

Brief, lighthearted mentions of Gates’s mug shot
show-and-tell appeared in several publications, includ-
ing The Atlanta Journal-Constitution and the New York
Post. None ran a copy of the mug shot; Microsoft has kept
access to it tightly under its own control. In a gesture of
Microsoft’s characteristic openness, the company said it
had made the photo available on its corporate website.
But Brill’s Content was unable to download this file from
the website using nine different business and home com-
puter systems running both Microsoft’s browser and Net-
scape’s. The one machine that successfully opened the file
was a corporate Microsoft NT system, equipped with the
1997 version of Microsoft Office software.

This small episode is part of the larger story about
the sophisticated, if sometimes flawed, public relations
machine that has long served to position the images of

Microsoft and of Gates—the company’s chief spokesman and
arguably its core brand. It is a machine that from its earliest days
has embraced the press and cultivated close, long-term relation-
ships between Gates and journalists at important publications.
Microsoft has crafted a reputation for being extraordinarily
open and accessible to the press, a practice it considers central
to its corporate culture.

In an e-mailed statement of the company’s PR principles,
Mathews, 31, says that “everything we do in PR has, as its
premise, a deep respect for the press, the First Amendment, and
for the discussion of ideas. ... Our entire business is founded on
the notion that information exchange should be facilitated. This
absolutely impacts the way we think about PR. We recognize
that opinions are being formed rapidly and we want to be
engaged in providing information, perspective, facts, and a point
of view on where we are, at all times.”

Adroit, aggressive PR did not create Bill Gates or Micro-
soft. nor does the reality of it negate Gates’s accomplishments
as a businessman or the appeal and supremacy of his com-
pany’s products. But the story of Microsoft’s ability to manage
its image in the press, as well as its recent failure to do so, is a
significant, if subtle and unexamined part of the larger story of
how Gates and his company achieved their present dominance.
At certain points in Microsoft’s history, particularly as it ini-
tially fought for recognition among consumers and, later, as it
slugged it out with International Business Machines Corp. for
control of PC operating systems, its savvy PR tactics may have
made the difference between victory and defeat.
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THE PR SPREADSHEET

EVER SINCE IT WAS AN OBSCURE OUTFIT WITH JUST A FEW DOZEN
employees, Microsoft has taken its PR seriously, devoted huge
resources to it, and until recently, expertly played the media. As
of 1996, when Microsoft had 20,000 employees worldwide, about
500 public relations staffers worked in-house (either as employees
or independent contractors) or at outside PR firms, according to
two sources familiar with Microsoft’s PR operation. Two other
sources not as close to the company estimate the PR force at
about 400. “This is the most aggressive PR machine you can
imagine,” says one of the sources. (See chart, page 104, for a break-
down of its components.) Time Warner Inc., with 68,000 employ-
ees, says it has about 300 PR people in-house or in external
agencies. Netscape Communications Corp., with 2,500 employ-
ees, says it has 13 staff PR people and six outside PR represen-
tatives. Microsoft’s Mathews disputes her company’s PR
staffing level, saying the approximate head count of 500 is “just
silly,” but declines to give a figure for “competitive reasons.”

The PR army gives Microsoft the man-
power to turn PR into a data-driven function
that can offer Gates profit-and-loss state-
ments on the company’s spin efforts. Every
week, Gates and other top executives receive
elaborate e-mailed spreadsheets that track
recent stories about him or the company and
stories in the works. The spreadsheets identify the media organi-
zation and what in its piece did not or may not reflect Microsoft’s
intended message. The expectation: PR troops will manage rela-
tionships with each news outlet, overwhelming reporters with
facts, executive interviews, and background reports that buttress
Microsoft’s explicitly stated take on whatever is the subject of the
story. “Every item that gets written about, [Microsoft PR] is track-
ing, attending, paying attention to,” says one of the sources farnil-
iar with Microsoft’s PR methods. Gates homes in on trouble
spots in the spreadsheet reports and routinely demands that any
negative press be managed better and fixed, says this source.

The reports “were really important,” says Posy Gering, a
former Microsoft account supervisor at Waggener Edstrom, the
Portland, Oregon-based firm that has handled much of Micro-
soft’s PR since the early 1980s. “Every divisional level reported.
We would all get copies of it, to see what was going on. We tried
to keep [the reports] high-level. If you listed every piece of cov-
erage, you couldn’t get through it.”

For problem stories, the PR staffer who, in the Microsoft
vernacular, “owns” that news organization, is expected to re-
double efforts to get the reporter to sce things the Microsoft way.
For every journalist whose work is flagged, “someone is follow-
ing your story,” says Gering. “Someone [from PR] will call you,
saying, ‘Gee, how’s that story going?” ” From there, Microsoft
PR representatives “deconstruct perceptions, reinforce other
perceptions,” says Gering. “PR is like lobbying.”

Microsoft’s Mathews describes the press coverage reports as
common in PR and notes that “a lot gets written about Micro-
soft, some of it inaccurate or rude, so there is a report that gets
compiled reviewing what the follow-up has been.” She cites two
recent examples of problems flagged: a quote in a New York Times
article misattributed to a Microsoft employee, and a photo in
Newsweek of a demonstrator outside a MacWorld conference
that was incorrectly used to show anti-Microsoft sentiment.
Both publications ran corrections when contacted by Microsoft.

Although Microsoft’s PR effort has drawn ridicule from the
press this year as the company has tried to soften its and Gates’s
images in the face of government antitrust investigations, some
of the reporters who have long dealt with the PR machine rec-
ognize its power. “It’s fundamentally false that Microsoft is bad
with PR,” says David Kirkpatrick, 2 member of Fortune’s board
of editors who has written many features stories about Gates and
Microsoft. “Microsoft has actually been one of the most bril-
liantly promoted companies of all time. [Smart PR] is one reason
Microsoft has been such a success. It’s a brilliant blend: It’s as
much a great marketing company as a great technology com-
pany. They’ve been very savvy in doling out Bill Gates’s cooper-
ation and presence to get cover stories at strategic moments for
their marketing purposes. They have brilliantly used Gates as. ..
the embodiment of Microsoft’s marketing message.”

New York Times technology reporter Steve Lohr knows the
Microsoft PR operation well and scoffs at those who think PR
is a chink in its armor. “It’s a laughable notion that’s come up,

that Microsoft is a newcomer to PR, and not very good at it,”
says Lohr. Other than with the government, Lohr notes, the
company’s PR is excellent. “They’re very skillful at it, very effi-
cient. This is a marketing superpower.”

The preferred spin from Microsoft PR executives is that the
company’s triumphs and Gates’s commanding stature sprouted
organically, the collective brilliance and innovation of the enter-
prise determining fame and prosperity. Its products don’t enjoy a
dominant market share because they are well-marketed and well-
promoted, Microsoft’s PR officials contend, but because con-
sumers love them. And Gates isn’t a scripted and stage-managed
public figure, but a born leader who has never needed coaching,

Gates doesn’t even have a speechwriter, says Mathews. Instead,
she says, he speaks from presentation slides he prepares with
Microsoft’s PowerPoint software. “He collaborates with someone
on my team who, with Bill, drafts slides,” relates Mathews. “Bill
then spends some very focused time before he gives a speech,
making edits, adding new ideas, inserting whole new slides.” Or
inserting “the kind of neat stuff” found on the Internet.

HOP ON THE SEAPLANE AND JOIN BILL
GATES DEVOTES CONSIDERABLE TIME AND EFFORT TO MAIN-
taining his relationships with key journalists. For each of the past
two years, for example, Gates has invited a dozen or so of those
who cover him closely to stay with him for two days at his
family’s vacation home on Washington’s Hood Canal. Micro-
soft flies Gates’s guests to the house on a seaplane (about half
reimburse the company for the modest cost of the transporta-
tion, Mathews says). The off-the-record retreat offers the favored
reporters intimate, prolonged exposure to Gates and his ideas.
Removed from the office and ringing phones, the journalists sit
on couches and listen to Gates, Steve Ballmer, the hard-charging
Microsoft executive vice-president, and others explain how
everything Microsoft does fits into a grand plan for the future.
“What I learned is thac Bill and his cohorts really do have a

MAKING
[ ]

Bill

Smart PR “is one reason Microsoft has been such
a success. It’s a brilliant blend: It’s as much a great
marketing company as a great technology company.”
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vision,” says one attendee, who declined to be identified by
name. “I see a completely different view of what’s possible tech-
nically or strategically. I can see what the opportunities will be
going forward.” The event “is sort of useful,” says Fortune
senior editor Brenton Schlender, a Hood Canal guest who
stresses that he doesn’t have to rely on the retreat for his access
to Gates and other top executives. “It’s more useful for the
people who don’t see them very often than it is for me.” News-
week senior editor Steven Levy also finds the retreat valuable.
He says his lengthy December 1996 feature, “The Microsoft
Century,” was inspired by what he learned off the record at the
first Hood Canal gathering that July. Gates hosts a similar event
at Hood Canal for Wall Street analysts who follow Microsoft.
Jonathan Lazarus, formerly Microsoft’s vice president of
strategic relations, estimates that Gates devotes about 15 percent
of his time to the media. Mathews figures he spends no more
than a week a year “on PR issues.” She admits that if speeches,
conferences, user group meetings, and other activities are con-
sidered as “PR-related,” the time commitment could amount to
15 percent. Whatever the figure, over the years Gates appears to
have spent a great deal more energy helping journalists write
about his company than any other prominent chief executive.
It’s a habit deeply ingrained in Microsoft. When Visual Basic,
a high-priority product, was shipped in 1989, Gates invited
influential technical editors to Seattle for a programming contest,
with Gates himself a contestant and dinner at his home included.
Over the years, a reporter for an important publication could
often get a quick quote or e-mail comment from Gates for
Microsoft stories, or even for articles not focusing on his com-

THE MICROSOFT SPIN TROOPS...

Microsoft

What they do: Microsoft corporate issues, press
relations for top executives

Woaggener Edstrom

What they do: Microsoft products, some Gates-handling

Edelman Public Relations Worldwide 5+ staffers
What they do: Antitrust issues, government and

legislative affairs

20-50 staffers* Shandwick

200-300 staffers What they do: Education issues

Other agencies

What they do: Interactive media

Marcy Monyek Public Relations

What they do: As needed, in local markets

*includes contract workers, international staff, divisional PR
Sources: Brill's Content estimates, company reports

pany. “It’s not inconceivable to get a comment from Gates for a
relatively minor article,” says Forrune's Kirkpatrick. “Microsoft
doesn’t control coverage in the conventional way.” Rather, the
company does it “through massive attention to the reporters. In
the technology industry, there are so many companies in con-
tention for visibility that it really does matter how much you get
written about.” And individual consumers and corporate buyers
look to the trade and business press to determine what product
will become the industry standard and a safe investment.

A WARRIOR'S TALE
WAGGENER EDSTROM, THE AGENCY THAT IS MICROSOFT’S LEAD
PR firm, once cited on its website the ability to quote from Sun
Tzu’s The Art of War as a requirement for advancement, says a
former member of Microsoft’s PR team. “Wagged,” as it’s called,
made its mark by aggressively changing the coverage patterns for
beat reporters. Instead of announcing a noteworthy product
when it was about to go on sale, “Wagged created an industry of
news in between news, news before news, news in anticipation of
news,” notes ex-agency staffer Gering, who also has been a PC
Magazine editor. With its incessant drumbeat of manufactured
news, she says, Wagged “created a huge need to know” among
reporters struggling to keep abreast of Microsoft information.
All that activity made the pace of work at Waggener
Edstrom exhausting, Gering says. In 1993 or 1994, she recalls,
Wagged studied how many Microsoft press inquiries the
agency received each day. The daily average: 1,200.
Wagged's greatest hour was likely its engineering of the hoopla
around the release of the Windows 95 operating system in August
1995. The business and popular press
gorged on Win 95 coverage well before the
actual launch. In the first eight months of
that year, for instance, The Wall Street

60-80 staffers Journalpublished 239 storiesabout or men-
tioning Windows 95 (on average, more
10+ staffers than one story per each weekday issue). A
former member of the Microsoft PR team
recalls that Wagged devised 37 separate

fluctuates

media contingency plans for the product.
Predicrably, Microsoft’s Mathews and

Pam Edstrom, the Wagged partner who

has been an architect of Microsoft’s PR

...WIN THE WAR BY WINNING THEIR BATTLES

campaigns, play down the role PR had in
spurring the massive coverage and excite-

With that many people on its
team, Microsoft can devote huge
resources to influencing how re-
porters and editors shape their
Microsoft coverage. And no story
or publication is seemingly too
small. Here, Microsoft PR chief Mich
Mathews gives examples of “what
we do on a daily basis™:

®PC Magazine made assignments
to several freelancers in the U.S. and
Canada to evaluate Microsoft’s new
Internet Explorer 4.0 web browser
last fall. “Close to closing, our team
learned that a particularly critical
element was assigned to a reviewer
in Waterloo, Ontario, called Neil
Randall," Mathews writes in an e-mail.

Anne Engelen from Waggener
Edstrom and a Microsoft product
manager “‘got on a plane to meet with
this guy before even getting confirma-
tion that he would meet with them—
they hadto or they would have missed
his deadline. In the end, he agreed to
meet (when they virtually appeared at
his doorstep) and the review ended up
being very positive for IE 4."

®|n March 1998, InformationWeek
thought it had a scoop: If someone
manipulated the Windows NT code,
its operating performance could be
greatly enhanced. “This would have
been a huge story," Mathews writes.
“[T]he implication would have been
that Microsoft had overlooked an

obvious defect, which if caught, could
have helped customers. So the
[Microsoft] development team set to
work trying to replicate the cus-
tomer experience, in tandem with
the InfoWeek labs. This was an
around-the-clock effort” to show the
magazine that the problem wasn't in
the NT code, but was an idiosyncrasy
of certain hardware platforms.

The PR recommendation: Make an
adjustment to take advantage of the
hardware glitch and boost NT’s speed.
The resulting story was quite support-
ive of NT: InfoWeek said the fix “could
aid some important enterprise applica-
tions and provide ammunition for
backers of NT in its battle with Unix."

ment for Win 95. “Alot of what happened
with the [Win 95] coverage was luck,” says
Edstrom. “As it turned out, the product
was going to be available in August. And,
asit turned out, nothing [else newsworthy]
was happening in August. There weren’t
any natural disasters, wars, big crimes.
It was just a very, very slow news time.”
(Despite her recollection, other news that
month included the ongoing O.J.
Simpson criminal trial, the indictment of
the Oklahoma City bombers, and The
Walt Disney Company buying ABC.)
Gering regards the orchestration of
the Win 95 coverage as a textbook exam-
ple of how enormously effective Micro-
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soft’s PR effort has been over the years: “When a product is
very strategic to the company, you want the rest of the world
to perceive it as big, you want the rest of the world to change
[and adopt Microsoft’s new standard), you have to unleash the
propaganda machine,” she says. “It’s like FDR for the New
Deal. Or Hitler and the Third Reich—phenomenal propa-
ganda efforts moving hearts and minds.”

Microsoft’s PR power, not its technology, cast the fate of its
products, Gering adds admiringly. “You think about what makes
companies [win] in the tech world. It’s the power of the media.
Engineers labor under a misguided notion that the goodness of
technology is what will win. It’s not. It’s the perception. Micro-
soft has never [won with] technological prowess. Its ability to
[use its PR operation to] build perception is extraordinary.”

PEP RALLY BLUES

SO HOW COULD SUCH A CRACKERJACK OPERATION STUMBLE SO
badly this past year as it tried to show a more benign side of Gates
and his company? Perhaps a PR army can more easily create a big-
ger, more awesome image for a person or company than convince
the world that a dominant figure is actually not so dominant after
all. As Microsoft’s troubles with federal and state trustbusters
heated up, Microsoft’s ham-handed attempts to present Gates as
a regular-guy underdog, naive in the ways of press and politics,
were ridiculed. Even worse, the backlash may have been severe
enough to embolden government lawyers as they prepared to
take on an icon of American entrepreneurial genius.

On May 5, Microsoft summoned the press to a room in
New York’s Equitable Building. It was only ten days before the
company intended to release to computer makers the Windows
98 operating system, the successor to its Windows 95 and DOS
systems that control virtually all desktop PCs. Microsoft’s PR
team had orchestrated this odd pep rally to show the media—
and regulators—what it considered would be the dire conse-
quences if Win 98’s release were delayed by government lawsuits.

About 60 computer industry officials were packed shoulder-
to-shoulder on a small, narrow stage. Gates strode to the center of
the stage once the media had filled the room, flanked by Compag’s
Eckhard Pfeiffer, Harvard economics professor N. Gregory
Mankiw, and CompUSA chief executive James Halpin. Pfeiffer,
the head of the world’s biggest computer maker, spoke first. A
delay of Windows 98 would harm not just Microsoft, not just the
PC industry, but the entire American economy, he warned. Six
times, he peppered his brief speech with variants of “innovation”
(Microsoft’s preferred PR buzzword as it battles the government).

Mankiw, who had championed Microsoft in his February
Fortune column, spoke plainly: “The computer industry is not
broke, and the government should not try to fix it!” Though the
relationship was not disclosed at the rally, Mankiw had already
become a paid Microsoft consultant. Halpin warned that not
having Win 98-equipped PCs for sale in his stores could cost
some CompUSA employees their jobs.

Gates hewed to the theme (scoring 13 on the “innovation”
tote board), arguing that what is good for Microsoft is good for
the country as a whole. “We are fighting to protect the princi-
ple of innovation,” he said. “In America, innovation is progress,
and progress is growth for America.”

The rally was just another of Microsoft’s recent efforts to
create a more favorable image for Gates and the company as its
antitrust woes intensified. Earlier in this image campaign—as

Gates crooned “Tivinkle, Twinkle, Little Star” and screened
his wedding video for Barbara Walters an 20/20 in January,
or talked about his philanthropy on Regis and Kathie Lea—
the media generally seemed eager to accept uncritically
their new access to the cuddlier side of the world’s richest
an. “Bill likes Barbara Walters and the 20/20 program,”
Mathews notes. “With respect to the Regis and Kathie
Lee appearance, they were doing a computer week.”

But the campaign grew too obvious and heavy-
handed. The press was invited to witness Gates’s
civic-minded visits to public schools and libraries
and read his folksy dispatches on Microsoft’s Slaze
webzine (he ate pizza and watched a James Bond
movie before his Senate testimony in March). As a
result, the media began to treat almost anything the
company did with suspicion. When Gates traveled
to a Harlem public school to talk about technology
in March, a New York Times story focused more on
the PR staging of the visit than on the Microsoft message of
Gates’s deep concern for education. Gates brought his own
movie lights and video crew, the Times noted.

Mathews says the suggestion that Microsoft and Gates have
stepped up civic and charitable public appearances over the last
vear is inaccurate; she claims he has made scores of appearances
at “public schools, libraries, community colleges, universities,
and nonprofit community organizations” over the years to “stay
in touch with a wide range of people” and to promote the PC as
“a great educational tool.” What's more, she notes persuasively
that press cynicism is inevitable: “Bill is in a bit of a damned-if-
you-do, damned-if-you-don’t situation with respect to philan-
thropy.” Some critics “scem to buy inte the notion that he only
gives away money for PR purposes. Others seem to think he
hasn’t done nearly enough to give his money away.” Mathews
points out that Gates has contributed more than $800 million to
philanthropic causes, including $200 million in cash (along with
Microsoft donations of software) to the Gates Library Founda-
tion to improve access to technology in public libraries.

Amid this climate, some of the press reaction to the
Windows 98 pep rally in May was quite different from the mes-
sage Microsoft had hoped to send. “Gates wildly spun his tale
to reporters summoned to a Manhattan auditorium.” wrote
Business Weck's Amy Cortese. “So where’s the truth? Who
cares? It’s all in the spin.” Mathews replies that the event
“resoundingly delivered the message to our critics that they are
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threatening to stifle innovation,” and she cites 30 “generally
favorable” articles on the news conference, along with “many
editorials and more than 250 nationwide television airings of
the event that carried the industry message.”

One group unimpressed by the spectacle was the trust-
busters. Microsoft’s “whole public relations and lobbying cam-
paign was so obviously orchestrated and organized by the com-
pany [that] it was really transparent,” said Connecticut Artorney
General Richard Blumenthal a few days before his state, 19
others, and the federal government filed antitrust suits against
Microsoft on May 18. Indeed, Microsoft’s PR campaign only
seems to have egged on Blumenthal and his peers. Microsoft
warns that “the economic sky is falling,” Blumenthal contin-
ued. “That argument cuts both ways, because if a slight delay in
the release of [Windows 98] would cause such economic doom,
that’s all the more reason to think that the company has exces-
sive dominance. Some of their arguments against government
action actually support an antitrust suit.”

“Bill is in a bit of a damned-if-you-do,
damned-if-you-don’t situation with respect
to philanthropy,” says his top PR executive.

Adds David Boies, the antitrust expert retained by the
Justice Department to assist on the Microsoft case: “Their
markert share [for Internet Explorer] started going up a long
time before their product reviews [improved]. You have to look
at the facts. Gates’s argument is a little flawed.”

BILL IS THE BRAND
WHEN THE IBM PC WAS LAUNCHED IN AUGUST 1981 —WITH
Microsoft’s MS-DOS installed on most machines—personal
computing became an industry, rather than a pastime for hobby-
ists. Winning favor and attention from the trade press and the
national media soon became a vital component of the young
firm’s strategy. In September 1982, Gates made his first PR hire,
recruiting Pam Edstrom from a technology company called
Tektronix. (Two years later, Edstrom teamed with PR consultant
Melissa Waggener to form what became Waggener Edstrom.)
To oversee PR and to develop a marketing strategy that
would end up being built around PR, Gates hired C. Rowland
Hanson, a marketing executive from Neutrogena Corp., as his
first vice-president of corporate communications in 1983.
Hanson, then a 31i-year-old computer novice with a
Wharton MBA, flew to see Gates one Sunday. He says he didn’t
understand what a fledgling software outfit would want with a
branding- and cosmetics-products specialist. Gates, who told
Hanson he had been reading up on cosmetics mogul Charles
Revson, asked Hanson what the difference was between a $1-an-
ounce moisturizer and a $100-an-ounce moisturizer, Hanson
recalls. “I said, ‘Nothing. It all has to do with the brand halo that’s
been created.” He said, “That’s exactly what this industry doesn’t
understand.”” A few months later, Hanson was on board.
Hanson says he ordered extensive consumer research and
focus groups, and concluded that advertising was ineffective for
software. Software buyers looked to computer magazines’ edito-
rial pages for their buying decisions, and Hanson, who oversaw
advertising, PR, consumer marketing, and packaging, knew that

was the place to start. He began building Microsoft as a brand,
and the brand needed a single, widely recognized spokesman:
Bill Gates. The personal computer’s appeal for the general
public had already been established ( 7ime had named the PC its
“Machine of the Year” at the end of 1982), and the media found
it convenient to use Apple’s Steve Jobs and Gates to personalize
the confusing new era. “What we created was a credible author-
ity figure,” says Hanson. “He was very good at communicating,
consistently, the messages we wanted delivered. Therefore, [the
press] started to look to him as a source for information.”

Gates assumed the posture of industry leader, though his
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