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TO THE
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ON WHOM WE MUST RELY
TO RESTORE FREE ENTERPRISE
IN MOVIES, RADIO AND PRESS



“In the future days, which we seek to
make secure, we look forward for a world
founded upon four essential freedoms.

“The first is freedom of speech and ex-
pression—everywhere in the world.”

President Roosevelt to Congress

January 6, 1941.
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FOREWORD

The peace of the world depends on human understand-
ing and human understanding depends on the free flow, through-
out the planet, of movies, radio and the printed word.

The history of man is a proud and pitiless struggle for free-
dom. The core of freedom concerns the spirit of man. There
are Dachaus of the mind as well as of the body. Men die,
singly or in mass, that others may live in a state of freedom.
The great remembered martyrs, the significant wars of the past
are a record of man’s battle against Statedom and Churchdom—
in pursuit of Freedom.

Mankind has done well in his historic assaults on the con-
trols of kings or churches over the spirit of man. Magna Carta
and our own Bill of Rights are two of the great fresh landmarks
in the liberation of man from his rulers. Only recently have
we appreciated that the purpose of freedom of thought is to
create a market place whereby through cross lights of facts
truth has a fair chance of winning out. Controversy, matching
of wits, are essential for the attainment of democratically
reached solutions.

Russia and many other nations still under dictatorship are
not in agreement with us on this our basic way of life. War-
torn Europe is being invited to go the easy way of any govern-
ment—that is, control over press, radio and movies. People who
are hungry are also more likely to enter the queues of thought.
Regimentation of thought satisfies the dictator and relieves the
masses from the need of any decisions or critical judgments.
But until ideas can roam our earth without restraint, there is
slight chance for a peaceful world. Peace is a state of mind.
The moral equivalent for all the heroic qualities produced by
war lies in a profound desire for a free flow of thought—free
of tariffs, quotas, visas and all man-made restrictions.

We are rightly the leaders in this world-wide campaign
against governmental censorship. Rightly because, aside from
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xii FOREWORD

rare incidents of ignorant official attempts to keep ideas boxed
up, we are secure as a people. Secure enough to realize that we
do not know all that is to be known and that the truths ac-
cepted by one generation are often the falsehoods of the next.

But if we are to help lay any foundation of understanding
among men of all nations we must first clean our own house.
Government is not the sole enemy of freedom. Concentrated
economic power also acts as a restraint of thought. Monopolies
of the mind have calmly entered our folkways. We in the
United States have forsaken free enterprise in the fields of
communication. Competition is at a minimum.

Our press is fast evaporating. Ten states have not a
single city with competing daily papers. Twenty-two states
are without Sunday newspaper competition. Fourteen com-
panies owning eighteen papers control about one quarter of our
total daily circulation. Three hundred and seventy chain news-
papers own about one fifth of all our circulation. More than
a quarter of our daily circulation is absentee owned. We have
a thousand less owners than a few decades ago. Thirty-two hun-
dred weeklies—the backbone of local democracy—have disap-
peared. One company dominates more than 3,000 weeklies.
There are only 117 cities left, in our entire nation, where com-
peting dailies still exist.

We talk about the value of a competitive press but our
treatment of this basic commodity—news and opinion—denies
what we say.

One third of all regular radio stations are interlocked with
newspapers. The bottleneck gets narrower. Four networks be-
fore the war had 95 per cent of all night-time broadcasting
power. One hundred and forty-four advertisers account for
97 per cent of all the network income. Eleven advertisers con-
tribute about 5o per cent of all the network income. A dozen
advertising agents create the radio programs which bring to
the networks one half of their income. Independent radio sta-
tions are the step-children of the mike. In more than 100 areas
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the only newspaper left owns the only radio station. What
price competition!

The weekly attendance at movies amounts to more than
100 million people. But five companies control the 2,800 key
theaters of the nation. These five companies—called the Big Five
—pick up more than three quarters of all the nickels and dimes
paid by the American movie audience for its screen entertain-
ment. All other producers of films enter the market place by
grace of these companies. We have allowed five giants to destroy
our market place of free competition for movies. Moreover,
two companies produce about go per cent of all our raw film
stock.

Such are a few of the startling facts that call for a national
debate on the values of concentrated control by all too few
people over the minds of 138 million people.

Our Supreme Court has spanked the radio monopolists and
the anti-free enterprise position of our greatest news-gathering
agency—the Associated Press. An anti-trust case against the
movie giants is now in court.

But courts only interpret the desires of the people. They
of necessity must and should rely to a great extent on the public
attitudes expressed on basic national problems, such as Freedom
of Thought. But we have had no such debate. Our democracy
has been sterilized by the few score owners of radio, movies
and press. With rare exceptions, the people of our nation have
been kept in ignorance of the economic concentration of power
in these fields.

I have divided this book into three main sections—an ex-
ploration of the philosophy of freedom on which we as a people
have staked our all; a detailed factual exposition of the trends,
practices and controls of press, radio and movies. (This 1
approach without the least regard to liberal or reactionary, left
or right. To me the important issue is solely the need of com-
petition in these most significant industries—which manufacture,
distribute and retail food for the mind.) In the final chapter I
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point to many means of reversing the monopoly trend and up-
setting the present cartelization of press, radio and movies.

Having spent much of my life fighting for freedom of
thought—freedom from governmental controls—I have con-
cluded that we have done a magnificent job in removing gov-
ernment from its historic role of nursemaid to the mind of man.
However, I have recently concluded that far more is kept from
our minds by lack of diversity of ownership of the means of
communication than by government interference.

I am convinced it is not too late to stem the tide. But we
must act fast and with bravery. Courts alone cannot do the
job. Our Congress must produce a national debate on what to
do about our vanishing freedom—the evaporation of diversity of
opinion. If we do not step in soon the totalitarian trend of the
world will capitalize on our own trend toward monopoly. Then
freedom, as we have known it, will vanish from our nation.
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CuaPrTER |
FREEDOM FROM FEAR

POVERTY AND RICHES

A FrIEND oF MINE has placed under a microscope tens of thou-
sands of butterflies. He has examined enough of them to know
something about some of their habits. He can make a few com-
parisons and pass judgments. He has gathered many facts and
now can put to the test his many hunches and guesses as to their
behavior patterns. It is not surprising, however, that this author-
ity on butterflies does not know how many of this one species
use “our” planet for a resting and feeding place, for we don’t
even know how many of our own species inhabit this globe.

A fair estimate is 2,000,000,000, although in most of the
thickly populated areas, such as Java, China and India, where
about one half of us live, no complete census has ever been
attempted. We know little about our declines or increases in
population. A vague idea exists that it takes about seventy years
after the industrial revolution touches a society before its popu-
lation trend declines.

If we know little about how many of us there are on this
globe—our rates of birth and death—we know still less about
the single possession of man which distinguishes him from all
other species—the tiny bit of matter called a brain.

Throughout this book I have assumed a double funda-
mental hypothesis. It is a guess, a dream, an act of faith. It can’t
be proved with scientific mathematical precision. In simple terms,
it is: Given any piece of soil and climate, the development of
man’s mind determines his wealth and joy; and the mind of
man is best enriched by diversity and by excitement through
conflict of ideas.

I have never taken sides in the idle fight between those who
believe in a predetermined fatalistic pattern for man and those

I
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who are devoted to the gospel of free will. I have faith that
we can twist or nudge—if not completely control—the inevi-
table, or we can let it twist us. That contest is the fun of living
and out of it stems the stature of responsible man. We can bend
fate to freedom. The Marxist dogma of economic interpreta-
tion of history was to a great extent a religious selling argument
to be addressed to the masses who had not yet learned that man’s
destiny is to a great extent in his own hands.

The gospel of determinism is inviting food for the lazy and
the regimented. Effort becomes futile. But Marx himself, by
a lifetime of tireless propaganda to the mind of man, negated
his own philosophy of inevitability. In historic dimensions there
can be no doubt anymore that the pen as well as the sword
possesses might—a fact which, I assume, does not need the proof
supplied by mass advertising as developed in the American
scene or the former propaganda machine of Nazi Hitler.

We have never faced an entire world of literacy and easy,
unrestricted communication of thought. There are no epochs
or areas in the march of man which can be reexamined for
conclusive evidence of the comparative value of the use of
man’s mind. And still practically no one living in a land of free
thought would swap places with a mute hermit, an illiterate
bushman or a yes-man in a totalitarian society. The westward
movement of man during the last century was a migration to-
ward freedom, as well as for soil and space. I confess the faith
I cherish—that man’s spirit and joy are dependent on the flow
of ideas, unrestricted by church, state or controllers of the
economic market place—is a kind of religious hypothesis.

My feeling and thinking in this direction arise from a myriad
scattered observations. In China and Africa, for example, the
buried gifts of nature in mineral and agrarian resources prob-
ably far exceed the natural endowment of this piece of land
called the United States, but those other soils have not yet
developed standards of living “up” to ours, because the minds
of the peoples of China and Africa have not been sharpened
like ours. I could paint a map of the world in terms of literacy
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and freedom of thought and show a direct correlation to stand-
ards of living, decline of infant mortality, absence of needless
cruelties and development of arts.

To support the thesis of man’s enrichment by the use of his
brain I am also mindful of subjective evidence. People criticize
me. [ sit up. I take notice. I don’t usually confess error imme-
diately, or often, in public. But surely all of us are changed—
for good or bad is not my question—by criticism. We presently
note this theorem in the reeducation of the German people.
Those minds have been closed, tuned to a single microphone,
press and movie camera, denied varied receptions and open only
to mass information emitted from a single source. After ten
years of a single accent the German brain groove is akin to
that of a parrot—impenetrable and resistant to new and critical
concepts. The Nazi over seven years of age has been fossilized
and his brain has been molded into a metallic pattern. This is the
inevitable result of lack of diversity of points of view. Debate
is required brain food.

The German mind, as such, was once a serviceable piece
of equipment, no different from the other 2,000,000,000 brains
of men and women on this earth. The problem of the United
Nations in Germany is to create individuality—out of a mass
brain. Under Hitler there was no individual reception but only
individual emission. Any technique of propaganda is primarily
a method of disorganizing small groups and making them into
one group, which is yours—in other words, to find the lowest
common denominator for the largest possible group.

But all brains have a striking capacity not only to grow
in acumen but also to atrophy. The two human children, Amala
and Kamala, picked up in the fields of India by a milkfull wolf
mother learned to live in the cave, run, drink, kill and eat like
any wolf. After possibly six years of adjustment to wolf habits,
with communication limited to whimpers in the cave and howls
in the deep of night, these human children spent many years
before their brains could accept simple concepts such as “come,”
“go,” “cat” or “sleep.” Even after ten years of drilling by the
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worthy missionary, the idea of an adverb such as “nearly” could
not get into Kamala’s brain. Her receiving instrument had de-
cayed by disuse. The brain can disintegrate with ease.

THE SHARPENING TOOL

In dimensions of history I think the story of man’s growth
can also be told in terms of general welfare and individual sensi-
tivity in proportion to the increasing unimpeded reception of a
variety of ideas. Although the use of the mind took man down
from the trees, there are today millions of people just off the
trees and probably a century or more away from even our own
few steps forward in the march of civilization.

I have often thought that it would be fun to give a course
of lectures at a college depicting the history of mankind not in
terms of battles or kings, or boundaries of nations, but in rela-
tion to the forces in the world which were afraid of the poten-
tial unknown power of thought. Mind is an exciting tool. It
can approach the realm of genius, or the sloth of a moron. In
such Jectures it would be necessary to trace man’s articulation
from the first grunts of the tree-dwellers to the admixture of
sign language and sound peculiar to the caveman. Probably
the most exciting advances in man’s history are his inventions
of new means of communication. Within the early tribes, the
headman ordered and the weaklings assented. I have often won-
dered whether the original bosses were only the physical giants
or whether even in those early days rugged individualism of the
mind brought its rewards—if dominating other people is ever
to be considered a reward.

In some cave a timid sensitive male, unable to bully the
family by a big fist, sat chipping pictures with a stone hammer
and stone chisel on the stone walls of the cave. Women crowded
around to look at the design. Here was communication other
than by passing air through the changing formations of tongue
and teeth. Thereafter, I'm sure, little boys and girls made toy
chisels and hammers and the art of communication took form.

Man’s hearing, sight, touch, taste and smell cannot be much
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increased or retarded, even though as children we hear noises
inaudible to adults. Fach of these senses may vary slightly
with individuals and civilizations. But not one of these reception
avenues has the potential capacity for growth such as the mind
possesses in its use of correlation, evaluation and origination.
Shortly after birth, long before adolescence, these other senses
are usually developed to the fullest. It is then that the mind’s
growth picks up greater pace. Receipt, rejection and choice of
ideas are precursors to what we call origination of thought. The
senses are incapable of originating sights, smells or sounds. They
can only combine old ones known to man. But the brain, if ir-
ritated enough, if scratched with new grooves, can get a storm,
a flash, a vision. It can use memory for unique and novel ends.

As people came out of the caves and started to travel in
herds, the area of communication expanded. Lieutenants con-
trolling divisions of a herd and receiving orders from the top
boy would differ among themselves in their ambitions, desires
and strategies. And out of such conflict man’s capacity to think
and to be critical increased. Herd met herd, and migration led
to novel scenes and varying customs.

The big brute who bullied the tribe may have enjoyed the
messages on the stone walls. But he became a little scared as he
saw women and children looking with adoring eyes at the little
man carving the pictures. He sensed that his power over the
tribe was imperiled. In the chisel and hammer rested a threat to
his monopoly. So he used his strong right arm to overwhelm
the stonecutters.

There were not many people capable of using this amazing
new technique of communication. Eyes conjuring up pictures
had to communicate to unused brains messages to be sent down
through arm muscles to fingertips. Coordinating eye and finger
was a miracle. This was no instinctive reaction flowing through
glands. Children, even today, learn to speak not by instinct but
by mimicry.

In cave days few could master the great new “tool.” The
cave bosses no doubt got together to work out a campaign
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against these puny little picture-makers. The cutters were made
slaves by the cartel of bosses. Then, as these slaves using their
power of communication to aid the bosses, rose in esteem, they
were relieved of physical labor and ultimately, after five or ten
thousand years, became the endowed protégés of the ruler
patrons.

Competition developed among the carvers. New chisels of
keener edges and better balance were shaped from harder stone
or metal. I can imagine thé inventor of the best stone chisel
hiding his tools away so that no imitator could trade on his
new secret invention. Why should others capitalize on his flash
of genius? He was the ancestor of present day patent monop-
olists. He slowed up progress for centuries.

In time the stonecutters were threatened by a new radical
group—the writers on parchment. The tribe could carry a page
of vellum wherever it migrated. A story chipped on the wall
communicated only to those who entered the chamber. The
power of the boss was once more under attack. Those with
wider power of communication held the weapons for leadership
over man.

If there were 10,000 chisel writers in the caves of the world,
then someday there might be 100,000 manuscript scribes. A
stylus or quill was easier to manipulate than the chisel and ham-
mer. But vellum and paper were not available as easily as a hunk
of stone. Since ideas were potent, the power of writers was
controlled by limiting instruction in writing or through a mo-
nopoly over paper, vellum or parchment. Thus the pipelines to
the human mind were jealously controlled by the rulers.

The ability to decipher any alphabet is a stride toward indi-
vidual freedom. Churches and kings realized the danger of mass
literacy. Public free education even in 1945 has touched only
few places on our planet.

MONOPOLY BY CHURCH, AND LICENSE BY KINGS

Manuscript writing eventually became the possession of the
men of the church. It was a kind of monopoly. Any limitation
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on the number of persons to be admitted to the skills of manu-
script writing tended to maintain the power of those already in
the profession. It took centuries before the true value of reading
and writing was generaily perceived by mankind. But it must
have been carly appreciated that both the writer and the reader
of manuscripts held positions of advantage over all other men.
History early demonstrated that one way to influence man’s
behavior was by persuasion of his mind. Yet the fear of manu-
scriptors was nothing compared to the jitters created, at least
in the western world, by the discovery of the printing press.
Here was a new flash of genius threatening even the power of
the scribes and illuminators. Here was an instrument which
accelerated means of communication to make men think, and
which of necessity could make man critical—the equivalent for
ambitious and vital.

The church naturally tried to hold its power over men by
controlling and licensing all those who could set type or run a
press. Mankind’s rulers were always and understandably afraid
of conflict of thought. It is comparatively easy to maintain
authority over sheep. In fact, only one black sheep is needed for
1,500 other sheep. “Follow the leader” as a way of living is de-
feated by diversity of impacts on the mind. Insurgents carried
on the struggle to break down the barriers to the fow of in-
formation, which rested in the hands of the few persons who
dominated the church.

As the church’s temporal power dwindled and the crime of
blasphemy—the catch-all to throttle unsympathetic ideas—was
canceled from the books, kings and states took over this con-
rrol. The crime of sedition took the place of heresy. Both those
words meant little more than the spread of ideas antagonistic
ro the power of the rulers. Only those whom a king could not
subsidize were subject to sedition charges. Conformists obtained
licenses to print. Only through the penal force of sedition or
criminal libel could the authority of a king be maintained.
There was slight chance of a public informed sufficiently to
influence or overthrow that authority.
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In those early days man lived by mass ecstasy, mass enter-
tainment and what might naively be called mass education.
Most of it was by word of mouth, although the number of
subsidiary distributers of the king’s ideas increased with the
development of the printing press and paper. The army of writ-
ers of individual manuscripts was thrown into unemployment.
Printing widened the audience, just as the stylus had outdated
the chisel and hammer. The deviator from the herd possessed
more power, became a greater danger and was suppressed for -
the mere crime of deviation. It was illegal for man, 400 years
ago, to suggest that the earth was round. The church-state had
taught otherwise and roundness was too attractive an idea. The
church was not sufficiently secure to admit error. To be in-
formed about a magmfymg glass then was more of a shock than
to announce in our time a theory of world-shattering atomic
energy. Mavericks of the mind were shown scaffolds, stakes or
fire. Copernicus, Bruno, Galileo were provoking the minds of
man.

It is mterestmg to speculate upon the extent and effect of
man’s repression by ostracism and i 1mprlsonment and the murder
of that spontaneous genius which at times drives man to get out
of his own frame of reference. I want to make clear that the
way I appraise human progress is to suggest that the ultimate
of man’s potential for happiness can only come from the com-
plete liberation of his spirit and the fullest global flow of ideas
without let or hindrance. That man is unable to appraise at
any moment what is called truth, or that people may not
agree upon what is truth, adds force to my belief that only out
of conflict of thought can truth in the long run be found. Such
is the democratic process.

Justice Holmes, an adventurous soul who had less concern
over his internal censor than most of us do, once wrote:

But when men have realized that time has upset many fighting
faiths, they may come to believe even more than they believe the
very foundations of their own conduct that the ultimate good de-
sired is better reached by free trade in ideas—that the best test of
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truth is the power of the thought to get itself accepted in the com-
petition of the market, and that truth is the only ground upon
which their wishes safely can be carried out. That, at any rate, is
the theory of our Constitution.

A corollary thesis urged by Ralph Barton Perry is that only
out of the unimpeded conflict of ideas can the critical capacity
of man be developed.

It is not easy to list indisputable enduring “fighting faiths”
of man. Euclid forced his ideas on reluctant, unready man. For
about 2,000 years his dominion over line and angle persisted and
only recently has it been altered. Tyndale’s Bible—banned from
man centuries ago—shocks no one today. The bloody Crusades
were conducted for what was called the Truth Ineluctable. But
truth is comparative. Facts are scarce and often little more than
society’s momentary acceptance of a position stated by a
preacher of spiritual, mercantile or intellectual vitality. Maybe
there are only a few verities. Even our most cherished national
faith—freedom of press and speech—has undergone a recent na-
tonal revolution. We accepted the right to speak at a town
meeting in New England in 1787 as a gift granted to us by God
and written in the heavens. It was a divine reality, not just a
man-made condition. At least so we thought.

OUR FOUNDING FATHERS

In 1787 there were thirteen colonies in the United States.
Canada might have been the fourteenth if the roads had been
passable in the middle of the previous winter. Four million peo-
ple lived in the Colonies. There were 600,000 Negro slaves
totally illiterate. Of the remainder of the population one half
were women thought unfit to be educated. Of the men, less than
25 per cent could do more than read or write their own names
even in sophisticated Williamsburg, Virginia. During the war
against England the Colonies had had a kind of loose United
Nations. In Philadelphia, while working out a United Nations
plan, after the Dumbarton Oaks Conference of 1786 had been
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held at Annapolis, the concept of free public education had not
taken root. There were few means of communication—only
seventy-five post offices and 1,500 miles of passable postroad.
There were approximately 100 gazettes, average circulation 600
copies. Communities were small. The largest city, Philadelphia,
had about 40,000 inhabitants. Town meetings were common.

Democracy in twentieth century terms did not exist. The
Constitution of the United States, which was promulgated in
part by unconstitutional means and only adopted by a close
vote, probably would never have been accepted if there had
been such a thing as universal franchise for men and women,
or even men alone.

The democratic process requires two tools—literacy and
means of communication. This does not imply that whenever
you have these two tools democracy results. But I would sug-
gest that without those tools democracy for a nation, as distin-
guished from a little village, cannot exist. They are the essential
implements for controlling rulers and selecting political bargain-
ing representatives. By bargaining representatives I mean offi-
cials to run the body politic to the extent to which the people
of a nation desire various enterprises to be run cooperatively
by their state rather than privately.

For example, around the time of the adoption of our Consti-
tution fire departments were on a private, profit-making, rug-
ged-individualist basis. Soon we found free enterprise under
laissez faire developed to the point where villages burned down.
At times fire engines would only go out on a C. O. D. or cash-
in-advance basis. One company had a slogan which ran: “No
money, no squirty.” The decision to turn over to the state the
protection against fire was reached only after years of public
debate. Out of the conflict of attitudes a decision was made by
the people.

At the Constitutional Convention of 1787, in Philadelphia,
a new cooperative government was established but the thirteen
jealous states were suspicious. They did not know how it would
work. They did not want to give up too much state sovereignty
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but they knew they needed unity for keeping peace in dealing
with other nations. They knew that orderly machinery had to
be set up for handling trade between the states. A recent battle
at Hell’s Gate over the smuggling of pot-cheese from Connec-
ticut into Manhattan had dramatized the need of reducing the
barriers known as state lines.

THE SPRINGBOARD OF OUR FREEDOM

The Constitution was put through only after our most valu-
able political deal. John Adams, in Massachusetts, in effect said:
“We will vote for your Constitution provided certain amend-
ments are added”—now known as the Bill of Rights. The thirty-
nine signers of the convention at Philadelphia had spent no time
discussing a Bill of Rights, civil liberties or freedom of the press.
They assumed that the new Federal government would have
no power to butt in. Contrcls over religion, press and speech
would still reside in the separate states. They assumed that each
state could experiment in its own way with limitations on the
flow of ideas to its citizens. But Adams and others were not
willing to accept these assumptions. So the First Amendment
to the Constitution was adopted, declaring that the Federal
government should not interfere with freedom of speech and
press.

At that time it was easy to start a printing business—a few
dollars, a shirtful of type, a hand press and an idea. In relation
to population and literacy, there were many more owners of the
press than there are today. Moreover, since communities were
small and literacy was meager, the town meeting and the soap-
box were still important means of communication.

Communication on an interstate or national basis was pro-
portionately difficult. Six weeks were necessary to go from
Salem, Massachusetts, to Richmond, Virginia. To travel from
New York to the convention city of Philadelphia was a three-
day chore. You would have to take the boat at Murray Street,
wind and weather permitting, and sail up to New Brunswick,
New Jersey. There you changed to a stagecoach, spent the
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second night at Trenton and, with luck, reached Philadelphia
the next day.

It was a cheap trip—under four dollars, blanket included.
But few people traveled. Communication between Virginia and
Massachusetts was at times so awkward that a letter went
quicker from Virginia to England and thence back to Massa-
chusetts than through the direct overland route, where such
quantities of mail were hijacked that many persons sent letters
with postage C.O.D., or written in code.

It was Madison who said: “I know more about Kamchatka
than I do about Georgia.” It was George Washington who, in
1793, urged the repeal of all charges on the transportation of
“public prints”—in order to encourage the flow of ideas. Un-
like the Pennsylvania Railroad, which at one time carried all
newspapers free in Pennsylvania only, Washington urged 7a-
tional freedom.

It is interesting to remember that the most erudite of the
delegates at the Constitutional Convention knew more about
the Helvetian Republic and the median length of reigns of for-
eign princes than he did about the economic conditions of the
people of a neighboring state. Information about foreign na-
tions came in through printed books, gazettes and letters from

Europe.

THE LITTLE RED SCHOOLHOUSE

And then happened one of the great miracles of man’s his-
tory. Free public education got a foothold. It is a very recent
and quaint notion that the people of a society should cooper-
atively pay for and manage the education of their children.
Governmental fire engines were born from the actual seeing
of fires, but to educate children “free” was an act of faith.

Out of the 2,000,000,000 persons on this planet, 6o per cent,
or about 1,200,000,000, are still totally illiterate. There are only
about a score of nations validly claiming 25 per cent literacy. I
have often thought that one of the essentials for a League of
Nations should be a requirement that at least 2 per cent of the
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national income of each nation must be spent for free public
education. Maybe 2 per cent is too high. As a starter, I would
settle for one half of one per cent.

As free education developed, literacy grew. We soon had
inventions like the steamship and the train, cutting their paths
up the rivers and over the hills and plains. Speed of communi-
cation vastly expedites the homogeneity of action and solidarity
of understanding essential for peace and good-will. It is worth
while to remember that at the Constitutional Convention there
were those who thought that Congress should have the right
to veto state legislation and that one of the main arguments
against the granting of such power was that if a southern state
passed a bill in regard to its tobacco crop, for instance, by the
time the news was horsebacked to Philadelphia and the approval
or veto sent back to Georgia the crop would already have been
harvested.

After 1787 commerce spread quickly up the rivers. Embry-
onic chain stores appeared on the streams which fed the great
Mississippi. The market place for furs was expanding and new
buyers and sellers of pelts had access to each other. Swapping
of goods was no less aided by quicker transportation than was
exchange of ideas. In the clash of the market places which dotted
our roads and rivers comparative ephemeral “truth” about com-
modities appeared in the form of prices, durability and new
devices. Whale oil was to give way to natural oil in Pennsyl-
vania and one more fact—the hitherto essential dependence of
lamps on whales—was to be abandoned as a fact. The market
place of thought broadened alongside that of lamps and furs.

‘The Founding Fathers were realistic. Viewing our illiteracy
and lack of means of communication, they were not opposed to
literacy tests for voting. But they appreciated that literacy was
a concomitant of wealth and property. It was natural that
the electoral franchise was the exclusive possession of those who
owned wide acres or many pounds. The property requirements
for voting in 1787 were, in fact, a poll tax based on literacy.
Today any poll tax is irrational as a test of the franchise, be-
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cause dollars have no relationship to capacity to exercise the
franchise.

The framers of our Constitution lived in an era when the
right to print and talk was used to liberate us from distant con-
trols. Freedom was needed for the preacher and editor, rather
than for the flock or the subscribers. A free press was essential
for the man with type and ideas. The demand was for the right
to own a pulpit, a press or a soapbox. Few thought in terms of
the right to read or listen. The talkers were in the saddle. The
readers were too few to count. Tyranny could be resisted only
by freedom for publishers. It was they who might spread the
seeds of resistance and develop unpopular ideas. But unpopular
did not mean unpopular to all people—rather, only unpopular
to the small percentage who with wealth and literacy had
attained the right to vote, the privilege of a choice in govern-
ment. Often they sought an intellectual coup d’état without
referenda to the illiterate public.

The Founding Fathers pressed the concept of freedom of
thought one stage further. Inconsistent with their religious back-
grounds of predetermination, they took life and history in their
own hands, justifying their individual direction of events by
pointing to the divine guidance which they thought was di-
rectly influencing their conduct. But unlike the heads of
churches or states of former days they were unafraid of free-
dom of speech and press. They so affirmed, even though they
had their mighty lapses. Within a decade of the acceptance of
the Constitution many of the same Founding Fathers aided the
passage of the Alien and Sedition Laws, probably the most vio-
lent attack on free speech, assemblage and press ever experi-
enced in our nation.

By and large they favored the extension of literacy. Schools
in the eighteenth century were for males, in fact, rich males.
Education of women was limited to needlework and the spinet.
Institutions of learning were financed by lotteries. As soon as
the idea of free public education once caught on, it swept the
land. A fashion for education developed. The Little Red School-
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house became the pride of the nation. The chief resistance, if
any, was against the government monopoly of education. The
churches—the then greatest influence in developing and influ-
encing the minds of our people—were in favor of public educa-
tion even though the Catholic Church with its own parochial
schools clung to the power implicit in education. Private schcols
continued, particularly in high school and college grades. In
lower schools much of the experimentation in modern pedagogy
was and still 1s carried on in small private schools in the larger
centers of population.

The Founding Fathers, fearful of all government restraints
over thought, went so far as to contemplate the absence of
postage. Only under free postage it was said could we be sure
that the government would refrain from censoring the contents
of letters and periodicals. To this day first-class mail has main-
tained a position of sanctity from search and control. This tra-
dition had vitality. In 1856, during the bitter anti-slavery fight,
an attempt was made to prevent abolitionist papers being car-
ried by mail to the people of the South. Freedom for the Negro
was a burning issue. Clay, Cathoun and Webster took part in
the close debate in the Senate. Van Buren, as vice president,
presiding, cast the deciding vote after Calhoun had declared
that any control over the contents of mailbags would be uncon-
stitutional. And still, around 1870, under the guise of the im-
morality of lotteries and obscenity, the postmaster general was
directed by Congress to read the mails and ban certain written
material which he found created sexually exciting ideas, fraud-
ulent claims to investors, or invitations to certain kinds of games
of chance.

For a century, however, we had marched steadily forward
toward freedom of the mind.

But the development of the concept of free flow of thought
was not only an end in itself. Its growth soon led to reapprais-
als in other fields of human activity. As a critical people we
experienced a renaissance and the complacent theory of the
status quo was put on the defensive. Maybe after all, life was
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not static and immutable. Maybe we and our churches and our
temporal rulers did not know all the truth.

As man’s capacity to communicate increased there was a
gradual reconsideration of the basic validities of freedom of
speech and press. Originally the right was considered a natural
right—the symbol of man’s spiritual freedom, hardly recognized
as an instrument for developing the mind of man or resolving
conflicts, arguments and disputes. Those who used the press
were propagandists, felt strongly and in the main were violent
and passionate. In the passion of our early pamphleteers we rec-
ognized a new value, the value of conflict of thought as a neces-
sary pattern of behavior for the people of the United States.

We were a people of individual arguefiers—not just grum-
blers. We came to know that throughout the ages odd adven-
turers and reformers had deviated from the herd sufficiently
to bring to public attention facts and ideals which caused so-
ciety to move from a status quo position. We sensed that inar-
ticulate disagreement in a society spells chaos and inarticulate
agreement based on lack of diversity of thought invites tyranny
and dictatorship.

A fully adult society is one where individual conflicts of
thought ultimately reach a common denominator of sufficiently
wide base to create vitality, courage and critical spirit. Without
the capacity to articulate the various facets of a problem, society
becomes shapeless. There must go on in any great society a
process of mediation and arbitration of ideas, without which it
suffers either lethargy or subjection to a superimposed mind.

We did not hold an exclusive copyright on this philosophy.
A few older nations had followed it in varying degrees. Ob-
viously a great part of our heritage stems directly from the little
island of Great Britain.

DARWIN GIVES US A BOOST

After the middle of the century the Darwinian theory had
its widespread impact and led man to believe that life was an
adventure, that life changed, that variation and growth were the
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essence of life. Beginning with the era dominated by the Dar-
winian concept, we find less talk about freedom to speak and
freedom to print. For the first time there is some thinking about
the “right to read” and the “right to hear.” Between conflicting
ideas there is also a struggle for existence and the survival of the
fitzest.

The injection of the concept that the receiving end had
significance led in time to the great contributions of Justices
Holmes and Brandeis. They dramatized for the American people
the belief that freedom of the press is rooted in our hope that
conflict in the market place of thought leads to the truth.

Even if diversified ideas do not lead directly and instantly
to what all agree upon as “truth,” there is more chance of find-
ing vagrant, elusive truth in a wide open market place of com-
petitive ideas than by any other technique so far devised by
man. And so, from the turn of the century, particularly after
1920, there were increasing crusades of resistance developed
by the people of our society against any governmental interfer-
ence with the exchange of thought. The audience began to come
into its own.

After our first hundred years of dramatic and increasing
absence of governmental control, sedition and blasphemy stat-
utes were practically unused. New fears, such as that of organ-
ized labor, involved some suppressive use of local police and,
on one or two occasions, the national military power. Man has
a capacity to invoke new fears as old ones dissipate. Finally the
accent shifted to obscenity, which took the place of sedition

and blasphemy.

OUR LATEST BUGABOO

Around 1870, a neurotic individual by the name of An-
thony Comstock began a crusade, with the financial support of
J. P. Morgan and other highly respectable persons. He quis-
linged the Bill of Rights. With less than ten minutes of debate,
the Congress of the United States enacted the Comstock Law
under which there was placed in a separate banned area all
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material which would excite sexually impure thoughts. It was
said we must compel sexual taste by censorship of ideas.

Although no one has ever been able to define with any
precision at any moment in history just what is sexually im-
pure and just what will corrupt even youth, all but one of the
states of the union—New Mexico—copied the Federal legisla-
tion. From 1870 to 1915 we lived through the dark era when
our most reputable book publishers submitted manuscripts for
approval to Comstock or his Society for the Suppression of
Vice. This society became an arm of the police, retaining
fines imposed by the courts. But around 1915 the book pub-
lishers slowly, one by one, started to fight these censors.

It has been my privilege to defend innumerable publica-
tions such as Joyce’s Ulysses, Mary Ware Dennett’s The Sex
Side of Life, Arthur Schnitzler’s Casanova’s Homecoming, Rad-
clyffe Hall’s The Well of Loneliness, Life Magazine for its pub-
lication of the pictures and article known as The Birth of a
Baby, Steinbeck’s film, The Forgotten Village, and a vast
amount of additional material which seemed to shock the cen-
sorial mind of the organized so-called “decency groups.” These
groups were not content to act as educators and persuaders to
what they deemed better taste in sexual relationship. They
invoked the law. '

Society would have survived if each and every one of these
separate books, magazines and movies had been suppressed by
the government. But it is fair to say that each such defeat of
the censors spelled some liberation for unpublished works of
other authors. Moreover, had the censors won in these and
similar cases their zeal for suppression would have increased.
Even the Boston book massacre of 1929 had a limiting effect
on other market places for printed volumes.

Apart from Massachusetts there is now practically no sup-
pression of the printed word because of alleged obscenity. The
decision in the Strange Fruit case leaves Massachusetts as our
only blackout sector. When the Appellate Court reprimanded
the Post Office for its attempt to deny second-class mailing
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privileges to a magazine such as Esquire because the post-
master believed it did not serve “the public,” our market place
was further freed from postal restraints.

As a tangent to the campaign against obscenity we went
through decades of governmental suppression of literature dis-
cussing birth control, planned parenthood and contraception.
I have represented the birth control movement in a variety of
cases resulting (except in the states of Connecticut and Massa-
chusetts) in the full and free flow of contraceptive information
whenever the information is directed toward aiding the health
of the nation. Even in those two states the populace bootlegs
its information and wealthy persons have no difficulty in get-
ting medicos to prescribe contraceptives.

It was only natural that man’s fear of ideas originally aimed
at heresies and later directed toward sedition should find a new
channel in sexual mores. The power of the church dwindled
and the position of the state became secure against revolution
and disturbance. And so the urge of some men for control
over the ideas of other men was diverted into the field of sex.
This diversion was not entirely fortuitous and certainly not
peculiarly an American phenomenon. We copied England and
it will be recalled that Hitler took his first steps toward the
seizure of radio, press and movies by his plea for the protection
of women and children—women should go back to the kitchen,
lipstick and rouge should be banned and “Schmutz” laws had
to be enacted.

The fear of modern man to recognize the sexual mores of
his own society was readily usable as a base for curtailing
freedom of the press. It is interesting to note that in the United
States most of the mighty newspapers refused to enter into
these battles against governmental restrictions on the printed
word where the charges were based on obscenity. The New
York Post, the New York Herald Tribune and a few isolated
papers had sufficient courage to aid the American Civil Lib-
erties Union and others when indictments were leveled against
authors writing on subjects touching on sexual mores. In the
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main the press was willing to adopt the Congressional thesis
that the First Amendment to the Constitution was not all-in-
clusive and did not provide for freedom of press on matters
sexual. They believed in absence of government censorship,
but...!

FRINGES OF FEAR

Before the present war, governmental sanctions were used
in a few attempts to suppress left-wing revolutionary ideas.
Silly, crackpot little Communist-supported papers were at-
tacked. While the great jurist Cardozo voted to suppress al-
leged obscenity but protected the flow of alleged sedition, brave
and intelligent Judge Woolsey, who was not afraid of the four-
letter Anglo-Saxon words in Joyce’s Ulysses, came to the con-
clusion that a left-wing sheet known as the Militant, created
a “clear and present danger” to this mighty nation. The maga-
zine was suppressed. I recall once defending The New Masses
—objectionable to the Post Office for political reasons but at-
tacked because of a tawdry and infantile caption on a cartoon.

Only at rare times were the powers of the Post Office used
to curtail novel ideas in the field of politics and economics.
The Treasury Department, through the Customs Office, for a
few years banned some literature from our shores. Since 1930,
with a change in the tariff laws, customs censorship has prac-
tically evaporated. A few defeats in court put the tariff censor
in his proper place in our democracy. But in the field of obscen-
ity, as also with neurotic leftish utterances, the amount of
material kept from the mind of the nation has been increasingly
negligible. We are growing up.

At rare times assaults are made on the independence of
teachers in our school systems, under circumstances where gov-
ernmental authorities have been induced to aid in the suppres-
sion of new pedagogy. But by and large the educators of the
nation are also free. The attack on Communist teachers in the
New York school system was not really leveled against the
teaching of Communism but rather expressed the disdain
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of our society for the dishonest, underground tactics of the
Communists who, hooded as bootleggers and under false sym-
bols, tried to inject the program of Communism into our schools.

Whenever the state is secure it permits greater latitudes of
criticism. The crimes of sedition and criminal libel are not
needed in a smooth-working democracy. We in the United
States have so little to fear from revolution and violence through
the spread of ideas that for the past score cr more of years no
political words are deemed criminal unless there be a “clear
and present danger” of riot, rebellion or “overt” acts of a
serious nature. Even during World War Il there have been
few instances of governmental actions—only a score of suits,
as against 2,000 in World War I—concerning pamphlets or
speeches other than those uttered by agents of enemy nations.
We are much more adult than during the last war when our
hysteria took the form of suppressing German music, attacking
pacifist documents and holding in disrepute anything not
“strictly American.”

Political utterance in this war was free of governmental
restraint. We have concluded that even malicious falsity would
not seriously affect our people. Their minds were being trained
to appraise ideas for truth. To the extent that ‘military develop-
ments must be kept from the enemy we imposed voluntary
censorship, limiting the market place by withholding release
of information as to weather, departure of vessels, the Presi-
dent’s trips abroad and other items which would have given aid
to the enemy in defeating our armies. Such restraint was tem-
porary and its very voluntary acceptance by the people was
in itself an indication of the extent to which we value freedom
of expression.

To people living under intellectual dictatorships—such even
as the great people of mighty Russia—this chapter of our Anglo-
Saxon latitude of criticism is still inexplicable. The story could
be true that Stalin queried Roosevelt and Churchill as to why
they permitted opposition newspapers to continue a constant
barrage of undermining attacks during the war. He is supposed
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to have said: “But aren’t you the heads of your governments?
Why don’t you stop such destruction of national morale?”
Our answer, of course, is simple: The morale of a free people
is more curtailed by a governmental ban on criticism than by
the often vicious and insidious attacks on our officials by a por-
tion of our press.

But the fight for freedom is a daily fight. It is never fully
won. There is no unconditional surrender from those who want
power and fear criticism. We must continue to keep an eager
eye on all attempts of officials to censor our speech or writings.
At this time in our history it is obvious that the market for
political and religious controversy is substantially free of gov-
ernment interference and in the main there are only few at-
tempted suppressions of publishers who have openly marketed
their books with recognized imprints.

NEWSPAPERS TAINT THE CONCEPT

As to the press itself—I refer particularly to the dailies and
weeklies—there has been practically no interference by govern-
ment. An attempt was made decades ago to suppress the New
York Graphic, a daily tabloid. The courts reversed the police.
Only recently the Court of Appeals in New York upheld the
suppresswn of a magazine on the ground that it dealt primarily
in crime news. Such limitation is pretty silly but has only a
negligible effect on the right to publish or to read about crime.
Our press is not interested in such suppression of the press, for
our most reputable papers remain free to dish out “crime” in
great quantities. On some occasions the curtailment of the re-
porter’s typewriter is attempted by contempt proceedings, but
all such uses of the sanction of contempt by courts have been
cut down by our highest court in Washington. On one occa-
sion a potential dictator, Huey Long, tried to discriminate
against certain papers by a special tax. The court struck this
down with empbhasis.

However, during the past thirty years of great expansion
of freedom of thought, nothing has created more confusion in
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the public mind than the claim of many publishers that legisla-
tion such as the Child Labor Law, Hours and Wages legislation,
Minimum Wage Act, and so on, were in violation of the free-
dom of the press. For more than a dozen years every piece of
important social legislation affecting the working conditions
of people employed on newspapers has been attacked by many
publishers on the theory that freedom of the press granted the
publishers the uncontrolled right to abuse their own employees.
They pleaded for a special laissez faire for the press. They
still do not know that it is the duty of government to inter-
rupt restrictive and destructive activities of laissez faire, for
uncontrolled laissez faire spells dictatorship or chaos. The lead-
ers in radio and movie cry, “Wolf! Wolf!” when there is no
wolf. They also try to cloak their zeal for economic power
under the banner of the First Amendment.

As attorney for the American Newspaper Guild I assisted
in the first case carried through the courts to sustain the con-
stitutionality of the Wagner Labor Relations Act—legislation
which pronounced the rights of employees to organize, choose
their bargaining representatives and negotiate with their em-
ployers. The Associated Press, the defendant in that case, and
the present Joudest and most potent shouter for world freedom
of thought, urged that the Wagner Act was unconstitutional
if it be applied to newspaper writers, because the constitu-
tional freedom of the press would be impaired. The Supreme
Court of the United States made short shrift of this argument.
Yet as recently as 1944, some of the leading newspapers of
the United States adopted a tangent to this position of the
Associated Press when they protested against the application
of maintenance of union membership during the war in return
for the agreement not to strike. The War Labor Board rejected
such plea. Unfortunately many of our leading publishers con-
tinue to confuse the mind of America on the subject of freedom
of the press. They are unconsciously converting the concept
of freedom into a tawdry and meager profit-making, monopo-
listic symbol.
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TWO GREAT NEW INSTRUMENTS

Probably the most complimentary evidence of the maturity
of our society is seen in the painless absorption of two new
dramatic media for the dissemination of thought. I refer to the
radio and the movies. Unlike the historic attempts of churches
or governments to monopolize manuscript writing or printing,
we find a general healthy desire to allow private individuals
to enter these new fields—to influence the folkway and enhance
the knowledge of our society. To be sure, the first-comers in
these fields tried to control the entire output, and patent trusts
were not the only means employed to monopolize these markets.

Radio, a dramatic new art, was developed in a way that
forced the limitation and selection of applications for broad-
casting. With any more than 1,000 broadcasting stations chaos
would have resulted. No one would have been able to tune into
a clear, selected station. Unlike England, where the govern-
ment runs the radio, we allow private individuals to acquire
broadcasting stations on application to the Federal authorities.
We hand out quasi monopolies—often of great value. Some
radio licensees copied the techniques of the cave carver who hid
away his stone chisel. Others followed the pattern of the old
church and state by controlling the equipment needed for
broadcasting. The networks of radio—like extra-governmental
empires in our midst—hand out contracts or licenses to so-called
affiliates. Local stations live by their grace.

Even though radio has mystic and unknown powers of influ-
encing man, only on rare occasions has the Federal Communi-
cations Commission been foolish enough to suggest curtailing the
content of radio programs. The Mae West episode, the Orson
Welles “Invasion of Mars” program are remembered primarily
because they are practically the sole instances of the Commis-
sion’s attempts to control program content.

This is particularly significant since radio, of necessity, is a
partial monopoly. Not every one of us who wants to own a
microphone can get one. Moreover, the radio is in the homes
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and, because sound evaporates, immediate refutation is impos-
sible. Turn a dial and you hear. Thus it is unlike the newspaper
or movie where you have to go out and buy or pay admission
charges. In a way this difference of reception and availability
makes the absence of governmental restraints still more praise-
worthy. That cach broadcaster should exercise his trust in the
public interest is not only stated in the statute but must be the
goal of the people and the licensees. That the government must
have the power to appraise at the time of an application for
license or reappraise at the time of rencwal of license the services
rendered is a power which cannot be avoided. To date it has
seldom been used.

It has often becn claimed that the Federal Communications
Commission uses an undisclosed power and is a constant blind
threat to every broadcasting company. This is less than the truth.
As a member of the State Banking Board of New York, I recall
a parallel situation. I know of innumerable instances where
banks, disinclined to make 2 loan to a merchant, have declared—
dishonestly declared—that they would like to make the loan but
were afraid of the state banking inspectors. This is an easy way
for a banker to avoid stating his dislike of a customer’s protfered
risk. Likewise, a few radio stations have raised a similar invalid
plea and, lacking courage to reject certain programs, have en-
deavored to place the denial on their fear of the Federal Com-
munications Commission. ,

In the movie field the penny arcade operators expanded into
theater owners. A few tried to monopolize all pictures by own-
ing production as well as exhibition and a few producers went
out and gobbled up the key theaters of the nation.

The battle of freedom of the screen was seriously and con-
sciously impaired by the major companies combining for con-
certed action and agreeing to the establishment of powers in the
Hays office—powers which in my opinion have had more dele-
terious effects on our people than many so-called crimes in
restraint of trade. As a result of this conspiracy of the major
motion picture companies, an author’s manuscript, submitred to
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one company and rejected by the Hays office, can find no ready
market place for reaching the movie audience of America. With
five major companies dominating the motion picture production
and distribution system, the Hays agreement in effect was a
completely effective ban, through the use of the Hays exhibi-
tion seal employed in aid of the timid censors and the surviving
Comstocks.

When a half dozen states endeavored to impose political
precensorship on the screen, the industry was engaged in such
an internal fight for monopoly via patents that not even an
intelligent defense was put up. In the early days—1915 or there-
about—the heads of the industry thought of movies as a sort of
traveling flea circus. Hence, it was natural that the Supreme
Court should hold that movies had little relation to ideas and,
therefore, were not within the protected area of the Bill of
Rights.

Thereafter the Hays group has c0n51stently appeased pohtl-
cal censors even though nfovies are the sole instance of previous
restraint—precensorship—ever practiced in the United States.
Any time the Hays group wants to end political appointees
reviewing pictures, I am confident a test case will bring to the
screen the same freedom which press, books and radio enjoy. At
the moment the Hays group does not trust the taste of pro-
ducers—or the intelligence of the public—enough to run the risk
of freedom. And since that handful which turns out most of our
pictures has no faith in its own capacity to produce entertain-
ment in keeping with the taste of the nation, the industry, in a
sense, does not deserve freedom. But someday the audiences will
be heard to insist on audience freedom for wider rights of selec-
tions—that is, greater diversity.

I should guess that the liberty of the screen—free from state
troopers, for example, examining millions of feet of film in a
single year to determine what the public may view—may well
come about through the energetic and 1ncreasmgly intelligent
power of those who really make the pictures—the writers, actors,
directors and camera-men speaking for the public.
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WE CAN BE PROUD

It is a great and exciting story—this saga of man dropping
most of his fear of ideas. It is 2 tale of a mass renaissance as clear,
though less dramatic, than the old one high-lighted by a few
historic martyrs. In our country, in a very short ime—a century
or so—an entire population became not only literate but com-
municative. We proved that people can become their own rulers
in fact as well as in theory. The words of our First Amendment
have been given meaning and reality. We are the government
and we and it are secure—unafraid of ideas.

In only one field does governmental control bespeak an in-
creasing threat. Our original passion for education has been
reduced in its fervor. This may well be the result of mass educa-
tion under governmental yardsticks—increasingly rigid and
routine, as the monopoly of education got so big that experi-
mentation could no longer be readily afforded. In a big city like
New York a group of five persons is supposed to run the schools
for a population of 7,000,000. It can’t be done. Competition in
education has been reduced in many places to the vanishing
point. Maybe our boards of education should be broken up (not
down) into innumerable smaller competing domains. Maybe
someday there will be a separate school board to manage each
school—a board composed of teachers and parents, thus reviving
in the public an intimate concern with the brain diet and intel-
lectual training of our children. The market place of education
is not very free and open, for it is not competitive. New ideas
pass through a mighty struggle to be considered. As with all
giants free from competitive invigoration, a vested interest in
past practices becomes the vogue—the easy way.

But youth is the great reservoir of a society’s strength and we
in this country devitalize that asset by the development of our
youth in a society with constantly less conflict of thought. As a
result youth becomes increasingly resistant. It fights the ideas
of a status quo society as it would blindly struggle against
parents. This is less than a wise way to develop youth. Youth is
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often wiser than older people for it has compromised less with
life. But the resistance in historic terms should be a rational one
instead of one arising out of resistance to a single school rod.
Moreover, youth becomes less reflective and society is less con-
templative where discussion is limited. As a result youth and
society as a whole become more irritable, more volatile and more
ready to follow bigotries and other movements which feed the
ego of the suppressed, the beaten and the inarticulate.

While the educational units under government aegis were
growing to absurd dimensions, the ownership of radio, movies
and press was being concentrated in a few large corporations.
These two trends are not without reciprocal impacts, but it
seems to me that any public reconsideration of the stratification
of our education cannot gain momentum until we attack the
problem of concentrated ownership of the organs which permit
opinion to get into the minds of the public. Even a competitive,
vigorous school system would have difficulty operating against
movies, radio and press produced in a market far less than truly
competitive.




Cuapter I
THE GREAT WORLD CLASH

INDIVIDUALS NEED DIVERSITY

AGaIN MY Basic article of faith is that the full development of
man requires innumerable avenues of access to his mind. The
quantity of words read or heard, or pictures seen, 1s not without
significance but enrichment is geometrically increased in propor-
tion to the diversity of the sources of the material. We need not
fear a multitude of tongues. Man, literate and informed, must
develop a capacity to sift and assay. That is the creed democratic.

We in the United States can be proud of more than 40,000,-
ooo daily newspaper circulation, 100,000,000 movie attendances
each weck and audiences of 40,000,000 listening to broadcasts.
Quantity-wise, we have made great strides. Even such amazing
figures fail to include magazines and books and must be multi-
plied many times because our printed material is passed from
hand to hand. Rental libraries turn over books innumerable
times. Newspapers are read by the entire family. Our libraries—
for the enduring meat of our culture—have also grown, though
at a slower pace than other media of brain nourishment or enter-
tainment.

Parenthetically I might explain that I draw no sharp clear
lines of demarcation between educational, documentary, jour-
nalistic, or entertainment material. Movies, in the main, address
themselves to the emotional escape portions of our egos. Al-
though documentaries, newsreels and journalistic films are only
in their infancy, we should not minimize the screen’s influence
on our national habits, Love-making, marriage, wealth, gangster-
dom are the vitamins of the silver screen diet. For good or bad it
cannot be denied that our pictures are highly popular. Whether
pictures of different content would be still more popular no one
can say. But the present small group of movie producers can at
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least assert that our product is the most marketable in the entire
world. They have invented the Esperanto of the Eye.

But just where the influence of an entertainment picture
differs in essence from the bulk of the entertainment in fiction
magazines or, for that matter, from at least two thirds of the
content of most dailies, it is hard to say. Advice to the lovelorn,
much of our advertising copy, plus any comic strip probably hit
the same glands and emotions as do the feature films. But in a
real sense movies are the background influence of all our feel-
ings, fears and ambitions.

Radio supplies spot news, music and gags, while newspapers
give us the basic daily information for forming community judg-
ments. This dominance of the press is accented, since the radio,
with its monopolistic grant of power from the government, is
presently intent on seeking a balanced diet of views and opinion,
steering clear of separate editorial positions for each broadcast-
ing company. Until recently broadcasters kept most “contro-
versy” off the air, unless during a debate. At least, very few
minority “controversial”’ programs are put on the stations either
gratis or for fees.

No matter how anyone appraises the comparative influence
of these three media it will not be disputed that together they are
of vital importance to our cooperative and individual existences.
Schools and churches, the other great organized impacts on our
lives, cannot operate other than against the material which flows

-by screen, press and air. In fact, religion and education are
increasingly affected by the three great media and find the need
of using all these media. The pulpit has moved to the micro-
phone. Education is going visual.

Each one of us leads a dual life—as a separate individual and
as a member of a group. It is claimed that in many parts of the
globe the individual is of lesser importance, or at least of slight
importance, as long as man is underfed and underhoused. Since
by himself he cannot get his food and housing with as little effort
as through the group, it is said: “Let’s minimize individual de-
velopment until the stomach is full.” It is argued as follows:
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If a society kowtows to the individual, there will be less
group power. Churches operate on groups and hence are com-
petitors of the state. Individualism leads to chaotic group ac-
tivity, for by faith in the greater sanctity of the individual we
come to inarticulate disagreement, which spells chaos. Society’s
economic life can be more easily shaped if there be a single font
for all ideas. Only by mass control over the mind can we create
a shaped society. Flexibility is a luxury which mankind cannot
afford. Finally, the groupists claim, and with some present sup-
port, that many persons love to be ordered about. Life is more
simple if directed by others. Less thinking is needed.

On the other hand, there is the philosophy that lays supreme
emphasis on individual man. His development one by one de-
termines the growth of society. He must live by voluntary
experiment, adventure, and trial and error, rather than by man-
date and directive. This school denies the advantages of dicta-
torship and, instead, says that we can afford to sacrifice some of
the purported regimented efficiency and speed of economic
progress in order to retain individual zeal. Furthermore, in the
long run even the simplest economic advance will be better
made if it stems from the scparate wills of critical people than if
it is ordered by the wiscst dictator. The supreme duty of govern-
ment is to make sure that no group—not even the government—
shall limit individual spontancity, for the dead hand of uni-
formity spells doom to individual man.

I belong to the latter school, which fears the dead hand of
“Gleichschaltung”—mass education and mass entertainment—
the necessary tool of dictators. I look at history and think I
discern that man’s greatest advances even in the days of illiteracy
and, hence, necessary dictatorship by church or state, werc made
by those who rebelled against acceptance of ideas from authority.
We have had mind-cycles as surely as we have experienced
trade-cycles. But no one of us lacks critical capacity, the ques-
tioning mind, the rich curiosity and the satisfying solution. We
sce what Hitler did to the German mentality in about a decade,
cven though no government ever spread out for its people such
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vast quantities of material to influence their lives. The material
was without diversity. Quantlty is not enough. We see how
repetition without contrary opinion can destroy the mind.
Even subtler values are at stake. Karl Mannheim in his stimu
lating volume Diagnosis of Our Time, points out that the mass
flow of entertainment and information is not unrelated to the
reduction of intimacy, privacy, contemplation and inwardness.
And as Andre Gide wrote in his Back from the U.S.S.R.:

The Kolkhosian takes all his pleasures in common. His room is
merely a place to sleep in; the whole interest of his life has passed
into his club, his park of culture, his various meeting places. What
more can be desired. The happiness of all can only be obtained by
disindividualising each. The happiness of all can truly be obtained
at the expense of each. In order to be happy, conform.

Such 1s the danger of trends throughout the world. The dis-
tances on our planet are shrinking fast.

THE GREAT DEBATE

Like all people who have emerged victorious after peril we
feel that new dangers are not likely to appear. Our present
battle to preserve our press, radio and movies from German and
Japanese controls has cost us more than 1,000,000 casualties and
several hundred billion dollars. Those three instruments—press,
radio and the movies—are the weapons of liberty. They are the
core of freedom, whether religious, economic or political. No
conqueror has ever taken real freedom from a people if he has
left to the vanquished their full rights of free expression.

It is still not easy to appraise the peril of those years when
Hitler started to ride the globe. Our hazard was not one of a
drugged people, of a folk inoculated with a single idea. We
were not over-regimented. We were not unconcerned. We were
only starved. Our jeopardy lay in national silence and in com-
placency and ignorance which alone stem from lack of contro-
versy, debate and diversity of opinion. We were not in lockstep
We were scarcely stepping at all.
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Only a few of those who owned printing presses or micro-
phones were either aware of conditions or brave enough to warn
us. And there are so few newspapers left—far less in relation to
our literate population than in 1787. The radio stations are
dominated by four networks. Five movie companies control the
market of the screen.

A few score persons held a grip on the pipelines to the minds
of the nation. It was too tight a market place for a nation of our
size.

To these few score masters of our minds controversy was
uncomfortable. The calm of bigness had set in. Distance was a
pleasant narcotic. To argue preparedness or debate the size of an
ocean was not universally popular. The larger the circulation of
a paper, the greater the audience of a radio station, the more
important it becomes not to offend too many of the public.
Publishers have grown polite, very different from the days when
our carly editors felt strongly enough to horsewhip each other.
Sealed lips make few encmies. Objectivity is the rationale for
omissions, and the blue pencil is the god of the printshop and the
studios. I am not talking only in terms of a dozen large cities.
We are a nation—not just a few metropolises.

As late as May, 1941, the minds of the pcople were so
inadequately prepared for any democratic decisions that the
President and his closest advisers realized that any test vote in
the United States would have resulted in a national declaration
of aloofness from the mess called Furope. We should not forget
that at one time the mere word “convoy” was thought to be a
synonym for “war.” Aside from President Rooscvelt there were
few who could get to the front pages of papers or in the radio
studios at popular hours to give us warning signals. It is no
answer to decry the fact that the President was unable to push
us farther and faster. In 2 democracy we need leadership—a
leadership for discussion and debate. But the sounding boards of
discussion had shrunk below our needs. The vitality of our
society depends in part on the capacity of the people to be a
self-starting action group, articulating—rightly or wrongly—
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after vast, confused and constant public debate. We innately
react against the intellectual lockstep of too much leadership, but
find ourselves restricted not by church or state but by economic
rulers.

Against a background of comparative dearth of national
debate in print and on the air it is something of a miracle that
Lend-Lease and the Draft Bill (the latter by one vote) should
ever have passed the Congress. That body, at least on major
issues, should listen to the voice of the people and act somewhat
in response thereto. But in most cities the voice was a whisper
scarcely audible. Hence, we went back to the organized letter-
writing of Committees of Correspondence, a technique used by
the Founding Fathers in the days before movies and radio and
in an era of 100 gazettes, few roads, no railroads and no air-
planes. Our instruments of information had shrunk to such
meager numbers that in comparison to the size and population
of our nation many who wished to debate even preparedness
were relegated to hiring town halls, carrying soapboxes to street
corners, writing letters and printing pamphlets.

All such piecemeal instruments for reaching the minds of
people were invoked to compensate for the inadequacy of the
press, radio and movies, just as the taking of polls is a concession
to the herd instinct in man and grows out of the meagerness of
the press. Newspapers had for decades turned more and more
from editorials and news to popular entertainment. Radio is
avowedly the medium of crooners, soap operas and gags. A few
idea programs are condescendingly bestowed on the public in
return for the monopoly grants of the right to broadcast. The
movies boasted that they were escapist from the realities of the
day. They called it being impartial. I doubt if the boast was
more than a political gesture, for many of the independent
producers and one of the major companies keenly felt the need
for more public information about the rise of Fascism. It said
so in films which often found difficulty getting to the theaters
and chains dominated by a few giant companies.

But in hundreds of cities the only daily newspaper servicing
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the people of the area was opposed to participation in the Euro-
pean war. In other areas the only remaining newspaper publisher
was violently in favor of rushing to the aid of embattled Fng-
land.

In both sets of cities—in all cities without competing news-
papers—there was no capacity for sharpening public knowledge
and judgment on the Great Debate by supplying controversial
facts—prejudiced and distorted if you please, but at least on more
than one side of the great issue facing the nation.

In more than 1,200 cities there 1s only one newspaper. What
price democracy! There are only 117 cities in this vast land
where there is more than one newspaper ownership—where in
democratic fashion there is the capacity for daily debate. In
more than oo districts the only newspaper owns the only radio
station. A score of persons own those Sunday papers which
account for more than half of the Sunday circulation from Maine
to California. One company sends out the “boiler plate” which
supplies the mid-section for more than 3,000 of our weeklies.
The three national wire services—by no means available to all
papers—are too few in number.

Under our great theory that the owner of the press has the
right to be wrongheaded or malicious, press-service material has
been cut, diluted or distorted by headlines to agree with the
prejudices of each publisher. There is quite rightly no compul-
sion to print, or to print without change or elision. That a pub-
lisher without competitors in his area may have had the com-
mercial acumen or the spiritual wisdom to buy some boiler plate
or columnist material which opposed his position on the issue
then raging is less than the perfection our great democracy
deserves.

A handful of radio commentators filled some of the void. A
few magazines of opinion fed—pro or con—the people who were
in the sterile belt of the more than 1,200 single-newspaper
towns.

As our people look back on the Great Debate few will think
of the daily press as an integral part of the struggle, other than
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in terms of Joe Palooka versus Orphan Annie. Rather do our
minds go back to Committees to Keep Us Out of War, or
Committees to Get us Into War. Even the President, from his
position of great prestige, could not too often try to wake us up
with “quarantine” speeches. The few remaining owners of
dailies, radio stations and movie companies had lost the joy of
controversy, feared the heat of debate and had in the main for-
gotten that a united nation requires an informed people and that
an informed people in a democracy must sift dogmas and
hypotheses for facts on which they want to act.

It took an unreasonable time to get issues debated by the
nation. Once informed enough for controversy, we remained in
trouble but we were out of danger. As free men we could
produce in our plants and on our farms sufficient material to
stagger the world—enough to supply Russia and England and
China with the decisive war goods. As free men we could fly
better than Nazi slaves or Jap puppets. Spontaneity and in-
genuity derive from freedom of thought. Those latent charac-
teristics stood us in good stead. They were our supreme equip-
ment.

This danger, of the period of the Great Debate, is compara-
tively easy to recall. Rotterdam sacked, Poland ravished, London
blitzed, minorities imprisoned. Japan stabbing us in the back.
The press, radio and movies had journalistic-dramatic hot news
on which to found the debate but there were just too few of
them left for 138,000,000 people across 3,000 miles. We could
see what was happening even though the distance from the
enemy seemed astronomical to our little-traveled people. We
should recall how often President Roosevelt reiterated the dis-
tances across oceans—in months a century ago, in hours today.
The debate involved making 6,000 miles seem just outside our
doorsteps.

THE TWO WAYS OF LIFE

Nevertheless, we did keep our freedom. No foreign ruler has
sealed our lips or ears or eyes. \Ve are equally intent that our
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own government will not do so. But the age-old desire of tyrants
to be rid of disturbing criticism has not disappeared from the
earth. The great Soviet experiment, rich and fruitful in so many
ways, has publicly reversed its historic position on one sector of
free speech—the speech which is called religion. No longer is the
cry, “Religion is the Opiate of the Pcople.” But in Russia it is
still a crime to listen to shortwave broadcasts from other lands.
It 1s sull inconceivable that any newspaper would criticize Mar-
shal Stalin in his civil or military capacitics. Its movies are gov-
ernment written and government made. Movies from the United
States and other nations are handpicked by Soviet officials with
captions rewritten before showing. The 180,000,000 persons
in Russia can see and read and hear only what their ruler thinks
will do them good.

Likewise, all persons outside of Russia are kept in the dark
or are allowed to sce only through Soviet-colored lenscs. Travel
is restricted in the Soviet. It always has been. Our cameramen,
broadcasters and reporters have no freedom to roam, to see, to
report to us what goes on in Russia. Thus we are denicd the right
to know about that great nation in our own way, by setting
fact off against fact, testing for truth in free public debate. We
still believe that our techniques of acquiring knowledge not only
get us nearer to truth but also sharpen our minds and increase our
critical capacitics. We are rightly suspicious of other techniques.

The contrary philosophy of Soviet Russia is understandable,
and historically explicable. But it just isn’t ours. It is, morcover,
the single greatest factor operating against international peace n
the world today. In a world of freedom of thought there 1s scant
likelihood of war. For my part, excited as [ am about the
United Nations Charter, I think I would today exchange it for
one single act—the conversion of Russia to our concept of free-
dom of thought and exchange of ideas. I might add that under
the Charter one of the commissions to be organized may induce
Russia to abandon her tyranny over the minds of the Russian
people, or at least reduce her barricades of the other peaples
of the world as to the happenings inside Russia.
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We know the Marxists promise that freedom of thought will
come eventually—when the people are prepared for mental
freedom, when the nation is secure in a capitalistic world. We in
our great tradition just don’t believe that any one person or
group is fit to write the timetable for closing and opening the
minds of the people of any society.

We hope that with Germany destroyed Marshal Stalin will
feel secure enough to allow his people to learn what is going on
elsewhere in the world. He may have to go slowly. His people
are not used to a free market in thought. They never had it
under the czars and now for more than twenty-five years criti-
cism of their rulers has meant Siberia. Knowledge of other
nations was diluted and capsuled to fit the need of Marshal
Stalin for security. At least we hope that Russia may soon loosen
some of its harshest restrictions on the international front. In
the operation of the United Nations there inevitably will be
more run-of-the-mill debate and controversy in the press of
Russia as to international issues. However, it may be many years
before Russia will allow papers and magazines financed by the
government to be critical of the government which, in turn,
foots the bills for the publications and selects the editors of
their pages.

How such independence of editorship can be separated from
reliance on the state for money to run the fmper is a problem
for future Communist dialectics. But that is not our problem.
Or at least it is only our problem to the extent that the Russian
governmental adherence to intellectual dictatorship makes it
more difficult for our nations to understand each other, and
for us to get along with the Russian people. My guess is that
radio will lick the Russian dictator. In a sense radio is the dream
of a dictator—a single announcer with compulsory mass recep-
tion. In another sense the ether waves respect no inconsequen-
tial markings on maps, such as state or national boundary lines.
If once the people of Russia are allowed to buy shortwave re-
ceiving sets, the fears of those Americans most frightened
about our relations with Russia will evaporate. Even without
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such permission the ordinary receiving set will pick up some-
thing from nearby lands.

The great people of Russia will then become informed about
our folkways and we will learn about theirs. We will freely
exchange facts, prejudices, experiences. We will argue, we will
debate, we will laugh at cach other, we will complain about each
other, will ridicule and admire. Our minds will clash—and out of
just such free clashes will understandings arise. Fnduring peace
must stem not from similaritics but from understandable ditfer-
entials in folkways. There cannot be killings among pecples
who communicate freely with each other. War thrives on dark-
ness and taboos.

I single out Russia, although it is by no means the only in-
tellectual dictatorship in the world. In fact, there are only a
handful of nations free of governmental restraints and controls
on press, radio and movies. I select Russia because it is the biggest
nation operating on a thesis antithetical to our basic political
philosophy. Moreover, its influence in Asia and Europe will no
doubt further invite chaotic war-ridden states to turn to the
comfort of complete governmental ownership of radio, movies
and press. Governmental controls of the mind seem so comfort-
able and easy. Lazy, tired, war-racked men and women will ac-
cept it. They may want to be told what to think as well as what
to eat and do. Tired pcople enjoy mental lockstep. Already
many nations in Europe have moved far along the path of the
Russian idcology—internal controls of opinion. In many other
nations embargoes or tariffs on import or export of ideas have
been established.

It is important that the debate between our people and the
people of Russia continue—on the merit of our Bill of Rights
against the values of a totalitarian state. We should question
whenever possible the need of Russia to put the blue pencil as a
symbol above the sickle and the hammer. Just as we truthfully
can praise Russia’s great strides in literacy and her reduction of
racial bigotries, so can we deplore her continued dictatorship
of the mind. It is a peril to our relations with Russia. In my
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opinion it is the only peril—for this difference between us goes
to the very matrix of our civilization. Besides, unless Russia
opens up her market place of the mind we shall face a world
with two kinds of clashing civilizations competing against each
other. To the extent that absence of freedom of thought spells
easy reglmcnmtlon of a people and to the extent that a regi-
mented people is easicr to handle in a war or in any concerted
drive of short duration, it is most important to note that the
Russian totalitarian tactics give her an advantage in certain
short-term policies and decisions. But we want long-term peace
and hence must try to persuade Stalin to use long-term stand-
ards of behavior.

SHALL WE REMAIN FREE?

These two great clashing world ideologies underlie all sub-
sidiary questions such as Communism, Socialism, Capitalism or
any other form of production. Obviously a free people has the
right to select the way of life it desires at any moment. To
be a free people there must be a clash of wits—the only sane
discipline, the only safe road to decision. Capitalism or Com-
munism, if dictated, are both evil because of the very superim-
position of ideas and the conscquent inability to admit error
and pursue change by will of the people. Obviously the degree
of governmental participation, control or conduct of business
and labor is not a matter of absolutes. There is no society even
as small as a family where, to avoid chaos or to save work, some
rule is not laid down by which the head of the tribe is found to
be operating certain jobs which formerly ecach member did for
himself. The test is not whether we have governmental as op-
posed to private water works, fire engines, housing or Cape
Cod canals. The question is, Under which system do we at a
particular point of history think we will gain more happiness?

In testing the value of cooperative governmental undertak-
ings we must ask, Will we spend less hours at effort to sustain
ourselves? Will the hours be more enjoyable? WVill the gov-
ernmental controls reduce initiative and incentives for further
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advances in the art of reducing effort? Will the government get
so big as to be inefficient? W 111 such mefﬁcmncy lead the govern-
ment to resent criticism—the only real corrective in life? Will
the people in turn lose freedom of debate? And in turn will we
not swing around the entire circle, ending with dictatorship and
its inevitable negation of man’s potential plenty of ideas?

It seems to me that the struggle for the survival of ideas is
more important to man than his historic battle to survive against
wild animals, glaciers or disease. Our procreative record shows
that our bodies have won out in the physical struggle for sur-
vival. Never were more of our species on this “our” earth. Under
a dictatorship we find blind acceptance of norms of thought
pushed down from above, no collective deliberation and an ult-
mate united front of the socictal mind, which means mental
sterility by consensus. There is no profound struggle for sur-
vival of ideas where there is monopoly of thought.

Violent revolution is not the only path to dictatorship. People
can vote away their rights to a free arena of debate, or they
can sit idly by while a few persons monopolize the organs of
dissemination of thought. A handful of men can rather quietly
dominate pmctlcall) all of the motion pictures of a nation. A
quartet of COIHp’lHlCS can become the owners of the best radio
broadcasting stations with the greatest volume, power and best
wave lengths. A score of men can be the proprictors of the
majority of Sunday newspapers. One man may gradually own
half the daily papers of a state. A few chains of papers may ac-
count for 20 per cent of all daily paper circulation. Such con-
centration of power in the realm of thought—and much worse—
has already happened in these United States.

Our nation has been put to sleep under the blanket of laissez
faire. It now must wake up with nightmares of threatened dic-
tatorship. There is no dictatorship without reduction of con-
troversy. Concentration of the means of communication is a
danger just as ever-increasing diversity of opinion—the symbol
of freedom—is the highest desideratum of democracy. We who
were a people of pamphleteers and town meeting talkers now
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find ourselves in the midst of a trend of concentration of power
over our own minds. Each one of us is aware of this trend. Look
back into your home town of twenty or thirty years ago. How
many dailies were being published then? How many now? Does
one man own the only two papers of that area? Or is there only
one paper left?

Halford Hanser, of the Cape Cod Standard Times writes,
“The one newspaper ownership monopoly which exists in 1,280
cities and towns of the United States is the greatest single factor
threatening a free press.” I don’t know whether this is the
greatest threat—there are so many other evil trends toward
press concentration. We are no longer in danger of church
or state controls as much as we are of being ruled by a mere
handful of people with economic power.

To foster concentration of thought or to permit concentra-
tion to happen is equivalent to seeking minority rule, which in
turn leads to totalitarian government. Around the turn of the
century telephones, automobiles, steel—all went through the in-
dustrial revolutionary process of increasing in size. Mechanical
mass production had certain obvious advantages. Costs were re-
duced, prices to consumers were lessened and more persons
presumably got more things at lower prices.

What mass production did to the people at the belt is an-
other story. I wrote it for Judge Brandeis a decade ago from the
angle of the optimum point of efficiency. It was in a book
called Too Big. But the choice is not one of Too Big Govern-
ment or Too Big Business. For the purposes of this book I do
not intend to go into the very questionable economic validity
of Too Big Business, its building up of units beyond the capacity
of man’s managerial powers, the distress occasioned by the col-
lapse of the giants and the consequent demand for Too Big
Government.

However, it is urged by some that in the business of the
press, movies and radio mere size has a tendency to lessen costs
to direct consumers. In the movie business costs to consumers
are regulated by producers. Prices of admission have no clear
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relationship to cost of making a picture or, by and large, to
the desire of people to see a picture. In fact, the larger the
audience demand the more likely a rise in ticket prices. In radio
the larger networks, with vast wholesale operations make such
untold fortunes—in some cases more than 150 per cent return
each year on their invested capital (before taxes)—that con-
sumers get slight if any benefit in price (through advertising rates
or cven through commodities purchased) because of large-scale
business. Newspaper prices have little relationship to circulation.
This 1s true because as readers of papers we do not pay for our
papers when we buy them. The cost of newspapers is subsidized
by advertisers, which means that we pay for our newspapers by
indirection—that is, every time we buy a cake of soap, a tin of
tooth paste, an auto or a pair of shoes.



Cuarter 111
THE VANISHING MARKET PLACE OF THOUGHT

THE BIG BAD MONOPOLISTS

BIGNESs AND CONCENTRATION of power in these communication
fields is part of our traditional monopoly problem. For more
than half a century we have seen the danger of monopolies in
markets of tangible commodities for shop or home. We cher-
ished small business, emotionally resisted the wiping out of free
individual enterprise and deplored the increased prices to con-
sumers resulting from trusts and monopolies. Our efforts have
been not too well rewarded. Consistently we have starved the
budget and personnel of the anti-trust division of the Depart-
ment of Justice. Recently we revitalized the work. But we
labored under old-fashioned e¢conomic philosophies. We refused
to adopt the Brandeis approach. We have not even reduced the
rate of decimation of smaller units by the giants.

When the war came we found that the army and navy gave
further aid to large-scale business. It was easier to place a few
orders of vast size than to employ the entire man and plant
power of the nation directly by a program of Bits and Pieces
such as was adopted in England. So the Big grew bigger and
relieved the government of much detail by becoming the dis-
pensers of millions of subcontracts. All of which added to the
power of the big company, the primary contractor.

The essential error of our approach arose from turning our
gaze more toward the evil monopolist than toward distortions of
the market place. In a way we wanted a personal devil. How-
ever, as a buccaneer westward-moving people we were confused
between our admiration for the man who could corner the mar-
ket and our grievance against the limitation on the right of every
man to engage in a profitable undertaking. Moreover, the innate
business-inventive genius of our people accelerated the develop-
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ment of mergers, consolidations and pools of buying and selling
power. It was natural for our law to develop on the theory that
monopoly was in itself not an evil. We did not wish to throttle
ambition until the precise moment when success had created
unreasonable restrictions on free enterprise.

We know that all competition is hurtful to the independent
competitor. We were more concerned with the little man driven
out of business than for the public inevitably hurt by monopoly.
We said, “Let’s look at how the monopolist got his power. Was
he decent? Did he cheat? Did he wipe out competitors by unfair
practices?”

Such queries missed the real point of the national economic
inquiry. To the consumer it makes no difference whatever when
he gocs out to buy a radio, see a movie or purchase a paper,
whether the producer or distributer was clean or dirty in the
efforts which gave him control of the market. The sole test 1s,
has he got a monopoly, not how he got it. Had we listened to
Brandeis we would long ago have scrutinized the end result—
the condition of the market. We would have assumed that mere
exaggerated size created presumptions of anti-social power.

It’s never casy to ascertain how a market place would have
behaved in the absence of a monopolist. We must accept on
partial faith the dogma that whenever a single buyer or seller
controls the major demand or supply of any commodity, there
are implicit temporary advantages to such concern by restricting
the supply, eliminating competition and increasing the burdens
on the consumers. The same holds true if instead of a single
monopolist a group of companies act in concert. However, we
seem to think group action i1s more anti-social than action by
one alone. Again to the consumer it makes no difference.

That the monopolist or the group is malicious, or even in-
tends to reduce or increase costs, seems to me to be irrelevant.
Nor is the observation any different if a group of “little” men
gets together to fight a single large giant—if their combination
can control the market place. This, no matter how sympathetic
we are to little merchants. A union closed at both ends—closed
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membership and closed shop—contains the same cvil influence
on the market as the practices of monopolists.

We must remove our emotions from our appraisal of this
stream of economics. Our courts, until recently, endeavored to
ascertain the manner in which the monopolist got his power.
It seemed important, before condemning a monopoly, to find
out if the company charged with the crime was fair or unfair
in its treatment of competitors. All this is now beside the point.
In the radio and Associated Press anti-trust decisions we have
at last become adult in the law of restraint. We look at the com-
pany alleged to control an area or a commodity Comparative,
not objective, size and control is the stlrtmg point of the con-
sideration. A million dollars in some precious rare mectal may
give more dominance than $100,000,000 may provide in mak-
ing automobiles. Seventy per cent of movie ownership by five
companies may be enough to wipe out all effective interplay
of supply and demand. A single newspaper in a certain areca may
not spell any violation of anti-trust laws.

The most the law can do is to prevent the buying or selling
end of the market place getting too far out of line. But by in-
action the government distorts the market. It must act not only
as a shield but also as a spear for freedom.

COMMUNICATION BOTTLED UP

In the three major fields of communication—press, radio
and movies—we now have had a series of recent decistons by our
highest courts condemning in strong language the unbalancing
of these market places of thought.

In the movie field, after a series of cases scolding the major
elements of the industry, the court took a look at an attempt of
a chain of theaters in Tennessee to wipe out all independent
theaters. In that pursuit the chain was helped to no little degree
by the large motion-picture producers. The product of
independent producer could not get into Tennessec except
under burdensome and unfair conditions. The Supreme Court
broke up the Tennessee chain. It was urged by the Tennessee
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exhibitor that he was powerless against the big producing com-
panies unless he could increase his buying power by gobbling
up other theaters. The court, in effect, said it might be that
something should be done to destroy the overwhelming power
of the movie giants, -but surcly we should not wait to destroy
the Tennessee monopoly until such time as the producing
monopoly is purged. And now at this very time the govern-
ment is proceeding with great energy against the cight movie
companies—that all too small group which owns the distribution
system of the United States.

In the radio field the two largest networks were equally
spanked. The Federal Communications Commission held pro-
tracted hearings, and issued a monopoly report. This report
was not much mentioned in the press or on the air. We have
not enough networks or press associations to let this kind of
item find its way into the arena of public debate. The networks
refused to allow a debate of the issues involved 1n the report.
The leading officials of the major networks testified, however,
that freedom of the air was finished and that networks could
not function with profit if the proposed regulations were
adopted. The case went up through the courts. The Federal
Communications Commission was sustained. The networks pros-
pered as never before. The calamity prophets of the mighty in
radio now seem to be men without vision or schemers trying
to scare the government into transferring complete ownership
of the ether to the two networks involved.

The Federal Communications Commission had laid di wn
some simple conditions. No one corporation should be allowed
to own two nctworks. No one licensce should be allowed to
own two stations in one town. No network should by contract
be allowed to own the program time of affiliated stations.

There was no public debate, in democratic terms, for the
proposals dealt with media of communication and such media—
at least all those which had large audiences—were intent on
keeping any such debate away from public consideration.

But the Supreme Court spoke up, in the radio monopoly
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regulation case, sustaining the Federal Communications Com-
mission. In the dissenting opinion we find a statement with
which the entire court agreed:

In the dissemination of information and opinion, radio has as-
sumed a position of commanding importance, rivaling the press and
the pulpit . . . because of its vast potentialitics as a medium of com-
munication, discussion and propaganda, the character and extent of
control that should be exercised over it by the government is a
matter of deep and vital concern.

This was not censorship. There was no desire of government
to censor program content. The case involved solely greater
diversity of ownership of broadcasting. The big boys in the
game naturally wanted no more compctition.

Following the radio and movie cases we find the A.P. urg-
ing, under the gospel of a free press, the right to bottleneck
the news marlket place. The A.P. is really a combination of an
extra-governmental nature, prescribing rules for the restraint
of interstate commerce.

In the A.P. case the Supreme Court sustained the decision
of the court below, in which Judge Learned Hand wrote:

However, neither exclusively nor even primarily are the interests
of the newspaper industry conclusive; for that industry serves onc
of the most vital of all general interests—the dissemination of news
from as many different sources and with as many different facets
and colors as is possible.

That interest is closely akin to, if indced is not the same as, the
interest protected by the First Amendment; it pre-supposes that
right conclusions are more likely to be gathered out of a multitude
of tongues, than through any kind of authoritative selection. To
many chis i is, and always will be, folly; but we have staked upon it
our all.

For these reasons, it is impossible to treat two news services as
mtcrchnngcable, and to deprive a paper of the benefit of any service
of the first rating is to deprive the reading public of means of infor-
mation which it should have; it is only by crosslights from varying
directions that full illumination can be secured.
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Justice Black, in the decision of the United States Supreme
Court, used the following language in his landmark opinion:

The net effect [of the A.P. restraints] is seriously to limit the
opportunity of any newspaper to enter these cities. Trade restraints
of this character, aimed at the destruction of competition, tend to
block the initiative which brings newcomers into a field of business
and to frustrate the free enterprise system which it was the purpose
of the Sherman Act to protect.

And further in relation to the need of diversity:

It would be strange indeed, however, if the grave concern for
freedom of the press which prompted adoption of the First Amend-
ment should be read as a command that the government was without
power to protect that freedom. The First Amendment, far from
providing an argument against application of the Sherman Act, here
provides powerful reasons to the contrary. That Amendment rests
on the assumption that the widest possible dissemination of infor-
mation from diverse and antagonistic sources is essential to the wel-
fare of the public, that a free press is a condition of a free society.
Surely a command that the government itself shall not impede the
free flow of ideas does not afford non-governmental combinations
a refuge if thev impose restraints upon that constitutionally guar-
anteed freedom. Freedom to publish means freedom for all and not
for some. Frecdom to publish is guaranteed by the Constitution, but
frecdom to combine to keep others from publishing is not. Freedom
of the press from governmental interference under the First Amend-
ment does not sanction repression of that freedom by private inter-
ests. The First Amendment affords not the slightest support for the
contention that a combination to restrain trade in news and views
has any constitutional immunity.

There no longer can be any doubt about the increasing con-
cern of the Supreme Court as to the monopolists of thought.
Few industrics have been so thoroughly castigated by high
judicial officers as have the press, movies and radio.

In these cases, and others, preceding or collateral thereto,
we have made slow but great philosophical strides. Motive of
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aggrandizement, fairness of practices of the monopolists, eco-
nomic need of domination in order to survive are all increasingly
immaterial. We are concerned with the right of the consumer.
And in our society the most important consumer goods are those
sold by press, radio and movies.

I take some pride in the fact that, as far as I know, I first
injected into documents for court perusal the theory that since
the constitutional rights of the receiver are even more impor-
tant than those of the utterer, diversity of opinion is essential
if we want to continue to give meaning to our Bill of Rights,
and no matter how we may feel about monopolies in hairpins
or soap, the commodity which goes to the mind deserves and
must be handled on a higher standard than that applied to all
other merchandise. Material protected by our First Amend-
ment is the preferred merchandise of our society.

It is interesting to note how long those who control media
of communication have been allowed to proceed with their in-
creasing concentration of power without governmental inter-
ference. As far back as 1915 Judge Brandeis pointed to the evil
consequences of monopoly of thought, in the case of A.P. vs.
I.N.S.

The movie case against the Big Five was started in 1938.
It is not near the Supreme Court.

A gap of five years occurred between the start of the Fed-
eral Communications Commission inquiry into radio monopoly
and the final decision of the highest court.

But at long last we are learning that failure of the govern-
ment to act can be as detrimental to the rights secured by the
First Amendment as an act of positive interference. Twenty
years ago Justice Stone pointed out in a case in the Supreme
Court—involving a law to protect apple trees from a cedar tree
germ—that the failure of the state to take action in behalf of
the owners of apple trees would have been tantamount to its
taking action on behalf of the owners of cedar trees. The own-
ers of press, radio and movies favor inaction on the part of the
government because by inaction those in the saddle can further
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act to control the market place. Hence, inaction deprives the
public of its right to hear, see and read. We need governmental
offense as well as defense in the pursuit of liberty. The battle
involves a way of life and not just named individuals.

Those men who own our minds are not evil persons. They
are men of energy and vitality and ingenuity. They suffer from
the sole disease of capitalism—the germ which may destroy free
enterprise. While shouting free enterprise, they urge the right
to destroy the enterprise of all save themselves. They are for
freedom of competition for little people in all industries but their
own. They chant in monotonous rhythm the dangers of gov-
ernmental censorship, never realizing that the path of monopoly
leads directly to government ownership. They are wise enough
to see that the people will not allow uncontrolled extra-gov-
ernmental groups to monopolize the market place for gas, water,
electricity or even milk. They know that whenever a market
gets too tight the public demands regulation. The concept of
“public utility” should scare the wits out of owners of radio,
press and movies. History should teach them that they are going
down the monopoly road to “public utility” street. But for some
odd reason the zeal for getting bigger and bigger has a self-
blinding effect.

I do not ask that heads of dominant businesses be brave
enough to realize that mere size has dinosaurial defects. They
acclaim the virtues of competition—it keeps people on their
toes—and they go out and buy up the only competing news-
paper of the district. Unless we wake up we will soon find
that less than 1oo cities have competing newspapers. Heads of
the movie industry boast that their pictures are the best ever
made, but play safe by buying up the main theaters of a town
so that if by chance one of their pictures is not so good, it still
can be shown. I don’t mean exactly “can be shown.” Rather
that the public will have no choice but to see that picture. If
they don’t buy the theater they tic it up with an exclusive fran-,
chise. The air is bottlenecked through networks of dominated
local stations.
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The only limit to such aggrandizement is the will of the
people expressed through courts and legislatures. Giants forget
the qualities of humility and self-restraint. The bigger they
get the less there is any chance of public criticism. So they run
wild in their efforts to close the markets. Competition between
three giant newsgatherers is not necessarily the acme of com-
petition. That five movie companies struggle against each other
spells—not a free market, but a limited policy of dog eat dog.
Four networks may envy each other but more than four groups
should have access to the public ear..

THERE ARE NO DEVILS

Knowing that these are not problems of individual person-
alities I have tried sincerely to avoid appraisals of the thirty or
forty men who own the main access to America’s mind. I have
been urged to write this volume in terms of Sarnoff, Paley,
Noble, McCosker, Reid, Sulzberger, Howard, the Cowles, Gan-
nett, Field, Knight, the Pattersons, McCormick, Hearst, Perry,
Ogden, Mayer, the Schencks, Odlum, Rubin, the Warners, Bala-
ban, Luce, Wallace, to mention most of the important originat-
ing persons now in the saddle. Circuit theater owners like
Shine, Sudekum, Griffith might be included, as well as Eastman,
producer of raw film stock, and several key patent holders and
apparatus manufacturers.

I am not here interested in these people as people. Nor do
I care how they got their power—inheritance, ingenuity or
through banker selection. By and large they are as decent, fair
and wise as our present negligent democracy deserves. They
differ among themselves on many issues. They are all heads of
such vast empires that it is only natural they should be less
adventurous than the small operator who has no great capital
to lose. Moreover, some of them have so many employees under
them that they are remote from the man on the park bench or

.the girl in the theater balcony.

Many of them I consider friends of mine. They know I agree
with them in their individual, unrestricted control of their own
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media—right or wrong, wise or foolish. My complaint 1s that
there are too few owners for 138,000,000 people; the propor-
tion is unsatisfactory.

For the purpose of this volume I care not whether one of
these pipeline owners is left or right, conservative or liberal,
weak or strong. Let them be malicious, from my point of view,
provided only there is enough opposing malice flowing into the
market place.

But whenever some of these giants agree with my thesis in
favor of greater diversity they nod and say, “Nothing can be
done to stem the tide. This is the sweep of progress.” Thus do
rugged individualists revert to the gospel of fatalism and inevi-
tability. Once in a while a movie magnate will agree that the
radio bottleneck should be investigated, for certainly we have
to do something about the power of the four men who own
the networks. And the network men will rail against the press
because of its ability to discriminate against a competing broad-
casting station in favor of the station owned by a ncwspaper.
From the great movie giants I have heard no eagerness for
expansion of the democratic pattern except for one company
which has stated that the United States might be better off if
no producer was allowed to own 2 theater.

The question is: How far has the monopoly trend gone
and what dangers arc we facing? Let us look with pride at the
record of our inventive genius and the zeal which gives us
quantity production of radio programs, movies and papers. But
let us not blindly worship the three gods of Quantity, Size and
Mass. Variety, Selectivity, Variables arc also important n a
dynamic democracy.

With 2,600 dailies a few years ago are 1,700 enough today?
How many will we have in 19607

Five movie companies own 70 per cent of the movie income
of the nation. Will there be only three in 19602

Four networks have control over two-thirds of the radio sta-
tions of the nation. Will they control more in 1960? Will tele-
vision and F.M. go the same way?
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In what direction are we moving? Is there anything in the
record to indicate that the destruction of small merchants in
ideas will diminish in the next decade?

These and other queries first occurred to me about five
years ago. I looked over the literature. 1 found very little:
Huettig’s book on the movies, Lee’s great contribution, The
Daily Newspaper in America, the writings on radio of Clifford
Durr and James L. Fly, a few government reports and the
records of many law cases. The industry associations either
have no data of trends of ownership or have refused to make
them available.

We have in many places and in many fields practically no
market of thought left—worth calling a market in democratic
terms. It’s still a market infinitely richer than that of any totali-
tarian society. But we cannot afford to take pride in that com-
parison or to see it shrink farther. We cannot afford not to
expand it. Our fight is for a way of life and not a battle against
a few individuals.

The devil in this story 1s our own acceptance of fatalism
plus one basic neglect. We have not only allowed these mar-
kets to get tighter and tighter but we also have failed to demand
of our press and radio that the facts of their own monopolization
be told to the American people. Even proceedings by the gov-
ernment in law suits against the monopolies of the A.P., the
major movie companies and the radio networks get less play
on most radio stations and in most papers than do picayune,
insignificant crime stories or similar monopoly charges leveled
against aluminum, steel or meat. For example, few people know
that radio without “commercials” is economically possible and
has been urged in Washington before the F.C.C. for months.
This 1s also quite natural. Maybe it is asking too much for the
press to report objectively on the claimed evils of the press. The
heads of the radio networks emphatically refused in writing
to allow even a forum discussion on the air of the famous
F.C.C. radio monopoly report. -

My publisher friends query, “Would you ask a cigarette
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manufacturer to insert n his ads a deciston of the Federal Trade
Commission condemning his products?”

I deny the analogy. These three media are and at times claim
to be trustees of freedom of thought. They should act like
trustees and tell their beneficiaries—the people—the story of the
narrowing bottleneck to the market place of thought.

I have talked to many of the leading publishers and editors
urging them to take stock of the problem. Only one network
has allowed any debate of the issues. I have discussed this ma-
terial and my proposed solutions with more than a score of
United States Senators. All but two agreed that here i1s an
issue of major importance. I write this book in the hope of
stimulating further Congressional discussion, for we cannot be
saved by judicial decrce alone.

In the three following chapters 1 have shown statistically
the evaporation of our press and the concentration into too few
hands of all three media. The danger is clear to those who read
these figures. There are literally hundreds of measures which
will occur to any thinking person as to what to do about it all.
I have listed in the final chapter in very brief form some of
the answers. No one piece of legislation will do the trick. No
one lawsuit will give the relief we deserve. Each industry has
separate problems and requires different treatment. Nor are
these three groups all there are to the tale. Books and magazines
are more than tangential influences. Another book should be
written to trace similar trends in the theater, music and other
fields of human expression, which I do not discuss.



CAUTION!

It cannot be stressed too strongly or too often that the
ﬁgures given in the three following chapters—on the newspaper,
radio, and motion picture industries—are not definitive figures.
There are many highly reputable sources of statistical informa-
tion on these fields, but their reports vary widely. For example,
the two major sources of published information on daily news-
papers are the International ¥ ear Book, published by Editor and
Publisher, and the N. W. Ayer Directory of Newspapers and
Periodicals. They seldom agree. In 1930 the Ayer Directory
listed 2,219 daily newspapers; Editor and Publisher in that year
showed 1,942. The difference is substantial—277, or 12 per cent.
Ayer figures are higher because they include trade, legal, and
financial papers. I have generally used Ayer figures because
Ayer is the oldest continuous source, and because the higher
figures present a broader base. In radio and movie similar dis-
agreement among reputable sources exists. Moreover, as to many
of the facts, changes will occur, between the date of writing
and the date of publication. The tides of events in these three
fields are rushing along and to be up to the minute in book form
is humanly impossible.

This book aims to point out general trends. T am convinced
that no figures can be produced to contradict my statement of
these trends, but I am fully aware that many different figures
can be produced. There is a great need for definitive statistical
information on the communications industries. The industries
themselves either do not have such information, or have been
unwilling to make it available.

Finally, my adherence to free enterprise in thought has been
a matter of development, over years of professional relationship
to the problems involved. I think I have been objective. In my
professional relations I have certainly left no doubt as to my
fears of monopolies and giants.
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CuartEr IV
PRESS *

Worps IN prINT have been sacred for centuries. They pos-
sessed the mystic advantage of rarity. In printed form mankind
read the words of apostles of differing gods or the decrees of
worshiped royalty.

In more recent times words in print were the vehicle of
man’s rebellion against tyranny. We grew up under the march-
ing song of Milton’s Areopagitica. The First Amendment to our
Constitution accents freedom of the press.

We in our socicty invented invention and had a passion for
quantity. The great expanse of our acres led to fabulous large-
scale dreams. Literacy and the printed word peppered the land.
But of late we have come to realize that the dinosaur lost his
hold on life because he was too big and the vast size of his body
did not compensate for his fist-sized brain. He lived outside the
arena of competition. So he died.

The printed word affcets all our lives. Ideas in print deter-
mine installation of sewer systems in towns, the acceptance or
rejection of Lend-Lease, and even the kinds of hats our women
wear. Printed words are the basis of our judgments. They color
our lives.

A shrinkage in numbers of newspapers in any city or town
results in a lopsided life for the readers. Monopoly is always evil,
but an arca dominated by a single publisher is less than alive
and democratic. The power of the only publisher in a com-

* Rescarch on the press was done by Elisabeth Broome, who began her
study of Amecrican journalism at New York University, and has since served
on Newsweek and The Awmerican Press. NMiss Broome has just completed a
study of domestic and international coinmunications for the American Civil
Liberties Union. Statistical studics for this chapter were made by Terry
Turner, Sarah Lawrence graduate who majored in statistics, economics and

history. Miss Turner’s experience includes the preparation of statistical
analyses for various housing and consumer groups.
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munity is too great for a free people to allow. Concentration
of power in newspaper circulation, if nationwide, is totalitarian
—no matter who the publisher may be. Partial or full monop-
olies of the press even in small areas produce totalitarian ways
of life. And, as we shall see, it is no answer for the press to say
that radio supplies the diversity of opinion which people need.
The record of decline of newspapers, the concentration of
ownership and the elimination of competition is shocking. The
democracy of the printed word has contracted under our eyes.
This dismal story, provable in facts and figures, is set forth in
the following pages. Every time another city was recorded as
a one-newspaper town the readers were directly affected. Our
efficient economy, high standards of living and great ingenuity
did not make such conditions inevitable. Regretfully we must
admit that our government failed to provide the legislation
which would have permitted thousands of daily newspapers
and weeklies to survive in a free competitive market place. At
present and for years past our government, by action and in-
action, granted untold advantages to the giants of the press.

OUR EARLY GAZETTES

The story of the growth in number of American news-
papers since the ill-fated single edition of Publick Occurrences
Both Foreign and Domestic in 1690 is a thrilling one. In the
colonial period the press was forced to struggle against authori-
tarian control, limiting libel laws and great physical difficulties
in publication. This is a colorful tale in itself. I do not attempt
to tell this whole rambling story, but a few facets may give the
feel of the great eras of our expanding press.

In our early days democracy was operating in the main in
local districts vis-a-vis local problems. People felt strongly about
the development of their cities and towns. National issues were
painted with a big brush but created localized reactions. Pub-
lishers were crusaders, not just men who happened to go into
a business called publishing. There were very few owners of
newspapers by inheritance. There was little pretense of being
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objective. No publisher was likely to say, as the present custom
15, “We don’t vouch for the truth or accuracy of this column
but we think it will entertain our readers.” Most editors were
minor Tom Paines ready to horsewhip an opposition editor.
The great first issue of our nation—IHamilton versus Jefferson,
industry versus agriculture—was unaffected by advertising con-
tracts. There was no national advertising. The bulk of a paper’s
income came from its subscribers, or its political backers.

Distances between communities were great and distribution
facilities were inadequate. Until 1750 all presses had to be im-
ported from England. In 1775 all the colonies together had only
50 presses.

Manufacturing did not really get under way until after the
Revolution. The most troublesome shortage was that of paper.
During the last ten years of the eighteenth century newsprint
prices were roughly fifteen cents a pound, in comparison with
our pre-war newsprint price of about two cents a pound. Type-
making was very difficult. A font of type cost about /300,
which in present prices is much more than $1,200, and did not
last ten years. But the cost price to the reader was about six
cents for four pages. To be sure, the papers were newspapers
and carried very little of our present entertainment pages or
advertising. In fact, many of the early attempts werc politically
subsidized.

In 1790 there were only ecight daily newspapers but, under
the stimuli of peace, by 1800 the number had risen to twenty-
four. In his truly great study of our press, The Daily News-
paper in America, Alfred McClung Lee points out that “the
instability of early papers marlked many for failure.” Actually
hundreds of the early ventures did not survive their first year.
But by the beginning of the nineteenth century the increasing
numbers of post offices (4,500 in 1820 from seventy-five at the
time of the Revolution) and the spreading network of post
roads had an obvious effect. The twenty years after 1800 saw
daily papers almost double in number. (See Fxhibit A, page
279.)
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The first third of the nineteenth century was the heyday of
political journalism and a period of lusty expansion for the na-
tion and its papers. The purchase of the Louisiana Territory
opened up a whole new field for journalism. Life was moving
westward; steamboats were chartered to carry the mail; the
first locomotive pulled twenty-six passengers thirteen miles; and
inventions like apple parers and baby carriages indicated that
some of the frills were coming into this stern colonial existence.

By 1833 Thomas Hamilton in his Men and Manners in
Amnerica made the following enthusiastic comment on our press:
“The influence and circulation of newspapers is great beyond
anything ever known in Europe. In truth, nine tenths of the
population read nothing else. . . . Every village, nay, almost
every hamlet, has its press. . . . Newspapers penetrate to every
crevice of the nation.” It must be noted, however, that of our
then 15,000,000 population only about half were literate. Cir-
culation must always be interpreted in relation to population
and literacy.

Early in the 1830’s Benjamin Day inaugurated the era of
the penny press. He utilized machine-made paper and faster
presses and many publishers were cager to follow his example.
Advertising revenue had begun to rise and few penny papers
paid for paper and ink out of readers’ pennies alone. By 1840
the number of papers had doubled again.

The latter half of the nineteenth century witnessed even
greater advancement than its bright beginnings promised. The
industrialization of our economy began to reveal itself—no less
by the arrival of chewing gum, ice-cream sodas and soap in
cakes than by the web of railroads stretching across our nation,
or the extension of a national banking system.

There were many discoveries of unlimited value to news-
papers—particularly the telegraph. In Illinois alone, thirty papers
appeared in the year 1845-6, after the government had subsi-
dized the Morse telegraph wires. The typewriter was patented
in a practical form and the rotary press was invented. One of
the great significant steps forward was the education of women.
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As a result, many more women became newspaper reacers.
The arrival of incandescent lighting in the homes of the nation
added greatly to newspaper readership. Postal subsidies gave a
great boost to the press. In general, conditions were perfect
for the mushroom growth of daily newspapers. That is exactly
what happened.

In 1860 the total number of dailies was 387. The trend con-
tinued upward despite a Civil War tax (1863-7) on advertis-
ing income. By 1889 this number had risen to 1,610. The nation
had about 86 per cent literacy in 1889. The circulation had risen
to more than 8,000,000 copies a day. The spread of public educa-
tion and a background of democratic living made us a nation of
readers. Americans always showed keen interest in current affairs
and the newspapers both stimulated and profited from that inter-
est. But by 1880 the daily circulation of six cities—New York,
Chicago, Philadelphia, Cleveland, Boston and San Francisco—
equaled more than half of the nation’s total press. The upward
trend in number of papers continued, until there were 2,226
at the turn of the century. By 1909, the peak year of our news-
paper diversity, the total had reached 2,600 with a circulation
of more than 24,000,000, with only 70 per cent of our prescnt
population and with fewer persons able to read.

At the turn of the century industrialization was really hit-
ting its stride. In 19o1 U. S. Steel, our first billion-dollar giant,
was formed. The keynote of the era was big business. The
newspaper industry was becoming big business too. Hearst and
Pulitzer were fighting cach other in sensational pages and cir-
culations soared. The Sunday paper, now firmly established in
the Amecrican folkway as an entertainment institution, was
born. Pulitzer correctly boasted that the New York World
on Sundays rcached more persons than did all the ministers of
the entirc state.

A story told by Frank Luther Mott in Awierican Journalism
reflects these times: Hearst hired Arthur Brisbane as managing
editor of the New York Journal at a salary of $150 a week. Bris-
bane had been paid $200 a weck on Pulitzer’s New York World,
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but Hearst agreed to pay Brisbane one dollar for every thousand
papers by which he increased the Journal’s circulation. In the
midst of the Spanish-American War, Brisbane’s salary rose to
$1,000 a week. Mass circulation was the god of the business end
of newspaper publishing. Editors were not unaffected.

WE TURN A BAD CORNER

The decline of the press in numbers was not far around the
corner. The chains started by Scripps, Hearst and Munsey cast
a widening shadow. Absentee ownership was on the march.
Papers were owned and edited by people living remote from
the problems which concerned the readers in their daily lives.
Moreover, the twenties saw innumerable consolidations of ex-
isting papers and a general narrowing down of diversity. And
in urban areas particularly there was a tendency of larger papers
to extend their spheres of influence over the surrounding terri-
tory, thus further eliminating actual or potential competition.

It is essential to note that the decline of our press diversity
did not commence in the depression years of the thirties, as
commonly believed. Between 1909 and 1920 the total number
of papers had dropped to 2,324, a loss of 276 papers; in 1930
it was 2,219; and by 1940 it had sunk to 1,998. This was a
decline of 602 papers since 19og—nearly one fourth of all our
papers. In 1909 New York, Pennsylvania and New Jersey
reached their peaks in number of papers. By 1929 these three
states alone had lost 157 papers, dropping from 508 to 351—a
recession of nearly one third.

We are still losing. I should guess the industrial revolution
has run half way in its course of decimation, unless we get
on the job and save the market place of our press for fair
competition. We must beware of “defenders” of the newspapers
who proudly point out that in each decade fewer papers fold
up than during the previous period. All they overlook is that
there are fewer papers left at the beginning of each period to
“be killed off. ‘

Many newspapers were consolidated and bought up by
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chains, not because they were economically unsound but rather
because they were exceedingly valuable properties. To remove
all possible competition was deemed worthy of large invest-
ments in return for future hopes of profits.

THE READERS

We justly can be proud of the figure of more than
40,000,000 daily circulation of papers in the United States. We
have an appetite for dailies. But mere quantity is only one side
of the medallion. Certainly no one would like to see even
80,000,000 daily circulation flowing from only half of our
present—1945—1,300 separate newspaper owners. But that is
what we are likely to get. Moreover, the number of publishers
must be read against increased population and growth of liter-
acy. It would obviously be ridiculous to say that our country
must have more than 50,000,000 refrigerators, if that figure bore
no logical relationship to the number of families who needed
refrigerators. In considering the press we would not wish to
say, “There should be three times as many newspapers as there
are today,” unless there were some reasonable basis for that
estimate. I do not urge abundance for its own sake.

At the peak of our newspaper diversity—19og—there was
roughly one newspaper for every 25,000 persons. (See Exhibit
B, page 280.) Let us take that figure as a socially valuable poten-
tial—even if some may urge that we really need many more
papers than that—since it is our highest figure in the direction
of an open market. Circulations, population and literacy kept on
growing after 1909, while the pace of newspaper growth in
numbers steadily declined. And when we look at the figures for
1940, we find there is only one newspaper for about each 50,000
persons. In other words, in 1940 only half as many  papers
existed in proportion to the population as there were in 190g.

Coexistent with the tremendous decline in number of papers
there was a great increase in readership. It is a familiar fact that
the evening paper brought home by father is read by maost of
the members of the family. Actual readership figures, thus, are
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much higher than circulations would indicate. A recent survey
conducted by the Bureau of Advertising revealed that an aver-
age of 2.5 adults read each copy of a weekday newspaper. The
Bureau considered this a conservative figure, pointing out that
it does not include the large number of readers under twenty-
one. Moreover, the number of readers increases wherever com-
peting newspapers exist. A two or three newspaper family is not
a rarity. Many more persons read many fewer papers.

But our pride in mass consumption must not be applied to
the press as we would apply it to toothbrushes or automobiles.
Surely everyone agrees that a monopoly of toothbrushes affects
price to consumer and eventual inferiority of product. That
is the evil which leads us to favor free enterprise. But with
papers, price to consumer is hidden through advertising. In-
feriority of product is inevitable, if we really believe in the
democratic competitive market place theory as against the to-
talitarian gospel.

A CONTRAST

The significance of the drastically reduced diversity of news-
papers in America is thrown into bold relief by an examination
of the situation in two countries which, before the war, had
democratic high levels of diversity. Neither Norway nor Den-
mark is a highly industrialized country, yet before the war
each had roughly one paper for every 12,000 persons. Of course,
Hitler changed this very quickly because he well knew the
impossibility of imposing totalitarian government on a people
who had retained a free press.

The circulation of Danish papers provided two dailies for
every houschold. In Norway every family read at least one daily
paper. With a population of 3,000,000 it had 240 papers with
circulations from 3,000 to 100,000.

One of the first acts of the Nazis in Norway was to place
extensive advertising campaigns in the Norwegian papers. But
by July, 1943, the number of papers had dwindled down to
eighty. Two thirds of the Norwegian papers were killed off




PRESS 65

by the Fascist regime. We kill ours off as surely by govern-
mental inaction.

Mr. Torolv Kandahl, former president of the Norwegian
Press Association, commented that a city in Connecticut he had
visited formerly had several dailies. Now there is only one.
Persons to whom he talked had observed that they would like
to see an opposition paper but didn’t know how to get one
started. Mr. Kandahl said he was all too well aware of the
threat to our democracy arising from the growing number of
one-newspaper towns, and could only be amazed at the indiffer-
ence he found here.

On the other hand, there is the story told by a Reuter’s
dispatch of March, 1945. Under the Fascist government in Rome
eight dailies served the citizens. Allied occupation brought a
heartening change. Twenty-one dailics were being published
at the time of this report—not counting four service papers for
Allied troops~;md four more authorized to appear.

Surcly Rome is better off with the thirteen additional daily
papers, even though the total circulation might have declined—-
which it didn’t. Surely our concern for competition and di-
versity of information should not be directed solely at foreign
lands where we have an obligation to help restore free enterprise.

CIRCULATIONS

“Daily Circulations Gain 3.3% to Hit New Peak,” exults the
headline of the lead story in Editor and Publisher for December
30, 1944. The story points out: “It is significant that circula-
tions increased during a period when newspapers felt the full
impact of wartime newsprint rationing, with its drastic
restrictions.”

The reason why newspaper circulations soar in wartime is
clear. Poignant interest in war news sells more papers. But news-
paper circulations jumped ahead most in the period between
1910 and 1933, when the over-all number of papers was declin-
ing. This does not mean that the increase would not have been
still greater with the increase of papers. The advent of the so-
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called sensational journalism swelled newspaper readership.
Newspapers began to supply all kinds of extra services and
features which attracted readers—women’s pages, advice-to-the-
lovelorn columns, hints on etiquette, advice from doctors, comic
strips and lessons in bridge. Crossword puzzles and astrology
were also good bait.

In the early part of the twentieth century the circulation
manager came into his own. The dailies planned their own
routes of distribution to combat the influence of wholesale
newsdealers. Some of the more stable papers eliminated the
privilege of dealers to return unsold copies. A. McC. Lee says
that this action was influential in reducing the number of news-
_papers in a city: The fewer separate papers a dealer chose to
handle, the easier to gauge his needs accurately.

In New York during the twenties a new system of distri-
bution was developed which has grown in power. The individual
newspaper formed an independent organization handling all or
part of its own distribution and allotted the balance by zone to
another independent agency. Methods of distribution were fur-
ther crystallized by the Audit Bureau of Circulations, with its
requirement of reliable circulation reports.

It is difficult to separate cause and effect when considering
the relationship of the decline of papers to the increase in cir-
culations. A paper can, by increasing its circulation from a
strictly urban to a suburban coverage, for example, crowd out
smaller papers in the surrounding area. When one paper scores
unusual success with new features or a concerted drive for
increased circulation, other papers may suffer a loss. A firmly
entrenched paper with almost-saturation-point circulation may
make it impossible for a new paper to be started in the region,
although I doubt if man is ever wise enough to gauge the future
points of saturation. The high cost of entrance to the Asso-
ciated Press, or even the inability to join because of the right
of a competitor to blackball, limits the field.

We see cities of 100,000 or less with two or more dailies
and at least one city of more than 500,000 with only one paper,
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Such examples negate entirely the usual argument of publish-
ers that the number of papers is limited solely by the economic
capacity of a community to support more than one paper. Ob-
viously there are other factors, including artificial limiting ob-
stacles which I shall refer to hereafter.

In 1880 more than half the daily papers in the nation fell
into the group with circulations from 500 to 3,000; in 1943,
according to Ayer, nearly one half the papers were in the 3,000-
10,000 group. The only papers, by size, which have not shown
a trend toward increasing circulations, but which have shown
strong decimation over the past thirty years, are those with
circulations between oo and 3,000. (See Exhibit C, page 281. )

So many prosperous papers are in this group that it cannot
be argued that there is a fixed, definite, minimum circulation
point of newspaper efficiency below which economic existence
is impossible. Some of these small papers make substantial money
for their owners, although in the main small papers are sup-
ported by supplementary income from job printing and so on.
In many cases we still find sclfless devoted publishers, leaders
of their communitics, treating their papers as true trusts for the
people of the community, sacrificing profits for public service.

Despite the general trend toward rising circulations, the
lion’s share is still held by a small fraction of the total number
of papers. Fourteen owners (eightcen papers) control 23.7 per
cent of the total daily circulations. In other terms, about 1 per
cent of all the daily papers have roughly a quarter of the cir-
culation pie. And in the Sunday field this disproportionate con-
trol is even more apparent. Nineteen papers (3 per cent of all
Sunday editions) own nearly one half the total Sunday circula-
tions. These figures alone indicate the seriously alarming degree
of control of the press of the nation. I think it entirely likely
that less than 3 per cent of the papers will socn account
for close to half the total daily and Sunday circulation of the
nation.
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ONE-PAPER TOWNS

One of the ugliest impacts of the decimation of our daily
press is found in the number of towns formerly with several
dailies which now have been reduced to only one. These one-
paper towns are now the overwhelming majority of communi-
ties which have any daily papers. This is very important in
terms of community living. How easy is it, for example, to
press for local reforms in a town where the only paper supports
the local administration? How do you elect a mayor, a new
school board, or debate the problem of parks and playgrounds?
What price democracy in such an area? It is no answer to say,
“Turn on the radio.” We shall see later how the radio and
press by joint operations still further tighten the bottleneck.

The best of newspapers reflect the publisher’s opinions. A
great editor, E. W. Scripps, once said: “Humanity is vulgar; so
we must be vulgar. . . . It is passionate; therefore, the blood
that runs in our veins and in our newspapers must be warm.”
His successor, Roy Howard, in 1912 declared, “I do not sub-
scribe to the general idea that news and opinion are two different
and easily separated elements.” With consistency he asks for bis
kind of bias in his papers.

Under our philosophy of a free press cach publisher has a
right to be wrongheaded and even malicious. That is our creed
—and we are safe adhering thereto as long as there are enough
different wrongheadednesses in the market.

That is as it should be. But suppose you live in a single-
paper town and you want to get across to your fellow-citizens
a set of ideas different from those of the newspaper owner.
How do you go about it, in these days when handbills and soap-
boxes are less than effective means of communication? “Go hire
a hall” is no longer a sensible answer.

Democracy grows on local vitality. The democratic strength
of a nation is truly no greater than the sum of the democratic
strength of the innumerable local communities. To the extent
that cities and towns are dominated by single instruments of
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opinion, we invite further concentration of national power and
national action. A grassroots democracy lives mainly on grass-
root mental soil—local debate, local concern, local conflicts of
thought. There is no healthy national debate that does not stem
from innumerable strong local debates.

The total number of one-paper or singleton towns, as op-
posed to those with a diversity of papers, has doubled in the
period from 1910 to 1939. (See Exhibit D, pages 282, 3. 4.)
While population increased by 43 per cent in these years. the
number of towns with only one newspaper also grew by 43 per
cent. We are. traveling fast in the wrong direction. This threat-
ening trend takes on a much blacker hue if one looks not only
at the decline of newspapers but at the chain newspaper situa-
tion. Moreover, newspaper ownership is far less than the num-
ber of newspapers. There are at most only 1,300 newspaper
owners today. Ten entire states have no cities with newspaper
competition.

Only one state, New Mexico, had greater newspaper diver-
sity in 1939 than in 1910. In 1910 there was only one town with
more than one paper. In 1939 there were four such towns. Actu-
ally, since the total number of towns having any daily papers
had doubled (population increase of 62 per cent), there was
only an over-all increase of 10 per cent in diversity for the
state.

On the dark side of the ledger, to cite one striking example
from many, therc is Nevada, which started out in 1910 with
86 per cent of its towns having newspaper diversity. By 1939
not a single city could boast two dailies.”

There are intcresting sectional variations which are difficult
to explain. It can be generally stated that industrial arcas show
a much higher rate of disappearance of dailics than do agricul-
tural areas. In the large cities with metropolitan papers, replace-
ment is much more costly and, therefore, improbable.

The greatest rise in number of singleton towns (as opposed
to multi-newspaper towns) occurred in the North Central
states, which had an increase of 144 per cent. Percentages of
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increase in one-paper towns for the rest of the country are as
follows: Pacific Coast, 129 per cent; North Atlantic, 9o per
cent; Western, 86 per cent; South Atlantic, 8o per cent; South
Central, 46 per cent.

If the proportion of towns with more than one paper had
stayed the same in 1939 as it was in 1910, there would be 987
towns with more than one paper. Instead we find only 203. (See
Exhibit E, pages 285, 6, 7.) This is a loss of 784 towns, areas
which, on the assumption of 1910 actual diversity of daily news-
paper competition, now find themselves with a monopoly. That
loss does not even take into account the literate population in-
crease which would justify exceeding the 1910 level of diversity.

There is one important economic explanation for the star-
tling increase in the number of cities which dropped from two
papers to one. In many of these towns there was a morning
paper published by one publisher and a separate, unallied eve-
ning paper. It was often more practical, since the cost of equip-
ment was so high, to print both papers at the same plant, even
though separate staffs were sometimes maintained. In very many
cases this process resulted, sooner or later, in one of the publish-
ers buying out the other. The result was a morning and evening
edition of the same paper, or where this seemed unfeasible, only
one edition.

It is often said that to urge many more newspapers 1S un-
wise, on the theory that this results in economic instability
which in turn produces a corrupt press, like the French press
before the war. It is true that a newspaper on the edge of bank-
ruptcy might be more easily corrupted than a solvent paper.
But today there is no way of judging how many papers could
be supported by a local economy. In the first place, under
present laws economic restrictions existing by newspaper con-
tracts make it so difficult to start a new paper that a test cannot
be made. Secondly, a local economy does not carry the whole
burden of supportmg its papers. The cost of the American
newspaper is increasingly borne through advertising by the
purchase of other commodities, like soap and automobiles. This
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national advertising cost is scattered to consumers all over the
country. But one fact is :1pparcnt—conccntration of newspaper
ownership has little relationship to the economic income of a
community. The main economic impact of multiple local owner-
ship of papers is to compel combination insertion of advertise-
ments, whether wanted or not, in all the papers of the combine.

THE Q2 BIG CITIES

The United States Census for 1940 lists ninety-two cities of
more than 100,000 population in the United States. In general
these cities are the last strongholds of diversity in the news-
paper field, because their populations are so large and their
economies so secure as virtually to demand several papers. But
even in these large towns an examination of the figures brings
out some rather startling facts. (See Ixhibit F, page 288.)

As might be expected, not all these cities had a population
of more than 100,000 in 1910—these were picked on the basis of
their 1940 populations. Their populations have risen 64 per cent
since 1910, but the average number of papers per town then
was four, while in 1939 the average number of papers per town
had dropped to 2.6. That means almost 50 per cent less diversity
in our large cities in thirty ycars as against more than so per cent
increase in population. If the number of papers in these towns
had increased in the same proportion as did the population, there
would now be almost three times as many dailies in these ciries
as there actually are. And as a further limitation on the diversity
of these papers, fifty-nine of the 239 papers in this group are
chain papers.

Two cities of more than 100,000 population have no paper
at all—Cambridge and Somecrville, Massachusetts, becausc the
people in these citics read Boston papers.

Can it reasonably be maintained that our largest cities do
not have more papers because they cannot afford to support
them? The fact is that the financial obstacles to starting a new
metropolitan paper arc so great that under existing limitations
few if any more persons will ever be able to afford to take the
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risk. As Mark Ethridge, publisher of the Louisville (Ky.) Cour-
ier-Journal and the Louisville Timzes, has said, “The newspaper
business has gone beyond the stage where a man with ideas or
even brains can start a newspaper. He must have money.” To
which T add—money in astronomical figures never to be in-
herited or saved by any individual under future tax laws.

We must bear in mind that in 1939 the ninety-two cities
did have an average of 2.6 papers per town—a record still con-
siderably better than the average for the rest of the country.
But the trend even in large cities represents a shocking decline
for them. If you want to see the departure of the democratic
process portraycd in a few figures, read this table:

Total Number
City of Papers No. of Chain Papers
1910 1939 1939
New York 22 I 3
Chicago 10 4 1
San Francisco 9 4 3
Louisville 5 2 o
Des Moines 5 2 o
Spokane 4 2 o
Pittsburgh 8 3 3
Rochester 5 2 I

Note: Includes only English language dailies which carry
a substantial portion of general news. Two or more
papers in the same town, if owned by one publisher, are
counted as.onc paper. Figures from N. W. Ayer.

All too often one would think that the ninety-two large
cities were all there was to our nation. But still more important
than the metropolises we find that the great mass of newspaper
towns—those with populations of less than 100,000—averaged
only 1.3 papers per town in 1939.

TOO BIG

Economies urged as the excuse for all chain operations are
also urged for chain newspapers—even though the consumer
gets no benefit in lower-priced papers and it is doubtful if the
reader gets any other advantages. Some assert that even chain
publishers permit some local autonomy and control over edi-
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torial policies. Although I do not intend to go into questions
which touch on content, I doubt if anyone could truly say that
the large chain owners would permit any wide divergence of
policy on many important issues. This, even though at times—
in presidential elections, for example—home rule is permitted,
and in some cases the same syndicated columns arc not always
found in all the papers of a chain. Where the chain owns a
syndicate operation or a news service, it is not surprising that
the material emanating from such interlocking sources finds 1ts
way with ease into the papers of that chain. The very argument
for economics in a chain operation points to uniformity of use
of material and the virtual boilerplating of much of the news,
entertainment and editorial material. Savings, if any, arise from
repetition of identical thoughts. Identical pots and pans is one
thing. Stamping out unvaried idcas has quite a different impact
on our way of life.

National newspaper chains, which mushroomed in the early
years of this century, seem at last to be on the downgrade.
This is sometimes pointed to as evidence of the “water seeks
its own level” theory of economics—that is, that in time, bad
features of the press as well as of other business will regulate
themselves. No doubt this theory is very comforting to those
who hold it, but the fact is that even if we could happily look
forward to the day when there would be 7o chains, that would
not restore the newspapers buried in the chains’ climb to power.
The scars of chain growth are still visible in any newspaper
map of the nation.

In 1900 there were nine chains controlling thirty-two news-
papers (sixty-five chains was the highest number, in 1932) and
in 1940, fifty-six chains controlled 296 papers. These fifry-six
chains represented only 15 per cent of the total number of
papers, but controlled roughly a quarter of the total circula-
tions. At their peak the chains controlled more than one third
of the total circulations. (See Fxhibit G, page 289.)

The six largest chains in 1940 accounted for almost one
third of the total chain papers and nearly two thirds of the
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total chain circulation. These six chains alone represented one
sixth of the total daily circulations in that year. Proud as we
can be of total circulation figures, the concentration of one
sixth into six ownerships is a subject for deep concern, if not
shame. (See Exhibit G, page 289.)

Fourteen individual and chain publishers own a total of
forty-eight papers and control about one third of our total daily
circulations. This shocking bottlenecking exists despite the de-
cline in chains.

Look at Pittsburgh, as a sample. This dynamic city has only
three daily papers, all members of chains—one Hearst, one
Scripps-Howard, and one a member of the Paul Block chain.
There is no independent Pittsburgh paper. St. Louis, on the
other hand, traditional city of great newspapers, does not have
a single chain paper. Such intercity comparisons negate the
argument that chains are determined by local economic stress
and strain.

The present trend is away from national chains to state or
regional chains. But even this should give us little comfort.
On a statewide basis West Virginia represents a frightening
pattern open to imitation in other states. In 1939 it had thirty-
one daily papers. There were twenty-three towns with unallied
daily papers. That means that two papers of the same publisher
in one town are counted as one paper. One chain now owns
fourteen daily papers and one weekly in that state. Thus, one
man, for practical purposes, owning two thirds of the state’s
independent papers has an undemocratic control over the mind
of West Virginia.

Where do we stop? Do we let one man take over all the
papers in West Virginia or any other state before we believe
that our freedom of press is endangered? What if he also owns
local radio stations? Do we wait for other states to get into the
same condition before we take action? How long should we
wait?
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MUCH TOO BIG—MR. HEARST

If proof werc nceded of Judge Brandeis’s theory that there
is an optimum point of efficiency in bigness, then William
Randolph Hearst’s career is that proof. This story might well
be called “Decline and Fall of an American Empire.” The story
of the collapse of the Hearst empire differs in one major re-
spect from most spectacular big businesses which have not with-
stood bigness and time. Usually the curse of the too big enter-
prise is its distinguishing overcautiousness. But that certainly
could never be said of Mr. Hearst.

In 1935 when Fortune magazine did a portrait of Mr. Hearst
and compiled a huge balance sheet of his financial standing,
he was truly the publishing king of the world. His total fortune
was estimated at $222,000,000. He owned twenty-eight news-
papers and thirteen magazines, totalling about 30,000,000 read-
ers, as well as cight radio stations and two movie companies,
a syndicate, a news service and other collateral operations touch-
ing on his and other papers.

Mr. Hearst’s basic policy was not to sell a paper even though
it lost money. In 1935 he had sold only one paper in his entirc
career, the Fort Worth Record. As Fortune said,

When a Hearst newspaper loses money the chicf may simply toss
in some more raw meat in the form of cash. He may change editors,
raise hell here and there, but the proposition is never abandoned, no
matter how hopeless, so long as it gives him a voice.

That worked very well as long as the “raw meat” held out.
I[1e had a strong voice for many ycars, growing in volume from
his two papers in 1900 to twenty-eight in 1935. But only two
years after this Fortune piece was written, the voice began to
crack. Hearst killed the New York American—his second favo-
rite paper—which for some time had been a steady drain on his
resources. It was said that cutting off these losses “could have
only a beneficial effect upon the market for securities which
Mr. Hearst was planning to sell.”
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Mr. Hearst cxpressed his new policy, in a letter to Editor

and Publisher:

The newspapers that are favorites with me are the newspapers
that are favorites with the public. . . . Unsuccessful newspapers are
a luxury which cannot be afforded and which one has no RIGHT
to afford indefinitely.

By 1939 six newspapers, one magazine, seven radio stations,
and one news service had been sold or scrapped, rare art treas-
ures had been sold and his fortune had been reduced to a fraction
of its estimated 1935 value. Mr. Hearst, or rather his brain
trusters, were very busy making both ends meet. He was said
to want only part of his erstwhile empire to survive him and
to retain his job as editorial director of his own newspapers.
There were many creditors, banks and newsprint manufacturers
dominating the enterprise who wanted to hold the giant together
a while Jonger.

This saga of the collapse of an empire, which on its smaller
scale is again for the time being a financial success, is often
referred to as an argument against being disturbed by monopoli-
zation or concentration of the press. “Sec?” it is said. “Overbig-
ness does not pay. In the end it digs its own grave.”

That may be true. Practically all the giants of decades ago
have gone into bankruptcy, or at least have been reorganized and
split up. The list of century-old firms is made up of moderate-
sized companies. But by the time a Flearst finds that bigness
does not pay, he has dug a grave not only for himself and his
employees but also for his readers. Papers bought up by such
chains are not sold when the chains break up. More often we
find that papers have been destroyed or eliminated through
mergers. Papers, unlke truth, once crushed to earth do not
rise again with ease. I do not recall a single instance where two
papers in a combination or chain ever were returned to sep-
arate ownerships.

I do not refer to Hearst because of his contributions, good
or bad, to the press of our nation, but only as a means of answer-
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mg the rather famous argument that we can let matters ride
along, concentration comes to an end, it curcs itself. It comes
to an cnd, maybe. But the cost to the market place of thought
is more than our democracy can afford and far more than we
deserve 1f we are alert to the dangers.

In this section, as elsewhere, 1 make no judgment as to
the ability or integrity of any publisher. Assuming total unani-
mous integrity and ability, the further decimation of the press
is one of the foremost problems facing our fight against totali-
tarianism. If the leaders of the press are willing to allow the
people to be informed of this problem, we can readily find ways
for regaining these lost pieces of our democracy.

THE NIXON ANALYSIS

Dr. Raymond B. Nixon, present cditor of Journalism Quar-
terly, in the June, 1945, issuc of that professional magazine pub-
lished by the American Association of Schools and Departments
of Journalism and the American Association of Teachers of
Journalism, makes an outstanding contribution to the facts of
press concentration. His findings are so important and so clearly
confirmatory of the trend 1 have described in quite separate
and different figures thac I asked his permission to recapitulate
some of his material.

He also points to 1909 as the peak of daily newspapers, wich
a decline thereafter while circulation was climbing. e finds
only 1,300 daily owmerships at present. In so far as there are
variations between Nixon’s base figures and mine they may arise
i part from his use of Editor and Publisher figures, whereas I
often used Ayers’. We both used Lee as a necessary starting
point.

Here is what Dr. Nixon finds:

1. Between the two wars (1918-1944) the total number of
dailies declined 19 per cent while circulation rose 6o
per cent.

2. During the same years the Sunday press fell off 4 per
cent while its circulation rose 136 per cent.
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. From 1930 to 1944, while daily circulation rose from

30,000,000 tO 46,000,000, a gain of nearly 17 per cent,
the number of dailies dropped more than 1o per cent—
that is, a decline of 200 papers.

. During those years the actual number of paper suspen-

sions was close to 30 per cent of the total—a loss of 576
papers. However, new papers, mostly short-lived affairs,
cut down this loss of 576 to a net loss of 200.

. Of the 576 which disappeared, 165 were ended by mer-

gers with other papers and subsequently dropped, while
135 were converted into tri-, semi-, or weekly papers.
Incidentally, 449 of our present dailies have hyphenated
names—one obvious indication of decades of mergers.

After proving the trend of decline of papers, he takes up

the question of decline of competition in the daily newspapers
of America.

1. In 1930, eighty-nine cities had a single owner running

so-called competing papers. By March 1, 1945, this
number of cities had grown to 161. Of these 161 cities
—without competition—Minneapolis had a three-paper
common ownership and Springfield, Mass., had four
papers under one publisher. In thirteen additional cities
partial combinations of papers existed which made the
papers less than competitive. Thus he finds 174 cities
where combinations potentially eliminate competi-
tion. Besides, there are twenty-three competitive cities
where combinations exist and inferentially reduce com-
petition.

. The total number of cities having dailies, which was

1,460 in 1937, shrank by March, 1945, to 1,394, while
the number of one-daily cities increased steadily from
1,002 (71 per cent) in 1930 to 1,103 (79 per cent) in
1945. Moreover, the total number of non-competitive
cities jumped from 1 ;114 (79 per cent of total cities)
in 1930 to 1,277 (91 per cent of total cities) N 1945.

. Ten entire states have no local competition whatsoever,

anywhere in the state.
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4. Daily circulation in our nation is 40 per cent non-com-
petitive—roughly 16,000,000 of our 40,000,000.

5. Only thirty-seven of the 413 cities which have Sunday
papers have any local competition whatsoever. Twenty-
two cntire states have no competitive Sunday papers
anywhere in the state.

6. About 35 per cent of the Sunday circulation of the na-
tion 1 non-competitive.

Dr. Nixon then hits the knockout blow: “The most amaz-
ing fact i1s that daily newspaper competition has been clim-
inated from all but 117 American citics.”

He then goes into an inquiry related to absentee ownership
of our daily press.

He finds:

1. Two hundred and ninety-seven, or 17 per cent of all
dailies as of March, 1945, were absentee-owned—that is,
the ultimate ownership appeared beyond any reasonable
doubt to be outside the city of publication. The circu-
lation of such papers is nearly 13,000,000 daily, which
is about 27 per cent of our total circulation,

2. On Sundays the absentec-owned circulation is cven
higher—31 per cent of the total in the nation, represent-
ing 25 per cent in number of all papers.

3. The total number of chain papers as of March 1, 1945,
is 368—or 21 per cent of the total of all papers.

4. Of the 370 chain papers, 121 are published outside the
state. where the ownership is located. There also are
eleven papers edited by absentee owners of single dailies.

Dr. Nixon, carrying his studies right through the war
period, more than confirms the trend up to the start of the war.
He clinches the facts. He hits the newspaper public right be-
tween the eyes. In effect he says: Competition in the news-
paper field has practically vanished. The competitive market
place of dailies is negligible. Monopoly of newspapers is the
vogue. The facts demand solutions. Are the publishers happy
over the absence of compctition from other papers? As a
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people are we willing to admit that newspaper competition is
irretrievably finished and that our main competition in thought
in the future will have to be betwcen press and radio?

Dr. Nixon reports for the period 1927-1942 after examin-
ing ninety-seven non-competitive combinations before and after
the consolidations took place:

1. In forty-three instances the combined advertising rates
after consolidation was lower than the sum of the two

old rates.

2. In thirty-one instances it was the same.

In twenty-three instances it was actually increased.

4. Hence, in fifty-four out of ninety-seven cases combina-
tion resulted in no advantage to the advertiser.

w

He then analyzes the 1941 report of the American Associa-
tion of Advertising Agencies based on studies in nineteen popu-
lation groups:

1. The advertising rate for 211 pairs of dailies, which sold
space in both papers together but in neither paper alone,
averaged in their forced combinations higher in every
population group (except the four largest) than the rates
of 1,334 papers where advertising was sold independently
by each paper.

2. An advertiser who wants to buy 18,000,000 morning
circulation must now buy an additional 6,000,000 even-
ing circulation, which he may not want at all.

3. In the evening field the figures show a compulsion
through combination sales to buy 6,000,000 morning cir-
culation above a desired 28,000,000.

4. Thus the cost to the advertiser is increased by enforced
sales 44 per cent in the morning field and about 13 per
cent in the evening.

5. Of fifty two-paper combinations in 135 cities with 100,-
ooo or more circulation, twenty-one pairs of dailies in
1943 practiced forced combination rates for both national
and local advertising; twenty-one pairs had compulsory
dual purchase only for national advertising; seven had

!
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only optional combination rates and only one pair had no
combination rates at all. Only five combinations in the
nation, in cities where no competition still exists, did
not have a forced combination rate, either national or
local.

6. In two non- competltlve cities where forced combination
rates had existed in 1943 the papers had gone back to
separate rates for each paper, with combination rates
optional.

On the basis of such facts Dr. Nixon in deliberative but
threatening terms declares:

Unless readjustments of this kind [point 6 above] continue to
be made and unless post-war expansion brings a reversal of the trend
toward one-publisher communities, it is possible that those who have
been urging government action to maintain multiple outlets of news
and opinion may find their ranks reinforced by an unexpected ally
—the newspaper advertiser.

THE PRESS ASSOCIATIONS

In practically every business in the United States the most
violent proponents for unregulated competition come to the
point where they really don’t like competition. So they join
with competitors to control the markets. In the growth of news-
gathering we soon reached the stage where it became un-
profitable for cach paper to collect news for itself alone from
the four corners of the nation and the world. Competition was
too costly.

A pool, a cartel, a )omt effort was called for. But the le'ldmg
newsgathering association was to be as “closed” as a union of
workers; closed at both ends—closed union and closed shop.
Trading on a highly protected commodity—ncws—the pub-
lishers organized a copyright pool, compounding the original
monopoly of copyright into the severest monopolistic type of
control. But for the protection of copyright granted by the
government, no such limitation of the market place of thought
could have been attaincd. The mere property rights in news
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would have been an inadequate weapon to prevent theft and

competition.

The newspapers of the nation are serviced on an interna-
tional and national basis by three main press associations: Asso-
ciated Press, United Press and International News Service. Their
relative statistical position in 1942 was as follows:

A.P.: Total Annual Expenditures: $12,086,000
Total Membership: 1,247 Domestic;
5 Foreign.
U.P.: Total Annual Expenditures: $ 8,628,000
Total Subscribers: 981 Domestic;
391 Foreign.
LN.S.: Total Annual Expenditures: $ 9,434,000
Total Subscribers: 338 Domestic;
3 Foreign.

After some preliminary mancuverings, a New York Asso-
ciated Press was formed in 1848 to expedite the gathering of
Mexican War news by sharing the cost of expresses and the tele-
graph line from Washington. In 1856 the New York A.P. mem-
bers (The Harbor News Association) merged with the Tele-
graphic and General News Associations and drew up a list
of regulations solidifying their practices. They provided that a
new member could be admitted only by unaninous consent of
the existing members. They ruled that members could not even
receive regular dispatches from their own correspondents unless
they made prior arrangements with the Association and agreed
that these dispatches could be used by the other members.

Here we had a perfect cartel of the press. This Association,
by renewing such agreements, continued for many years. To
this day the A.P., no matter what its form or organization be-
came, has never departed from its original pursuit of monopoly
and restraint.

The growth of many new Western dailies led in 1862-65
to the formation of the Western A.P. The number of dailies
in the Western states of Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, Illinois,
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Missouri, Michigan, and Kentucky had grown from thirty-two
in 1840 to 103 in 1860. A. M. Lee shows that the founders
of the Western A.P. were careful to outline principles closely
resembling those of their Eastern brothers, strengthening these
rules from year to ycar.

In 1867, after a bricf but heated conflict, the Eastern and
Western A.P. reached an agreement. Not believing in competi-
tion as the spice of life, they divided their territories and made ex-
change news agreements, guaranteed the monopolistic privileges
of cach other and sct up specified payments to be made to the
New York A.P. for its very good foreign service. They also
granted the Western Union Telegraph Company an exclu-
sive contract in return for priority over its wires. No in-
ternational cartel, dividing territories and carving out fields
of operations to prevent outside competition, was ever estab-
lished on a more solid anti-competition and anti-free enterprise
base.

Rivals which were started from time to time by papers which
could not reccive the A.P. bulletins were swallowed up one way
or another. Washington news at times was supplied to papers
without Association news service by correspondents, one of
whom often represented scveral papers. Congressmen sometimes
acted as such Washington correspondents for their home papers.
But the Associated Press by and large succecded in limiting
competition.

In his History of Chicago, 1885, A. T. Andreas wrote:

“One of the direct results of the association is to make a
closed corporation of the newspapers already cxisting in any
particular place, and rendering it almost impossible to start
a new newspaper that can compete with them, inasmuch as the
newspaper cannot get the associated press dispatches without
thelr consent.”

A recent rcorganization of the Associated Press, in 1927,
created the Associated Press Feature Service. This service offered
daily featurc columns, human interest storics, daily short storics,
weekly foreign featurc stories, and so on. In 1928 the superior
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A.P. Picture Service was established, first distributing the pic-
tures by plane and then by telephoto.

The 1,247 domestic subscribers to the Associated Press num-
ber 81 per cent of the total daily papers and control 96 per cent
of the total daily circulation. Of the evening dailies, 59 per
cent receive A.P. service. These papers alone own 77 per cent
of the total circulation.

This cruel extensive grip on the market was coupled with
an undemocratic method of control of this so-called member-
ship, non-profit-making organization. There were two kinds of
voters—bondholders and ordinary run-of-the-mill members. In
1942 ninety-nine out of the 1,247 members owned blocks of
these sacred voting bonds to the extent of $1, Qoo or more,
totaling more than 5o per cent of all the bonds. The Supreme
Court has found that the bondholder vote, rather than the
membership vote, controls the selection of directors. This unique
type of minority control of the A.P. is as undemocratic as any
device ever unearthed in the S.E.C. investigation of utility hold-
ing company structures. The dominant 10 per cent of the mem-
bers do not trust democratic processes, even in their own in-
dustry. This would not be so bad if the A.P. had not frankly
declared it was in favor of preventing free enterprise in news if
possible.

Incorporated in Illinois, the A.P. was soon jumped on by
that state for restraint of news, because an existing member
had an absolute veto power over the application of a publisher
who was or might be a competitor. The highest court of Illi-
nois was shocked by such restraint. The A.P., being less than a
respecter of judicial process, became a “runaway shop” and
moved out of Illinois to organize in New York. A few negligible
relaxations of this restraint on competition were effected. But
even under what the ninety-nine or less bosses of A.P. thought
to be generous streamlining, a new applicant could not enter the
morning field in New York without paying $1,432,142.73, or in
Chicago '$416,631.90, as an initiation fee. For evening papers
the amount would be $1,095,003.21 and $595,772.31 respec-
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tively. Nor was a mere offer of these tidy sums the end. You
still had to be voted on and accepted into the sacred group
which bottlenecked the news.

Such undemocratic operations—only recently gently disturbed
by the United States Supreme Court—were so anti-social and
unsound as to invite a crusader and a millionaire into the news-
gathering field.

The Associated Press prospered. No small publisher could
do it battle. It takes a giant to fight a giant. And two giants
appeared on the scenc—E. W. Scripps and William Randolph
Hearst. Fach of these men heading chain operations had a base
on which a competing news or feature service could be estab-
lished. But their ficlds of operation were limited at the thresh-
hold, for the A.P. had imposed on its subscribers or members
the obligation not to supply their own spontaneous news to any
non-member of A.P.

E. W. Scripps formed the Scripps-McRae Press Association
for evening papers alone in January, 1897. He fought affiliation
with the Illinois A.P. because he wanted to be able to expand
his own newspaper holdings. But he held to certain principles
of a free market for news seldom if ever enunciated by a leader
of the press since his time. His service covered the Middle West,
and he formed the Scripps News Association on the Pacific
Coast.

Scripps merged the Scripps-McRae Press Association, the
Pacific Scripps News Association and the Itastern Publishers’
Press Association in 1907 to form the United Press Associations,
a commercial, profit-making, newsgathering agency. U.P. from
the outset provided colorful coverage as opposed to the more
or less routine handling of A.P. stories, and went in heavily for
feature material. It made news exchange arrangements with
foreign commercial news agencies and with individual papers,
also maintaining its own burcaus in European capitals. At the
time of World War I U.P. extended itself into South America,
building a substantial list of clients there.

The other new rival to the Associated Press was provided
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by another chain man on the way up—W. R. Hearst, who
started out modestly after he took over the New York Journal
by having his staff glean out-of-town news from other papers.
As the Hearst chain expanded, this organization grew until it
could offer service to other papers.

W. R. Hearst supplanted his previous news and feature
services with the International News Service, in 1911, and
formed a new agency—Universal Service—in 1918. Universal
Service provided signed special articles on international events,
financial developments, sports, and so on. His regular feature
services—fiction, comics, pictures, and so on—in 1918 formed
the King Features Syndicate, now the parent of that group of
Hearst holdings.

I am sure that any restraint—even slight—in a field bottled
into three mammoth controls is a matter deserving close scrutiny
by the public and its government. This is peculiarly true where
the commodity dealt in is so essential to our democratic existence.
Above all we should not be content with the mild decree
affirmed by the Supreme Court, for the A.P. is still living in
the last century when it claims that under the gospel of freedom
of the press, readers through their government have no right to
prevent restraint on the market place of thought.

We have heard much talk lately about international freedom
of information, not a little of which has been by the heads of
the press associations. In view of the situation in America to-
day, these pious and worthy hopes of reforming the world are a
trifle ironic when flowing from domestic monopolists. In an
article in Life magazine, Kent Cooper, head of A.P. who, accord-
ing to Life, “for years has made world-news freedom a personal
crusade,” condemned the world-news cartel and expressed his
hope for the post-war world. It is interesting to look back at
past attitudes of the A.P. in regard to international news ex-
change. In 1880 J. W. Simonton, general manager of the A.P,,
said, apparently with some satisfaction, “By contracts with the
great European news agencies, including the well-known Reuter
Company, the Associated Press receives their news collections
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from every part of civilized Europe, Asia, Africa and South
America.”

The A.P. severed its connection with Reuter’s in the early
thirties and Mr. Cooper has a fairly ingenious explanation for
the part A.P. played in building up the cartel. He said, “By get-
ting into this cartel the Associated Press kept Reuter’s out of the
US. It agreed to receive Reuter’s dispatches and Reugcr’s
agreed to receive A.P.s. But the A.P. discovered it was in un-
wholesome company.”

Even this apology misses the point at issue. A.P. successfully
kept Reuter’'s—a compcting agency—away from rcaders in the
United States! It limited domestic competition and successfully
limited diversity of service to our daily press. Alcoa never closed
the markets more successfully. According to Mr. Cooper’s defi-
nition the cartel would have been desirable if Reuter’s had been
“wholesome company.” The A.P. has no philosophy against re-
straints other than the wholesomeness of its partners in the
process of limiting competition.

A provocative though smarty answer to Mr. Cooper was
made by The London Economist in its issuc of December z,
1944. The Economist said:

Mr. Kent Cooper, gencral manager of the Associated Press and
author of Barriers Down, is leading a crusade to incorporate a
“charter of freedom for news and communications” in the peace
settlements. In an article in Life he demands freedom of access to
news, freedom for agencies to compete or to exchange news and an
end to preferential rates of transmission. Mr. Cooper, like most big
business exccutives, experiences a peculiar moral glow in finding
that his idea of frecdom coincides with his commercial advantage.
In his ode to Liberty there is no suggestion that when all barriers
are down the huge financial resourccs of the American agencics
might enable them to dominate the world. His desire to prevent
another Goebbels from poisoning the wells will be universally ap-
plauded, but democracy does not nccessarily mean making the
whole world safe for the A.P. In this, as in other post-war issues—
such as civil aviation—commercial practices are habitually confused
with such big words as “Liberty and the Rights of Man.”
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An amusing boomerang of the monopolistic agreements made
by the news services was furnished in a comment by one of the
top officials of the United Press, who said that U.P. would
be delighted by a government suit against it. It seems that
when U.P. was started, high bait was necessary to attract first
customers in various districts. The bait offered by U.P. was an
agreement with the paper involved that if any other paper sub-
scribed in the district to U.P., then U.P. agreed to refund a
portion or all of the excess fee to the original subscriber as a
kind of reparation payment. Now that U.P. is firmly established,
it would like to get away from these extra burdens, but obvi-
ously cannot breach its own contracts. Hence, the lot of
United Press would be vastly improved, and the market place
would be to some extent made freer, if the government would
bring an anti-trust suit against United Press to smash through
the discriminatory provisions of these early contracts. Surely all
buyers of news should be on a parity, paying not on the “early
worm” basis, or on the theory that size determines cost, but
solely on the computations reached by translating actual costs
of operations into charges made.

If the A.P. would pay some attention to the expansion of the
market in the United States, it would be in a better position
to lead the crucial world campaign to persuade all nations to
remove the existing cruel barriers which prevent the free flow
of news around our planet. But the A.P. was the leader in rais-
ing the “Wolf! Wolf!” defense of freedom of the press in the
test of the Wagner Act and seems to have learned little about
the need of conflict of thought. This is only natural, for the
A.P. has suffered from the absence of public criticism. Few
legislators dare attack the press associations, comparatively few
lines in defense of the government suit against A.P. ever got into
the daily press and only recently the first radio debate on the
subject of a free press in terms of economic controls was
permitted on the air. It is not surprising that A.P. should be
out of step with this era. Sheltered from criticism, it continues
to use the monopoly of copyright to limit the market. All too
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long it has befuddled its own operations and the mind of the
nation by sailing under the halo of a so-called non-profit mem-
bership corporation, even though in reality its waste or efficiency
reflects itself directly into the balance sheets of the member
corporations.

I hope that A.P. will soon sense the temper of the nation—a
temper which doubtless will insist that the monopoly of prop-
erry rights or copyrights shall be lost—at least in the fields affect-
ing health, national defense and news—unless all purveyors in
those businesses offer their wares to all buyers at a fair price
and a reasonable profit. Without a grant from the people of
the initial monopoly of copyright, A.P. could not conceivably
continue to treat “news’’ as if it were the shabbiest of merchan-
dise. As one member of our highest court has declared, “Truth
and understanding are not wares like peanuts or potatoes.”

SYNDICATES AND BOILER PLATE

Coincident with the increase of revenue from advertising,
and paralleling the evaporation of the press, the violent evan-
gelical inclinations of editors started to diminish. In the main
we sce an avowed attempt to become fair, temperate, balanced
in editorial positions and policies. Politeness became a vogue.
Personal bias was insidiously injected, not so much by distortion
as by omissions. For decades few newspapers have thought it
dignified to mention—much less disagree with—competing papers.
Whether or not the counting rooms took the heat off the edi-
torial pens, or whether just because with larger circulation
there was a natural tendency to feed the readers on the median
plane of reader opinion, is unimportant from the angle of this
book. The significant fact is that with the dilution of feelings
and crusades on editorial pages, the owners of many dailies still
realized that our public enjoys the opinions of those who—right
or wrong—feel strongly on a variety of subjects.

The features and editorials which were the pride of each
local publisher gave way to syndicated material. It is urged
by some that because cditors now buy columnists who differ
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from the position of the paper, we can and must trust pub-
lishers to be impartial in their selection of columnist material.
I doubt if we really want to stake our great gamble of a free
market place of thought on such a tenuous hope. We would
prefer the publishers themselves once more to become the
leaders of public opinion—that is, to present widely differing
attitudes.

And now we find that the product of feature syndicates,
columns, cartoons, comic strips, fiction, and so on, is an essen-
tial part of the modern daily newspaper. These items are cir-
culation-getters, providing as they do entertainment and/or edu-
cation. A. M. Lee says that “a comparison of early weeklies or
dailies with the recent product indicates that the old-time
printer standardized his sheet about as well with his scissors as
the modern editor does with syndicate copy.”

That may be true with respect to entertainment features,
since the early editor borrowed humorous material, for instance,
with no qualms as to property rights, and this type of material,
as long as the public is satisfied, is not perhaps too important.
But the field of serious writing is a different matter. The early
editor wrote his own editorials on subjects he considered im-
portant, whereas today it is the syndicated columnist who
spreads his views on everything to millions of persons simultane-
ously. And this is important, because to the extent that one
columnist takes the place in the papers of America of hun-
dreds of separate editorials, our diversity of thought is lessened.
We have far less indigenously created material in our press
today than we had thirty years ago. Few people are familiar
with the names of a dozen editorial writers. We are experi-
encing an era of editorial lukewarm anonymity.

The first important kind of syndicate in this country was the
ready-print syndicate, chiefly a service for weekly papers.
Weekly papers bought newsprint anyway, and when one side
of this newsprint contained ready-print material, it was cheaper
for the local papers than having original material set in their
own shops. One of the most successful of these ready-print
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services was started by A. N. Kellogg, who claimed to supply
1,000 country weeklies with syndicate service in 1875. But these
early type-high plates offered little saving to dailies and the
syndicates didn’t make much progress in the daily ficld until
the invention of the thin stercotype plate, a metal plate which
could be locked for printing to a standard block. Material re-
produced by this method came to be known as “boiler plate.”
The final step in syndicate reproduction was the invention of the
mat—a papier-mache impression taken of the plate, later to be
filled with metal and cast by the paper’s own printers. Mats are
used today and are a cheaper and more cfficient means of trans-
mitting syndicated material than shipping expensive copper
plates to subscribers.

With the invention of the stereotype plate, syndicates began
to get a foothold in the daily newspaper field. One of the first
was the Scripps’ private mutual service, becoming in r9oz the
Newspaper Enterprise Association. Magazine publishers like
Fdward Bok entered the field. S. S. McClure, publisher of the
famous McClure’s Magazine, started out as founder of the most
prominent syndicate, after Irving Bacheller’s, supplving the
works of such writers as Kipling, London, Stevenson and Conan
Doyle. Many city newspaper reporters wrote “letters” or col-
umns for out-of-town papers and newspapers often sold rights to
scrial stories, etc., which they were running.

There was great competition in thinking up new kinds of
feature material. The doings of the Four Hundred began to be
chronicled at great length on Socicty pages and in the new
Sunday supplements. News of particular interest to women was
played up, because department stores were on the rise and since
their advertising carried weight, it behooved the papers to in-
creasc the number of their women readers. Comic strips were
innovated in the 1890’s and these were seized upon by the
syndicates.

The Scripps Newspaper Enterprise Association (N.E.A.)
was the first of the so-called budget services—an agency supply-
ing a complete “budget” of features to afternoon papers. As this
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agency grew, its clientele went far beyond the original Scripps'
members and the rate charged was a staple rate based on the
newspaper’s circulation. In the 1930’s N.E.A. is supposed to
have furnished about 100 features to 700 dailies.

The Hearst syndicates, represented by King Features as sales
agent for all the Hearst feature services, innovated a new prac-
tice, which has become general. Hearst artists were put on a
salary basis and Hearst often retained control of the feature
itself, so that if a comic strip artist left the Hearst organization,
for example, the strip stayed behind and another artist took
over drawing it. The 1935 Fortune article on Hearst said that
King Features sold more than 4o per cent of the $15,000,000
worth of syndicated material consumed annually in the United
States. At that time King Features was supposed to service
2,200 papers.

In 1942 Editor and Publisher listed almost 200 news and
feature syndicates. It is very difficult (according to Editor and
Publisher’s syndicate editor, “impossible”) to tabulate the num-
ber of syndicates exactly according to the kind of features they
sell. In the first place, one syndicate may sell news features,
general features, photos, “home pages,” and so on, ad infinitum.
In the case of the Associated Press, for example, you would
have to list a news service, a feature service and a photo service,
all of which makes for considerable duplication. There are also
a great many fringe “syndicates” in which there is considerable
turnover, because a mushroom organization starting with one
room and a desk and one column may pass out of existence
very soon.

A. M. Lee says that in 1936 the existing syndicates, roughly
200, listed about 16,000 separate items. He continues: “The
separate listing of units controlled by one organization makes
these totals deceptively large. A group of ‘trunk’ services . . .
continue to gain greater and greater control over the bulk of
offerings.”

An article in Coronet of August, 1944, gave the following
figures on readership of four top columnists:
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Walter Winchell approxmmtely 25,000,000

Walter Lippmann “ 10,000,000
Woestbrook Pegler “ 10,000,000
Dorothy Thompson “ 8,405,399

Obviously the number of ideas circulating in the market
place is reduced to a fraction of what it would be, when one
writer is read by muillions every day. It makes no difference for
this purpose whether the columnist is liberal, reactionary or
conservative. The vitality of local papers—hence the vitality of
the American people—is diminished by the acceptance of any
standardized sct of ideas. Columnist syndicates are paralleled
in the comic strip and other fcatures which make up an in-
creasing percentage of our daily press.

It las often been maintained that the columnist emphasis is
all right since these people are freec and independent thinkers;
that as a result their opinions are more uncolored even than
those of a newspaper editor because they are not bound by local
obligations. Tom Wallace, cditor of the Louisville Tizes, had
something to say about that argument in the December 30, 1944,
issue of Editor and Publisher. Mr. Wallace writes, “Syndicate
columnists publish what their original publishers think—if they
publish originally under newspaper auspices or they do not differ
too widely with their publishers, or thcy beat it while their shoes
are good.” He went on to say that in the early days many
out- of -town editors believed that they were bound to publish
the columnist’s words unabridged; that this placed the editing
of the paper largely in the syndicate’s hands. And, contmued
Mr. Wallace, “when Roy Howard told the American Socicty
of Newspaper Editors that he didn’t cut columnists because of
their opinions, but that he probably used 50 per cent of what
was written by columnists he published, some of his hearers were
surprised.”

In 1930, a syndicatec manager, F. B. Knapp of the New York
World Syndicate, made a very telling statement. e charged,
“It is the very sameness of the news as printed in our newspapers
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that makes features of such prime importance. Much of the
news today is standardized and it is the features, comics, car-
toons and text that make a newspaper differ from its competitor.”
The larger the city the greater percentage of locally created
columns and material we find and it must be noted that most
of the syndicated material is created in New York City or
Washington.

Even in the great metropolitan papers of New York City
only about one quarter of the papers is given to printing news.
Of that quarter much is syndicated or received from press asso-
ciations. The total of news and news pictures is only about one
third of the entire paper. The features in the six New York
City papers (See Exhibit H, page 290.) add up to about one
fifth of the total space. These features are less than the brain
product of the owners or editors. The entire news, picture and
feature portions of these papers add up to a little more than one
half of the space, of which much is to be found in identic form
in many other papers in other cities. As for advertising, which
on the average amounts to nearly one half of the papers, there
again is the duplicating impact of some advertising copy re-
peated throughout the nation.

The sum total of this kind of similarity results in fewer per-
sons using pencils, typewriters and brains in writing the con-
tent of our newspapers.

Since my thesis is diversity—sound economic diversity alone—
I make no comment on the great shrinkage of writing employees
in the press of the land. But many who know have speculated
that after the war the writing members of the press will seriously
decline in number, further threatened by the advent of facsimile
publication of dailies—either facsimiled from large cities to
towns, or from central broadcasting stations right into each
home.

No one would urge a press economy predicated on compul-
sions to purchase a more expensive service of home product as
against boiler plate, but surely by the same token we need not
grant undue advantages to the boiler plater.
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ADVERTISING

Lven in the uncertain middle period of the American news-
paper, local advertising, or the lack of it, often determined
whether or not a paper continued in existence. Ads made sub-
scription prices lower. In time they were thought to be a neces-
sary part of newspaper operation. Paid insertions grew in quan-
tity as the effectiveness of reader response to newspaper ad-
vertising was apparent. This expansion made larger newspapers
desirable.

Although circulation is important in so far as it permits rais-
ing of advertising rates, circulation in itself is carried at a loss.
Circulation alone leaves publishers with deficits to be made up
by advertising income.

Mr. Lee points out that the advertising of doubtful repute
(patent medicines, lotteries and other fakes) was not reformed
until after the Civil War. Before that time most of the pioneer-
ing was in the development of the copy and mechanics of all
advertising. As late as 1912 the A.N.P.A. opposed laws which
called for indicating which parts of the paper were paid advertis-
ing!
The Civil War, and the great interest engendered in its news,
finally pushed paid insertions oft the front page.

In the 1870’s the invention of the thin stereotype plate
gnaranteed the advertiser advance knowledge of what his ad
would look like, and gave great impetus to the development
of advertising agencies which greatly aided in the standardiza-
tion of advertising practices.

Newspapers were becoming economically stable. There was
a growing tendency toward guaranteed circulation figures.
Space charges were related to circulation. This movement cul-
minated in 1914 in the Audit Bureau of Circulations, an organi-
zation to audit newspaper circulations, subsidized by publishers
and advertisers. The American Newspaper Publishers Associa-
tion in 1893 had already adopted the method of space measure-
ment generally in use today, quoting rates on the basis of cost
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per agate line (14 agate lines to the column inch). The milline
rate is the cost of placing one agate line of advertising in
1,000,000 copies of a newspaper. :

Newspaper advertising jumped into the saddle during the
years of the development of big business and helped this develop-
ment greatly by creating the volume demand which made mass
production possible. Advertising was especially successful in the
growth of the soap industry. One of these carly effective ads
read, “Do You Bathe?” With the turn of the century, half-tones
and the development of the Ben Day engraving process made
newspaper ads more attractive. Typesetting machines and the
new large fast presses created larger newspapers and enabled
more of them to be printed.

The increase in volume of advertising in the last years of
the nineteenth century necessitated an increase in the percentage
of space given to these paid insertions. The percentage of ad-
vertising space rose from about 25 in the 1870’s to 30 or 35 at the
end of the century. At the time of World War I there was a well
established so-50 ratio of paid advertising and editorial matter,
but when the war made it necessary to economize on news-
print, news rather than advertisement was reduced in most
papers.

The 1929 boom brought another peak in the advertising per-
centage but this dropped again in the early thirties. Thus in 1931
papers which in 1929 had given 65 to 75 per cent of their space
to ads came down to about 5o per cent. Papers which formerly
had about half their space taken up with advertlsmg dropped
to 30 or 35 per cent. Six New York papers in the summer of
1944 show an average of about 45 per cent advertising space.
(See Exhibit H, page 290.)

Revenue from advertising over a period of years has been
roughly two thirds of the entire revenue of the newspaper. The
proportion of revenue from advertising to revenue from sub-
scriptions and sales varies with individual papers, but in some
cases the advertising revenue has gone more than 75 per cent.
The following figures are from a publication of the Bureau of
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Adverusing of the American Newspaper Publishers Association,
The Newspaper as an Advertising Medium:

Per cent of
Revenue from Sub- Revenue from  Revenue from
Year scriptions and Sales Advertising Advertising
1909 $ 84,438,702 $148,554,392 65
1931 261,568,832 624,953,969 70
1933 230,147,402 428,672,688 65
1937 287,508,458 574,180,206 66

The Inland Press Association some years ago made a three-
year survey recommending a newspaper budget of the following
proportions:

Income Per Cent Expenses Per Cent
Advertising 70 Editorial 15
Circulation 29 Circulation I
Misc. I Advertising 7

— Paper and ink 12
100 Other items 24
Administration G

88

Profit 12

100

The trend of percentage of advertising revenue to total in-
come for all newspapers and magazines is in keeping with such
recommendation—1879, 44 per cent; 1904, 56 per cent; 1929, 71
per cent.

In 1929 the average newspaper looked to ads for 74 per cent
of the income. Although the advertising income proportion de-
clined between 1929 and 1939, it rose again during the war. We
are still far from the great dream of Dana and Scripps of neflrly
half a century ago of a press primarily dependent on reader in-
come. I am sure the answer is not ad-less papers. It lies in other
directions.

The Burcau of Advertising gives the following breakdown
of newspaper advertising ﬁguxes for 1939: Retail advertising,
$310,000,000; classified, $90,000,000; national, $152,000,000;
total, $552,000,000. Thus in 1939, before the war with its mam-



98 THE FIRST FREEDOM

moth “institutional” advertising campaigns by the national ad-
vertisers, which were invited by tax laws and encouraged by
paper-rationing regulations, more than one quarter of the total
advertising revenue received by newspaper publishers was from
national as opposed to local advertisers. This is significant be-
cause it means that to that extent the newspaper is not being
supported in any direct and traceable way by the local economy.
Moreover, the mood and approach of the national advertising
copy is created in a few offices located in a few of our big
cities. The cost is buried in products sold in many other com-
munities as well. Under this system it is impossible to determine
how many papers the local economy could legitimately support.
The final decision often rests with advertising agencies located
a thousand miles away from the newspaper area of circulation.

In 1939, according to the Bureau of Advertising, there were
only 646 national advertisers Spending more than $25,000 each
in our newspapers. That is a very small proportion of the total
number of national business concerns which are potential ad-
vertisers. But the real shock is found in the concentration break-
down of this figure. Six per cent of these 646 advertisers, or
thirty-nine concerns, account for nearly one half of the total
expenditure for national advertising in the newspapers of the
nation. In other words, in this field, as in radio, a handful of
advertisers holds a dominant position in the total advertising in
the press, which advertising income is the essential and often
the vital income of daily papers.

Breaking down the expenditure for national advertising in
1939 by media, the newspapers received 32 per cent; magazines,
30 per cent, and radio, 26 per cent. The rest was outdoor, farm
journals, etc. Newspapers have put up a stff fight against
competing media—billboards, car cards, magazines and finally
radio. In many areas newspapers procured legislation banning
the distribution from house to house of circulars printed by
local merchants or mail-order houses. For a time the press asso-
ciations put an embargo on their reports being sent over the air
by radio to the people of the nation. This shabby attempt to
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restrain the market was ended only because the three press
associations did not play fair with each other. The final weapon
of the press against radio seems to be the old one of moving
in and taking over—newspapers now have affiliations with or
own one third of the total number of radio stations.

Dr. L. D. H. Weld, Director of Research for McCann-
Erickson, Inc., in an article in Printer’s Ink, has charted the rela-
tive changes of major media on the basis of advertising expendi-
tures. In 1929, infant radio received only 1.6 per cent of the
tatal advertising expenditure. This climbed to 5.2 per cent in
1033 and 7.7 per cent in 1937. By 1943 it reached 15.3 per cent,
almost exactly half the newspaper advertising expenditure of
that year. In the ten years between 1933 and 1943 the volume
of radio advertising has tripled. Part of this radio gain has been
the newspapers’ loss. Magazines have about held their own.

The total advertising volume for all media in 1939, accord-
ing to Dr. Weld, was $1,780,000,000. Since the war the total
advertising bill of the nation has risen to $3,000,000,00¢, accord-
ing to government figures, 67 per cent of which cost was borne
by the government through tax deductions. War advertising,
and its deductibility as allowed by the Treasury, has given a
tremendous tax advantage to the large national industries, most
of which are in the high-tax brackets. Thus, if X Company,
which was in the 8o per cent tax bracket and had no product
for sale during the war, wished to keep its name before the
public, it ran advertising saying “Buy War Bonds Now And
Buy Our Super-Swizzles After the War.” The cost of such an
ad was largely paid by the government in the form of a tax
subsidy amounting to eighty cents on cach dollar of advertising
cost. This even though the advertising was political or infla-
tionary. Thus X Company had the advertising spree of its life
(for twenty cents on the dollar) in the name of patriotism.

There was probably no manpower wastage during the war
as inexcusable as the waste of manpower in connection with
“good will” institutional advertising. In forests, logging camps,
manufacture and transportation we have expended enough man-
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hours on turning trees into advertisements to have made un-
necessary the draft of any married man for the armed services.
In England percentage limits, 45 per cent and 55 per cent respec-
tively, were put on advertising in newspapers and magazines.
There was no loss of freedom to the press. Here, failing to adopt
such pattern of paper control, we played farther into the hands
of the large newspapers and the large advertisers in large
cities.

There are two kinds of rates charged for advertising—the
flat and the open rate. The flat rate, customarily charged
national advertisers, is comparable to the luxury accommodations
on a railroad as opposed to the freight charges. It is generally
standard regardless of the amount of space used and runs to 75
per cent more than an open rate for the same ad. The only dis-
count given to advertisements placed on a flat-rate basis is the
15 per cent allowed the agency. The open rate is a decreasing
scale based on the volume of space used or the frequency of
insertion. This is used for local advertising, especially that
of retail stores, where insertions are frequent. The newspaper
expects the national advertiser to pay more because his advertis-
ing is spasmodic, and this is the really profitable advertising.
Where there is only one paper in a city, rates naturally do not
decline as they might under the influence of competition.

A schedule of open rates for New York metropolitan papers
during 1944, shows the degree of variation and the great ad-
vantage to the large advertiser. For example, the New York
Times open rate of $1.10 (gross) drops to 43 cents for the pur-
chaser of 250,000 lines. There is a comparable reduction for size
in the rates of each of the papers listed. If the Robinson-Patman
Act principle were applied to newspaper advertising, there
could be no difference in price due exclusively to wholesale
quantity or national versus local merchants. This would mean
the application of a one-rate principle to all newspaper advertis-
ing save only for actual differences in cost of handling a big as
compared to a small advertisement or a single insertion as com-
pared to repeated insertions.
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The advertising middlemen—the agencies and the publishers’
representatives—fulfill a valuable and necessary function, that
of placing ads in the papers for advertisers and handling all
the attendant details, maintaining lists of papers for various
types of campaigns and, in the case of publishers’ represen-
tatives, soliciting advertising. However, in their selection and
repetition of choice of papers for lists to receive ad campaigns,
they tend to solidify and strengthen existing papers at the ex-
pense of small or new papers. There is also the indisputable fact
that an advertiser prefers a large paper because of its circula-
tion even if it costs more per reader. This operates further to the
disadvantage of the smaller paper. Morcover, big companies have
little understanding of or interest in small companies.

The advertisers, more particularly the agencies, have long
encouraged the development of the one-paper town. In a fairly
small community two papers often have overlapping circulations
and it is obviously to the temporary business advantage of the ad-
vertiser not to have to pay two separate rates for reaching readers
which in some cases are an identical group. There is a weird,
ironic effect of this short-sighted policy. Advertsers encouraged
the merger or consolidation of newspapers in many areas. They
often forced the combination of newspapers into one owner-
ship, only to find that the ‘“combination” owner imposed
“forced” duplicate advertising on them. After the purchase of a
competing paper the new owner did not lower the 1dvert151ng
rates, or if he did there was slight benefit to the advertiser since
the new owner invariqbly put through a policy of forced or
compulsory block buying of advertising space. Thus advertisers
desiring to buy space in only one paper had to buy it also in
an additional paper. Thus a group of advertisers who have
been prosecuted as in New York City for combining in a united
front against the increased rates of a newspaper find themselves
impotent in dealing with a combination of papers in a single
ownership. Documentation of this subject matter is found in the
Nixon article previously referred to in connection with the
evaporation of the press.



102 THE FIRST FREEDOM

There is another kind of advertising practice—the fault of the
publishers alone—which kills off many small papers. If a more or
less small paper with a low rate succeeded in getting a full-page
advertisement from a local merchant, the competing, more suc-
cessful paper refused to take an ad for the same merchant
for less space. This kind of economic retaliation by the large
papers represents a serious hold over the businessmen and is cer-
tainly a keen weapon against existing or future newspaper com-
petition.

There is no area of our economy that needs an airing more
than advertising—its impacts on our daily lives and its increasing
indirect control over our mores. The large advertising agencies,
realizing the power of boiler plating, have proposed to con-
tinue after the war their present practices of inserting as paid
ads virtually identical copy in hundreds of dailies—the copy
to deal with peacetime trends and problems instead of bond
drives and the like. As one leading advertising agent said, “You
can’t expect 1,000 editors to comply with our request to write
editorials on the same day with the same slant on a single
selected national problem. Advertising can, however, carry on
with an identic imprint to influence the thinking of the nation.”
Such a move would put thinking on a national belt and, if car-
ried into action, will result in further abdication of the pub-
lishers and editors of the land.

THE GRASSROOTS PRESS

Weekly papers like small dailies have intimate and direct
impacts on readers’ daily lives. A recent study made by Pro-
fessor Chilton Bush, head of Stanford University Division of
Journalism, reports that both news and advertising are read more
closely in small newspapers than in large ones. In advertising
readership the small dailies—no doubt the same holds doubly
true for Wec;klies—éveraged better than twice the scores made
by the large, while for reading matter the ratio was about three
to one.

This is what might be expected. The theory of surfeit applies
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to larger entities. Since the content has been primarily local in the
smaller papers, an intimate relationship exists between the reader
and the run-of-the-mill events of his community. Above all it
must be noted tha 1, 2eklics and small dailies have usually been
locally owned and managed. The editor lives with the problems
of his readers. Fle has a concern for the community—the essence
of democracy. He is quite a different species from the itinerant
temporary editor, operating for an absentce owner. The local
owner-publisher of a weekly is an indigenous creature bearing
slight resemblance to the publisher tycoon of Detroit or Chicago
who by remote control from such metropolises runs a paper n
citics of distant Florida.

A decline of multiple ownership in our weekly press has,
therefore, striking effects on communities. It is no answer to say
that the people without local printed news can listen to the radio,
or buy a national magazine, or even read the papers of the next
county. No matter how important national or international news
may be, the basic training ground for critical judgment as to
all news must always be the discussions and debates that arise
from local problems. Feeding the starving people in Europe 1s
related by each reader to the crops of his county. The creation
of a Missouri Valley Authority is debated vis-i-vis the floods
or dust bowls of other parts of the country.

The reading habits as depicted in a survey of best-read news
stories in dailies shows:

Men Women

Per Cent Per Cent
International news. ...... 20k 4a e uE '« 2x It
National news........... 215 e Ee'z ales 27
Local news............. 5%, 35 0 ol O 62

When Editor and Publisher tries to brush away the distress
cof the nation as shown by the folding up of small papers, it
offers as one alternative the capacity of the public to tune into
a radio station of “the next town, county or state.” Such big-
city, Eastern-seaboard thinking is probably at the root of the
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quandary in which we find our press. To those who have
lived outside New York City and other large centers of popu-
lation, the suggestion of replacing a local paper by a radio
knob turned to another county or state is evidence of Fast-
ern-seaboard provincialism. Democracy does not stop at the
Hudson River. As small weeklies fold up, democracy dies with
them.

The peak of diversity in our weekly press almost coincided
with the dailies’ high point. In 1910 there were 16,899 weekly
papers throughout America. (See Exhibit I, page 291.) This
figure i1s broken down by N. W. Ayer into 16,227 weekly
papers; 611 semi-weekly papers, and sixty-one tri-weeklies. In
1920, after the war period with its casualties of weekly and
daily papers alike, the count had dropped to 14,405, a loss of
nearly 2,500 organs of opinion in ten years. The decline con-
tinued through the twenties, the decade of consolidation, and
the total went down to 13,079, in 1930, a further loss of more
than 1,300.

From 1927 on, N. W. Ayer differentiates between papers
of general circulation and trade and other papers, which means
that by the new method of tabulation there were in 1930 only
11,407 weekly papers of general circulation. In 1940, there
were 11,208 papers in this group, according to this tabulation.
Those who believe that democracy must live in small as well
as large towns will read these figures with something akin to
heartache.

This grassroots press is predominantly a small one in cir-
culation. Swmall Daily Newspapers Under the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act, a valuable study made by the Labor Department in
1942, contains a table showing circulations of weekly papers.
(See Exhibit J, page 292.) This table lists a total of 10,386
weekly papers in 1938. Of these, 9,508 have circulations under
3,000. The American Press, the leading magazine for country
papers, estimates that the average circulation of a weekly paper
is 1,600. The overwhelming majority of such papers are pub-
lished in towns with less than 5,000 population. In 1938 there
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were only ten weckly papers in the United States with circula-
tions of more than 100,000. But the total circulation for the
entire group Is in excess of 15,000,000, although 1 find no exact
figure based on a thorough nation-wide study.

Weekly circulations have risen slightly since the war—3
per cent in 1944—but on any computation the small papers
have failed to prosper from the war as much as have the large
ones.

The cconomic problem of weekly publishers is generally the
problem of small business enterprise. About half the toral num-
ber of wecklies are run by single families, with perhaps one
extra employee. Usually a paper of this type has one linotype
machine and a second-hand press. The main source of revenue
is a job-printing business—in fact, many weekly newspapers
were started as sidelines by job printers who had set up their
own printshops. These papers are not expected to be distin-
guished by their high standards and often reveal their more
or less casual production. But they are the product of the
people of the community. At the very least they are the train-
ing schools and educators of many of our best newsmen.

The better type of weekly is run very much like a small
daily, in respect to organization, personnel and equipment.
This kind of paper has little or no job printing, and employs
from five to eight persons. From three to five men make up
the mechanical staff. The editor, with two or three others,
handles the editorial and business offices. Generally the paper
circulates to the same public as the small daily and runs the
same type of advertising. Some such wecklies operate with an-
nual expenses of §5,000 or less, while the expense of a daily in
the same circulation group runs to at least $40,000. With an
average per capita income of about $1,000 in the United States,
the country cditor with an income of $2,500 is often an opulent
member of his community.

Advertising is an important cconomic factor in weekly pub-
lishing. Only about 17 per cent of the advertising in weekly
papers is national. This fact is consistently deplored by weekly
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publishers, because national advertising brings in the money,
and they have had an uphill fight to secure these campaigns.
American Press says the average national advertising rate in
weekly papers increased by about 6 per cent in 1944. They
benefited only slightly from the current wave of institutional
advertising. The publishers’ representatives who try to secure
this advertising for country papers point out that readership
is unusually high in this medium, and that it covers many per-
sons who otherwise would not respond to advertising appeals.
The heads of advertising agencies live too close to Broadway,
Manhattan.

The disadvantages of weekly papers as an advertising me-
dium, from the point of view of the advertiser, are inferior
typography and layout, the difficulty of measuring results and
the scattered quality of the country press which makes it hard
to place ads save through representatives. Moreover, until very
recent years publishers would often quote different rates when-
ever it seemed expedient and those on the economic fringe
would run free publicity in the hope of getting ads—which
made advertising unnecessary. But these conditions have
changed. Advertising agencies have fought against varying rates
for years. Now most papers have standard rate cards. Publish-
ers are learning to resist the use of free publicity material, and
are learning not to editorialize about products they hope to
advertise. Also, many weekly papers now have their circula-
tions audited, which makes them a more computable and de-
pendable advertising medium.

Because the precarious budgets of many weeklies are well
known, there has arisen an unfortunate practice of having pub-
licity, and even editorial material, prepared in clip sheets and
mat services to be sent to weekly editors. This material, if used,
provides the publisher with material at practically no cost or
labor. Such services are regularly maintained by such organi-
zations as the National Association of Manufacturers with its
Industrial Press Service—which the N.A.M. says is used by
5,000 weeklies—the CIO, and the AFL, an organization fighting
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grade labeling, and many others. Some editors receive as many
as ten such mat services weekly and, of course, a flood of pub-
licity releases as well.

American Press ran a story quoting a letter from an irate
publisher as follows:

SIRS:

Your time and our time represents money.

It takes your time and money to send letters.

It takes our time to open and read letters.

If we used your publicity letters it would require space,
which we sell.

We don’t use your publicity letters, so would suggest
you stop sending them—SAVING both of us time and
money. Future relcases will be refused.

The magazine, which is published by the American Press
Association, commented on the story as “endangering” ads for
weeklies and said that the proper action for a publisher was to
send the publicity material to his representative, who could
then solicit paid advertising.

Frec mat scrvices, which are, of course, propaganda for
those who send them out, gravely undermine the vitality of our
small press. The editor is often tempted to use the canned edi-
torials and cartoons and other features thus provided because
of the saving in labor and time. But the result is unanimity of
editorial opinion, to the extent to which they are used. The
editor of a weckly paper is often too busy to look into all the
facts given in such editorials. Hence, he often prints opinions
which might not be his own if he had checked them more
carefully. And because such pieces are run anonymously, the
readers are unaware that this is not the opinion of their pub-
lisher—which they have a right to expect—but is the work of
whatever pressure group it happens to be. This practice is far
more widespread than is realized by the public, and is bad, no
matter what shade of opinion is represented.



108 THE FIRST FREEDOM

We also find the practice of canned editorials in the ranks
of labor periodicals. It can be noted in passing that a few large
industrial organizations have a definite edge in getting their
views across in this manner, because the expense of such service
is a tax-deductible item. In any event, the anonymity of all such
material is less than honest. Full disclosure of source should not
be deemed inconsistent with our theory of a free press.

One ironical note: In the winter of 1944 the National Asso-
ciation of Manufacturers began a long-awaited, giant advertis-
ing campaign—so-called “institutional” advertising. Weekly
publishers, and their representatives, waited with bated breath
because they expected to share in these riches. But when the
campaign started, newspapers in every city with more than
50,000 population received full pages, 300 big radio stations
carried programs, but the weekly papers got none. They were
propagandized through the already existing Industrial Press Serv-
ice, which paid them nothing.

BOILER-PLATING THE MIND OF THE NATION

The greatest threat to diversity of opinion in the country
press arises from the domination of a substantial part of it by
boiler-plate organizations. Almost every weekly paper uses the
services of Western Newspaper Union (W.N.U.), a $6,500,000
purveyor of features, editorials and columns. This giant is
owned by John H. Perry, often called the Boiler Plate King,
who also owns the American Press Association, a publisher’s
representative, a chain of Florida dailies, a Florida weekly, four
radio stations in Florida, the Midwestern Paper Company, the
only daily in Frankfort, Ky., and a weekly in Owenton, Ky.

Nine thousand weekly papers use some of W.N.U.’s fea-
tures. Nearly 3,000 purchase an eight-page paper ready to go
on the presses, with four pages left blank for the local editor’s
own news and advertising. These readi-print pages, as they are
called, cost the publisher two or three times as much if W.N.U.
is not granted an advertising concession. If W.N.U. is granted
pages for the sale of its advertising, then of course the pub-
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lisher receives no payment for the advertising even though such
ads may take up zo per cent of the readi-print pages. Thus we
have block booking of content and ads, probably one of the
most insidious and disastrous marriages in our entire economy,
doubly pernicious because the dual deal is not disclosed to the
readers.

W.N.U. has a subsidiary, Publishers’ Autocaster Service,
which reproduces some of the services on a smaller scale—
notably that of supplying canned editorials. It is not strange, in
examining several hundred weekly newspapers, to come across
dozens from Wyoming to Texas with exactly- the same edi-
torials, over and over. Most of the readers assume that this is
the product of their own editor. Again there is no honest full
disclosure to the reading public.

Another linc in this web of control is the connection be-
tween W.N.U. and the Associated Press. W.N.U. prints and
distributes A.P.’s feature letters. It also manufactures many A.P.
mats, especially outside of New York. W.N.U. picks up a spot
picture from an A.P. telephoto, makes the mats and distributes
them to A.P. members in the territory—thereby assisting A.P.
in gaining several hours over the other picture services, who
must send their pictures by air mail to papers who do not have
telephoto machines.

These conditions capitalize on and further weaken the un-
certain economic status of small publishing as a whole. These
practices have a sure tendency of further devitalizing our im-
portant weekly newspapers. Consolidations are occurring in this
ficld every month, although the bulk of them started in the
twenties. To maintain even the level of diversity we still have
in country papers, we must end many of these unsound prac-
tices. That they are undisclosed and concealed from the public
augments the evil. But it must be recalled that when we first
legislated in 1912 that all advertisements must be so declared
to be “ads” in the press, many newspapers and the great maga-
zine of the daily press, Editor and Publisher, opposed the move.

The cost of paper to the small weekly or daily publisher
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is also a matter deserving Congressional inquiry, for it is the
chief difference in cost of operations between large and small
papers. There is no reason why paper purchased in small quan-
tities should be so much more costly than purchases in large
quantities. At one time one paper company controlled three
fourths of all newsprint output east of the Mississipp1. The in-
terest of paper mills in newspapers has been attacked even by
some of our great publishers. The bottleneck of paper supply
is less than healthy. Joseph Pulitzer battled restrictions on paper
and in 1934 President Roosevelt proposed a newsprint planning
board. The differences in cost of newsprint are not related to
the cost of production or expense of selling. The differences
arise out of power of the buyer. If the disparities continue there
doubtless will be a move to have one of the government-owned
corporations—such as R.F.C. or Smaller War Plants Corpora-
tion—set up a cooperative paper buying agency. A. M. Lee feels
that the day possibly approaches when a few publishers will
produce in their own newsprint factories all the newsprint for
all American dailies. Ownership of forests and pulp manufacture
should be divorced from ownership of newspapers and
magazines. _

But, above all, our second-class mailing privileges operate
actually for the advantage of large entities, who do not need
them. At one time 64 per cent in weight of all our mail con-
sisted of newspapers and periodicals. Why should the people
of the United States subsidize through second-class mail a pub-
lisher who sells more, for example, than 200,000 copies? When
a publication acquires a circulation of that size, it ought to be
able to pay its way. Would it not be sounder to encourage small
publishing by carrying papers free up to a certain minimum
circulation? This would not be a penalty on initiative, but a
true incentive subsidy. A postage bill of even $10 a week is an
important item in the budget of a weekly paper.

For many decades we have burdened all taxpayers in order
to carry in the mails second-class mail at rates that are less than
the cost to the post office. When Franklin was postmaster gen-
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eral, in 1758, papers were carried for fifty miles at eighteen
cents, 100 miles for thirty-six cents, etc. The press, magazines
and books today get a subsidy of close to $100,000,000. I should
imagine that the only reason for such a gift is the hope of en-
richment of the mind of our people. A sliding scale theory of
benefit and burdens has been accepted in income tax legisla-
tion. A sliding scale postage subsidy for newspapers and maga-
zines would help maintain the press of the nation. There is
little inducement implicit in giving a giant publisher a check
from the national treasury running into hundreds of thousands
of dollars each year. We could well afford to increase the total
subsidy, if we saw to it that thousands of small concerns were
encouraged to go into or stay in business. I should guess that
by this one shift alone we would encourage the revival of the
3,820 weeklies which we lost between 1910 and 1930.

[ ask for no improbable, uneconomic ventures. But surely
with modern technological skills a society with increasing na-
ticnal income should find it possible to remove a few of the
burdens and practices which led to the decline of weeklies—a
recognized important medium of public thought.

Finally, it is important that the Big City folk stop disparag-
ing the country press because of its defects. Some critics feel that
because of gaucheries and occasional poor craftsmanship, as well
as near-bankruptcy, the country press is not worth worrying
about. Rather do I say, “This is our press for good or bad. We
can make it better. And for the survival of our way of life, we
must make it last.”

The surest path toward increased concentration of power
in our national government is along the road of destruction of
local newspapers and removal of local media of expression. A
strong and free country press is the backbone of our democ-
racy. It is well worth any help we can devise for it. There is
little sense in bemoaning the centralization of power in Wash-
ington and at the same time sitting idly by, watching the de-
viralization of all those instruments without which local democ-
racy cannot function.
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TuE SPeCIALIZED PrEess

It is not exactly pertinent to this inquiry to consider the
social justification of foreign language or special racial news-
papers. It may well be that in a society without bigotry there
would be no need for such special organs of opinion, even
though much may be said for organs which interpret foreign
cultures participating in our folkway. As long as they do exist,
a brief word about their numerical status is fitting.

The number of dailies reaching the foreign born, as shown

by Ayer, are:

Year Number of foreign-language
dailies

1910 121

1920 134

1930 139

1040 119

According to Ayer the number of foreign-language dailies
has declined only slightly since 1gro.

Of the foreign language press, A. M. Lee says:

“Foreign-language dailies have been started as adjuncts to
steamship agencies, immigrant banks, political parties, fraternal
organizations and nationalistic movements, and occasionally as
independent business ventures. In the struggle for existence,
however, successful immigrant dailies tended to conform to the
workable commercial standards evolved by. other American
journals.”

The number of Negro publications listed by N. W. Ayer
includes weekly and other types of periodicals as well as dailies,
as follows:

Year Nusnber of Negro publications
1910 333
1920 216
1930 153
1940 157

There is about a 50 per cent decrease in the number of such
publications from 1910 to 1940, as shown by the table above.
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The difficulty experienced by these publications in getting ad-
vertising, particularly that of department stores, has been in
my opinion the most important reason for their financial in-
stability. Negro wecklies have on the whole been more success-
ful than dailies, since they can charge higher subscription rates
and higher rates for the advertising they do receive.

The decline of these special group publications may well
be a happy sign of some slight progress, bespeaking the presen-
tation of special national and racial problems in the regular press
of the nation.

POST-WAR OUTLOOK FOR NEWSPAPERS

Newspaper publishers may be doing less talking about the
rosy possibilities of the post-war period than many other busi-
nessmen, but there are plans nevertheless. As a story in Editor
and Publisher for April 1, 1944, says, the publishers appear opti-
mistic. The report is based on a survey of 1,470 newspapers
conducted for the Mergenthaler Linotype Company, which
presented detailed questionnaires and interviewed many daily
newspaper publishers, with an eye to appraising the future of
the industry.

The majority of publishers, according to the survey, think
that “beautiful, colorful newspapers sclling at five cents a copy
will rise triumphant to down all threatened competition from
radio, television or adverse propaganda.” Sixty-one per cent
of the publishers look forward to increased gross advertising
lineage after the war. “Circulation revenues, however, accard-
Ing to 44 per cent of the opinion obtained, would remain at the
1943 level, with 30 per cent expecting an increase and 26 per
cent a decrease.” I'ven these figures should leave us far from
happy. The trend continues away from dircct reader economic
reactions—with advertising income increasing and circulation
revenue only holding its own.

One of the most interesting questions in the survey dealt
with the future number of papers as compared with the present.
Sixty-nine per cent felt that there would be no further decrease
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in the number of dailies published in the United States after
the war, while 26 per cent thought there would be further cas-
ualties. Answering the affirmative side of the question, “26 per
cent thought new daily newspapers were likely to be started
after the war as opposed to 74 per cent who considered such
expansion unlikely.” Thus the press itself really confirms my
prognosis of a declining press.

Awiation News had a story about the potential use of air
transportation from fixed bases for deliveries of morning papers.
‘The magazine said, “The effect of air transportation on news-
papers may be far-reaching. Delivery of city dailies at a long
radius might work a severe hardship on small local dailies. It is
conceivable future low-cost delivery overnight might enable
a half dozen big dailies with superior services to reach all popu-
lation centers of the nation.” If our minds are to be dominated
by the city papers, we cannot expect anything but further
political concentration in our national capital.

Facsimile reproduction offers a further serious threat of
establishing national newspapers. At the United Nations Con-
ference in San Francisco (April 25-June 26, 1945) one of the
New York papers supplied delegates and the press with a four-
page, full size, edition by wirephoto. About 2,000 copies were
produced daily at a cost of about $800 a day. Thus it is not too
hard to imagine facsimile reproduction of a large metropolitan
paper sent over the ether with copies arriving simultaneously on
all the breakfast tables in the land. That would probably elimi-
nate the need for having more than two or three papers, as far as
distribution is concerned, although it would be a tragic devel-
opment for American democracy, no matter what papers sur-
vived. Moreover, some persons believe that facsimile newspapers
will have to be supported exclusively by advertising, if the
dailies are facsimiled over the air directly into the homes of
the land. Such possibilities make even the status quo look
pleasantly democratic. But we need more than a cheap press.
There are values other than pennies.

Of course, there are possibilities of technological improve-
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ments which may add to the chances of newspaper diversity
rather than decimation. If equipment could be improved, and
lowered in cost, so that the iniual expenditure for starting papers
would be reduced, there would be some slight new hope for the
future of our press. However, patent arrangements under con-
sideration make such dreams most faint unless we soon shift
our basic thinking on the use of all patents which restrict all
market places.

But there 1s hope in the fact that since the war most papers
have increased the cost to the consumer—have raised their sub-
scription rates. Of 1,165 papers reporting, 69o had increased
reader prices in 1942. We have found that, generally speaking,
as many persons buy papers at five cents as at three. Moreover,
total arca circulations are increased where there is more than
one paper, no matter what the prices have been. Perhaps if the
prices were further raised, advert1smg income would be rele-
gated to a less important place in the newspaper budget, thus
bringing publishers back to the point where they would be sup-
ported by their readers.

Unquestionably this would make for greater emphasis on the
editorial material, and a more vital relationship between editor
and readers. The press would become again the real purveyor
of ideas. It would then be economically feasible for an editor
and capital to risk themselves in the contest for readers—a dif-
ferent battle than the present scramble for advertising, even
though advertising rates at times and in certain areas have rela-
tionships to circulation.

A graph prepared by the National Resources Planning Board,
in The Structure of the American Economy, shows that print-
ing and publishing of newspapers and periodicals is the tenth
largest industry on the basis of number of persons employed.
Twenty-one per cent of the people in the industry are employed
by the four largest enterprises; 25 per cent by the eight largest.
But aside from a few new potential giants, and a stray small city
publisher, the press itself is financially content with the concen-
tration of power in increasingly fewer hands.
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As Senator Joseph H. Ball pointed out:

[

. the present trend toward merger and toward chain ownership
of great newspapers . . . limits very seriously the choice of em-
ployers for the individual who has chosen newspaper work as his
vocation. If he, for instance, finds it impossible to work with a clear
conscience for one newspaper in a large chain and resigns, he is not
likely to find employment with any other newspaper in that chain.
His choice of employers is limited and the economic pressure for
conformance regardless of conviction is increased.”

Thus does the concentration touch even the lives of those
who write our papers.

MAGAZINES

There is a tremendous number of periodicals in the United
States. Because of difficulty in definition, nobody seems to know
exactly how many magazines there are. A fairly reliable figure
mentions 700 magazines with 140,000,000 copies an issue. The
Publishers’ Information Bureau in New York checks magazine
advertising, in all of what they term important national maga-
zines. Their count over the past seventeen years has risen from
seventy-two in 1926 to 106 in 1943. This is a small proportion
of the total of weekly, monthly, quarterly—including pulps and
COMICS.

There is much greater comparative diversity in this field
than in the daily newspaper field and it is considerably easier
to start a magazine than a newspaper. This does not mean that
the mortality rate is not greater. For one thing, initial expendi-
tures are nowhere near the huge figure required for newspapers,
because printing can be farmed out. All that is needed is an
office and enough capital to meet expenses for a while, which
is easy compared with.the problem of starting a big city news-
paper. Then, too, a magazine can be built around any new idea
in the market.

A study issued by the Popular Science Publishing Company
called Comparison of Magazine Circulations for First Six Months
1944-43, analyzes figures from seventy-nine national magazines.
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In spite of the wartime restrictions on newsprint, all these maga-
zines together showed a gain of 1.9 per cent total net paid
circulation in 1944 over 1943. Indeed Charm magazine showed
a gain of 52.7 per cent in this period. The total circulation of
all the magazines included was 72,288,352 in 1944. A figure to
be proud of as a nation. But, ten magazines have circulations
of more than 2,000,000 each, and account for about half the
total. Our 467 Sunday newspapers have a circulation of more
than 37,000,000. Nearly half these papers distribute the maga-
zine This Week, or some other magazine. This TWeek alone has
6,000,000 circulation,

It is interesting to note that in both years subscription sales
for the total number of magazines exceeded newsstand sales,
although total newsstand sales showed a gain of 10.6 per cent
in 1944 as against a 3.2 per cent loss of subscription sales in
1944 over the 1943 level. In view of the needed reappraisal of
the second-class mailing privilege, these figures have increased
significance. Only thirty-four of the magazines have greater
newsstand than subscription sales and in some of these cases
there is only a slight difference.

The following table shows the relative proportions of ad-
vertising and editorial in sixteen leading magazines in 1940.

Nawmie of No.of Ad Per No.of Editorial Per Total

Magazine Pages Cent Pages Cent Pages
Life 2,559 453 3,003 547 5,652
Time 2,665 55.9 2,10§ 44.1 4,770
Sat. Evening Post 2,859 51.0 2,745 49.0 £,604
Ladiess Home Journal 696 44.1 882 55.9 1,578
Colliers 1,775 47.6 1,953 §2.4 3,728
Woman’s Home Companion 618 45.4 744 54.6 1,362
American 539 26.4 1,505 73.6 2,044
McCalls 681 433 891 §6.7 1,572
Red Book 520 26.6 1,438 734 1,958
Good Housekeeping 1,122 434 1,466 56.6 2,588
Cosmopolitan 690 32.4 1,438 67.6 2,128
Liberty 875 26.0 2,485 74.0 3,360
Look 293 17.9 1,343 82.1 1,636
Buasiness Week 1,562 47-5 1,724 52.5 3,286
Newsweek 1,20 37.1 2,190 62.9 3,480
True Story 568 31.8 1,218 68.2 1,786

Totals 19,312 41.5 27,220 58.5 45,532
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The magazine in this group with the highest proportion
of advertising is Time, with 55.9 per cent, compared with the
average of 41.5 per cent.

The figures on advertising values in the magazines checked
by Publishers’ Information Bureau are as follows:

Year No. of Magazines Checked Dollar Advertising Value
1926 72 $159,267,949
1929 69 193,070,898
1932 72 112,117,059
1933 114 97,668,028
1034 110 116,763,397
1937 107 162,148,656
1940 106 167,408,166
1043 106 232,061,971

Magazines have held their own in regard to their proportion
of our total advertising volume from 1929 to 1943. The per-
centages of the total controlled by magazines, according to the
estimate of Dr. L. D. H. Weld in Printer’s Ink, are the follow-
ing: 1929, 10.§ per cent; 1933, 9.8 per cent; 1937, 11.3 per cent;
1941, 10.2 per cent; 1943, 10.6 per cent. Dr. Weld says, “The
advent and development of new magazines in the weekly field
have undoubtedly played an important part in maintaining the
relative advertising volume of this classification.”

During the war many magazines were forced to cut down
the total number of pages, but many managed to retain ap-
prommately the same number of words in each issue by reducing
the size of type, margins, etc. Lighter paper was generally used.
Some few magazines put a ceiling on advertising space. The
tendency, though, was to increase the amount of advertising
space at the expense of editorial material.

There are some signs which indicate the further growth of
multiple magazine corporations as opposed to the singleton
publisher who gets out just one magazine. Paper rationing was
designed to aid the multiple house and to embarrass the maga-
zine without advertising, which is usually a singleton operation.
A tax inquiry into multiple magazine Publishing might point




PRESS 119

to the absence of purported real economies and the need of
corrections in aid of singleton houses.

One phenomenon worth mentioning is the growth of inter-
national magazines. Tizne with its twenty separate editions and
combined circulation of more than 1,500,000, claims to be the
first such international giant. Timze comments proudly that “in
all the history of magazine publishing only one other magazine
has ever reached even 300,000 circulation at §5 a year.” Time
prints special editions on every continent except Antarctica, “al-
most simultaneously with the U.S. and Canadian editions.”

According to an article in the Wall Street Journal of Sep-
tember 21, 1944, Reader’s Digest now has six foreign editions.
The circulations are as follows: British, 310,000; Spanish,
734,413, Latin America; Portuguese, 349,748, Brazil and Portu-
gal; Swedish, 270,000; Arabic, 200,000, Middle East.

All these editions carry advertising except the British, which
may do so soon. The absence of ads in the United States edition
represents no profound philosophy of the owners. The article
states that Reader’s Digest contemplates continued foreign
expansion.

Several other magazine publishers are reported by the Wall
Street Journal to be considering foreign-language cditions after
the war. Hearst is one of these. Other interested publishers are
Crowell-Collier, Macfadden and the Condé Nast publications.

Like newspapers, magazines have been sticking more and
more fingers in other pies too. There is Time, Inc., with the
movie and radio AMarch of Tine, its former interest in Station
WQXR and recent large holdings in one of our four radio net-
works. Reader’s Digest was importuned to make an agreement
with Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer for the production of short fea-
tures based on material appearing in the magazine. There is also
the Reader’s Digest of the Air and the relation of Reader’s Digest
(no longer exclusively a digest) with other magazines and news-
papers has long been a matter of inquiry by the anti-trust division
of the Department of Justice.

Thanks to the New Yorker of December 1, 1945, we find
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figures at last compiled on the reprint activities of Reader’s
Digest. From 1939 through 1943 the Digest printed 1,908 ar-
ticles of one page or more in length, not including the book
sections or filler items. Of these, 1,718 were identified as fol-
lows: 720 articles were genuine reprints from other periodicals;
316 were written for the Digest and printed there only; 682
articles were written for the Digest, planted in other periodicals,
and then “reprinted” by the Digest. To summarize, 720 articles,
or 42 per cent, were genuine reprints, and 998, or §8 per cent,
were either genuine or disguised originals. Approximately three
out of every five Digest articles, then, originate in the Digest’s
offices. This method of operation is not obvious to the reader
because it is diffused—in the period from 1939 through 1943,
the Reader’s Digest planted articles in more than 60 publications.

Several other publishers reputedly have plans for tie-ups
with motion picture companies. There is little question but that
the web of control by the same persons in the fields of maga-
zine, radio and movies is constantly being woven tighter.

BOOKS

Books are the format for enduring ideas. Until recently, in
relation to literacy, we had the lowest book-reading public in
the world. Price cutting loss leaders destroyed most of our book-
stores. The Brandeis Price Maintenance legislation did much to
keep publishers and retail outlets in existence. No longer can
department stores sell books at eleven cents which cost them
fifty cents—making up the loss on customers purchasing per-
fume or ties. Such deception is ruled out wherever a publisher
or author wishes to fix the retail price of his book. Without such
legislation twenty-five-cent books could not survive.

Book publishing, like magazine publishing, does not show
the degree of concentration found in the newspaper field, al-
though the post-war era looks as if the field will be tightened
considerably. But in book publishing there is no saturation point
and it does not look to advertising for its continued existence.
Publishing businesses are comparatively easy and cheap to start
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and there are always advertising agencies and warehouses avail-
able to handle promotion and sales. Morcover, authors retain
control over their manuscripts and, hence, author diversity still
exists in the book business.

According to Publisher’s Weekly there were, in 1941, 263
publishers (of five or more titles), with a total of 7,986 titles.
In 1942, 274 publishers handled 8,107 titles; and in 1943, 235
publishers produced 6,761 titles. Chances are that the number
of titles will grow after the war, since publishers have been
handicapped by paper shortages and the book-reading public has
grown enormously. The 235 publishers in 1943 were scattered
over fifty-six towns in twenty-five states, although the bulk
were located on the Eastern scaboard and more than half of
them were in New York City. The top four publishers in the
group of twelve stay on top pretty regularly, but the volume
of their business fluctuates. (Sce Exhibit K, page 293.) They
account for between one quarter and one third of all the busi-
ness done by publishers of five or more books.

The number of publishers of five or more books has about
tripled in the last twenty years. In 1920 there were 89,
in 1930, 217 and in 1940, 263. The number of books sold
has increased greatly too (not titles, but copies). In 1929 the
total was 235,360,032; in 1939, 182,000,000, and in wartime, with
the best read Army in the world, the total for 1943, according
to the United States Census, was 551,290,000. Of course, war-
time conditions have increased the civilian reading public
greatly.

Fiction shows a slight loss in diversity from 19oo to 1940,
probably accounted for by the rise in sales of technical books
and other works of non-fiction. Exhibit L (page 294),
American Book Production According to Type of Title, shows
that no particular type of book is crowding out any other. I
find no diminished diversity of titles in the categories of non-
fiction or biography.

The price of new books of fiction is rising, while non-
fiction and biography prices seem to risc and fall inversely to
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each other, as the following table, based on Publisher’s Weekly
figures, shows:
RELATION OF PRICES TO TYPE OF BOOK
Fiction Non-Fiction  Biography

1920 $1.93 $2.97 $3.53
1930 2.23 1.84 3.92
1940 2.51 2.18 3.07

Prices of newly published books are important, for the re-
print business depends on the diversity of original publications.

New techniques of merchandising have greatly swelled book
sales in this country. In 1940 there were fifteen book clubs, with
millions of members. Retail bookstores are evaporating and chain
bookstores are taking their place. Books are sold in department
stores, drug stores, cigar stores. Books are now nationally ad-
vertised in magazines, newspapers and on the radio. To the
extent that the public buys the ten most advertised books, diver-
sity of titles is cut down. And, too, the choice of month‘ly
selections to be distributed to members of book clubs greatly
limits diversity, involving as it does the oftentimes uncritical
repetition of choice of a few books by many persons with a
more or less artificially stimulated demand. It is a kind of lim-
ited blind book block buying made possible in part by the
ineffective draftsmanship of our Price Maintenance statutes,
which give the book clubs exemptions since they “lease” plates
for printing, rather than buying books for resale. It is possible
for many good books to be left by the wayside because they
are dwarfed by the tremendous advertising and publicity cam-
paigns and by lower bulk sales prices designed to build another
book into a best-seller. And it often works. This whole situation
makes for greater sales per title with an accent on fewer titles.

Editions for the Armed Services, Inc., a non-profit organi-
zation, distributed 6,500,000 free volumes in 1943, 36,000,000 in
1944 and planned 70,000,000 in 1945. All these books were
produced at an average cost of six cents a copy. This is signifi-
cant, of course, in terms of the reading public built up for the
years after the war.
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Pocket Books, one of several publishers of small cheap
reprints, in 1943 sold 38,000,000 twenty-five-cent volumes. This
company has 80,000 outlets for its books, dwarfing the number
for standard publisher outlets and rivaling magazines. As late as
1637 there were not more than 500 good bookshops throughout
the country. A possible 500 department stores selling books
made only 1,000 authentic outlets for our literature. These
litele editions are fine from the point of view of bringing books
to many persons who ordinarily could not afford to buy books,
but the bigness of this industry at least leaves room for specula-
tion on the extent to which our diversity will be further reduced
by this kind of publishing. Cheap reprints will scldom appear
of books which are not sure mass scllers, thus further accenting
the market in the direction of lower common denominators of
public choice. Moreover, some publishers contract with reprint
houses for a block of books of different authors—a shocking
form of block booking.

Lately Marshall Ficld, owner of two newspapers, has bought
an interest in the publishing firm of Simon and Schuster, and
in Pocket Books, which incidentally has plans for post-war
expansion in the foreign field. The reprint firm of Grosset and
Dunlap was bought by a group of book publishers, and the
Book-of-the-Month Club. Bennett Cerf, president of Random
House, in commenting on the fact that these realignments have
pretty well sewn up the future of the book industry, issues a
wish fulfillment, naive hope:

The original publishing of new books will not become involved
in any of this frenzied finance. Big business and literature definitely
do not mix. . . . The creation of a great reprint and chain store
market simply means that a deserving book will carn far more than
it ever did before.

Which sounds like advance publicity for further “frenzied”
expansion moves.

The outlook for the writer is good, in relation to book pub-
lishing. His integrity and the integrity of his work are substan-
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tlally preserved in the book field. Here there is very little edit-
ing, as compared with the movies, for example, where the work
of writers often comes out in unrecognizable form. And in the
press, aside from columnists, posscssion by the publisher of the
minds of the writers is much more destructive of diversity of
ideas than in the book field. If an author is dissatisfied with his
publisher, he can get another—there is a constant opportunity
for him to find new outlets. Publishers still compete for authors.
The personal limitation imposed on the author is immeasurably
less in the field of book publishing than in the dailies, radio or
movies. As attorney for the Authors League of America, I have
long urged the development of book contracts, along the lines
of the Dramatists’ Guild contracts, which reserve all controls
over the written words to the author.

Elmer Rice has long urged that authors in the movie fields
should maintain possession of their manuscripts, as they do in
writing plays for the theater. He urges the guilds of motion
picture writers to obtain greater diversity by an organized effort
to restore to the writer the control of his manuscript. Thus,
he says, the diversity will be as wide as the number of writers,
rather than as narrow as the number of movie companies.




CHaarTER V
RADIO *

MAN’s iNaBILITY to get outside his own frame of reference is
well illustrated by the incapacity of any cave carver or even
manuscript writer of olden times to imagine, much less invent,
modern radio. But even though radio is surely not the last means
of communication to be discovered by man, it is, nevertheless,
the miracle of the generation. And we in the United States
have hugged and nurtured it to the extent of 59,000,000 sets
in 89 per cent of our homes. Thirtcen and a half million more
homes have radios than telephones, 7,500,000 more have radios
than automobiles, 15,000,000 more have radios than magazines,
and nearly 6,000,000 more have radios than bathtubs. There
are more words uttered over the air every day than in all the
Broadway plays during a period of ten years. The progress of
our radio is uncqualed clsewhere in the world. It is free of
government restraint. It suffers only from cconomic restraints.

In most other nations the government controls, owns or
operates the radio. In such lands dictators, or the clected rulers,
decide what the people are to hear. Even in nations where the
press or movies arc unlicensed the radio IS 2 government mo-
nopoly. The reason for this unique treatment of radio cven in
free lands 1s that radio as yet st be somebody’s monopoly.
The science of communicating by air has not developed far
enough to allow every citizen to own a microphone. The very
ether contains limitations unfathomed by man. It said in effect:
You in the United States can have only about 1,000 persons
broadcasting at any one time. If you have more than that num-

* Eleanor Timberg, who prepared the rescarch material for Chapter V,
is a graduate of Smith College and the London School of Economics. Mrs,
Timberg’s experience includes research work for the Encyclopaedia Britanmnica,

and the Office of Price Administration. She has been a contributor ta thc
Political Quarterly, The World Today, The Amecrican Scholar, etc.
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ber you will have the bedlam of Babel. No listener will be able
to tune in to any single selected station. Or rather, no listener
will be able to tune out all other stations. A confusion of tongues
spells no tongues.

Hence, at this stage of the development of the art of radio
man faces for the first time a mathematical necessity for what
some have called censorship. It is censorship only in the sense
that some human beings in the government must select those
chosen few who are to enjoy the high privilege of reaching
small or large portions of our public by air waves. The genius
of freedom in the United States is best illustrated by the fact
that with the ineluctable necessity for governmental control
over radio licenses, we have, nevertheless, seen to it that the
government does no more than control the issuance of the
license, keeping its hands off the program content of licensees.

So, taking the engineering limitations into account, let us
see if the market of the air is as free and open as science permits
and government can arrange.

THE LIMITED NUMBER OF WAVES

This great new method of reaching man’s mind has grown
so recently and so quickly, and contains within itself such
severe market limitation, that it is necessary to review in simple
terms the facets of the operation.

The broadcasting industry, the branch of radio which is in
direct contact with every citizen, depends upon three factors
for its operation—(1) physical equipment capable of producing
and receiving waves; (2) financial and business wherewithal,
and (3) entertainment and educational programs.

To broadcast programs, a broadcaster must secure a license
for his station to transmit programs upon an assigned wave
length, with a designated amount of power, for an assigned
part of the day and night. Congress had to establish a basis for
the selection of the few licenses. It said to the Federal Com-
munications Commission: “Give out the licenses on the basis
of ‘public interest, convenience and necessity.’”
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Confusion and interference had ruled the air waves before
these regulations were established by Congress in the Radio Act
of 1927 and the current Communications Act of 1934. The
Communications Act set up a Federal Communications Com-
mission (F.C.C.) of seven men, with authority to allocate the
limited spectrum to all radio services—military, police, govern-
ment departments, short wave international, amateur, point-to-
point messages, frequency modulation, television, facsimile,
relay and standard broadcasting.

By 1941 about 9oo commercial stations and twenty-eight
non-commercial had been licensed, * and this number has remained
constant through the war period, when expansion was tempo-
rarily halted. Thus they are the chosen outlets of 138,000,000
persons. But 730 of the goo stations have been gathered into
four networks—the National Broadcasting Company (N.B.C.),
the Columbia Broadcasting System (C.B.S.), the Mutual Broad-
casting System (Mutual), and the American Broadcasting Com-
pany (formerly the Blue Network of the National Broadcasting
Company and purchased from it in 1943)**. The individual
station licensees have full responsibility for the programs they
broadcast, even for those which originate from the network, and
they are theoretically accountable to the F.C.C. at regular in-
tervals for the general standard of their program schedules.

The F.C.C. by statute is forbidden to interfere with or censor
individual programs. It merely can review the general perform-
ance of the station and challenge any lapse from the “public
interest, convenicnce and necessity” when the station’s license
application comes up for approval or renewal. “There isn’t any-
body in this country intelligent enough or pure enough at heart
to set up his ideas as to what is right or wrong in the interest
of the general public, no matter whether he is in the Communi-
cations Commission or in industry,” Senator Wheeler, chairman
of the Interstate Commerce Committee, has said. As the Su-

* Jan. 1944; 919 operating, 24 construction permits.
** Number of affiliates at end of 1944: N.B.C., 149; C.B.S., 143; Mutual,
244; AB.C, 194.
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preme Court held in the Sanders Case opinion of March 23,
1940: “The Commission is given no supervisory control of the
programs, of business management or of policy. In short, the
broadcasting field is open to anyone, provided there be an avail-
able frequency over which he can broadcast without interfer-
ence to others, if he shows his competency, the adequacy of his
equipment and financial ability to make good use of the as-
signed channel.”

“Open to anyone” is only a wishful legalism. We know it
isn’t open and cannot be. We also know that what we hear
depends in the first place on which goo persons the Commission
selects as the chosen instruments for entertaining and educating
the American people. The mere designation of the lucky goo
must immediately be followed by favoring some of them with
the better wave lengths, the greater power or the longer hours
for permissible broadcasting. It is through such unavoidable
discriminations that the market place of the air operates. The
audience coverage of a station is determined by its frequency,
its power, its location and time of day, all of which are in the
control of the F.C.C.

The goo stations fall into four classes: Class I-A, unlimited
clear channel; Class I-B, limited clear channel with interference
from one station only; Class II, limited service on clear channel;
Class 111, regional, and Class 1V, local.

(A)—There are twenty-four Class [-A clear channel stations
which have a wave length completely to themselves at night
and power of 50,000 watts. These reach an average area of 150
miles in the daytime and 700 miles at night, but have been
heard as far as 2,000 miles away. These are the elite, the grantees
of the widest access to the public.

(B)—Class I-B stations share a wave length with only one
other station at night and have a similar potential coverage,
but use directional antennae or operate on a daytime schedule
only, to prevent interference. I-B stations operate on ten kilo-
watt to fifty kilowatt power. Clear channel stations have been
located in large metropolitan areas, centralized in the main on
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the East and West coasts where much of the waves 1s wasted
over the oceans. It is admitted by all that the less populated
Middle West and rural areas have not been adequately served
by them.

(C)—Class II stations offer limited service on clear channels.

(D)—The regional stations (III) arc assigned 100 to 500
watts and several share a wave length carefully allocated to
prevent interference.

(E)—The local stations (IV) have power up to 250 watts
and often do not broadcast at night.

Daytime broadcasting is transmitted by ground wave only,
which travels out from the station through the ground at vary-
ing strengths for about 150 miles. At night the skywave trans-
mission is added, because the sky waves sent out by the station
transmitter, and lost in the ether in the daytime, are reflected
to the earth at night by the Heaviside layers (phenomenon
memorialized by The New Yorker magazine of September 2,
1944). The skywave is subject to occasional fading and skips
some areas, but makes a clearly received coverage of 700 miles
or more possible for a s0,000-watt station.

We are on the verge of a development which will unbottle
or further bottle up broadcasting. Standard commercial broad-
casting has been transmitted by an amplitude modulation (A.M.)
system since its inception in the 1920’s. In the 1930’s a substitute
system called frequency modulation (F.M.) was proposed by
Major Edwin A. Armstrong of Columbia University. The new
method has many advantages to offer and it is generally agreed
that post-war receivers will include both A.M. and F.M. recep-
tion until such time as a majority of American homes have F.M.
reception. Then it is hoped that clear channel transmission by
A.M. will be retained only for such rural areas as are too lightly
populated to justify F.M. networks. At the end of the war there
were only fifty-three F.M. stations and only 500,000 receivers,
but there are a greater number of outstanding applications for
new F.M. station licenses than for A.M., now being processed

by the F.C.C. (See Exhibit M, page 295.)
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Frequency modulation uses only a ground wave with a
radius of fifteen to 150 miles, dependmg on power, elevation,
and so on. Its interference ratio is 100 to 1, as compared with
A.M.’s two to one. In other words, an interfering noise must
be 100 times louder than the broadcast signal to interfere with
its reception. This, in effect, eliminates static, the chances of
fading and other obstructions to clear reception. The reception
of voice and music is more nearly perfect with F.M. since it
transmits up to 30,000 cycles of the original sound, to A.M.’s
15,000 cycles, which are cut to about 6000 cycles by network
wire transmission.* The human ear receives only up to about
12,000 cycle sounds.

Although F.M. stations have a much more circumscribed
coverage than A.M., they can be linked by unattended booster
towers which receive a distant signal, amplify it and send it
along to another tower or station, so that an F.M. network
can be established without the necessity for expensive cable
connections. This has a great bearing on the reduction of in-
fluence of the few dominant stations located in New York City.
An F.M. station and network will be much cheaper to establish
and maintain and will bring broadcasting within the range of
small business, and educational or civic groups, as well as smaller
population areas. For example, the Board of Education of Cleve-
land has installed an F.M. transmitter (156 schools can receive
the programs in as many as thirty classrooms each) at an over-
all capital cost of $43,000. The Chicago Board of Education
put an F.M. transmitter into use in May, 1943."

These F.M. stations and networks can be made potentially
independent of the few great metropolitan centers and the four
national networks if we are wise enough to handle them from
a non-concentration point of view, unlike our treatment of A.M.
They can give local expression a forum in competition with na-
tional stereotype. Several states have worked out plans to cover
the entire state with an educational F.M. network. They hope
to forestall individual license grants made haphazardly on a

* Average wire, 5,000; Expensive wire, 16,000; F. M., 30,500.
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private commercial basis only, with no objective of universal
service.

The third great advantage of F.M. is its admission of many
more stations to the air. The goo A.M. stations are seriously
crowded in the allotted commercial band. Although each F.M.
station will need a wider wave than an A.M. station requires,
the absence of static and interference will permit many more
F.M. stations to be placed on that wave length.* It is estimated
that 3,000 stations are possible on the pre-war F.M. part of the
spectrum and eighteen or twenty may be placed in any one
area. In the post-war reorganization of the spectrum, when
many radio services including F.M. will move up into the
formerly unused high frequencies, there will conceivably be
enough wave lengths to accommodate as many F.M. stations
and networks as this country may wish to maintain. If F.M.
rules are drawn with this diversity in mind, this would tend
to relieve the speculation in choice and scarce wave lengths
which has sent A.M. station prices skyrocketing.

So much for the hope for a more democratic base of owners
of licenses. But the mechanical possibilities do not operate in
a vacuum. They are operated by men in a mad, often visionless,
scramble for monopoly.

More than 83 per cent of all applications for F.M. permits
outstanding in October, 1944, were from the present operators
of A.M. Of the authorized F.M. stations 85 per cent are owned
by or affiliated with standard broadcast stations. To that extent
F.M. has provided no additional diversity. We will turn the
knobs for programs dished out by the same lucky few.

Although all subsequent rulings have failed to do so, the
commission recognized the problem on January 15, 1945, and
said in a report:

To keep the door open for later applicants, the Commission is
considering the adoption of the following plan: 50 FM commercial
* An invention described in Broadcasting of March 26, 1945, makes pos-

sible F.M. transmission on a narrow band and easy conversion of the existing
500,000 sets from the present low frequencies to the established higher ones.
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channels will be available for assignment both to present licensees
and to newcomers in the radio field. This policy will afford existing
AM licensees an opportunity to enter FM if they so desire, and in
addition will enable some new persons to participate in FM’s early
development. The remaining 20 FM commercial channels will be
reserved from assignment at the present time to be licensed in the
future in accordance with rules and regulations subsequently to be
promulgated.*

The bestowal of F.M. has further significance, since more
than one use of the wave length may be made at the same time.
A television and sound program will at some future time come
over the same wave length on which a facsimile receiver is
turning out a printed story.

These then, in primary terms, are the spectrum and power
considerations of the engineers in the broadcasting industry
and the F.C.C., which must space stations throughout the avail-
able ether to achieve maximum coverage and minimum inter-
ference, and which must weigh the relative demands of all radio
services and needs. These are the engineering factors against
which a wvigilant public must operate to stop the trends of
monopolization that exist today.

BUSINESS AND CHAIN ORGANIZATION

To secure a station license, an operator must show his ability
to purchase and maintain equipment and to broadcast programs
in the public interest.

Only a few citizens today are wealthy enough to enter the
broadcasting field, where station prices have risen from a range
of $20,000 to $500,000 in 1938 to well over $1,000,000 in 1944.
To ensure a profitable return on these enlarged purchase prices,
the advertising rates must go up, or better contracts must be
had with the few corporations which can afford to buy time
on the air, or a larger proportion of the station’s time must
be turned over to sponsored programs and taken from the sta-

* The policy was rescinded under regulations issued in September, 1945.
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tion’s own sustaining programs. All three have usually hap-
pened. At times the inflated station is run at a loss by an insti-
tution like a newspaper, which will derive other than direct
financial benefits from it.

In the summer of 1944 the Commission wrote a letter to
Congress asking for clear jurisdiction over these speculative
sale prices which seriously prevent diversity of access to the
ether. Commissioner Durr dissented from the majority, believing
that the F.C.C. already was empowered to deny speculative
transfers. In his dissent he summarized the subject to date. The
four examples he chose sound like some of the Alice in Won-
derland financing which led to the Banking Inquiry of 1933:

Station W JLD, Bessemer, Alabama, is a 250-watt station operat-
ing on a local channel. The replacement cost of all its physical prop-
erties, real and personal, is only $12,269, and the original cost
$12,019. The net worth of all its assets, tangible and intangible,
according to its books, is $14,236. For the year 1943, its net income
before Federal taxes and without deduction of any salary for the
proprietor was $4,066. The purchase price being paid is $106,000
which is more than seven times the net worth of the station and
more than twenty-one times its net profits before Federal taxes.

Station WINX, Washington, D. C,, is likewise a 250-watt sta-
tion operating on a local channel, but operates with a booster which
serves to extend its coverage. The replacement of all its physical
properties, real and personal, is only $58,492, and the original cost
$56,066. The net worth of all of its assets, tangible and intangible,
according to its books, is $48,254. For the year 1943, its net income
before Federal taxes was $20,186. The purchase price being paid
is $500,000, which is more than ten times the net worth of the
station and more than twenty-four times its net profits before taxes.

Station W]JLD was first licensed only a little more than two
years ago and Station WINX less than four-and-one-half years ago.
The purchase price being paid for WJLD represents a profit of
nearly 8oo per cent on the cost of its physical properties and over
650 per cent on its net worth. The purchase price being paid for
WINX represents a profit of nearly 8oo per cent on the cost of its
physical properties and over g9so per cent on its net worth.



134 THE FIRST FREEDOM

Station WQXR, New York, N. Y., is a 10-kw station and
WQXQ is a frequency modulation (FM) station. No figures were
before the Commission as to the replacement cost or the original
cost of the physical properties involved in the transfer. However,
the net worth of all of the assets of the present licensee corporation,
both tangible and intangible, is $227,037. For the year 1943, its net
income before Federal taxes was $30,320. The purchase price being
paid is approximately $1,000,000, which is approximately four-and-
one-half times the net worth of the licensee corporation and nearly
thirty-three times its net profits before taxes. . . .

In each of the three transfers under consideration, the price
being paid appears, on its face, to be greatly in excess of any
demonstrated value of the properties and business being sold. For
what is this excess being paid? Are there elements of value in the
transferors’ properties and business which are not apparent from
the information contained in their applications, or are they selling
something they do not own and have no right to sell, namely, the
use of a radio channel?

That there are innumerable qualified groups and individuals
who can easily afford to buy the equipment needed for a broad-
casting company is indisputable. But there is no use talking in
such realistic terms. The permits are all issued. To get into the
sacred circle you have to pay fabulous sums for a transfer of a
permit. That piece of paper—that grant of power—is worth
anywhere from $250,000 to $1,000,000. The Congress and the
F.C.C. have allowed this nasty situation to continue. A tired
operator, or one who wants to cash in at a profit, fixes the price
—and the F.C.C. rubber stamps the succession, irrespective of
price. The transfer of a seat on the Stock Exchange even before
the establishment of the S.E.C. was subject to far greater social
considerations.

In recent decisions the F.C.C. has called for public bids in
station transfers, but as yet the change of policy has not shown
a change in price levels or more widely held ownership
diversity.

Congress must move quickly, or the continuation of such
a practice will give rise to the argument that a licensee has a
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vested right to capitalize on the permit itself. Attorneys for one
of the networks alrcady have started to sing that tune.

THE NETWORKS

The limit on numbers, and the astronomical prices for per-
mirs, would not be so serious a danger if it were not for the
mammoth network operations. The most ominous and extensive
trend in broadcasting, and the most susceptible to simple con-
tral, is that of concentrated ownership. Four networks, all
operating from Manhattan Island, New York City, run the in-
dustry. Before the war two of them controlled g5 per cent of
the nighttime power—that s, nearly all the total station wattage
in operation throughout the country in the most valuable lis-
tening hours. These two absorbed 51 per cent of the profits of
the industry in 1938 and, as a consequence, dominated the
National Association of Broadcasters (The N.A.B.), a public
relations and service association for the trade.

Through the N.A.B., the N.B.C. and CB.S. organizations
have contested every attempt by other groups of broadcasters,
by Congress, or by the F.C.C. acting for Congress to curb their
imperial activitics. An American Network was choked off in
1033; the Mutual network was effectively kept out of markets
where only one or two stations existed which were sewed up
by affiliation contracts with the dominant networks; and the
Transcontinental and Atlantic Coast networks never got to first
base in 1939-40. This anti-democratic story has never been told
to the American public. No radio stations have dared to air it.
No newspaper has thought it was of interest to the people of
this nation.*

From 1938 to 1941 the F.C.C. conducted hearings on chain
broadcasting practices. The F.C.C. in a sober report terminat-
ing the voluminous hearings on chain broadcasting, had recom-
mended curbs, embodied in eight regulations, on network
dictation to independent stations. The Supreme Court, in 1943,

* A new network, Associated, was formed in September, 1945. In the main
it is a cooperative sales organization for independent stations.
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placed a blessing on these few meager moves of the F.C.C. to
prevent monopoly of the air.

A variety of shocking monopolistic and restrictive practices
was revealed at the hearings on the complaint of the Mutual
network against the N.B.C. and C.B.S. Mutual, incidentally,
is in a sense a cooperative network of participating stations
affiliated with it. In cities with two stations or less, Mutual pro-
grams could not be heard when the existing stations had ex-
clusive contracts with the two older chains. C.B.S. and N.B.C.
would not allow their affiliates to pick up anything from any
other network! Raymond Swing, broadcasting for Mutual,
could not be heard in Portland, Maine, or Montgomery, Ala-
bama, because the two stations in those cities were forbidden
by contract to take a Mutual program, even if they had free
time available. There were in 1938 only thirty-six cities in the
country with enough stations for each of the four existing net-
works. Our public at times was denied the right to hear even
the broadcast of the baseball world series. That is a symbol of
freedom in extremis!

The second kind of exclusivity maintained by the chain
contracts prevented an N.B.C. or C.B.S. program from being
heard in a city on a non-affiliated station even where the chain-
affiliated station did not want to carry the program. The fol-
lowing letter from the manager of a Louisville station sets forth
a typical result of this “station exclusivity”:

The crying about Toscanini being denied the public is especially
amusing to me. I recall when WGRC made strong efforts to secure
the Toscanini series in Louisville. At the time there was no full-time
Blue outlet in the city. The regular National Broadcasting Co. outlet
had its time occupied completely with National Broadcasting Co.
Red commercials. The civic music groups, many local musicians,
etc., petitioned National Broadcasting Co. and the local National
Broadcasting Co. outlet to carry the show or to allow some other
local station to carry it. Both WGRC and the civic music group
offered to pay line charges to Cincinnati, if necessary, in order to
carry the concerts, But nothing doing. Further, National Broadcast-
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ing Co. didn’t even have the courtesy to reply to our offer. All this
was before WGRC was a Mutual outlet.

A third restraint on the market was involved in so-called
“option time.” The network practice had arisen of writing into
affiliation contracts the provision that certain hours of the day
—the most valuable in view of audience and commercial sale—
should be considered nctwork option time and upon request of
the network must be cleared by the local station afhiliate of any
earlier program. The dominant networks argued that option
time was a necessity for arranging and selling national programs
on hundreds of stations. Without it, their attorneys argued,
there could be no network operations! Mutual countercharged
that option time was used by the dominant networks to chase
out programs of any competing organization. When the aboli-
tion of option time was recommended by the F.C.C., however,
Mutual joined the N.B.C. and C.B.S. in asking that it be re-
tained in some form for the business convenience of chain broad-
casters. The F.C.C. regulations now prevent “station”” or “terri-
torial exclusivity,” and limit option time to three hours out of
each sector of the broadcast day, in order to leave a little time
in the morning, afternoon and evening for the unhampered
use of the individual station. I doubt if even three hours of
servitude of local stations would long endure if our public is
ever informed of this evil. There is still considerable civic dis-
satisfaction with the existing option time arrangement.

In effect, the choice evening hours are absorbed by the mass-
appeal commercial programs of the national networks. A num-
ber of plans have been suggested to Congress for the reservation
of a half hour or hour in each quarter of the day and cvening
schedule for public service or local interest programs, but the
cohesion of business sentiment of the press and radio kas never
allowed these ideas to filter out to a forum of public discussion
or wide consideration.

The network domination over local stations was extended
by other devices. N.B.C. and CB.S. affiliation contracts were
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drawn for a term of five years. The station was bound by the
contract for the full five years, but the network could cancel
at the end of one year. Do not forget that here is a monopoly—
franchised industry imposing restraints far beyond those im-
posed by businesses not affected with a public interest. In view
of the one-year term of the license then granted the station by
F.C.C. these provisions were particularly inequitable. F.C.C.
regulation 3.103 limits the affiliation contract to one year for
both parties, plus sixty days of prior notice. The license period
of the F.C.C. has since been lengthened to three years on the
ground that the industry is becoming more stabilized.
Regulation 3.105 was issued to restore the station’s right to
accept or refuse a network program. In view of the limit of
9oo broadcasters, freedom of the air had been curtailed by a
kind of slavery of small stations. When Station WFBR of
Baltimore refused an N.B.C. Red network commercial program
because the time requested was being used as a recruiting pro-
gram by the National Guard, the N.B.C. sent a threatening
communication which forced the station to oust the recruiting
program in favor of soap promotion. Under our democratic
system of broadcasting, we had assumed that the individual
station is the licensed and responsible party which should exer-
cise judgment as to suitability of programs. Regulation 3.105
explicitly enjoins a network from interfering with a station’s
judgment and choice of programs. Instead of four judgments—
that is, the networks’—we the listeners are entitled to the full goo.
The exposure of the discriminatory rates and practices which
had arisen in the National Broadcasting Company from its own-
ership of both Red and Blue networks led to the separation and
sale of the Blue network to independent owners. The same
interests had owned two networks in a tight and limited market.
R.C.A,, the parent of N.B.C., fought for years against the need
of selling one of them. If permitted, it would no doubt have
tried to buy up all the air. Dual network ownership had enabled
N.B.C. to offer advertising discounts based on time purchased
from both networks—block booking at its worst. The Blue had




RADIO 139

been used as a “loss leader” to build up the Red commercial
schedule. Competition between the two, though seemingly very
real to the N.B.C. staff, was obviously merely intra-mural team
play when viewed from the outside.

Ow