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“lI‘'or YoUur INFORMATION: Keep these
names in mind when casting. .. .7 This was
the heading of a memorandum reeently cir-
culated to all directors of a major radio-
television network. This mmcmorandum listed
the names of between cighty and a hundred
persons who were not to be employed in any
instance, persons who had been branded as
“undesirable.”

Who were the judges compiling this and
similar lists? I'rom where came their author-
ity to dctermine or identify subversives in
the United States? The answers to these
questions arc the object of this book, which
spotlights groups and individuals who have
taken upon themsclves the responsibility of
deciding who and what are menaces to our
country, and desceribes the mcthods they use
in making the judgment.

In the fall of 1950 a contract for actress
Jean Muir to appear regularly on the Tenry
Aldrich show was abruptly canccled because
her name had appeared in a book called Red
Channcls. This book, issued in June of 1950,
lists the names of 151 writers, actors, singers,
dancers, producers, and network excecutives,
along with their alleged Communistic affilia-
tions. So great has been the influence of the
book on the radio and television industrics
and on the closcly related  advertising
agencies that it is now referred to as “the
Bible of Madison Aveunce.”

Because of such name calling in Red
Channcls, in Countcrattack, a weekly news-
letter issucd by the same publishers, and by
individuals following a similar line of attack,
many persons in addition to Niss Muir have
lost their jobs and have had their reputations
irreparably damaged without redress.

(Continued on hack flap)
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In Scptember 1950 the American Civil
Libertics Union, always alert to combat any
threat to the rights of the individual, com-
menced an intensified inquiry into the whole
question of a radio and television black list.
In characteristic non-partisan fashion, the

"ACLU was concerned not only with the

activities of Red Channcels and Counter-
attack but also with other reported black
lists, against alleged anti-Communists. Merle
Miller was appointed to head this investiga-
tion, and THr Jupces ANp e Jupcep is
his report in full, a fascinating exposé of a
situation, critical to cvery Amcrican, which
can cventually result in “freedom from free-
dom.”
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Dircctors of the American Civil Libertics
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gation rcported in THE Junces anp 1
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vidual citizens. It is the only organization
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partisan group, its only causc being that of
serving civil liberties. IFounded in 1920, it
now has morc than 18,000 members
throughout the United States, and its work
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issnes where the constitutional rights  of
Amcricans have been challenged.
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JOHN MILTON
“Who ever knew Truth put to the worse in a freec and open
encounter?”

JOHN STUART MILL, ON LIBERTY

“A state of things in which a large portion of the most active and
inquiring intellects find it advisable to keep the general principles
and grounds of their convictions within their own breasts, and
attempt, in what they address to the public, to fit as much as they
can of their own conclusions to premises which they have inter-
nally renounced, cannot send forth the open, fearless characters,
and logical consistent intellects who once adorned the thinking
world. The sort of men who can be looked for under it are either
mere conformers to common-place, or time-servers for truth,
whose arguments on all great subjects are meant for their hearers,
and are not those which have convinced themselves.”



FOREWORD BY

ROBERT E. SHERWOOD

This book tells with accuracy and objectivity a factual story of
subversion and sabotage of freedom in the United States of
America at a time when the cause of freedom throughout the
world is in mortal peril. It is quite clear that whereas the editors
and publishers of Red Channels and Counterattack do not con-
sciously strive for the same objectives as the agents of Commu-
nism, their methods and techniques are very similar and so are
their standards of morality and their respect for the essential
“Blessings of Liberty” guaranteed by the Constitution and the Bill
of Rights. As the vigorously anti-Communist Saturday Review of
Literature has said, “ ‘Red Channels’ accepts Red doctrine: to ac-
cuse is enough.” It would be difficult to imagine any doctrine
more profoundly un-American.

We are all too familiar with defamation used as a conventional
weapon in political strife, and defamation in the rantings of racial
and religious bigots; but defamation conducted as a commercial
enterprise belongs in a category of contemptibility all by itself.

After I had read the manuscript of this book—which is the re-
sult of an investigation conducted by Merle Miller at the instiga-
tion and with the active co-operation of the American Civil
Liberties Union—I witnessed an ugly demonstration of the condi-
tions herein described and documented:



FOREWORD

Elmer Rice joined with other distinguished dramatists in a
group to present famous plays on television. This project prom-
ised television entertainment of a superior quality, and in its first
productions this promise was amply fulfilled. Mr. Rice and his
colleagues were given, according to their contracts, “as much con-
trol over the script, casting and production, as each playwright
may wish” and “the plan should so operate as to permit each play-
wright to have maximum casting and other production participa-
tion to the extent that he may desire it.”

When it came to the casting of his own play, Counsellor-at-Law,
Mr. Rice was anxious to participate. For the leading role, he first
suggested Paul Muni, who had starred in the play originally, but
Mr. Muni was doing ilm work in Italy and was therefore unavail-
able. The next suggestion was Gregory Peck, but his motion pic-
ture commitments prohibited any television work.

Mr. Rice then suggested the names of six other actors, all of
them acknowledged stars of Broadway or Hollywood or both,
who have been identified with some of the greatest successes of
the past few years. One of them recently won the Motion Picture
Academy Award (the “Oscar”) for the best performance of the
year by a male star. I believe that anyone experienced in casting
plays or movies would agree that each of these actors is qualified
to play the leading part in Counsellor-at-Law.

But Mr. Rice was informed that all six names are listed in Red
Channels.

Realizing that, contract or no contract, he did not have any
more “control” over the casting of his own play than the sponsor
and/or advertising agency might care to grant him—and that in-
deed he could become an accomplice in the perpetration of down-
right injustice—Mr. Rice resigned from the group, making public
his reasons for doing so. He said:

“I have repeatedly denounced the men who sit in the Kremlin
for judging artists by political standards. I do not intend to ac-
quiesce when the same procedure is followed by political com-
missars who sit in the offices of advertising agencies or business
corporations.”

In recording Elmer Rice’s unhappy experience, I have not
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mentioned the well-known names of the six actors. This omission
is in conformance with the policy established in this book by Mr.
Miller, to avoid further extension of the cruel and inhuman pub-
licity to which many decent, non-Communist American artists
have already been subjected.

There is one name, however, that Mr. Miller mentions fre-

quently because it has appeared on so many front pages that it
has become a symbol of the fight to purge the radio and associated
industries of what John Crosby of the New York Herald Tribune
has correctly called “this appalling moral cowardice.” The name
is Jean Muir. The shocking story of this respected actress is told
in these pages.

The Washington Post had this to say about it: “There is no
nicer name for what happened in Miss Muir’s case than black-
mail.” Typical of editorial comment in a wide variety of news-
papers was the following from the conservative Berkshire Eagle
(of Pittsfield, Massachusetts): “The whole business of bringing
unsupportable charges against people in the public eye of any
profession, and demanding that they be jailed, fired, or disgraced,
on the undocumented charges of any Tom, Dick or Harry with
a McCarthy complex, is thoroughly sinister.”

Jack Gould of the New York Times has written: “There comes
a time in the lives of individuals, corporations and countries when
it is not enough merely to find a plausible and practicable reason
for not facing up to an issue. The obligations of citizenship go
beyond expediency and require vigorous protection and defense
of those freedoms upon which, among other things, the continued
existence of free enterprise rests.”

It is all too doubtful whether Mr. Gould would have been per-
mitted to write those fine words and get them printed in the
New York Times if the newspaper business enjoyed no more inde-
pendence than does radio. In this unthinkable event, the adver-
tisers, not the publishers, would determine the policy and would
hire and fire the editors, reporters, feature writers, cartoonists,
judging each news story or editorial solely on its effectiveness in
selling the product.

One of the most embittering elements in this ominous situation
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FOREWORD

is the fact that at the top of the radio and television industry are
some of the most honorable, enlightened, progressive men in this
country. They created and developed these mighty media of com-
munication, and they have made and are still making determined
efforts to devote them to the fullest feasible extent to the public
service. But they—unlike their counterparts in the newspaper,
magazine, book-publishing, motion picture or theatrical businesses
—have lost authority over a large part of the essential material
that is delivered to the public; they have delegated (i.e., sold)
that authority to the sponsors, who in turn may delegate it to the
advertising agencies, talent agencies, “packagers.” Thus, between
the heads of the radio and television companies and the people
whom they serve is a vast area of cynical irresponsibility popu-
lated largely by hucksters.

There are implications in this of truly fearful import for the
future of this Republic and all that it stands for. Some of these
implications have lately been underscored by Raymond Rubicam
in an article for the Saturday Review of Literature—and it is ironic
to note that Young and Rubicam, the important firm which he
helped to found and from which he retired some years ago, was
the advertising agency involved in the firing of Jean Muir from a
steady job on the television show, The Aldrich Family. Conceding
that some of his former associates may consider his present views
“the newly acquired righteousness of a reformed sinner,” Mr.
Rubicam does not hesitate to point out that because “only sellers
of products of the broadest mass appeal can afford to use radio
and television advertising; therefore, for the most part, only audi-
ences of the largest size are of value and interest to the adver-
tiser.” With the result that “radio programming in the United
States has been comparable to a school system in which every-
thing stopped at the elementary grades designed for the largest
number of students, and which consequently had no colleges,
universities, or postgraduate schools to serve the rest of the popu-
lation.”

Mr. Rubicam fears that we “face an age in which a higher and
higher percentage of what our minds take in will be taken in
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from radio and television. Their danger is that if misconducted
they will make for a population standardized on a narrow base
and a low level of preoccupation.”

Even more alarming is an article, “It’s Still a Business,” by
Maurice B. Mitchell, written in defense of the radio industry
and in opposition to the views expressed by Mr. Rubicam. Mr.
Mitchell has a low opinion of people who believe there might be
more “helpful educational talks and discussions” on the air; he
dismisses such people as “crackpots.” He writes: “Sometimes
he [the broadcaster] wonders whether there shouldn’t be another
‘freedom’ added to the list of new ones we've discovered lately:
freedom from culture.”

That statement might be taken to confirm the portrait of Ameri-
cans as nothing better than greedy barbarians that is being spread
abroad by the Communist propagandists.

Our American culture is based not on our natural resources,
our mountains and prairies and rivers, our farms, factories and
mines: it is based on freedom—and when freedom is abrogated,
then we must become tongue-tied, impotent, doomed. One of
the most reputable of the radio and television trade papers,
Sponsor, has conducted a vigorous exposure of Red Channels
and Counterattack, and its editor quotes with “firm agreement”
this statement in Fortune: “It makes all the difference whether
our business world merely pays lip service to the Bill of Rights
and to such words as ‘freedom’ and ‘non-discrimination’, or
actually lives by the principles inherent in them.”

It does indeed “make all the difference.” An accounting of the
assets and the liabilities in radio’s achievements in the United
States to date would certainly show a tremendous margin on the
credit side. We may hope that this credit margin will continue;
we may even hope for some improvement. But it is a sure thing
that radio and television could become fatally destructive forces,
reducing toward the vanishing point the morality and the men-
tality of the people, if their policies and their programs were to
be shaped by men and women who demonstrate “appalling moral
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cowardice” and who yearn for “freedom from culture”—and per-
haps, deep in their hearts, freedom from freedom itself.

(Norte: Since this foreword was written, Elmer Rice has reached
amicable agreement with the sponsors, The Celanese Corpora-

tion, who deserve honor for creating a precedent by repudiating
black-listing. )

14



FOREWORD BY ROBERT E. SHERWOOD 9

INTRODUCTION BY PATRICK
MALIN AND ERNEST ANGELL 17

HOW IT ALL STARTED 29
1'
A LAZY AUGUST WEEK END 35
2.
“YOU’RE EITHER TOO YOUNG OR TOO OLD” 47
3.
AFTER THE FBI, WHAT? 61
4.
THE BIRTH OF A “BIBLE” 98
5.
AND A TRIO OF HELPERS 149

6.
THE OTHER SIDE OF THE COIN 162



CONTENTS

7.
SOME OTHER CONTROVERSIES, MOSTLY PUBLIC

8.
A SHORT HISTORY OF STATEMENTS AND OATHS
ON LOYALTY

9.
THE HANDBOOK AND THE ADVERTISER

10.
THE SEARCH FOR AN ANSWER

11.
THE PRICE OF FREEDOM

16

173

187

197

200



INTRODUCTION

BY ERNEST ANGELL, CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF DIRECTORS
AND PATRICK MALIN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AMERICAN
CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION

The American Civil Liberties Union is concerned about radio-
television black-listing, whatever its source or form, because it is
a threat to the spirit of the Bill of Rights, whose defense—for
everybody—is the Union’s sole purpose. The Union believes in
freedom of speech and press, freedom of assembly and association
—for everybody. It believes in the principles of due process and
impartial trial: specification of charges, full and fair hearing, care-
ful consideration and reasoned findings, and opportunity of re-
view—for everybody. It believes in equality before the law—for
everybody.

The radio-television industry, a private business organized for
profit, has the special characteristic of operating in the field of
communication, under licenses granted by the Federal Communi-
cations Commission in the public interest, since the relatively few
wave lengths and channels belong to the people as a whole.
Hence it is imperative that everyone connected with it, and
everyone seeking to influence it, should promote scrupulous ob-
servance of those three basic constitutional guarantees of Ameri-
can democracy—free speech, due process, and non-discrimination.

Therefore, when radio-television black-listing first received
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‘INTRODUCTION

widespread attention in late August 1950, with the cancellation
of Jean Muir’s contract to appear in The Aldrich F amily, spon-
sored by the General Foods Corporation, the American Civil Lib-
erties Union made public a letter to the sponsor, reading in part
as follows:

“We are dismayed that one of the giants of American industry,
grown strong by serving the people in their basic need for food,
has let itself be overcome by a few individuals and groups bent
on suppressing a person of whom they disapprove. . . . Miss
Jean Muir has no constitutional right to appear in “The Aldrich
Family’, and her opponents have the right to protest her appear-
ance. But, just as we oppose censorship by public authority, we
deplore suppression by private pressure. And we are shocked at
your sudden eleventh-hour yielding to such pressure, without ac-
cording Miss Muir the elementary right of a full hearing,

“We hope you will immediately reconsider, and reverse your
decision. Members of our Board of Directors, several of whom
have long experience in the fields of entertainment, communica-
tions and public relations, are available for prompt consultation,
if you should desire it. In addition, we are continuing and in-
tensifying our comprehensive inquiry into the whole question of
possible black-listing in the radio industry.”

On September 15, 1950, the Union announced the appointment
of Merle Miller, well-known correspondent and novelist, and a
member of the Union’s own Board of Directors, to head its in-
vestigation. In this announcement, it was reiterated that the
ACLU was opposed to suppressing any protest, but was equally
opposed to black-listing or attempted black-listing (“from what-
ever quarter it emanates”) for alleged beliefs or associations.

The full text of Mr. Miller’s report is now at length being issued
by one of the country’s foremost publishers, instead of by the
Union itself: a deserved tribute to Mr. Miller, and to the continu-
ing importance of the subject. The problem did not suddenly
come into existence in August 1950. It did not disappear with the
fading of the Muir case from the headlines. Unpublicized black-
listing continues and multiplies—in darkness, and it is in darkness
that suppression does its deadliest work.
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The American Civil Liberties Union has sponsored Mr. Miller’s
report because it believes that the American people have more
than ordinary business considerations at stake. As the audience of
the radio-television industry—its ultimate consumers—the Ameri-
can people have a heavy stake in the industry’s offering programs
of the greatest possible variety in both education and entertain-
ment, with the best available talent; and, as citizens of a free
society, the American people have a still heavier stake in mass-
communication channels being kept free. The radio-television in-
dustry and those who work in it, the commercial sponsors and
their advertising agencies—as responsible units in a free society
and, in effect, trustees of a scarce natural resource—can properly
be asked to risk some loss in order that this giant private business
may render the vital public service it should render.

Dealing with controversial material and employing controver-
sial personalities may on occasion cause some loss of business in-
come, but American industry, which has thrived on taking risks,
surely has enough courage to look below the surface of “bad pub-
licity” and to appraise the accuracy, fairness, relevancy, and sig-
nificance of any allegations. It should estimate a few protesting
letters and phone calls for what they are worth, and no more. It
should revise upward its estimate of the character of the Ameri-
can people, who can be expected to respond affirmatively to dem-
onstrations of intelligence and bravery. Freedom is everybody’s
business, all the time. Unless it is so recognized, all our other busi-
ness will be jeopardized by the decay of the free society which
sustains it.

This is Mr. Miller’s report. Whenever the ACLU must find
supplementary manpower for an especially large task, it chooses
a man in whom it has confidence, and then asks only that he sub-
mit his own findings. It now presents Mr. Miller’s report (which
was approved for ACLU sponsorship by the board’s Publications
Committee, to which the Board of Directors, in accordance with
its custom, delegated such authority in advance) as an important
contribution to the understanding and solution of the complex
problems involved in radio-television black-listing. The main fea-
tures of the Union’s position on those problems are separately
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INTRODUCTION

summarized in the concluding paragraphs of this Introduction,
but one matter should be stressed here. Mr. Miller and the ACLU
as a whole were united in their determination that his investiga-
tion should include the utmost possible checking on every sug-
gestion of black-listing by Communists or other “leftists,” and he
devoted weeks of time to this effort. Everything which he suc-
ceeded in discovering is included in his report. The relatively few
pages required to tell that part of the story indicate once again
that one of the main dangers of Communist tyranny is the secrecy
in which its adherents regularly operate.

It seems to us that the greatest value of Mr. Miller’s report is
that his generalizations are based on comprehensive and detailed
inquiry by an experienced reporter. He was aided by the co-
operation of the publishers of Counterattack and Red Channels,
and of many other persons. He and the American Civil Liberties
Union deeply regret that nearly all those other persons made it a
condition of supplying information that their names not be men-
tioned in the report (a tragic commentary on the low state of
freedom in the radio-television field). However, not only are
such sources specifically recorded in the files of the investigation,
but also every effort was made independently to verify the ac-
curacy of the information.

We take the following to be its salient points:

There has been a good deal of attempted private black-listing—
organized and unorganized—in the radio-television field, by per-
sons holding various views, including Communists and their
opponents.

The black-listing attempts of the anti-Communists have, nat-
urally enough, been much more visible and extensive than those
of the pro-Communists; and, apparently, much more effective.

This effectiveness—reflecting the fear of business loss from “bad
publicity” attached to “controversial personalities”™is much
greater than the number of actual protests would seem to war-
rant.

Contract cancellation, with candid announcement of the real
reason, is rare; simple refusal to hire or rehire, with no reason (or
the wrong reason) given, is the rule.
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The stated purpose of those engaged systematically in making
and publishing lists of alleged Communist or Communist-front
connections of radio-television personalities, and of those employ-
ing the information contained therein, is threefold:

(a) to promote national security;

(b) to curtail the incomes of persons who supply funds to
Communist or Communist-front organizations; and

(c) to diminish the prestige accruing to such organizations
by way of sympathetic “big names.”

Most of those so engaged profess to be sincere, and to regard
their private activities as necessary because they believe that the
activities of the security agencies of the executive branch of the
government do not extend far enough.

There is some confusion in the minds of those so engaged as to
whether all persons with the alleged connections should be com-
pletely excluded from the radio-television field, or whether their
connections should simply be brought into the open; but the
former seems to be the real preference.

Those who make and publish the lists have done a woefully
inadequate job of establishing the accuracy, fairness, relevancy,
and significance of their listings, excusing their inability to distin-
guish among zealots and dupes and innocents by saying that such
distinctions are immaterial for their purpose; and, while formally
disclaiming the making of any charges against anybody, they
have counted too cheaply the irreparable damage which is done
to a person’s reputation (even if he is successful in a libel action,
necessarily costly and difficult), as well as to the spirit of civil
liberties when there is a “trial by publicity,” with private prose-
cutor, jury, judge, and executioner.

The interest of national security in the radio-television field can
and should be protected by the decision of governmental security
agencies as to when the industry is “sensitive” and who is a secu-
rity risk.

The use of “loyalty” oaths or “clearance” plans within the in-
dustry is both ineffective, because the person intent on subversion
will perjure himself without hesitation, and unwise, because the
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INTRODUCTION

conscientious person will be outraged and the ordinary person
will be intimidated.

The radio-television industry and those who work in it, the
commercial sponsors and their advertising agencies, need nothing
more magical to safeguard practically the whole of their economic
interest than an individual and corporate determination to hew to
the line of honestly offering the best available talent.

The overwhelming majority of Americans who regard a radio-
television performer as obnoxious because of his real or alleged
Communist or Communist-front (but still legal) connections
should do exactly what a Communist would not do—act in ac-
cordance with democracy and civil liberties, attacking the ob-
noxious person by argument, but not by haphazard suppression.

We shall now conclude this Introduction by summarizing the
main views of the American Civil Liberties Union on the range of
problems covered by Mr. Miller. These are the ideas of an organi-
zation which defends the civil liberties of everybody, even those
whose anti-democratic opinions it abhors and opposes; but which,
because that is its function, bars from its governing bodies and
staff all who hold such anti-democratic beliefs, whether as Com-
munists, Fascists, Ku Kluxers, or as adherents of other totalitarian
doctrines.

(1) Even in a free society, as the ACLU has repeatedly said,
the government has the right and duty to keep the nation itself
secure; and, for that reason, to eliminate or exclude from positions
closely affecting that security—in private as well as public em-
ployment, in peace as well as war—persons whose employment
would represent substantial risk of subversive action, intentional
or unintentional. But the security agencies of the executive branch
of the government, as they have consistently urged, are the only
proper authorities for the designation of such positions, for the
determination of when they should be so designated, and for the
decision as to what persons should be eliminated or excluded
from them.

(2) In all other positions in a free society, employment should
be decided on the basis of qualifications strictly relevant to the
particular task involved. There are some non-security positions—
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for example, those of the officers of a labor union—for which per-
sons may be disqualified because they owe a disciplined obedi-
ence to some organization with contrary interests. But separate
things should be kept separate, even when that basic constitu-
tional principle has some consequences which are distasteful—for
example, the funds and prestige which a neighborhood druggist’s
customers may find themselves contributing, by way of his busi-
ness success, to local organizations in which he believes but they
do not. Radio-television actors, writers, et al. should be tested for
employment by the single standard of competent performance, as
long as their acts and associations are lawful ones. It is useless to
ask the pro-Communists in the radio-television field to abide by
that principle, because they do not believe in civil liberties for
everybody; but the anti-Communists ought to abide by it, because
they do profess such a belief. We do not, in civilized and humane
America, kill or jail or force on relief even all those persons whom
we regard as too untrustworthy to allow in positions closely af-
fecting national security. The only remaining possibility is to let
them work in other positions, according to their qualifications.
This is hard doctrine in a time of international tension and con-
flict, but it is indispensable, not only for maintaining a free so-
ciety, but also for buttressing our national defense by winning the
world-wide struggle for the minds of men through demonstrating
our sincerity. Nobody can be expected to sponsor ideas which he
rejects, but the great bulk of the radio-television black-listing
problem has to do simply with performers in programs whose
ideas have already been accepted by the sponsor.

(3) Some members of the public may disapprove the employ-
ment of a particular radio-television performer, for one or more
of any number of reasons relevant or irrelevant to that single
standard of competent performance. Whatever their reasons, they
may, within the spirit as well as the letter of the Constitution,
express their disapproval to anyone at all, and attempt to dissuade
people from looking at or listening to that performer. And, as far
as legal right is concerned, they may use such orderly and lawful
means as peaceful picketing and the organization of a specific and
primary boycott; and, subject to action for libel or slander, they
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may publish derogatory information or circulate it by word of
mouth. But when they aim at censorship or suppression which
would prevent other people who do not agree with them from
looking at or listening to the performer, then they are acting con-
trary to the spirit of the First Amendment. Its ideal is that we
should handle differences of opinion (as distinct from illegal ac-
tion) by argument, not suppression.

(4) If, despite the above considerations, and the repeated urg-
ing of governmental agencies that they be allowed to exercise a
monopoly of investigation and judgment in the field of security
and loyalty, private persons or groups continue to exercise their
freedom to purvey information reflecting on a person’s loyalty, or
continue to consider it in relation to non-security employment,
then the least they owe to the free people of this country is to ob-
serve the elementary canons of due process. Disloyalty to his
country is one of the most serious charges that can be leveled at a
man, and those who make or consider such an attack on a man’s
livelihood and reputation—~whether directly or indirectly, ex-
plicitly or implicitly—should do their work thoroughly for the
sake of the nation and scrupulously for the sake of the man him-
self. This means, at least:

(a) Doing everything humanly possible to insure absolute
accuracy of information—not merely accurate quotation
from some source, but an energetic effort to discover
whether that source’s “facts” are really correct and to
arrive correctly at the exact meaning of the facts.

(b) Doing everything humanly possible to insure complete-
ness of information—not merely unfavorable informa-
tion, but favorable information also.

(c) Providing the person concerned with the opportunity of
a full and fair hearing so that he may deny or explain
(specifically listed) items of unfavorable information
and offer items of favorable information.

(d) Providing a qualified and impartial third party to pre-
side at any such hearing, and to render judgment on all
the information obtained. . . . The American Civil Lib-
erties Union does not itself have the facilities to de-



termine, for example, who are Communist zealots, who
are dupes, and who are completely innocent persons;
but anyone who does systematically bring other people’s
names into question should, at least, practice the funda-
mental decency of due process. And, to the extent that
such due-process procedures reveal errors in listing and
in exclusion from employment, there should be pub-
lished retraction and the offer of reinstatement or equiv-
alent employment.

(5) Even if one or more of the elements in the radio-television
industry—the broadcasting-telecasting companies, their employ-
ees, the commercial sponsors, and their advertising agencies—
should develop procedures along such due-process lines, it must
be recognized that at least some of those who assemble and pub-
lish derogatory information about radio-television performers,
and some members of the public who employ that information,
will not be so careful. They may be somewhat held in line by libel
or slander actions, or actions against outside interference with
contracts; by Department of Justice action against restraint of
trade, or Federal Communications Commission action on the
ground that broadcasting and telecasting licensees must not yield
to such pressures. The American Civil Liberties Union, on the
basis of Mr. Miller’s report, is urging the Federal Communica-
tions Commission to demand that those licensees—to fulfill the re-
quirement of public interest—refrain from making use of any
black list of radio-television performers and from dealing with
anyone who uses such a black list. But the probability is that the
various elements in the radio-television field will always have to
face some challenge from those who do not believe in civil liber-
ties. To meet it, they will need simply to develop in themselves
the determination to pay what little cost may be involved to sup-
port free speech, due process, and non-discrimination, and to
practice open honesty. A pro-Communist who refuses employ-
ment to patriotically American actors, but claims to have refused
because they are incompetent performers, is clearly seen to be
guilty of violating all that we hold sacred. But the anti-Commu-
nist who refuses employment to actors because of the bad pub-
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licity arising from their names having been “linked” with a “front”
organization, but claims to have refused because they are incom-
petent performers, is also violating the spirit of American liberties.

Here, as everywhere in a free society, there is a choice between
risks. No solution can be perfect for everybody concerned. The
best solution is simply the one which promises the greatest bal-
ance of benefit over harm for the whole society.

This is a problem which extends far beyond the radio-television
field. In a time of international tension and conflict, there is nat-
urally a growingly inclusive and pervasive social atmosphere of
fear and intolerance, stifling the good old American habits of
speaking one’s mind, joining the organizations one believes in,
and observing the principles of fair hearing and of holding a man
innocent until he is proved guilty. People are constantly tempted
to depart from the central principle of American law that a man
is accountable only for his own illegal actions, not for mere as-
sociation with other people who hold obnoxious opinions. They
are letting themselves drift into the practice of discriminatory
penalization of anybody who may have ideas which are unpopular
in any particular time and place—ideas which have nothing to do
with those of Communist or Communist-front organizations.

The ever increasing attempts of pressure groups of many sorts
to bring about the censorship or suppression of what they disap-
prove, not only in the radio-television field but in the publication
and entertainment fields generally, are dangerously undermining
one of the foundation stones of American democracy, the freedom
of expression. We call on everyone connected with the radio-
television industry, and everyone seeking to influence it, to do free
Americans the vital service of bravely reversing the trend.
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HOW

IT ALL STARTED

Rumors of the existence of one or more black lists! in radio and
television began not long after the end of the Second World War.

For at least three years, perhaps longer, an anonymous list of
between eighty and a hundred (no one will say how many) names
of so-called “undesirables” has been circulated within the in-
dustry. Although this investigator could find no one who knew—
or would admit knowing—how or by whom the list had been
drawn up, it was in the hands of some network and many adver-
tising agency executives. At one network it was shown to all
directors together with a memcrandum advising, “For Your In-
formation: Keep these names in mind when casting. . . s

As will be seen, the American Legion’s summary of trends and
developments exposing the Communist conspiracy, an informa-
tional newsletter circulated mainly among Legion officials, has for
several years now published occasional lists of the names of
persons found to be “unsuitable or inappropriate” for appearances
before American Legion posts and, more recently, for appearances
on radio and television as well.

In October 1949 the Sign, a nationally circulated Catholic mag-

*Definition: “Black list, a list of persons who are believed to deserve punish-
ment, blame, suspicion, etc.” Thorndike-Barnhart Comprehensive Desk Dic-

tionary.
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azine, printed an anonymous article entitled “Red Fronts in
Radio,” which listed the names of 51 “radio celebrities who have
been cited in public records as having been associated with Com-
munist causes or fronts.” The author, identified only as “a well-
known figure in the broadcasting industry,” also declared, . . .
pro-Reds [have] been using a black list against loyal Americans
in radio for the last dozen years.”

On July 18, 1949, the New York World-Telegram carried a
lengthy story, written by Pulitzer prize winner F rederick
Woltman, headlined, “Reds Colonizing in TV and Radio.” Mr.
Woltman quoted a resolution passed by the New York Council
of the Radio and Television Directors Guild declaring that
“Widespread reports in the radio and television industry point
to the existence of a black list of actors and directors based on
political belief.”

However, Mr. Woltman wrote, a check by the World-Telegram
failed “to disclose evidence of any such industry black list. On
the contrary, black lists have been used for years by individual
pro-Communist directors, according to anti-Red sources in the
industry.”

Since May 1947 there has been the weekly newsletter of Facts
to Combat Communism, Counterattack, which is published by
three former FBI agents and has concentrated increasingly on
those in radio and television, often, as will be seen, with instruc-
tions to its subscribers on how to protest the appearance of a
certain performer or the use of a particular writer. (“Write to the
sponsor, not the network or the station.”)

In addition to its intermittent inquiry into “possible Com-
munism in Hollywood,” with what one committee member has
called “occasional emphasis on Red infiltration into the radio and
television industries,” the House Committee on Un-American
Activities has often heard widely publicized testimony concern-
ing, among others, entertainers accused of “subversive,” “Com-
munist,” or simply “fellow-traveling” activities. So have several
of the state committees, particularly the Tenney group in Cali-
fornia.

" On June 22, 1950, a 213-page booklet called Red Channels, the
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Report of Communist Influence in Radio and Television, was
issued by the publishers of Counterattack. Red Channels listed
the names of 151 writers, actors, singers, dancers, producers, and
network executives together with the alleged Communist-domi-
nated organizations and causes to which they were “reported as”
belonging—or having once belonged.

Red Channels led off with a statement made by ]. Edgar
Hoover, director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, before
a congressional committee in 1947. “The [Communist] party has
departed from depending on the printed word as its medium of
propaganda and has taken to the air,” Mr. Hoover stated. “Its
members and sympathizers have not only infiltrated the airways,
but they are now persistently seeking radio channels.”

The impact of Red Channels was both immediate and wide-
spread. Its effect was, of course, intensified by the fact that, three
days after it was issued, South Korea was invaded by the Com-
munist-controlled North Korean Army, an invasion that was re-
sisted by a United Nations force made up mainly of American
soldiers.

The purpose of this report is quite simple. The American Civil
Liberties Union wanted to find out the facts—whether Red Chan-
nels, the names intermittently included in the Legion summary,
those printed in the Sign, and the eighty to a hundred “undesir-
ables,” actually do constitute a black list and, equally important,
whether there is a left-wing black list. If so, who is affected, those
on the political left, the political right, or in between? Finally,
what, if anything, can be done?

The investigation got under way on October 5, 1950; the pre-
liminary research was completed in late January 1951, and a first
draft was finished in late April. By that time the project had
reached such magnitude that the original idea of publishing the
findings as a pamphlet sponsored by the American Civil Liberties
Union was out of the question. After the manuscript was accepted
by Doubleday & Co. the author spent an additional two months
bringing the findings up to date and completing a final draft.
Altogether the writer spent approximately five months on the
project. In addition to Mr. Reitman, a paid investigator spent six
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weeks on the project; several other staff members of the ACLU
assisted part time on the undertaking, and a group of volunteers
dug up clippings and other information already in print.

During the investigation the following were interviewed:

Fourteen advertising executives (in all but one of the half-
dozen major agencies, which refused to co-operate).

Eight writers’ and actors’ agents, from all the important artists’
agencies.

At least three executives from each of the major networks—
American Broadcasting Company, Columbia Broadcasting Sys-
tem, Mutual Broadcasting System, National Broadcasting Com-
pany—plus a few representatives of independent stations.

Officials in five of the twenty firms which buy the most radio
and television time (as listed by Broadcasting magazine). /

Officers of all the important entertainment unions and guilds,
ie., (1) American Federation of Radio Artists (AFRA), (2)
Authors’ Guild, (3) American Guild of Variety Artists, (4) Au-
thors’ League of America, (5) the National Association of Broad-
cast Unions and Guilds (NABUG), (6) Radio Writers’ Guild,
and (7) Television Authority (TVA).

Government officials, past and present, particularly from the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Federal Communications
Commission, and the United States Congress.

Officials of the trade organizations, i.e., National Association |
of Broadcasters, the Association of National Advertisers, and "
American Association of Advertising Agencies. '

In that part of the investigation concerned with the rumored
left-winy black list, attempts (not always successful) were made
to see anyone who might have information on the subject, i.e.,
members of the right-wing group in AFRA, officials of the Na-
tional Catholic Welfare Conference, all those suggested by the
publishers of Counterattack, and directors who were alleged to
have discriminated against anti-Communists.

In this area, too, there were conversations with such veteran
anti-Communist newspapermen as Frederick Woltman and Victor
Lasky, both then on the staff of the New York World-Telegram,

32




and the editors of the New Leader. Lasky has since become a
free-lance writer, mainly in Hollywood.

To obtain more general information, there were conversations
with radio columnists Jack Gould of the New York Times, John
Crosby, whose observations are widely syndicated, and a number
of other newspaper and magazine writers specializing in radio
and television. Telephone calls and letters to Ed Sullivan, the TV
master of ceremonies and columnist of the Daily News who has
written extensively on Red Channels and its publishers, were
not answered.

There were also twenty-one additional interviews with persons
on the periphery of broadcasting, lawyers specializing in the field,
Vincent Hartnett, who wrote the introduction to Red Channels,
and Mrs. John T. McCullough, one of those involved in the
dismissal of Miss Jean Muir.

The undersigned and Alan Reitman received the fullest co-op-
eration from the publishers of Counterattack and Red Channels,
who spent several days answering most of the questions put to
them. Three of the interviews were recorded in their entirety by
a stenotypist, and in addition a series of questions was submitted
in writing and, with some exceptions, answered.

As will be explained in detail later, we were less successful
with spokesmen for the American Legion, with Rabbi Benjamin
Schultz, head of two anti-Communist groups active in the field,
and Stephen Chess, Queens commander of the Catholic War
Veterans, who was also said to be involved in the Muir incident.
Mr. Chess wrote that he was “unavailable.”

A series of questions was submitted in a letter sent to all of the
151 persons listed in Red Channels. Thirty-two replied by mail,
twenty-six in considerable detail. Fifty-one others were inter-
viewed personally, as were five more whose names did not appear
in Red Channels but who had been named in other lists of “sus-
pect” performers.

Finally, there were hundreds of press reports to be read, scores
of editorials, dozens of magazine articles, and several books.

We are dealing here with an industry that depends largely on
public opinion. Thus there was always caution. In addition to
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the instances listed above, dozens of letters written by the investi-
gator were never answered; scores of telephone calls were never
returned, and, most important, most executives and almost all
entertainers agreed to an interview only if guaranteed that their
names would not be revealed.

In writing the report, particularly that section dealing with
those who feel they have been affected by a Red Channels listing,
the investigator felt that mentioning any name, no matter how
favorable the context, might affect a livelihood, now or in the
future. Thus the names of most individuals are omitted in the
report. With a few exceptions (public figures like Philip Murray,
Trygve Lie, Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt, etc.) the names of those con-
demned in Counterattack and listed in Red Channels are not re-
peated here.

In my first interview with the publishers of Counterattack and
Red Channels, I said, “I plan [in the report] to be as coldly ana-
Iytical as a reporter possibly can be, as is humanly possible. I am
not interested in drawing any conclusions until I have found out
the facts on all sides.”

In what follows I have attempted to live up to that pledge.

—Merle Miller



i

LAZY AUGUST WEEK END

In late August 1950, Young and Rubicam, the advertising agency
in charge of the popular television program, The Aldrich Family,
issued a routine press release announcing that the former screen
star, Jean Muir, had been chosen to play the role of Mother
Aldrich. Her first appearance was to be on Sunday, August 27.

The press release stated that “Miss Muir’s wide experience as
a mature actress and the real life mother of three young children
has ideally equipped her for the role of Mrs. Aldrich, who guides
her family with a loving and understanding hand.”

On Friday, August 25, the news of Miss Muir’s forthcoming
appearance on the television series appeared in the left-wing
New York paper, the Compass. A similar item was published on
the radio pages of the Sunday editions of several other New York
papers, but it was the few lines in the Compass which led to a
series of events the culmination of which was within fifty-six hours
to reach the front page of almost every newspaper in America
and throughout most of the rest of the world, including the Soviet
Union.

The first and perhaps most important happening of that hectic
and historic week end occurred on Saturday morning, August 26,
shortly after Theodore C. Kirkpatrick, a former FBI man and
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secretary-treasurer of American Business Consultants, arrived at
his office at 55 West Forty-second Street in Manhattan.

Although Mr. Kirkpatrick’s organization was at the time pub-
licly obscure, within the radio and television industry it was
already widely known and greatly feared. He and two colleagues,
also former agents of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, had
for three years been issuing a weekly newsletter called Counter-
attack, the exclusive aim of which was “to expose the Communist
menace.” Three months earlier the former FBI men had released
a paper-bound booklet called Red Channels, the Report of Com-
munist Influence in Radio and Television. The publication listed
151 names of persons associated with the industry, along with the
so-called “Communist or Communist-front” organizations with
which each was “reported as” having been affiliated at one
time or another.

Miss Muir’s was one of the names in Red Channels, together
with nine alleged affiliations.

Discussing his part in what has since become known as “The
Jean Muir Case,” Mr. Kirkpatrick later said, “I was out of town
on Friday [ August 25] and came into the office Saturday morning.
Someone called me here Saturday morning and asked me if I
had heard about the story in the Compass that Jean Muir was to
appear on the Henry Aldrich show and also suggested that I get
in touch with as many other people as possible and advise them.”

When asked who called, Kirkpatrick stated, “I would rather not
give the person’s name. . . . It was no one . . . connected with
Counterattack.”

As a result of the call, however, Kirkpatrick immediately got
busy on the telephone. “My reaction,” he explained, “was cer-
tainly one of surprise, and I certainly felt that the fact she [Miss
Muir] was to appear would probably have been carried in Coun-
terattack that week had we known it, because I felt her record
was that serious. As a result, I . . . called two or three people. . ..”

However, he added, “I didn’t call General Foods [the sponsor]
or the station.” '

Among those he did telephone was Mrs. Hester (John T.)
McCullough.
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Later Kirkpatrick said of his call to Mrs. McCullough, “I re-
gretted . . . it . . . because she had been through so doggone
much herself that no one should ever have gotten her involved
in the Jean Muir controversy.”

For more than a year Mrs. McCullough had been involved in
a nationally publicized libel suit brought against her by Paul
Draper, the dancer, and Larry Adler, the harmonica player. Mrs.
McCullough had accused the two entertainers of being “pro-
Communist.”

Nevertheless, despite the fact that the Draper-Adler case had,
according to her own analysis, “exhausted me physically, and
every other way, including financially,” as soon as she heard
from Kirkpatrick, Mrs. McCullough went to work.

“I called a few people,” she has said, “maybe twenty or thirty,
and asked them to get busy. I knew this was a fight that had
to be won.”

Among those she telephoned was Stephen Chess, Queens com-
mander of the Catholic War Veterans and a member of a group
called the Joint Committee Against Communism in New York
(of which both Kirkpatrick and Mrs. McCullough were then also
members ). She also called “a man on the Americanism Committee
of the Connecticut American Legion” and “a couple of women I
know on Long Island.”

In addition she telephoned the National Broadcasting Com-
pany, the network on which The Aldrich Family was to be tele-
vised. She has said, “As soon as they [the switchboard at NBC]
got my call, I was switched to someone else, an executive, I think,
and he knew my name right away.” '

According to her, the second voice said, “Oh yes, Mrs. McCul-
lough, we've had hundreds of calls on this matter.”

Mrs. McCullough did not, she reported later, “ask them to fire
the Muir woman. I just asked if they were familiar with her
record and said if they weren't they ought to look it up in Red
Channels. Then I hung up.”

After that she phoned an executive of Young and Rubicam.
“He lives right here in Greenwich,” she has said, “and I asked him
the same question—if he knew about Muir’s record, I mean. He
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said he didn’t, and then I reeled some of it off. He just listened
for a while, and then he said, ‘But, Mrs. McCullough, she’s just an
actress. What harm can she possibly do?”

“I then said to him, ‘Yes, I know she’s just an actress, but, until
all the loyal Americans have been put to work, I don’t think
people like that should be on radio and television.” That stopped
him for a moment.

“He said something about a relative of his having died a few
hours ago, and he wanted to go, but I insisted on his listening
to me and told him that in times like these personal matters
don’t count.

“I think he finally understood what I was talking about, but it
took a little time.”

Another of those who telephoned the National Broadcasting
Company that Saturday to protest Miss Muir's appearance was
Rabbi Benjamin Schultz, executive director of an organization
called the American Jewish League Against Communism and co-
ordinator of the Joint Committee Against Communism in New
York.

The rabbi is reported to have told the network, “I am speaking
for the more than two million members of my organization,” the
Joint Committee.

The network also received a few other complaints about Miss
Muir, including several from the handful of women on Long
Island who had been alerted by Mrs. McCullough.

The total number has never been revealed; however, an NBC
official has said, “You might put it that there were more than
twenty—and less than thirty, altogether, that is.”

Sixteen months later “an official spokesma