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Introduction

A rcnewal of faith in common human nature, in its
potentialities in general, and in its power in particular
to respond to reason and truth. is a surer bulwark
against totalitarianism than a demonstration of mate-
rial success or a devout worship of special legal and
political forms.

John Dewey*

As a high school and junior high school teacher I have come to
have ever-increasing confidence in the reasoning ability, the sense of
justice and the humanitarian concern of the vast majority of Ameri-
cans. This has caused me to disagree emphatically with those commu-
nication spokesmen, politicians, intellectuals and educators who dis-
play contempt for the ability of the common people to make intelli-
gent decisions on issues confronting our nation. These are the leaders
who consider it their patriotic duty to make secret decisions or to
guard the public from being exposed to “alarming” information or
“dangerous” views—views that may attack or embarrass those main-
taining the status quo.

In a classroom situation, where | was able to take pains to provide a
forum for conflicting viewpoints, I found that most students came to
support what I took to be sensible, practical, just and humanitarian
views. Whether superior, average or below average in classroom per-
formance, most students want to eliminate poverty. They are appalled
that many of the rich can avoid paying their fair share of taxes. They
feel that racial injustice is an evil and that everything possible should
be undertaken to eliminate it. They think that population control and
pollution control should have a much greater priority than they have.
Many feel that sending a man to the moon for political reasons isn’t
worth the enormous cost required, that United States intervention in
Vietnam is wrong, and that present-day tax laws are unfair.

Assume that Americans in general, like my students, ‘would make

* sources for chapter quotes are listed in the back
of the book following notes for Chapter 22
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what [ take to be sensible decisions if they were exposed to many
views, with each view having an equal opportunity to be heard. Why
then do Americans seem to support a status quo which has sponsored
or condoned racism, launched the intervention in Vietnam, ignored
starving people here in America, fashioned an unjust draft and tax,
and done little about pollution and birth control? Distorted views and
priorities have been accepted because of the difficulty—on the part of
the citizenry at large—of recognizing propaganda techniques used by
the establishment to preserve the status quo.

My students, I found, had a hard time spotting these techniques as
they existed and exist in the mass media until they were pointed out to
them. And, I find, this is not a shortcoming peculiar to students. His-
tory affords many examples of high-echelon scientists and scholars
who have been persuaded by propaganda to accept racism, unequal
opportunity and exploitation.

Techniques of persuasion are successful when those who oppose
establishment policies do not have access to the media. Such tech-
niques can be offset only when opposing views have an equal opportu-
nity for media use. Could America have ignored the hungry if the
poor had had their own ABC, NBC or CBS? Could Americans have
ignored racism if the blacks had had at their disposal communication
technology and techniques equal to those of the Establishment? Did
the white newspaper, newsmagazine, radio or television audience re-
ceive the black man’s viewpoint in an arena where all ideas had an
equal chance to be presented?

The establishment has prevented real public participation by not
allowing all ideas to compete fairly for public acceptance. They have
allowed free speech, but rendered it worthless by not allowing anti-
establishment voices to have equal access to the technology of persua-
sion. The right to speak is of little value if no one is listening. A
person speaking to eighty million people has quite an advantage over
someone with a conflicting view talking to a thousand people in an
auditorium or ten people on a street corner. The idea that gets ampli-
fication and extension through the media—not necessarily the most
reasonable idea—is the one which wins the endorsement of the people.

Those who are in positions controlling access to media can take
advantage of this fact to gain public support for ideas and policies
which would not be accepted by the majority of people if they had to
compete fairly in the open market place of ideas. Supreme Court
Justice Hugo Black stated the importance of having ideas compete
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fairly when he stated in 1945 that the right of free speech “rests on
the assumption that the widest possible dissemination of information
from diverse and antagonistic sources is essential to the welfare of the
public.”' Indeed, the right of the people to hear competing ideas
fairly presented is more vital to protecting America than any strong
military could be. For what decides where and why our great military
force will be used is the information given us by our communication
system. To mistakenly commit our military power could mean disaster
for the United States.

I think the military intervention in Vietnam is just such a misuse of
our military resources, our manpower and our national wealth. Almost
all politicians and scholars—doves and hawks—now think that our
involvement in Vietnam was a mistake. Polls show that more than
half of all Americans agree. In this case our communication system
failed to alert us in time to avoid this mistake.

Had those opposing our involvement had an equal use of communi-
cations technology, United States involvement could not have been
initiated or carried out in the first place; it would have been revealed
as unwise and unjust. But the millions of American adults who opposed
the war on principle and who advocated an immediate and orderly
withdrawal of all U.S. troops owned no television stations, daily newspa-
pers or mass-circulation magazines.

Some may claim that the price of affording all viewpoints equal
access to mass media would be so expensive as to be impossible. But
should price determine or be allowed to determine the picture we get
of what’s happening in the world any more than a profit system
should determine who gets justice or what kind of strategic defense
system best protects the country? Information is the basis upon which
decisions of life and death are made for nations as well as for people.
Our communication system is to our country what the radar is to a jet
plane landing in a dense fog. Would anyone suggest the airline econo-
mize on its radar? What is the price of a better radar compared to the
cost of the plane crashing because its faulty radar communicated the
wrong information? And what is the cost of a few billion dollars—to
give the American people a more complete picture of the world—
compared to the $30 billion yearly cost of the mistaken war in Viet-
nam or the $19 billion extra needed for politically motivated manned
spectaculars to the moon (compared to unmanned exploration)?? Like
a plane poorly guided, our nation has been off course because the
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picture of the world presented by our communication system has pre-
vented the ordinary citizen from being exposed to messages that for
many years have told us that the war is a mistake, that sending a man
to the moon is not an intelligent space program, that starvation in
America exists, and that racism is wrong and that it will exact a terri-
ble price some day.

This country will assuredly be off course in the future as long as the
most vital element of our society— the communication system—is for
sale and is primarily in the hands of those with special interests to
promote. America can no longer survive if it continues to allow media
owners to communicate to its citizens a distorted and limited view of
what’s happening in the world.

Besides producing a distorted view of the world, the shackling of
dissent produces other undesirable consequences. The lack of real
competition in ideas prevents people from actively considering all
available viewpoints. The result is a lack of intellectual participation
and boredom, the same type of boredom that students feel in the
classroom when they are not given the chance to speak and decide for
themselves. Textbooks and lectures bore them because, like the mes-
sages in mass media, they are one sided attempts to sell a point of
view. They do not allow the student the chance to present his view-
point and to decide for himself which among many ideas is the best.
At best he may be given a choice of deciding between or presenting
two or three establishment ideas, but students seem to spot that for
what it is—a sham battle—and look outside the realm of politics for
real participation, excitement and decision making.

The shackling of anti-establishment ideas by the mass media leaves
only one avenue in which to capture a public hearing—the path of
violence or demonstration. Would the blacks in Watts have had to
burn the ghetto to bring attention to their plight if they had been the
publishers of the Los Angeles Times or had control of NBC radio and
television? Would there be so many anti-war demonstrations if there
were mass media owners who allowed anti-war journalists to use the
techniques of persuasion to urge an immediate and orderly with-
drawal of all troops from Vietnam? One reason that pro-administra-
tion demonstrations have been so poorly attended is because the entire
commercial communication system, by using their bias to support or
condone the basic United States presence in Vietnam has already done
the demonstrating for the supporters. The “silent majority” is silent
because they have no need to demonstrate to make their voice heard.
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From the beginning of the American involvement in Vietnam the
establishment media have been doing the cheerleading for them. An
open and fair market place of ideas in the mass media would elimi-
nate the need for most demonstrations, many of which end in vio-
lence. Twenty-three years ago, the Commission for a Free and Re-
sponsible Press tried to tell the media representatives this:

Freedom of expression can never be made a costless immunity by
shackling hostile response. for response is also expression. Free ex-
pression is destined not to repress social conflict but to liberate it. But
its intention is that the level of social conflict shall be lifted from the
plane of violence to the plane of discussion.?

Since this expert advice the mass media have continued to suppress
expressions of hostile social conflict. It is now evident that only a non-
commercial communication system that allows all viewpoints equal
control of access to mass media can decrease the level of violence and
produce an open market place of ideas that will allow the average
citizen to use his reason and sense of justice to make the intelligent
choices the present communication system has prevented him from
making in the past.



1 The Story of Hunger:
Anyone Interested ?

The modern press itself is a new phenomenon. Its typi-
cal unit is the great agency of mass communication.
These agencies can facilitate thought and discussion.
They can stifle it. They can advance the progress of
civilization or they can thwart it. They can endanger
the peace of the world; they can do so accidentally, in
a fit of absence of mind. They can play up or down the
news and its significance, foster and feed emotions,
create complacent fictions and blind spots, misuse the
great words, and uphold empty slogans. Their scope
and power are increasing every day as new instruments
become available to them. These instruments can
spread lies faster and farther than our forefathers
dreamed when they enshrined the freedom of the press
in the First Amendment to our Constitution.

The Commission on Freedom of the Press, 1947

In May, 1968, CBS News presented the hard-hitting documentary
“Hunger in America.” This was CBS News at its best. Although a few
reports and articles about hunger in America had been appearing in
the press since early 1967, this program brought home to every Amer-
ican the fact that millions of their fellow countrymen were suffering
from hunger and malnutrition. The program made hunger a national
issue overnight. Politicians who for years had been able to hide their
criminal neglect or outright opposition to feeding the starving stood
exposed by CBS. Embarrassed, the Department of Agriculture imme-,
diately expanded its food program to forty-two more counties, in-
creased the monthly surplus of food going to the poor, and called for
expansion of the food stamp program.’ CBS earned well deserved
praise from almost every quarter and received an Emmy award for
outstanding news documentary program achievement.” However, all
this deserved credit and praise could not erase the fact that for thirty

6
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years CBS and the rest of mass media have censored or played down
starvation in America.

Back in 1938, Fortune magazine sent a press release of its quarterly
survey of public opinion to six New York City dailies. The survey
showed 54 percent of the people backed Roosevelt as against 34 per-
cent who disapproved of him. Accompanying the survey was a For-
tune editorial also for release. It stated: “It is neither possible nor
desirable for a democratic government to sit by while a third of its
citizens starve and almost as many fear for its jobs.”* The editorial
went on to criticize the social conscience of business. The New York
Post, which featured the survey and editorial on Page One, revealed
that four out of the six dailies, including the New York Times, com-
pletely ignored this significant press release about starvation.”

Senator La Follette speaking on the floor of the Senate in 1941
said:

Forty-five million people . . . are reported to be below the
safety line in diet. A good many of them are actually hungry. All of
them are failing to obtain the food elements which are necessary to
prevent chronic fatigue, digestive disorders, and lowered resistance
to disease. . .. Twenty million families must live on not more
than 8 or 9¢ per person per meal. About 14% of all American fami-
lies must live on an average of 5 cents per person per meal.’

Not a word of this appeared the next day in the New York Times.

In 1948 the Federal Security Agency released a report that stated:
“Thousands of dependent children are undernourished to an extent
bordering on starvation. Many lack shoes and clothing needed to en-
able them to attend school.””® The New York Times apparently felt this
was not newsworthy, for not a word of it was printed.

The sort of hunger article that the establishment media did allow is
exemplified in a February 9, 1950 Associated Press story which no
doubt left its readers with the impression that if there were any hun-
gry people in the United States, they were being fed by a responsive
government. The headline on Page One of the Times proclaimed:

HUGE STOCKS OF SURPLUS EGGS, MILK
OFFERED TO NEEDY BY GOVERNMENT

The article made no mention of hunger or starvation. The govern-
ment, the article reported, was solving the problem of having too
much food.
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The New York Times did cover a 1950 story on starvation. On Page
7 it reported that President H.L. Mitchell of the National Farm Labor
Union “complained to President Truman today that thousands of
farm children were starving in the Southwestern and Southern states.”
Mitchell “told of 100 children found starving at a migratory workers’
camp near Phoenix, Arizona and said it wasn’t an isolated case. He
claimed 100,000 or more children could be found the victims of simi-
lar conditions.”” The then Representative Richard Nixon was one of a
group of Congressmen who investigated a similar charge made in a
film shown to the House Labor Committee a year earlier. Nixon, de-
nying Mitchell’s claims, said the film misrepresented conditions at the
Di Giorgio farms. Mitchell said the film was meant to depict corpo-
rate farming in general, not specifically Di Giorgio farms. Neverthe-
less, it appears Nixon and his colleagues had no enthusiasm for inves-
tigating further. But in this case the New York Times did. It published
a series about California migrants by Gladwin Hill. If others had
chosen to investigate they would have found evidence to back up the
Union president’s claims. Hill said the “recent episode of the hundred
starving migrant children in Arizona was only a tiny symptom of a
widespread regional condition of which this valley is a focal point.”®
He revealed in a Page One story:

In Tulare County last November the deaths of eleven children in
such surroundings were officially ascribed to malnutrition. One-hun-
dred and fifteen deaths of infants under one year old in the county
last year were flatly attributed by Dr. R. Lepen Knight, county
health officer, to inadequate housing, sanitation and clothing.’

The only shortcoming in Hill’s reports was the optimistic ending
which depicted local officials as having the intention of doing some-
thing about the situation.” This type of conclusion helped continue
the apathy that has characterized America’s concern with its starving.

Despite these gruesome facts, starvation in America didn’t interest
the media. Few Americans were aware of such facts when the news
again emerged from beneath the covers of the press. Near the end of
a 1956 article headlined

KEFAUVER AND BENSON
CLASH ON FOOD PROGRAM,

a significant paragraph appeared. Senator Kefauver claimed that an
unpublished report “showed that one of ten families in the nation, or
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a ‘conservative’ estimate of 15,000,000 persons was inadequately fed
according to officially accepted standards.” Kefauver charged that the
Eisenhower administration was suppressing a report that indicated a
food stamp plan would solve the problem of farm surpluses. Secretary
of Agriculture Benson accused Kefauver of breaking normal proce-
dure by disclosing parts of the report.”

It seems the press didn’t bother to investigate Kefauver’s charge.
And hunger in America would probably have been completely ignored
by the press if Senator John Kennedy campaigning in 1960 had not
made a speech in which he said:

The facts are that 17,000,000 Americans go to bed hungry every
night. Fifteen million families live in substandard housing. Seven
million families are struggling to survive on an income of less than
$2000 a year.'?

A truly sensational claim, this was worth putting on the front page
and investigating. But that wasn’t done. The New York Times placed it
in the middle of Page 16 with a small headline, and Richard Nixon
was later to say as he had to a similar claim ten years earlier—that it
wasn’t true. The press seemed glad to let the issue die; no investiga-
tions were initiated, no TV documentaries produced.

Kennedy’s claim again became an issue in September when Richard
Nixon demanded a retraction, thereby causing Kennedy to qualify his
claim by substituting “undernourished”” for hungry. However the
three network television newscasts did not mention anything about
this conflict.’* Of the three network radio newscasts checked by the
author—Peter Hackes on NBC, Lowell Thomas on CBS and Edward P.
Morgan on ABC—only the latter mentioned it.**

One of the first things President Kennedy did when he entered
office was expand the food stamp program. This apparently led the
press and therefore the public to think that the problem was essen-
tially solved. It wasn’t. Millions in America were still hungry, many
starving. The nation was still assimilating in its educational system the
mentally and physically retarded children from past years of hunger.
This could be discovered not by reading any front page headlines but
by reading the text of a 1964 AP dispatch printed on Page 25 of the
New York Times. Headlined

POOR DIETS HELD PERIL TO SOCIETY,
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the article reported a news conference which summed up the conclu-
sion of an international conference on the prevention of malnutrition
in pre-school children. An American scientist said that: “Severe mal-
nutrition among children in underdeveloped countries threatened to
lead to a society crippled in body and mind in those countries by
1984.” Dr. Paul Gyorgy said: “Even minor malnutrition can bring on
certain physical defects (and possibly) retardation of mental develop-
ment.” At this same news conference another scientist “said the situa-
tion and prospect were not greatly different as regards children in
slum and sub standard socio-economic areas of the United States.

... 7 A truly sensational claim predicting that America may be
producing millions of mentally and physically retarded people because
children are not getting enough to eat. Such a claim from so responsi-
ble a source was certainly very newsworthy, but somehow the media
was able to keep the cover on the hunger story for another three years.

A story in the back pages of the New York Times in 1965 revealed
an alarming and ominous situation, one begging for media exposure.
An article reporting the Southern Christian Leadership Conference
(SCLC) attack on the Department of Agriculture and local officials for
holding up food distribution, set forth this fact: “57% of the South’s
1,107 counties and parishes do not participate in either of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture’s two distribution programs for low in-
come families.””’® To anyone even slightly familiar with poverty in the
South, that fact meant hunger and starvation in the majority of
counties.

In April of 1967 the word “starvation” made it into a headline on
Page 28 of the New York Times:

SLOW STARVATION SEEN IN MISSISSIPPIY

A few days later the words hunger and malnutrition made their way
into a subhead in an article detailing the complaints of nine senators
concerning the lack of congressional action in making funds available
to feed the hungry. The senators reported they “heard testimony and
observed, first hand, conditions of malnutrition and widespread hun-
ger in delta counties of Mississippi that can only be described as
shocking, and which we believe constitute an emergency.” They also
warned that “the emergencies in Mississippi should not blind us to the
emergencies elsewhere in America. . . . '® The New York Times
found room for this article on Page 51 while the same day on Page
One they featured a sports item and two articles that were closer to
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public relations releases than news releases. One article, with the
headline

NON-RED NATIONS IN ASIA TAKE HOPE,

applauded U.S. foreign policy. The other told of how Ford and Mobil
were seeking a fume-free car. Also on Page One was a photograph of
a veteran’s parade.

Urgent and continuing problems deserve to make the front page
and to be reported in newscasts at repeated intervals lest the public
forget about them and assume the problems are solved, thus enabling
politicians to continue doing nothing. The New York Times during
February and March 1950, and April and May 1960, had no articles
about hunger in America on the front page. During June and July
1969 one such article appeared. The Los Angeles Times during the
same six months had no articles on hunger in America on the front
page. The Honolulu Star-Bulletin had no items on hunger in America
on its front page from January 12 to May 31, 1969. The following
Table demonstrates that besides space, other topics, some of them
totally insignificant, have a far higher news priority than hunger in
America. {see TABLE I]

The broadcasting industry performed no better. During a six-week
period in 1960 none of the three evening network television newscasts
mentioned hunger in America even once." Of the three fifteen-minute
network radio newscasts studied, E. P. Morgan had 2 items, Peter
Hackes and Lowell Thomas had none.

From July 10 to September 10, 1969, Huntley-Brinkley newscast
failed to mention hunger once. Walter Cronkite newscast had a few
items on hunger included in its coverage of space. In contrast to this
neglect, both newscasts together had 82 items using 18:57 minutes on
the stock market, 36 items using 71:07 minutes on trivia, 22 items
using 54:54 minutes on sports, and 134 items using 269:34 minutes
on space.”

Mutual and ABC news-on-the-hour newscasts from August 22 to
October 22, 1969 (weekdays) had no items about hunger in America.
Taken together they had 20 items using 2:16 minutes on the stock
market, 11 items using 2:46 on trivia, 64 items using 21:44 minutes
on the Arab-Israeli conflict, and 24 items using 4:34 on space.

The news media’s habit of not giving priority coverage to hunger in
America as an urgent and continuing emergency of crisis proportion
may account for the fact that thirty years after widespread starvation



TABLE |
FREQUENCY OF NEWS ITEMS ABOUT HUNGER IN AMERICA: =
FEBRUARY AND MARCH 1950, APRIL AND MAY 1960, JUNE AND JULY 1969
The
Newspaper Hunger in Entertainment Other Trivia
America World

items photos items photos items photos

p-1 pp-1,2,3 p.1 pp.1,2.3 p.1 pp-1,2,3
Los Angeles Times 0 0 33 10 73 13
New York Times 1 0 10 0 19 7
Honolulu Star-Bulletin 0 0 Included In Trivia 91 26
(January 12 to
May 31, 1969 only)

Religious

Events Crime Accidents Space

items photos items photos items photos items photos
p.1 pp.1,2,3 p.1 pp.1,.2,3 p.1 pp-1.2.3 p.1 pp.1,2,3

Los Angeles Times 25 2 37 7 283 46 75 24
New York Times 35 5 41 0 44 19 65 38
Honolulu Star-Bulletin 42 33 29 0 N.A. — 49 41

*Stories of national significance only, other categories include stories of both local and national distribution or interest
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was revealed, and three years after nine senators claimed it was an
emergency condition, and one year after taking office, President
Nixon still hadn’t declared an emergency in order to immediately try
to put an end to what he himself finally admitted to be a “deplorable
and embarassing” problem. It may explain why politicians can still
look respectable when they allocated $1.5 billion to feed the hungry
when all agreed in 1969 that at least an annual 3 to 4 billion dollars
was needed to feed the 12 to 15 million Americans who go hungry in
a country whose government easily finds in its coffers the billions
supposedly needed for building supersonic planes, subsidizing farmers
not to grow food. and building new weapons for the arms race.



2 Auto Safety: A Deadly,
Crippling, Disfiguring Silence

There is an instrument of devastating effectiveness
which we have only superficially, often hypocritically,
employed. It is called the power of the press.

Let’s face it. We in the trade use this power more fre-
quently to fix a traffic ticket or get a ticket to a ball
game than to keep the doors of an open society open
and swinging, by encouraging honest controversy, or, if
you’ll pardon the term, crusading for truth and justice.

Edward P. Morgan, ABC News

Hunger was allowed to exist because the media, through deliberate
neglect and apathy, kept it from being a national issue of prime im-
portance until 1968. Hunger in America isn’t the only deplorable situ-
ation the media have allowed to go on almost unnoticed for years.
Ralph Nader, in his book Unsafe At Any Speed, claimed that the auto
industry,

by dominating the channels of communications through which the
customer receives his information about automobiles, has obscured
the relation of vehicle design to life and limb and has kept quiet its
technical capability of building crash-worthy vehicles.

Noting that pressure can be applied by advertising money and other
subtle forms of pressure, Nader continued: “It is more than coinciden-
tal that radio, television, newspapers and magazines have so long ig-
nored the role of vehicle design in producing ... collisions.”
Ironically, as if to prove Nader correct, not even one out of over 700
newspapers accepted the offer to run a serialization of his book.?

An analysis of how the media treated car design as a possible cause
of accidents and injuries shows Nader correct in blaming media for
failing to inform the people about this issue. This can be seen by
noting how America’s best news medium, the New York Times, han-
dled the problem over the years. We can assume, and my research

14
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indicates, that the other 99.9 percent of the press did even worse than
the Times.

Writing in the American Medical Association Journal in January
1937, Dr. Clair Straith, plastic surgeon and nationally recognized spe-
cialist in the treatment of facial injuries caused by automobile acci-
dents, pointed out that the majority of “‘severe, crushing, facial inju-
ries” were sustained by young women sitting in the seat next to the
driver. With an eye to reducing such injuries and personal tragedies
that followed disfiguration, he made a few suggestions to automobile
manufacturers:

. . . projecting objects on the instrument panel (handles, knobs and
cranks) add to the hazard. Elimination of such objects from the
passenger’s side of the instrument panel should be attempted by
motor car engineers. The use of ‘crash padding’ mi;;ht do much to
minimize the seriousness and extent of these injuries.

The Associated Press sent out a short news release on the article. It
was printed on Page 2 of the New York Times. It reported that Dr.
Straith “called facial disfigurement an even more tragic product of
auto accidents than sudden death.”® But the article contained not even
a hint that Straith felt that many cases of disfigurement could be
prevented by a better designed car. The press didn’t bother to pursue
the matter and as a result the people heard nothing about it.

Later in 1937, Dr. Straith wrote another article which appeared in
the AMA Journal. Lamenting injuries caused by machinery, he said:
“Man’s ingenuity has enabled him to perfect ‘Frankenstein’s’ monster
which now turns about to destroy. Mechanical progress has become a
double edged sword.”® He then wrote specifically about automobile
injuries he knew about from first hand experience. He said that when
the

guest passenger is thrown violently forward against windshield or
instrument panel . . . crushing of the nose, cheek bones and ma-
rillae, facial lacerations and rupture of the eyeballs results. The seri-
ousness of many of these injuries could be greatly minimized if
projecting handles, knobs, cranks and other features on the instru-
ment panel and doors could be eliminated entirely in construction. It
seems possible that many if not most of these projecting features
could be recessed or made flush with the body of the car. . . .

For several years I have had crash padding installed in my own
cars to cover prominent portions of the instrument panels for the
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protection of children and other guest passengers. Designers of auto-
mobiles should, 1 believe, make further efforts to eliminate these
hazards by some such means.®

To emphasize his point, Dr. Straith even included a photograph of
the interior of his own car showing the padding that he had installed.

Both the article and the photograph were completely ignored by the
New York Times and the rest of the media.

Ten years later Dr. Fletcher Woodward, who had treated many
disfigurements resulting from auto accidents, declared at the 1948
annual session of the AMA that “automobiles should be redesigned to
stress safety rather than speed and appearance.” He recommended
padded dashboards, safety belts, safer windows, and the elimination
of projecting handles and knobs. The Times reported this but hid it in
a few paragraphs under a large article on Page 20 headlined

RADAR BEAMS HELD AID IN DIATHERMY~’

Later in 1948, Dr. Woodward wrote an article in the American
Medical Association Journal criticizing automotive engineering. He
noted that 15 percent of all accidents involved defects of a mechanical
nature and that automobiles could be redesigned to prevent many
accidents. Using medical diagnoses of injuries sustained in auto acci-
dents, he described car features which caused the injuries and illus-
trated in detail the corrections that could be made. He concluded that
there was an “‘abundance of evidence to render it at present possible
to build motor cars capable of withstanding collisions at high speed
with greatly reduced likelihood of injury to occupants.”® Not a word
of this potentially controversial article was printed in the Times.

There were others who criticized the auto industry. Arthur Stevens,
president of the Automobile Safety Association, spoke out many times
in an effort to inform the people how the auto industry for years had
been disregarding pleas to redesign their cars.” He never made prior-
ity news in the media. The Times did publish one of his letters to the
editor,'® but every newspaperman knows that the editorial page is the
least read part of a newspaper.

Dr. Horace Campbell, speaking before a meeting of the American
College of Surgeons in 1955, claimed that for about $30 per car man-
ufacturers could install four safety features that would substantially
reduce injuries and deaths. This claim, like those of Dr. Straith and
Woodward, was certainly a priority news item—worthy, one might
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think, of waking up the media from its long slumber on the issue. But
nothing happened. The speech was entirely ignored by the Times.
Later the Times made a reference to the speech on its editorial page.
In this editorial the Times came out with a respectable plea that:
“safety, not color and power, should be the outstanding feature of the
1956 automobile.” But in the editorial were statements that revealed
the Times as an instrument of the auto industry. Noting safety im-
provements made by the industry, the Times stated: “Certainly Ameri-
can car makers have not been indifferent to the importance of build-
ing safety factors into their products.” The Times suggested no gov-
ernment or legislative action; instead, it suggested leaving the problem
in the hands of those who for twenty years had been the least enthusi-
astic about safety engineering: “It would seem that the auto manufac-
turer is in the best position to give such protection.”"!

Not all politicians agreed with leaving the people’s safety in the
hands of such protectors. A few felt the auto manufacturers would
never make the needed changes unless forced to by legislative and
court actions. A few days after the Times editorial, Senator Frank
Barrett introduced legislation requiring safety belts on all cars sold for
interstate travel. To put some teeth in his law, he provided for a
$1000 fine or imprisonment for a year, or both, for any person selling
a car not equipped with belts. This was one of the first serious con-
gressional attempts to force the auto industry to take safety engineer-
ing seriously. Evidently the Times didn’t think the proposal worthy of
bringing to public attention in any big way. The item was given one
inch of space at the bottom of Page 18."

Was legislation really needed or had the auto industry as the Times
claimed, “not been indifferent to the importance of building safety
factors into their product?” The record shows some improvements as
having been made, but safety features that could easily have been
installed and which would have saved thousands of lives were ignored
by the industry. The industry’s record on this issue, detailed in the
1966 book Safety Last, reveals that Dr. Straith, “as early as 1934 had
numerous conferences with the automobile makers, begging them to
design and construct the car interior so as to inflict as little injury as
possible upon the occupants should crash occur.”’® Dr. Woodward’s
detailed suggestions of 1948 were also ignored and ridiculed.” Two
and a half years after Senator Barrett’s 1955 attempt to force the
industry to adopt seat belts, General Motors, Chrysler, Ford, Stude-
baker and Packard opposed seat belts as standard equipment.’” Henry
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Wakeland, Nash automobile engineer for five years, put most of the
blame on General Motors:

The automobile companies are tightly organized against the rest of
the country. They will not compete in safety. But GM is the real foot
dragger. If it were not for GM, the rest of the industry would have
moved before this.'®

The Automobile Manufacturers Association in 1961 opposed a bill
that would have required car makers to install safety padding on all
motor vehicles, saying the requirement was “impractical and unneces-
sary.”!” The same year, the head of General Motors ridiculed what he
termed were self-styled experts and amateur engineers by describing
their safety suggestions as “radical and ill conceived.”'® Despite the
manufacturers’ record of apathy and opposition to most features,
Henry Ford II in opposing safety legislation in 1966 said: “If these
critics who don’t really know anything about safety of an automobile,
will get out of our way, we can go ahead with our job . . . .”" The
Times in a special report found room to objectively report Ford’s claim
at the top of Page One. The industry often explained that they were
giving the public what it wanted—that public education was needed
first. This was true. But a2 major reason why the people didn’t demand
safety features is that the instruments of communication were cooper-
ating with the automobile industry in keeping the problem from be-
coming the national issue of importance that it deserved to be, and
that it later became as the result of Ralph Nader’s book. The media
kept the people from knowing about unsafe cars just as it had kept
them from knowing about hunger in America.

Representative Kenneth Roberts, chairman of the House Subcom-
mittee on Traffic Safety, heard testimony in 1956 from some of the
people the head of General Motors had ridiculed as being radical. ill-
conceived amateur engineers and self-styled safety experts—the same
ones that Henry Ford II claimed didn’t know anything about the
safety of an automobile. They included spokesmen for the American
Public Health Association, the American College of Surgeons, The
American Medical Association and several experienced automotive
engineers. All emphasized the capability of the automobile industry to
make a safer car. These were the same people whose complaints had
been ignored or deprecated for years by the media.

It seems reasonable to ask the following: After these critics were
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finally heard by Congress, why did it take ten more years before Con-
gress passed its first legislation requiring mandatory safety standards?
The answer rests with the media’s use of bias. Unable to ignore com-
pletely the congressional investigation and the increasing clamor of
the critics for urgently needed legislation, the press dutifully reported
some of what the critics had to say, but in a biased way that did not
arouse great public interest or indignation. This is evident in the press
treatment which the Times gave to a dedicated priest who spent five
years building a car he hoped would demonstrate the fact that safer
cars could be built. Completing his car in 1957, Father Juliano drove
it to New York City in order to put it on display. The car had many
mechanical breakdowns on its way. This is the aspect the Times
jumped on. The story was headlined:

DREAM CAR HERE AFTER 15 MISHAPS, RADICALLY
DESIGNED SAFETY AUTO NEEDS 7 TOWS

A photograph of the car appears above the caption:
DREAM CAR IS A NIGHTMARE ON ROAD

The article went on to say that the car taxed the patience of the police-
men and, “Ironically, the car, which was designed to emphasize safety
features, almost became involved in a number of accidents.””® The
article made no mention whatsoever of the safety features and their
purpose, nor did it even hint at why Juliano had bothered to go to all
the trouble to demonstrate safety design features in the first place. No
statements by Juliano were mentioned or quoted. Readers are left with
the impression that Juliano is some kind of a clown with a preposter-
ous idea. Evidently Juliano hadn’t considered that whatever he had to
communicate to the people about auto safety would have to go
through the digestive apparatus of the media.

The American Medical Association made the alarming claim that
“10,000 people killed in auto accidents in 1960 would be alive today
if they had been wearing seat belts” (based on the conservative esti-
mate that safety belts would have decreased fatalities 25 percent).”’
This made no headlines. It was included in an article in Section III,
Page 11, of the New York Times, in an article that heralded the Ford
Motor Company as a great auto safety crusader. Another similar
claim made in 1962 was placed in Section X without a headline to call
attention to it. John O. Moore, a pioneer researcher in seat belt safety,
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stated that seat belts could make the “difference between permanent
disability and minor hurts for 200,000 people each year.”? A 1965
story serves as example of the type of automobile news which the
Times felt deserved a Page-One display. The two-column headline
read:

66 AUTO TO STRESS POWER AND A SPORTS LOOK?Z

In its general tone, this article seems more of an advertisement for the
auto industry than a news story. It could well have been written by a
public relations firm.

An analysis of the frequency in which the safety engineering issue
received priority news treatment also confirms Nader’s claim that the
communication industry did its best for the auto manufacturers. Nei-
ther the New York Times nor the Los Angeles Times had even one
mention of the issue on their front pages in February and March of
1950 or in April and May of 1960. The three network television
newscasts, along with the three network radio newscasts mentioned in
the previous Chapter, completely ignored the issue for the six-week
period preceding the 1960 election.

As we shall see, this record of suppression of news about a life-and-
death issue is not an isolated case by any means. Our society is depen-
dent on a communication system dominated by those who have the
power and the determination to deny divergent viewpoints an equal
chance to be heard. Many are more concerned with money than with
saving lives. The result is always the same: The people suffer.



3 Smoking: How to
Protect the Advertiser

I really look with commiseration over the great body
of my fellow citizens, who, reading newspapers, live
and die in the belief that they have known something
of what has been passing in the world in their time.

Thomas Jefferson

Two million Americans quit smoking in 1968 alone, and more than
13 million have quit since 1966.! By 1970 32.6 percent of all adult
male smokers and 14.8 percent of women smokers had given up the
habit.? More than 100,000 doctors have stopped smoking.® There is
little doubt that the decrease in smoking is prompted by the belief that
smoking causes lung cancer. A recent Gallup Poll found that 71 percent
of Americans shared this belief.* Not everyone who believes smoking is
a cause of cancer quits smoking, but many do. Unknown millions never
begin smoking because of concern for their health; the drop in the
percent of college freshmen who smoke is one indication of this. As a
result of quitting the habit or never beginning in the first place, mil-
lions of Americans will have added years to the most precious gift of
all-life. I wonder how many millions of Americans would have quit
or never begun smoking in the 1940’s and 1950’s had they been fully
aware that cigarettes could take away eight or more years of their life.
Consider, now, the fact that information that would have convinced
many to quit smoking was available beginning in 1938, but for years
such information was censored or played down by the media—to such
an extent that even as late as 1958 only 44 percent of the people thought
smoking a cause of lung cancer.” Those who would never have begun
smoking, or would have quit had they known the health hazards ear-
lier, have cause to blame the media of robbing them of life itself.

The most reliable media, such as the New York Times, didn’t censor
all the information outright. This newspaper merely placed it incon-
spicuously in the middle or back pages so that it never became the
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urgent life-and-death matter or the front-page controversy it deserved
to be. Outright censorship was often used by the majority of the press
and, unfortunately, most Americans got their news from the less reli-
able media then as they do now. An indication of the extent to which
smoking news was censored is seen in the way New York City dailies
covered two different stories. An AP story in early 1938 presented the
findings of Dr. Raymond Pearl of John Hopkins University. Dr. Pearl
presented life tables showing the relationship between smoking and
longevity. The tables showed that 66,564 non-smokers survived to
sixty years of age compared to 61,911 moderate smokers and 46,726
heavy smokers.® He pointed out that: “smoking is associated with a
definite impairment of longevity.””” He noted that the shortening of
life was proportional to the amount of tobacco smoked, and that it
affects even moderate smokers enough “to be measurable and signifi-
cant.” George Seldes checked the New York dailies and discovered
that six out of eight of them censored the story completely.® Ten years
later the media wasn’t performing any better. In 1948 an AP story
sent out on the wires said: ““The cigarette companies won’t like this,
but a man who ought to know thinks a lot of citizens are digging their
graves with their own lungs.” It added that the man, Dr. Alton Och-
sner: “takes a dim view of the cheery, four-color cigarette advertise-
ments.” Soon after sending this out on its wire, the AP sent out a
bulletin eliminating the above comments from the story because they
were too “‘controversial.””® Nevertheless the trimmed-down story was
still available to the nine New York dailies for their use if they
thought it newsworthy. They didn’t—eight out of nine declined to
prmt it, including the New York Times. The Times also neglected to
review two books detailing the effect of smoking on life expectancy.'
The New York Times dutifully printed most stories. I discovered
that of the 27 possible news items during the period 1938-1953 that
related to smoking, the Times suppressed only the one AP story men-
tioned above. Unlike many of the papers that repeatedly censored
such news, the Times was content to keep the stories on the back
pages. An examination of these apparently low priority news items in
the Times reveals there were facts here that might have convinced all
but the tobacco industry that smoking was definitely linked to lung
cancer and a shortened life span. The 1938 article on Dr. Pearl was
pldCCd on Page 19, taking only two inches of a sixteen-inch story on
science and longevity. And although Dr. Pearl’s tables on longevny
were available then, the Times did not print them until a year later.”
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In the two and one half years after the initial article on smoking there
were 5 more articles, none of them being placed any further forward
than Page 15. From October 1940 to July 1944 there were no items at
all listed in the Times yearly Indexes.

Buried in the back of the newspaper next to the marriage announce-
ments, a four-inch article appeared in 1944 describing some surpris-
ing actuary statistics made public by the Northwestern Mutual Life
Insurance Company. “Long-term studies of large groups of policy
holders,” the article related, “had shown 26 to 100 percent rises in
death rates among heavy smokers in the 30 to 50 age brackets as
compared with non-smokers.”'?

In 1948 the Times placed on Page 11 an AP story which summa-
rized the findings of tests made at the Mayo clinic. Tests on a thou-
sand patients revealed that “on the average, smokers were found to
get coronary thromboses 10 years earlier than non-smokers.”"?

In 1949 a Dr. E. A. Graham was described as having discovered
that “it has been very rare” to find a man with lung cancer “who had
not been an excessive smoker for years, or at least who had not for-
merly smoked cigarettes excessively.”'* This AP story was placed on
Page 24 of the Times, and was so small as to be inconspicuous.

In 1950 many cancer experts assembled in Paris to compare and
discuss their findings. Three different groups investigating indepen-
dently all found that the “lungs of smokers show far higher incidence
of cancer than pipe or cigar smokers,” and that “more women who
smoked cigarettes had lung cancer than did women who did not.”” The
article reporting on this important conference also noted that Dr.
Morton Levin had found that 14 of 1000 cigarette smokers developed
lung cancer as compared to 6 of 1000 non-smokers. This significant
news item was placed on Page 27."

In 1952 a United Nations group reported a rise in cancer deaths all
over the world. The UN group cited the findings of the Medical Re-
search Council of England and Wales which showed that for men
above the age of 45 the risk of developing lung cancer “may be fifty
times as great among those who smoke twenty-five or more cigarettes
daily as among non-smokers.” The Council flatly stated: “Smoking is
an important factor in the cause of cancer of the lung.” This informa-
tion was set forth in one paragraph of a fifteen-inch article placed on
Page 26.%°

Writing in the British Medical Journal in 1952, Dr. Richard Doll
and Professor Bradford Hill stated unequivocally that the association
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between lung cancer and smoking was “real.” Supporting this was the
statement: “Similar studies in the United States revealed the same.”"
This was relegated to Page 22.

For anyone in 1953 still entertaining doubts about smoking, it
should have been cleared up by an article which summarized various
reports presented by medical specialists. Four different medical reports
“stated in strong terms” and “without qualification” the link between
cigarette smoking and lung diseases. Dr. Ernest Wynder presented a
report of thirteen independent studies which showed that “the pro-
longed and heavy use of cigarettes increased up to 20 times the risk of
developing cancer of the lung.” One report warned that the “use of
tobacco may mean the difference between life and death for persons
with disease of circulation.” The article concluded by taking notice of
the fact that “‘all speakers agreed that smoking was a causative factor
in lung cancer.”*® This news was placed on Page 16 of the Times. The
Times did put one smoking article on Page One during this fifteen-
year period. It was a December 1953 article implying that there was
still a great deal of uncertainty about the link between smoking and
disease, and that the government was actively concerned about guard-
ing the people’s health."”

Even more significant than the playing down of this issue by bury-
ing it on the back pages was the scarcity of stories on it that appeared
from 1938 to 1953. No articles at all were listed in the Times’ Indexes
for the years 1941, 1942, 1943, 1945 and 1947. Even more notewor-
thy is that except for the Reader’s Digest and a few other media agen-
cies, none went out of their way to alert the public. The best media
performance seemed merely a dutiful reporting, in an inconspicuous
manner, of those stories it might have found difficult to ignore en-
tirely. There were no newspaper crusades to arouse the politicians to
pass legislation requiring equal time and space to combat the persua-
sive power of cigarette commercials. There were no stories of the
tragic deaths that were now known to be associated with cigarette
smoking. More than 99 percent of the media have continued to accept
advertising without demanding a warning. The media in effect have
joined with the tobacco industry in opposing legislation controlling
ads. There were no crusades to gradually eliminate the billions of
dollars of tax payer money being spent to subsidize tobacco growers.
There were no crusades against our government spending tax payers’
money to send billions of packs of disease-causing cigarettes to Euro-
peans that were starving in the late 40’s.
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Scholars have noted the poor performance of the news media in the
area of smoking and health. Writing in the Columbia Journalism Re-
view, Arthur E. Rowse analyzed the media performance in covering
smoking news from 1954 to 1962. He chose twelve major stories and
examined how they were covered by twelve highly regarded newspa-
pers including the New York Times, Baltimore Sun, Washington Post
and Des Moines Register.”® His study revealed that smoking news,
finally after fifteen years, began to make the front page. In the first 4
stories, he found that about half the newspapers put them on Page
One. About 10 percent of the papers censored the items. The papers
did a poor job of covering the congressional hearings on smoking in
1957. Of a total of 72 possible stories in 12 papers (6 possible stories
for each paper), only 4 total of 5 articles made Page One, 48 appeared
elsewhere and 24 were omitted. Rowse noted that “‘nearly every story
between 1950 and 1954 contained a Tobacco Institute statement dis-
missing the evidence as inconclusive.” This tended to mislead the
readers into thinking that there was really a genuine difference of
opinion among medical experts. This was not true. With few excep-
tions, the only differences of opinion were between those doctors paid
by the cigarette companies and those who had no special interest to
serve.

Supported in part by millions of dollars of cigarette advertising
money, the broadcasting industry understandably never became a cru-
sader against smoking during these years. For example, from 1938 to
1955 there were no documentaries on the problem. CBS had a pro-
gram in 1955. NBC waited until 1962 and ABC waited even longer.”
News coverage was dutiful but never comprehensive or enterprising.
A survey of the three network radio newscasts analyzed earlier shows
no coverage at all of three events involving smoking and health that
occurred during the six-week period preceding the 1960 election. One
story reported on the International Cancer Conference held in Tokyo
where there was “considerable agreement that the incident of lung
cancer was high among persons who had smoked steadily for 20 years
or longer.”? Another story announced the American Cancer Society’s
nationwide campaign to woo teenagers away from smoking. The Soci-
ety was distributing a chart showing that smoking one half pack a day
increased a person’s chance of getting lung cancer 8 times, and two
packs, 20 times compared with a non-smoker.”® The third story ig-
nored by all six major newscasts was an AP release in which Dr.
Daniel Horn of the American Cancer Society predicted that the then
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rate of 100 people dying each day from lung cancer would double in
ten years. Dr. Horn was quoted as saying: “An attack on teenage
smoking is the only way to reduce deaths from lung cancer.””* The
broadcasters’ ignoring of Dr. Horn’s gruesome prediction certainly
didn’t help inform teenagers. Nonetheless the broadcasters carried
ample smoking news in the form of advertisements—all good news,
without a warning, about the wonderful rewards of smoking. At the
same time Dr. Horn was carrying on his campaign against teenage
smoking, four out of the ten favorite programs of 6—10 year-olds
carried cigarette ads and five of the ten most favored by teenagers
were interrupted by a Madison Avenue attempt to sell the smoking
habit.® It’s hardly surprising that Dr. Horn failed in his efforts to
discourage teenagers from smoking. Today teenage smoking is on the
increase” and even many grammar school children are smoking.

Here we see how our advanced technology of communication has
been put to the service of elements whose interests are diametric to
those of the public. A technology that as early as 1938 could have
brought home to all Americans the truth about smoking has been used
instead to bury this truth for as long as possible. No one can now
argue that informing the public wouldn’t have made any difference;
the thirteen million Americans who have quit smoking since 1966 are
testimony enough to refute this. The media has failed in two impor-
tant respects on the smoking story: first, in failing to give the people
adequate and fair information on the priority basis that the problem
deserved, second, in failing to expose through creative reporting the
politicians and powers who fought to prevent the government from
requiring warnings on advertisements and equal time and space for
anti-cigarette ads—requirements that were justified by scientific find-
ings as early as 1938. It is now clear that had the media done its job
in informing the public on the danger of smoking when it should
have, countless thousands of Americans who died an early death would
still be alive today.
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Current confusion over the respective roles of the new
media comes largely from a misconception of their
function. They are art-forms, not substitutes for human
contact. Insofar as they attempt to usurp speech and
personal. living relations. they harm.

Edmund Carpenter

In a primitive village where men depend on direct access to their
environment rather than on mass communication technology for a
picture of what is important in their world, it would be impossible for
society to neglect matters as important as hunger, hazardous automo-
tive engineering and the effects of smoking. In such a village, condi-
tions or events which constituted a dangerous threat to the people’s or
society’s health, once revealed, would not be ignored. They would be
priority news items. Only people completely dependent on modern
technology of communication could be left ignorant or misinformed
about concerns vital to the life or death of individuals and society.
When we compare modern rnan with primitive man we see the extent
to which modern man is dependent upon the mass media for his
information and very existence and therefore susceptible to being so
totally deceived about what is important to society.

More than ninety-five percent of man’s time on earth has been
spent as a hunter and gatherer. By necessity he lived in small groups.
He dealt with his world through direct individual experience—in reli-
glous rites, dancing, story-telling and just plain talk. He did not get all
his information first hand, but messages, no matter where originated,
ultimately had to be communicated to him by another person in a
face-to-face situation. His feelings of sadness. joy. hostility or ap-
proval were to a very large extent affected through interactions among
people he knew face-to-face. In contrast, modern man can hate a per-
son he has never talked to or seen face-to-face. He can experience joy
over the victory of a football team whose members he doesn’t know or
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whose gridiron performance he has never seen. He can become sad
because of a tragedy which happened to someone he has never met in
a place he has never seen. He can approve of a person he has never
talked to or seen. He can be persuaded by leaders he’s never talked to
to kill someone he has never seen, or to give up his life for reasons
he’s never really considered. He has not talked face-to-face with more
than a fraction of one percent of the people he knows as his
countrymen.

Still, this modern man is surrounded by people; he often sees more
people in one minute than the hunter and gatherer would see in his
whole lifetime. Theodora Kroeber tells of Ishi. a California Yana
Indian, who, when brought to a large city and taken to a movie thea-
ter, was so taken by the number of people in the theater that he paid
no attention at all to the moving picture on the screen. Modern man
has become accustomed to such crowds. It would be hard to convince
a person jammed into a commuter train in Tokyo or a shopper in a
Los Angeles discount house during Christmas that man needs more
company. But large cities are called lonely by their occupants, who
know crowds are not company. Such people may seek companionship
in a book, or a magazine, a movie or a TV show.

For many a housewife, the TV set runs through the entire day. She
may find comfort and a sort of companionship through the set’s sim-
ply being on—and when it breaks down she finds herself suddenly
alone, as if actual human company has left.

In a primitive village 2 man could survey his entire village at a
glance. Out of the total landscape he could see the setting and place
occupied by his village, his people, and himself. He could be pretty
sure that his single view at that time encompassed in space almost
everybody and everything that would concern him. He experienced it
all directly. He knew by walking and running where his home and
companions fit into the background of plains or mountains. Through
eating, hunting and digging he knew the physical characteristics of
plants and animals. As a result, his sense of where he was in the
physical world was tactile and physical. What happened outside his
direct experience was not part of his world.

For modern man, the entire world is his village, though he cannot
at a glance see even a millionth of this global village, the people in it,
or the activities going on. And, just as primitive man’s world was
synonomous with his means of experiencing it, so modern man’s idea
of the world’s landscape and his place in it is determined by the
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information that the communications media bring to him. For him,
these media must in large part act as substitutes for direct physical
experience in giving him a sense of orientation to his world.

Such events as the hunt provided great adventure for primitive
man. The dividing up of the meat gave an opportunity for much
human interaction and conversation. And the hunt itself served as a
conversation piece for days. With great style and mimicry hunters
would relate even the smallest details of their adventure to a fasci-
nated audience. The movements of the deer, its stools, how it reacted
when shot by the arrow, the hunters’ every move—all these were of
great interest to the village at large.

There were other things to talk about too: since privacy as modern
man knows it did not exist, everything someone did, sajd or felt be-
came public. It was impossible to keep economic transactions, argu-
ments, laughter or the expressions of hate, jealousy or love from be-
coming the subject of gossip. Everyone lived within hearing or seeing
distance; there were no sound-proof walls. There was not the anonym-
ity offered by great numbers of people. Gossip about all these intimate
human interactions constituted a big part of everyday life.

Compared to the hunter, modern man has little that is of a personal
nature to talk about. His job may be boring and of little interest to
others. A person who talks about all the little happenings at the fac-
tory or office is the bore of the party. Intimate gossip makes for better
listening, but modern man zealously guards his privacy. He knows
little of the money transactions, problems or the intimate life of his
friends. And more often than not he knows nothing of the life of
those who live next door, across the street or in the adjacent apart-
ment. He will know next to nothing about the private life of people he
works next to eight hours a day. There is little direct experience that
provides substance for conversation—topics that might substitute for
the fascination of the hunt or the chance to witness lhe human inter-
actions going on in the village.

The mass media fill this void each day by offering such diverse
excitement as adventures on the battlefield, divorces, rapes, space spec-
taculars, demonstrations, marriages, noteworthy political statements,
solo sailings around the world and heart transplants. The man who
has nothing to talk about is the man that has not been turned on by
mass media.

The vicarious pleasures a man of today may experience through
exposure to the media do satisfy at least to a degree his need to feel a
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part of his community—the world. He knows no other life, so it makes
little difference to him that his neighbors and his community become
people he has never talked to and cannot reply to.

These contrasting ways of experiencing communication—the face-
to-face versus the technological—are responsible for a significant dif-
ference between so-called primitive man and mass media man. Primi-
tive man participated directly in society; modern man is mainly an
observer of his society. To the hunter and gatherer the world was his
small band of people and the environment that he knew intimately.
From a modern perspective this life seems extremely narrow and lim-
ited. But the fundamental essence of human life can more reasonably
be described as a process of being and participation than simply a
process of receiving information and observing. Primitive man had to
individually participate in the ordering and editing of all incoming
communications. There was no intermediate technology to do it for
him. As an in-person witness to battles, births, deaths, dances or mu-
sic, he is a part of them too. Being in the vicinity of the event and
knowing personally those involved precluded for him a passive obser-
vational role. In contrast to primitive man’s interaction with the
source and subject matter of communication messages, mass media
man is by necessity passive. He cannot edit the real event he is hear-
ing about; it has already been edited. He cannot decide what is impor-
tant; this has already been done for him. He cannot personally inter-
act with the event or people he “meets” through the media as they
“yisit” his livingroom or apartment. He may become very involved
with what he sees, hears or reads about via the mass media, but no
actual participation occurs. He may get so involved that he calls a
senator a bastard, but the senator does not hear him and thus does not
interact with him.

Mass media man is primarily an observer, a receptor of the images,
sounds and print projected to him. He responds now and then within
the narrow limits of acceptability as defined in the mass media, but he
is basically a receptor as he allows mass media to fill the voids of
participation with the fill of pre-edited news and entertainment. And
just as it is impossible to think of the primitive hunter and gatherer
apart from what he saw, heard and participated in, so it is impossible
to conceive of modern man apart from what he reads, sees, hears and
is involved in through mass media. Man, in extending his eye and ear
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through technology, has had to hand over to those who operate his elec-
tronically extended eyes and ears the major organizing and editing deci-
sions that he used to make for himself.

This fact has ominous implications. It means that no one can be
free from the effects of bias that exist in the mass media. Even more
significant, no one can escape the hidden bias that is purposely im-
planted in mass media by those who control and manage it. Since
modern man needs mass media to survive he must absorb the bias. He
is like a prisoner faced with the choice of no food at all or food with
a bit of tasteless accumulating poison. If the bias in media forms
attitudes and views of the world which are hostile to new measures
that may be needed to save man from destroying himself through
overpopulation, pollution of war, the result can only be disaster. We
shall see that this problem is real—the bias is there. subtle or overt.
Whether it’s your local newspaper, your television news, Life, Time,
Reader’s Digest or the New York Times, you will see that bias is there,
and it is consistently a one-sided bias that favors the status quo and
the establishment that it sustains. We shall see that our means of
communication have been prostituted for profit and monopolized by
wealthy moderates and conservatives with varied special interests. To
make matters worse, people of average and below average reading
ability are the ones least able to find and read the competing anti-
establishment views which are hidden away in books and journals
outside the mainstream of society’s communication system.

America is now being forced to pay for the past and present prosti-
tution of its means of communication. Decisions based on distorted
views of the world resulting from the bias in mass media have re-
sulted in tragically mistaken priorities, death and suffering. Hunger,
automobile design and the effects of smoking were not the only prob-
lems intentionally ignored for decades by mass media; there were
others even more significant which were and are extracting an even
higher price from society.



5 Pollution and Overpopulation:
They Weren't Always Newsworthy

Letting a maximum number of views be heard regu-
larly is not just a nice philosophical notion. It is the
best way any society has yet discovered to detect mal-
adjustments quickly, to correct injustices, and to dis-
cover new ways to meet the continuing stream of novel
problems that rise in a changing environment.

Ben Bagdikian

In his book The Population Bomb, Dr. Paul Ehrlich states that mass
famines will plague the world within twenty years, “and it is now too
late to take action to save many of those people.”’ Even today, with
no mass famines, 416 people die every hour from starvation or mal-
nutrition.? There just isn’t enough food now, and there never can be
enough food to keep pace with man’s present rate of increase, an
increase that in 900 years would allow one square yard for each 100
people.®

To avoid catastrophe worse than that already being caused by over-
population, man must curb his birth rate. Both Dr. Lee A. Du Bridge,
President Nixon’s top science adviser, and Dr. Roger Egeberg, Assist-
ant Secretary for health and scientific affairs in the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare, have claimed that curbing world and
United States population growth should be our government’s first
priority.*

This problem of increasing numbers of people contributes to an-
other ecological problem—pollution of the environment. Our once
beautiful lakes, rivers and oceans have become sewers. Our air is poi-
son; the earth is contaminated. The health of every American is at-
tacked daily by-these silent forms of violence and death. Two hundred
experts from fifty countries found pollution increasing at such an

32
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accelerated pace that it would eventually cause the end of man’s life
on earth.’

These are not problems that occurred overnight. Experts have been
making urgent pleas for controlling population and pollution for the
last twenty-five years. But did the news media alert us in time? A
study of news media reveals that these problems seldom if ever were
featured as important news items until the Nixon Administration
jumped on the anti-pollution bandwagon in late 1969. Then, all of a
sudden, pollution, environment and population increase became high
priority news.

Television and radio call attention to important problems by repeat-
edly featuring various news items dealing with the matter. By placing
a news item on the front page with big headlines and accompanying
photographs, newspapers can make any subject the conversation topic
of the day for almost every American.

The following are figures of the frequency and priority which tele-
vision, radio and newspapers gave to the topic of ecology. I chose to
study network newscasts because they are in my view the best the
broadcasting industry can offer. Similarly, the New York Times was
chosen because it is consistently ranked as the best newspaper in the
United States. The Los Angeles Times serves as a comparison. It has
changed from an inferior newspaper to one that now ranks among the
best out of the more than 1700 dailies.® The following newspaper
analysis considers only news stories on the front page and photo-
graphs on the first three pages—places where the most important news
items and photographs of the day are featured. A newscast is roughly
equivalent to a newspaper front page in the number of items and
amount of news featured. Network newscasts deal almost exclusively
with stories of national interest; thus to provide a fair comparison
between the two media, newspaper articles of purely local distribution
or interest were excluded from some categories. Both national and
local stories of accidents, the entertainment world and what I term
trivia (beauty contests, kite flying, sporting events, animals at the zoo,
etc.) were included to illustrate the extent to which insignificant news
is featured by the news media in comparison to population and pollu-
tion news.” [see TABLE II]

As can be seen by Table II, both newspapers showed equal neglect
of population, world hunger, and pollution. The fact that unimportant
items were featured by the Los Angeles Times in 190 articles with 235



TABLE Il

THE FREQUENCY OF POPULATION AND POLLUTION NEWS:
NEWSPAPERS, FEBRUARY AND MARCH 1950, FRONT PAGE
Population,
Newspaper Birth World Pollution
Control Hunger
items photos items photos items photos
p.1 pp.-1,2,3 p-1 pp.1,2,3 p.1 pp-1,2,3
Los Angeles Times 1 0 0 0 0
New York Times 1
The
Accidents* Entertainment Other Trivia*
World*
items photos items photos items photos
p-1 pp-1,2,3 p.1 pp-1,2,3 p.1 pp-1,2,3
Los Angeles Times 146 104 13 66 31 65
New York Times 16 6 2 0 5 3

*Includes stories of both local and national distribution or interest

re
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photographs compared to the New York Times’ 23 articles and 9 pho-
tographs does not mean that the New York Times neglected any less,

three of the most important problems facing man.
These are statistics from 1950. One would imagine that with the

passage of ten years—and half a billion more mouths to feed and an
environment more polluted than ever—the situation would improve.

Table IlI shows the case.
A check of network television and radio newscasts during a six-

week period from September 26 toNovember 7, 1960, reveals the same
pattern of news priorities as newspapers.® [see TABLE V]

When we advance another nine years, to 1969, we see that popula-
tion and pollution still had very low news priorities although they are
not so totally neglected as in the past. But it should be kept in mind
that the slight improvement in pollution coverage in 1969 can be
partially accounted for by the attention forced on the media by pollu-
tion spectaculars such as that caused by the Union Oil Company off

the coast of California. [see TABLE V]
A more extensive study than the one we’ve just seen revealed that

the Honolulu Star-Bulletin during a four and a half month period
fared no better on its first three pages for both news articles and
photographs than the two metropolitan newspapers did on their front
pages alone. Fourteen of the 15 pollution items were about a pollution
disaster off the California coast; this left 1 item for other pollution

news. [see TABLE Va}
Population and pollution have also been neglected news items on

Huntley-Brinkley and Walter Cronkite, each of which had more than
20 million listeners. On Huntley-Brinkley during two months in 1969,
the items which had a higher priority than population and pollution
were Senator Kennedy’s tragic car accident, other accidents (not in-
cluding the hurricane disaster), plane hijackings, stock market, person-
ality trivia, and other trivia. The great problems fared just as badly on
Walter Cronkite during the same period. Moreover, Walter Cronkite
gave rock festivals and sports more time than population and pollu-

tion. Table VI gives the breakdown in detail.
Most Americans get their news from television but many Ameri-

cans, especially teenagers, get their impression of what’s happening in
the world from the three-minute radio headlines that interrupt song
and commercials on music stations. An analysis of two network on-
the-hour newscasts show that two of man’s greatest problems, over-
population and pollution, were not newsworthy in the summer of
1969, the period of time selected at random for our sample. These two



TABLE 11

W
-3
THE FREQUENCY OF POPULATION AND POLLUTION NEWS:
NEWSPAPERS, APRIL AND MAY 1960, FRONT PAGE
Population,
Newspaper Birth World Pollution
Control Hunger
items photos items photos items photos
p.1 pp-1,2,3 p.1 pp.1,2,3 p.1 pp.-1,2,3
Los Angeles Times
New York Times 0
The
Accidents* Entertainment Other Trivia*
World*
items photos items photos items photos
p.1 pp-1,2,3 p.1 pp.1,2,3 p.1 pp-1,2,3
Los Angeles Times 120 80 17 61 40 73
New York Times 18 14 4 0 7 3

*Includes stories of both local and national distribution or interest



TABLE |V

THE FREQUENCY OF POPULATION AND POLLUTION NEWS:
NETWORK TELEVISION AND RADIO NEWSCASTS, 1960
September 26 to November 7

Population
TELEVISION Birth . World Humorous
Control Hunger Pollution Accidents Sports Trivia
Items Items Items Items Items Items
NBC, Huntley-Brinkley 1 0 0 12 12 11
CBS, Douglas Edwards 0 0 0 9 8 2
ABC, John Daly 0 0 0 8 14 17
RADIO
NBC, Peter Hackes 0 0 1 13 19 2
CBS, Lowell Thomas 0 0 0 9 14 40
ABC, Edward P. Morgan9 0 0 0 7 2 1

Lt



1ABLE V

THE FREQUENCY OF POPULATION AND POLLUTION NEWS:

NEWSPAPERS, JUNE AND JULY 1969, FRONT PAGE

8¢

Population
Newspaper Birth World Pollution
Control Hunger
items photos items photos items photos
pp.1,2,3 pp.1,2,3 pp-1,2,3
Los Angeles Times 1 0 0 10 3
New York Times 1 2 1
The
Accidents* Entertainment Other Trivia*
World*
items photos items photos items photos
pp-1,2,3 pp-1,2,3 pp.1,2,3
Los Angeles Times 17 19 3 11 2 45
New York Times 10 11 4 2 7 3

*Includes stories of both local and national distribution or interest



TABLE Va

HONOLULU STAR-BULLETIN, JANUARY 12 TO MAY 31, 1969

Population
Birth World
Control Hunger Pollution Accidents
items photos items photos items photos items photos
1 0 0 0 15 3 6 3

All Other
Trivia
items photos

90 63

6t



IABLE VI
THE FREQUENCY OF POPULATION AND POLLUTION NEWS: P

NETWORK TELEVISION NEWSCASTS,” JULY 10 THROUGH SEPTEMBER 10, 1969
CBS — WALTER CRONKITE AND

NBC — HUNTLEY-BRINKLEY CBS SATURDAY EVENING NEWS
Number of Items Amount of Time Number of Items Amount of Time
Out of a Total Out of a Total Out of a Total Out of a Total
SELECTED of 899 (52 days) of 1160 min. of 901 (53 days) of 1210 min.
SUBJECTS Ave. 17.3 per day Av. 22:16 per day Ave. 16.9 per day Ave. 22:44 per day
Population and Birth Control 3 :S1 1 2:13
World Hungerll 0 0 0 0
Pollution 5 11:44 4 6:24
Conservation 3 7:21 3 6:29
Stock Market 40 8:48 42 10:09
Vietnam War'? 135 148:08 150 149:55
Arab-Israeli Conflict 29 21:27 29 25:45
Hurricanes 19 27:20 21 29:54
Other Accidents 8 7:52 13 14:18
Kennedy Auto Accident 31 58:13 28 60:04
Plane Hijackings 10 3:54 7 3:44
Sports'® 4 44 18 54:10
Rock Festivals 3 8:57 6 13:08
Personalities (Trivia) 18 13:47 8 4:10

Other Trivia 23 32:00 13 39:07
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newscasts can be considered among the best of the hourly newscasts.
[see TABLE VII]

Some defenders of the media say that there are many good reasons
for this neglect—mainly that such problems just don’t qualify by news
media standards. The reasoning has at least a surface validity: cer-
tainly chronic social ills like population increase and pollution are not
easily covered by news technology nor do they lend themselves to the
type of man-bites-dog stories the media has conditioned the public to
accept as news. But stories about pollution and those guilty of causing
pollution can be developed by an enterprising news staff. Monthly
reports on efforts to curb population, world hunger and pollution
could be featured as priority news. Photographs of overcrowded con-
ditions and the signs of starvation and misery could be made into
grim but significant news. Stories describing the efforts of church of-
ficials and politicans to promote causes that keep the birth rate high
could certainly arouse much interest. Why don’t news agencies do
stories like this very often? Its simple. They lack the intent—the intent
to responsibly inform the public in cases where to do so might conflict
with the special interests of mass media owners or the large corpora-
tions who profit from increased population and an environment free
for the polluting. We'll examine this phenomenon in detail in this
book.

The important thing is this: through this news-neglect Americans
are given a distorted view of what is important to them and to their
country. We can see the result in polls: if we had had brought home to
us the urgency of the population crisis, would 41 percent of us think
four or more children an ideal number for a family? In a poll taken in
1968, 41 percent of Americans sampled did. In contrast, people in
other countries appear much more aware of the danger of overpopula-
tion. This Gallup poll revealed that in all other countries polled, the
public was less than 24 percent in favor of such large families."*



TABLE VII

THE FREQUENCY OF POPULATION AND POLLUTION NEWS:
FIVE-MINUTE ON-THE-HOUR NETWORK RADIO NEWSCASTS — WEEKDAYS, AUG. 22 TO OCT. 22, 1969

MUTUAL — KRKD Los Angeles 7:00 a.m.

Announcer: Joe Campbell & others '

ITEMS

43 Day Total of
Average 8
Items Per Day

TOPIC 355,

Population and Birth Control
World Hunger'®

Pollution

Stock Market

Vietnam War'

Arab-Israeli Conflict
Accidents

Kennedy Auto Accident
Plane Hijackings

Ireland Civil Strife

Trivia

0
0
2
2
94

42
21

TIME
Total Time
121 Minutes
Average 2:49
Per Newscast
0
0
22
18
36:00
13:12
6:28
28
:52
3:02
126

&
N

ABC — KABC Los Angeles 9:00 a.m.

Announcer: E. P. Morgan & others

ITEMS

43 Day Total of
421, Average 10
Items Per Day

TIME
Total Time
136 Minutes

Average 3:09
Per Broadcast
17

0

:35
2:08
26:40
8:32
4:39
6:31
1:44
1:50
2:22



6 News Bias: Is the
Vice President Off Target?

The American people should be made aware of the
trend toward monopolization of the great public infor-
mation vehicles and the concentration of more and
more power over public opinion in fewer and fewer
hands.

Spiro T. Agnew

News reporting should be factual, fair and without
bias.

Television Code

News reports should be frec from opinion or bias of
any kind.
The canons of Journalism

(the professional and ethical
standard for American newspapers)

Considering media’s neglect of the problems of hunger, smoking
and auto safety, it is at first glance surprising that the performance of
news media itself had never emerged as a major national issue. On
November 13, 1969 in Des Moines, lowa, with one speech, Vice Presi-
dent Spiro Agnew accused major news agencies of favoring liberals,
and thus made bias in news media the number one national contro-
versy. Time and Newsweek both promoted the issue to a front-page
cover story. One network even pre-empted a regular program in prime
time to debate Agnew’s charges. Every news commentator in the
country had something to say about Agnew and the issue he raised.
His charge received banner headlines at the top of Page One in hun-
dreds of dailies. For ten days every daily followed the issue, continu-
ing to feature as priority news the debate between Agnew supporters
and network defenders. Nearly every newspaper felt the matter im-
portant enough to take an editorial stand on the issue. For the first
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time in recent history, bias in news media became the number one
controversy for an extended period. The journalists and scholars who
for years have been criticizing the media for its bias must have been
puzzled to note the auspices under which the issue finally emerged to
claim public attention.

Why. after so many years, has a single speech so dramatically
brought to the limelight an obscure issue? Some answers are not hard
to find. Most criticism of the news media in the past has involved
liberals attacking the conservative bias and domination of the press.
As is human, those who were attacked did their best to hush the crit-
ics. They succeeded in this of course, since they control the media. A
second probable reason Agnew’s attack received such priority news
treatment is that it expressed the ultraconservative viewpoint of the
vast majority of media owners who, like Agnew, feel the networks to
be too liberal. For the networks the attack was almost made to order.
It was an attack unsupported by impressive evidence or long investiga-
tion, and its terminology was such that the networks found themselves
to be liberal defenders of free speech against implied threats of gov-
ernment censorship. Network spokesman Frank Stanton and others
who are ordinarily seen as pillars of the status quo such as Huntley,
Brinkley, Cronkite, Sevareid, Smith and Reynolds found themselves
under attack for being courageous and liberal journalists who opposed
any restrictions on free speech. These men may have been bemused:;
for this was quite a switch for them. The past thirty years they were
used to cries of “bias” from liberals, not conservatives, and they were
used to answering charges accusing the entire communications indus-
try, including the networks, of presenting news which was biased and
censored to favor wealthy advertisers and media owners. Agnew’s
attack redefined the issue into one determining whether bias was be-
ing used to favor liberals—instead of conservatives.

By chance, a few days before Agnew’s speech, a very significant
survey of broadcast journalism had been made public. This report,
titled: Survey of Broadcast Journalism 1968-1969, finds much wrong
with the industry. It was based on inquiries sent to the networks and
500 different stations, reports of 40 correspondents across the nation,
studies by 500 chapters of the League of Women Voters, and a canvas
of 1,200 political candidates. It got little notice by the media. Neither
Huntley-Brinkley or Walter Cronkite newscasts mentioned the survey.'
The Los Angeles Times buried it on the last page of the entertainment
section and the New York Times put it in the middle of Page 78.2 The
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Survey condemns the entire broadcasting industry to such an extent
that we can imagine that broadcast officials were happy to kill the
story. The Survey reports that the broadcasters’ relentless search for
profits pollutes the communication system just as a factory pollutes a
stream:

Of all those Americans who are trying to get more out of life than
they have put into it and who are laying waste their country in the
attempt, none in recent years has appeared more successful as a
group than the broadcasters.’

Summarizing the performance of electronic journalism during the
last year the Survey said: “Good intentions have been deplored and
ridiculed where special interests were threatened, dedication has
flagged in favor of profits, nerves have failed when stockholders have
grown restive.”® The 40 correspondents described coverage of local
problems as “superficial,” “event oriented.” ‘“‘dreary and unimagina-
tive” and “marked by gross timidity.” Reviewing these descriptions,
the Survey stated:

From the tenor of these comments, as well as from other data
gathered by the survey, it seems clear that television, although in-
creasing its probing, could often be accused of reluctance to under-
take hard hitting exposes, particularly where these might be expected
to arouse major controversy. Only rarely during the year studied by
the Survey did a television station attempt to expose wrong-doing by
a public official, or to challenge the actions of powerful forces in the
community.?

This comprehensive survey sees the state of affairs in the broadcast-
ing industry a bit differently than does Spiro Agnew. Where Agnew
felt that the media was going out of its way to take editorial stands
against the status quo, the Survey sees broadcasting timidly bending to
the pressures of the conservative establishment. Where Agnew saw too
much coverage of dissent and conflict, the Survey found that
*. . . not nearly enough happened” last year on the television screens
compared to the reality around us.® In fact, the Survey found the
coverage of threatening conditions so inadequate that disaster could
come unannounced: “Radio and television, which could be a periscope
to alert us as to when and where we might safely rise, threaten to
become the opencock that very well may sink us.”’ As if to anticipate
Stanton’s response to Agnew’s intimidations, Sir William Haly, Editor
of the Times of London and a Juror for the Survey, claimed that
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network presidents defend free speech eloquently in principle but not
in deed.®

One of the communication industry’s recent deeds was to try to
suppress the most important study on communications policy ever
undertaken by the United States government.” Apparently the attempt
succeeded, but only for a while. Final Report: President’s Task Force
on Communications Policy was completed in December of 1968; Presi-
dent Johnson refused to make it public before he left office. President
Nixon held up its release for another four months until May 1969.
The Report was prompted by President Johnson’s concern over the
need for a long range communication policy for America. Expressing
his belief that man’s use of communication technology may mean the
difference between man’s survival or extinction, he appointed a task
force in 1967 to take a “long hard look™ at the nation’s communica-
tion situation for the purpose of suggesting a foundation for a new
national policy. The task force was made up of distinguished govern-
ment officials who relied on expert counsel by government and non-
government communication experts.

When the task force’s Report was finally made public, the media
resorted to their usual techniques of suppression. The New York Times
gave the Report a very small headline in the middle of Page 95 and
only touched on one aspect—the recommendation that all international
communications carriers be merged into a single corporation—an as-
pect that the public could not be expected to easily understand.'® The
Los Angeles Times covered the task force’s 475-page Report in a two-
inch article on Page 2 under the daily news roundup."

The communication task force described the greatest challenge to be
the creation of a television communication system to insure a diversity
in ideas and taste so that all minorities and majorities can be repre-
sented. The Report stated: “We must seek to make it available to as
many people as possible. rural as well as urban. poor as well as af-
fluent.”” The task force criticized the present system for not achieving
this diversity and specifically for not meeting the communication
needs of minority groups or reflecting their cultural values. Most im-
portant, the task force saw in the present system little potential for
achieving diversity or realizing the potential benefit of communication
technology. The Report recommended a vastly expanded government
role on the executive, administrative and legislative levels. It suggested
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a great expansion of the role of the Corporation for Public Broadcast-
ing and encouraged the promotion of pilot projects allowing minori-
ties access to and control of television: ““Additional television channels
and facilities dedicated to their problems and to the expressions of
their concerns are of critical importance.” For the underdeveloped
world, the task force suggested that our policy be aimed to encourage
educational broadcasting—not commercial broadcasting.

In short, Final Report: President’s Task Force on Communications
Policy was a criticism of the nation’s present commercial television
system. It found present government policy totally inadequate and
made urgent pleas for greatly expanded government and public par-
ticipation and regulation so that telecommunications can “offer a max-
imum social and economic contribution to the national welfare and
security.”

Another plea for urgent change in the communication system was
issued many years earlier in 1947 by a distinguished group of scholars
and university deans who undertook an extensive study of the press in
America at the request of Henry Luce, owner of Time and Life, and
Encyclopaedia Britannica. They found free speech to be in grave dan-
ger, not so much from the government as from those who controlled
access to the media. They noted:

Protection against government is now not enough to guarantee
that a man who has something to say shall have a chance to say it
The owners and managers of the press determine which person,
which facts, which version of the facts, and which ideas shall reach
the public.*?

Unlike the redoubtable Spiro Agnew, they discovered that news bias
came from the personal interests of the owners and the pressure ap-
plied by wealthy pressure groups—such forces that have consistently
championed conservative, as opposed to liberal policies. As the Com-
mission on Freedom of the Press stated it:

Freedom of the press is in danger. Mainly in the hands of gigantic
business units, the media of mass communication. vital to the life of
our democracy, have failed to accept the full measure of their re-
sponsibility to the public. Newspapers, magazines, radio and motion
pictures are not providing the current intelligence necessary for dem-
ocratic government. They do not provide the free forum for discus-
sion of diverse views which an informed public requires. They do
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not represent accurately the constituent groups and major goals in
our society. "

They made it quite clear who was preventing this “free forum for
the discussion of diverse views”:

One of the most effective ways of improving the press is blocked
by the press itself. By a kind of unwritten law the press ignores the
errors and misrepresentations, the lies and scandals, of which its
members are guilty.*

The press didn’t exactly ignore this important 1947 report since
they had sponsored the inquiry, but they didn’t draw much attention
to it either. The New York Times put it on Page 24 and the Los Ange-
les Times put it on Page 6."* What should have become, and what was
meant to become, a national issue was treated with apathy. Dr. Robert
M. Hutchins, director of the Commission’s investigations, wasn’t too
happy with the way editorial writers covered the report, 4 Free and
Responsible Press: “Some treated it unfairly, some used untruthful
headlines and some just plain lied about it.”’'® But Hutchins and other
dissenters could not make their own headlines to compete with the
“untruthful headlines;” they had to be content with having their
views colored, masked and filtered by the conservative bias of the
owners who controlled access to the media. While the New York Times
gave Mr. Hutchins’ complaints space on Page 10, the Los Angeles
Times ignored them completely.

The 1947 Commission on Freedom of the Press wasn’t the first
group to attack the press for bowing to conservative financial pressure.
In 1941, a two-year Senate investigation of the concentration of eco-
nomic power in the United States also concluded that the (very con-
servative) National Association of Manufacturers, which was control-
led by and representing many giant corporations, and the United
States Chamber of Commerce were getting favored treatment from
the press. The investigation found:

Through the press, public opinion, and pressure groups it is possi-
ble to influence the political process. While all three of these factors
have played a part in the process since our beginnings as a nation,
the extent and consciousness of their use has grown inordinately.
They are employed by all contestants in the struggle for control, but
reflect the viewpoint of business more accurately than that of
others. . . .

In this connection the business orientation of the newspaper press



Is the Vice President Off Target? 49

is a valuable asset. . . . Even where editors and publishers are men
of the highest integrity, they are owners and managers of big busi-
ness enterprises, and their papers inevitably reflect, at least to some
extent, their economic interest. "

The Senate Committee explained why there is not much controversy
when the big corporations are having their way:

Because business controls the instruments of propaganda, the peri-
ods when the control struggle favors business seem relatively quiet.
When business seems to be losing ground, the struggle becomes
more vociferous.'®

The Committee thought that the people should be made aware of
the pressure applied on government by the National Association of
Manufacturers and other industry organizations. To accomplish this
the Committee proposed government-owned and operated radio sta-
tions to offset the powerful bias through which the commercial media
were able to hide from the public the antisocial policies of the big
corporations.’” These revelations about the bias in the press were bur-
ied among the volumes of reports filed by the Committee. But if the
press had had any desire to reform itself, now it had the evidence, and
it could easily have focused the public’s attention on the matter.

Some interesting examples of the clever ways in which conservative
bias was channeled through the press had been revealed a few years
earlier, in fact in 1939, by another Senate Committee, a group set up
to investigate violations of free speech and rights of labor. At this
time, even Uncle Abner, the cartoon character, served as a mouthpiece
for NAM propaganda: “Seems t’me like business could stand on its
own feet a lot better if the politicians would get off’n its back.”* As
the La Follette Committee on Education and Labor noted, every facet
of media was exploited:

The National Association of Manufacturers has blanketed the
country with a propaganda which in technique has relied upon indi-
rection of meaning, and in presentation upon secrecy and deception.
Radio speeches, public meeting, news cartoons, editorials, advertis-
ing, motion pictures and many other artifices of propaganda have
not in most instances disclosed to the public their origin with the
association. The Mandville Press Service, the Six Star Service, Uncle
Abner cartoons, George Sokolsky’s services, the ‘American Family
Robinson’ radio broadcasts, ‘Harmony Ads’ by MacDonald-Cook
Co., ‘civic progress meetings’ and many other devices of molding
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public opinion have been used without disclosure of origin and fi-
nancial support by the National Association of Manufacturers.”!

It is only natural that the big corporations would use propaganda to
promote policies that would help them in their quest for profits. But
the important point to be noted here is how the media cooperated and
served willingly as a channel for this propaganda. This is clearly
shown by their use of NAM written editorials and editorial cartoons
as their own without mentioning the source. One-fourth of the news-
papers in the country so used such editorials.”? The media were more
than a willing channel for corporation propaganda: they were an ac-
tive contributor in a way that disclosed their shared values. A million
dollars of free radio time a year was given to the NAM. Newspapers
obliged in one three month period by giving the NAM one million
dollars worth of free newspaper space.”® (Not to labor our point, it
should be pointed out that the media never bothered to give that type
of “public service” on behalf of the poor, the minority groups or the
critics of NAM’s conservative policies.) The Committee explained

that the purpose of this prodigious effort is in part to forestall union
organization, and in part to sway public opinion in favor of a legisla-
tive program approved by large corporations which control the asso-
cialior;:‘and to influence the electorate in the choice of candidates for
office.

The NAM and the media owners were not satisfied with simply
using their control of mass media to suppress labor’s point of view.
They often resorted to the use of spies and company police forces
using guns and tear gas to keep workers from exercising free speech.
The Committee noted that these (illegal) violent tactics were so suc-
cessful that in some areas of the country the workers’ “freedom of
action, of speech, and assembly is completely destroyed.”?

Was this propaganda and intimidation successful in shaping public
opinion? It seems so. The Committee discovered that “officials of the
association have boasted that its propaganda has influenced the politi-
cal opinions of millions of citizens, and affected their choice of candi-
dates for Federal offices.””

The media most blatantly reveals its bias when it dares to take the
bold step of outright censorship. In a 1958 analysis of over 250 items
censored by news media, Professor Warren Breed found that two-
thirds of the items dealt with the behavior of a wealthy or powerful
individual or group (usually from the business world) obtaining a
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privilege through a non-democratic means. Next to items exposing the
wealthy and powerful, Breed found that items reflecting unfavorably
on religion, foreign policy and doctors were frequently censored by
the news media.?’ Such news protection indicates and establishes if
anything a conservative not a liberal bias.

Spiro Agnew’s claim of a liberal bias is contradicted by all the
major studies of bias conducted during the last thirty years. That the
people were not shocked by Agnew’s accusations is itself testimony to
the fact that for over thirty years the media have been using their
power to spread corporation propaganda, protect the establishment
from unfavorable news, and prevent a true competition among ideas.
The subsequent popular support for Agnew’s position is a function of
media’s intentional failure to communicate the most basic ideal of
democracy—that all ideas, popular or unpopular, should be given a
chance to compete fairly for public acceptance.

A single example may shed light on how the conservative bias of
the news effects a story. In the late 1940’s, A&P grocery company was
found guilty, beyond reasonable doubt, of nationwide restraints of
trade. On appeal the conviction was upheld by a United States Court
of Appeals. These restraint practices had caused customers to pay
millions more for food than they would have under real competitive
selling. A&P was fined $175,000, a drop in the bucket to A&P. Aware
of this, the government also filed a civil suit as a more effective means
of preventing future restraints in trade. A&P then placed full-page
ads in an estimated 2500 daily and weekly newspapers claiming that
some of the accusations (already proven in court on two different
occasions) were not true. The National Federation of Independent
Businesses felt that the false statements in A&P ads should be an-
swered with the facts as proven in court. They ran into a few stum-
bling blocks. Representatives Wright Patman who followed the whole
episode revealed that three out of four newspapers in Washington
D.C. refused to accept the Federation’s paid advertisement even though
they had carried and were still carrying A&P ads concerning the same
issue. Only the Washington News accepted the ad. A member of the
staff explained why in an interview:

It’s perfectly clear why we published the reply and three other
papers refused to do so. The other three get grocery advertising from
A&P every week. We don't get any. I have no doubt whatever that,
if P carried A&P ads regularly, we also would have refused the
ad.
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The story about the three newspapers refusing the Federation’s
advertisements was sent to newspapers by the wire services. Most pa-
pers killed this story. In addition, statements about the case made by
the Attorney General and his assistant were either totally suppressed
or buried in the back pages. A&P written editorials were printed in
many papers without identifying A&P as the source. The result was
that A&P ended up with a good public image despite the fact that
they short-weighted the customers, made the customers pay the adver-
tising expense by charging it against business, and corrupted the peo-
ple’s communication system.

Huntley-Brinkley had the following item on their November 2, 1960
newscast:

Financier Alexander Guterma was sentenced to 8 to 24 months in
prison today for acting illegally as an agent for Dominican dictator
Trujillo.®

What was omitted from this item were, very simply, all the impor-
tant facts. Guterma wasn’t just an ordinary Trujillo agent; he was a
special kind of agent. While president of Mutual Broadcasting Corpo-
ration, he made an agreement with Trujillo whereby his 450 affiliated
stations would carry 425 minutes of news favorable to Trujillo “in the
guise of genuine news” for a period of eighteen months in return for
$750,000.*" The Huntley-Brinkley coverage was inadequate and mis-
leading, but most news media suppressed the item completely. The
other two network newscasts, along with the three network radio
newscasts studied earlier, suppressed the item entirely. It didn’t appear
in either the New York Times or the Los Angeles Times.*

In early 1967 the American public responded with shock and disbe-
lief to grisly details concerning American bombing of civilians in
North Vietnam. These facts appeared in stories under the byline of
New York Times correspondent Harrison Salisbury who had gone to
North Vietnam to investigate for himself. The reason for the public’s
reaction wasn’t that the bombings had just begun—or that the facts
were not available before Salisbury’s journey. As Salisbury explained
it to the Overseas Press Club, Americans were surprised and shocked
about his reports of civilian bombing casualties because the American
press had been ignoring European press reports that had been detail-
ing the casualties all along. The Overseas Press Club shouldn’t be too
hard for reporters to find, but apparently some got lost, for no hint of
Salisbury’s comments was reported in the Los Angeles Times. The New
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York Times gave it six inches on Page 14, though Salisbury was their
own correspondent.®

The Los Angeles Times also decided to completely censor a Federal
Communication commissioner’s charge that the networks were guilty
of censorship. In a UPI dispatch Commissioner Nicholas Johnson was
quoted as saying:

There is censorship in this country, all right, make no mistake
about that, but also make no mistake about its source. . . .

While the government will not censor, apparently the networks
will. The irreparable damage to the public is the same. The stifling
weight of censorship is to be found, not in the hearing rooms of the
Federal Communications Commission, but in the conference rooms
of this nation’s large television networks,

Johnson claimed the networks were resorting to this sort of censor-
ship to support the establishment’s war in Vietnam. The New York
Times covered the story on Page 47 using a mild headline stating:

TV INDUSTRY VIEW ON SPEECH SCORED*

Mason Williams, sculptor, poct and at one time chief writer for
the “Smothers Brothers,” testified before the FCC hearings on the
question of whether to restrict network domination of prime-time
programs. Williams told the FCC that the “Smothers Brothers” were
kicked off by CBS “ . . . for not pacifying. It didn’t divert your
attention away from social problems.”* Williams read aloud parts
from his book:

Network television is the art of electronic ‘trash® mission. Getting
an emmy for television is like getting a kiss from somebody with bad
breath. You can’t fight the system from within because the system is
from within. The truly socially conscious television network is the
network which warns you against watching it all the time. Network
television wants to keep you stupid so you’ll watch it.*

Testifying at the same hearing was Robert Montgomery, distin-
guished producer of many television dramas and former Special Con-
sultant to President Eisenhower. He accused the networks of present-
ing a false picture of American life. He claimed: “You cannot get on
the air today with a program unless the networks want that program
on the air.”” These hearings were open to the press. What these two
critics had to say was both important and entertaining. Montgomery,
however, feared that the hearings would be censored by those he was
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attacking. He asked the Commission: “I want to know how well these
hearings on network domination of programs are going to be re-
ported.”¥ He found out quickly—neither Huntley-Brinkley nor Walter
Cronkite even mentioned the hearings; the Los Angeles Times sup-
pressed the testimony of both even though there was an AP wire on
the hearings; the New York Times carried two articles on Pages 75 and
95, giving fairly good coverage. One out of four was the overall re-
cord of these major news agencies. It seems Montgomery’s fear of
censorship was well justified.

A few months earlier Montgomery appeared on the Johnny Carson
show and read parts of his book criticizing network domination of the
air waves. But the public didn’t get to hear all of what he had to say
because NBC executives cut out four different statements he had
made. One was a charge that CBS had faked a news story.* Another
censored portion was his statement to Johnny Carson: “I want to
compliment you for having the courage to be the first network to
review this book.”® It’s "obvious that the networks stick together in
protecting themselves against any criticism from liberal sources.

In view of this evidence that the media uses bias to serve moderate
and conservative powers of great wealth, Spiro Agnew was a godsend:
it was indeed fortunate for the media that they were attacked by
someone claiming the absurd. Agnew made the networks look like
sponsors of hard-hitting journalism and thus diverted the public’s
attention from the monopoly of control over access that is enjoyed by
conservatives and moderates.



7 The Bias in
Technology and Finance

We are all robots when uncritically involved with our
technologies.

Marshal McLuhan

Neglect of important news is not always the result of deliberately
suppressing or playing down certain news events or conditions. Many
of the significant trends or events in our history just don’t cause any
newsworthy events or for other reasons don’t lend themselves to easy
coverage. Events that happened an hour ago, events that have a begin-
ning and an end, events that can be photographed or recorded—that is
what makes news. The great threats to mankind are mostly unsensa-
tional trends and are ignored because they don’t conveniently fit mass
media’s definition of news. In this chapter we examine how the tech-
nology and finance of news production and presentation can and does
produce a decided bias.

The drain of scientific and medical experts from the poor to the
rich countries produces no single noteworthy event that would attract
cameramen, sound recorders, or reporters. Yet these poor countries
cannot afford to lose such people if they are to make progress. Rich
nations welcome the talent from the poor countries because they are
also short of such people. In the United States alone, some 50,000
more physicians are needed. The shortage of physicians and scientists
has produced few events in the last twenty-five years that would draw
news media’s attention to the problem. To give another example, a
photographer would have a hard time getting a photograph of a bal-
ance of payments deficit. Also, a deficit produces no sounds that can
be recorded.

Some important events would make sensational news if only they
could be witnessed. In his book The Half Shut Eye, correspondent
John Whale points out that the very essence of politics—political deci-
sion making—is neglected because cameramen or reporters are not
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allowed to be near when the real decisions are made. Whale notes that
there were no reporters

in the hotel sitting-room where Senator Strom Thurmond and the
Reverend Billy Graham helped choose Governor Spiro Agnew as
candidate for vice president; and if there had been, the discussion
would have been moved somewhere else.’

Only the carnival atmosphere of nominating conventions and other
superficial political shows are witnessed. Senate committees may allow
the press to witness some hearings, but never the decision making that
is supposed to result from them. The successful efforts of Cardinal
Spellman and John Foster Dulles to convince President Eisenhower to
back the Diem regime and oppose free elections in Vietnam were
likewise never covered by the news media, because they happened
“behind the scenes™.

Illiteracy never produces a demonstration, riot, catastrophe or any
other exciting event that can be directly attributed to it, yet it remains
a serious problem in the United States. An estimated 24 million
Americans over seventeen years of age are classified as functional
illiterates by the United States Office of Education. Another 10 mil-
lion school children have such serious reading problems that they too
are likely to become functional illiterates.?

I can amplify this point through personal experience. In one high
school history class I taught there was a shy black student who never
handed in any assignments. Yet when I gave him an individual oral
examination on topics discussed in class such as population explosion
and agricultural problems in underdeveloped countries, he showed a
better understanding than any of the other students in class. Here was
a student with great potential who was severely handicapped because
of illiteracy. His was not an isolated case; there are many like him.
Iliteracy effectively denies an individual many rights and opportuni-
ties even though he has the legal right to them. Too, it is costly to
society and a tragic waste of human potential. Yet little headway is
being made in combating the problem either in the United States or
in the world.

The United Nations published figures in 1969 from ninety-two
countries showing that during the last decade the percentage of adult
illiterates has decreased slightly, but the total number of illiterates has
increased 60 million to reach a new high of 800 million.® This shows
clearly that programs to wipe out illiteracy are not even keeping up



The Bias in Technology and Finance 57

with the population increase. Nevertheless, there is no sense of ur-
gency or demands for an all-out crusade to wipe out illiteracy. This is
largely because the public seldom hears about the problem, and so it
assumes present programs are adequate.

Most everyone is aware that human societies could not cope with
the results of nuclear. biological or chemical warfare. But there are
other inventions of science and biology that can produce situations
that could bring about political, social or economic disaster unless we
prepare to cope with them. Gordon Taylor. in his book The Biological
Time Bomb, shows that man’s present and future biological knowledge
and application will result in revolutionary changes that will create
problems and crises for which governments and societies are at pre-
sent not prepared to handle.

Taylor quotes a Nobel Prize-winner, Sir Macfarlane Burnet of Aus-
tralia, who claims that “work in the field of molecular biology not
only ignores possible medical aspects, but exposes the wordd to terrify-
ing dangers.”® Taylor goes on to state: “The practice of cultivating
viruses and looking for new mutants creates a risk that a dangerous
new mutant might escape and set off an epidemic against which the
population of the world would be helpless. . . . > Recent accidental
laboratory deaths from deadly lassa fever and marburg virus give
credence to his warnings.

Taylor also describes how techniques for dramatically raising intel-
ligence could create great demands by parents that their child be so
treated. Wide application would demand a revision of the whole edu-
cational system. New intelligent elites could quickly develop and the
difference between the rich and poor nations would be accentuated.
Regarding another problem—the possible effects of advances in trans-
plant surgery—Taylor states:

It is estimated that in the U.S.A. 1,500 transplant operations a day
may eventually be called for. If society is slow to meet this demand
the response could be violent. Pecople are powerfully motivated
where their health and survival and those of their children are
concerned.®

The entire problem raises the question of whether certain types of
research and biological abilities should be undertaken when the results
could lead to situations or dangers that societies and the human spe-
cies cannot cope with.
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While news of organ transplants and other new biological break-
throughs make the front pages, societies’ capacity to deal with their
revolutionary implications produces no events and is therefore largely
neglected. Yet the social consequerces of these biological break-
throughs are obviously more significant in their implication than the
iso lated events that symbolize the dramatic breakthroughs.

The above problems have not yet become newsworthy, but they may
bring about crises that will make people inquire into causes. When
this happens, politicians and editors must pay attention to situations
that they’ve previously ignored. This actually happened with the issue
of priorities (societies decisions as to where to allocate its money and
talent). Ten years ago few people understood what the word meant.
Today there is a lot of talk about the nations priorities, and recently
the topic has been front-page news. Thus people are belatedly coming
to realize that it is because of past priorities that medical care today is
inadequate for many Americans, and education of their children to-
day is often second-rate, and the air and water are polluted. The past
priorities which neglected the quality of American life—in favor of
moon landings, intervention in an Asian civil war and our stockpiling
weapons to secure a supposed military “‘superiority’ —were not estab-
lished knowingly by the people. These priorities were established by
establishment politicians with the encouragement of the military-in-
dustrial-space complex and the help of the media. It is likely the com-
mon people would not have made or approved of such priorities if
they had been told the price they would have to pay. But they weren’t
told. The issue of priorities was never newsworthy. When President
Kennedy decided to spend 30 billion of the taxpayer’s dollars to land
an American on the moon, he didn’t tell the people that this would
mean less money for cleaning up our filthy environment, curbing pop-
ulation growth, fighting cancer and improving education. The press
didn’t bother to tell the people either. When President Nixon decided
to go ahead with the supersonic transport (§8ST) and the manned
space program, he didn’t tell the people he was—in effect —taking the
money away from education and cancer research.

If Americans had been given a clear choice among these alterna-
tives, it seems likely they would have chosen clean water and clean air
rather than a moon landing—cancer rescarch instead of supersonic
transports. It is these types of choices that are never given to the
people through the mass media or political process. The announced
decision to do something and the claimed benefits are newsworthy.
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That funds have to be diverted from medical care and pollution con-
trol to pay the tab is scarcely newsworthy because there is no event or
presidential announcement to draw attention to the fact. Too, the
media have their own interests to consider. Very often they gain when
they keep the public from knowing the true cost of programs because
many media agencies profit from receiving defense or space contracts
that devolve from such priorities. Other media agencies profit indi-
rectly from supporting the same priorities.

It should be pointed out that a news story on government spending,
budget proposals or congressional appropriations is not itself a news
item about priorities unless the main point of the story focuses on the
choice between two or more programs. In recent months, the tragedy
of the Vietnam War has caused some politicians to take a fresh look
at this matter of priorities. So the issue is receiving more attention
through the media, but it is still a rare occasion when the subject
makes the front page. Sample analysis of the New York Times and the
Los Angeles Times during February and March 1950, April and May
1960, and June and July of 1969 (the periods I selected at random for
examination) reveals that not one item whose main subject was priori-
ties made the front page. The first three pages of the Honolulu Star-
Bulletin from January 12 through May 1969 contained only 1 news
item on priorities. Moreover, in these newspapers during these months
there was not one news item on the front page about the brain drain,
illiteracy, or on society’s difficulty in coping with breakthroughs in
biological science. In contrast, on one single day in 1960 the Los
Angeles Times had 5 different stories about accidents on Page One.’

In trying to assess who is responsible for bias in news coverage it is
important to take into account the role of the technology of news
coverage as this influences any definition of what is news and creates
as we have seen, a bias as significant as a politically motivated deci-
sion to play down or suppress a news item.

As we shall demonstrate in this section of the chapter, money, as
well as technological and political bias, influences determinations of
what shall be news. The agencies of communication are companies
that are in business for the purpose of making a profit. They must
make money to survive. Informing the public is secondary to this.
Contrary to normal business where producing a good product often
increases customers and profits, the best journalistic efforts often de-
crease audience and profit. Documentaries, news specials and live cov-
erage of news events consistently lose great sums of money.® ABC
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spent 2 million dollars producing a four-hour color documentary on
Africa in 1967, but they had to eventually sell it to an advertiser for
$750,000.° Some documentaries have a hard time being sold for any-
thing because so many sponsors don’t want to associate their name
with certain programs or get involved in a controversy.' If this type
of news coverage loses money for the networks, why do they bother to
broadcast even the few that they do? The answer is simple: they are
forced to do it to maintain their “prestige” and convince the public
and the Federal Communications Commission that they are operating
in the public interest. Since the networks don’t like to lose any more
money on news than they have to in maintaining their image. news
coverage will often be influenced or determined by profit and loss
considerations.

Financial considerations determined that CBS viewers didn’t need
to see the Senate hearings on Vietnam- our nation’s number one for-
eign and economic problem. One executive. Fred Friendly. quit his
job as head of CBS News because he was not ullowed to cover the
hearings live. Instead. the listeners were offered *1 Love Lucy.” News-
papers and magazines make similar news decisions based on profit
considerations. To attract readers in order to sell advertising. newspa-
pers cove