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The News Twisters

THE NEWS TWISTERS, as its distinguished read-
ers say on the back cover of this book, is a “bomb-
shell” and a “blockbuster.” Its initials—TNT-—are
not a coincidence. A powerfully documented exposé
of bias in network news, it explodes the myth of
network fairness and reduces the networks’ claim
of political neutrality to rubble.

TNT, written by Edith Efron, a nationally known
analyst of network news patterns, asks the primal
question about the bias crisis: Why have charges
of bias come from every polar group in the U.S.

spectrum—save from a fragment of the white liberal
world?

TNT goes, for its answers, not to social theorists but
to network transcripts. Based on an original meth-
od of analyzing news stories for bias, and a two-
year study of prime-time network coverage of the
1968 Presidential campaign and its major issues,
TNT reveals that the wide-spectrum political an-
tagonism to the networks was inevitable.

TNT slashes through the conventional political line-
ups on the network bias issue—uniting all of them
in one scholarly yet suspenseful analysis. It con-
firms Republican charges of a calculated assault on
Richard Nixon. It confirms the multiparty “Silent
Majority” charges of left-liberal bias. It confirms
black-minority charges of insidious racism. And it
confirms New Left charges of distortion and “cen-
sorship.”

TNT demolishes the networks’ claim that these
charges from mutually hostile groups contradict
each other and emerge from “selective perception.”
TNT demonstrates that all these bias charges are
consistent, and that they are a direct response to
the biased selectivity of the newsmen.

TNT also contains: an exposé of thirty-three tec’
niques used to slant network news stories...a re
on “The Parallel Principle,” the selective met’
which newsmen portray reality in the imag
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Preface

On November 7, 1972, the people of the United States will once
again go to the polls to elect their President. They will do so, guid-
ed in some significant measure by the political information they re-
ceive from the American press and, most notably, from network
news—above all from the 7:00-7:30 prime-time nationwide news
reports on ABC, CBS and NBC-TV which are the major source of
political information for the whole country.

It is legally required of broadcasters that their political coverage
be nonpartisan and neutral. The standards for such neutrality have
been set forth in a Federal Communications Commission code
known as “The Fairness Doctrine,” and have been sanctioned as
compatible with the First Amendment by the Supreme Court.
Strangely, however, no analytical method has ever been devised
which would permit either the FCC, or the networks, or any pri-
vate citizen to check systematically on the neutrality of the nation-
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wide network news services. Over the years. political storms have
blown up over individual stories and individual programs which
were charged with supporting one side of a political controversy.
For lack of a coherent theory of bias and a simple analytical meth-
od, such cases have always been determined in favor of the net-
works, provided these programs included even a symbolic amount
of “contrasting” opinion. In the theoretical void which prevails, the
Fairness Doctrine is virtually unenforceable.

The dilemma engendered by an unenforceable standard of “fair-
ness” has been the source of profound unrest in this country.
Throughout the sixties—the decade during which I have been re-
porting professionally on the broadcasting industry—the convic-
tion that network news is politically biased has grown rapidly in the
body politic, and tends to rise to a peak during electoral periods.

During the election of 1960, most bias charges came from the
far right. Rightist complaints moldered in the files of the Federal
Communications Commission, and were flatly ignored by the net-
works as “lunatic fringe™ opinion.

During the Presidential elections of 1964, repeated outbursts at
the Republican convention revealed that this “lunatic fringe” opin-
ion had swelled in four years to include former President Dwight
D. Eisenhower and most of the Republican party. Again, the pro-
tests were ignored by both the Federal Communications Commis-
sion and by the networks—dismissed, this time, as *‘partisan.”

By 1968, the network coverage of the race riots, of the antiwar
riots in Chicago. and of both the Republican and Democratic con-
ventions inspired protests against biased coverage from a majority
of the country—including Democratic Presidential candidate Hu-
bert Humphrey and a significant portion of the Democratic Party.
These protests, too, were dismissed as invalid by the FCC. And
network officials explained that they were generated by a collec-
tively neurotic desire to evade ““bad news.”

In 1969, Vice President Spiro Agnew delivered his famous
speech charging the networks with biased political coverage of cer-
tain issues during the campaign of 1968, and with a continuation of
this bias during the following year. Predictably, the FCC supported
the networks on one of his charges, and evaded the others. Net-
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work officials replied to none of his charges, and countercharged
the Vice President with “fascistic” and ‘repressive” intentions.
And when it was revealed that a majority of the country—all con-
servatives, most Republicans, a third of all Democrats—supported
the Vice President’s charges, network officials then declared that
these Americans were all suffering from “selective perception” and
a neurotic desire to “kill the messenger” who bore the “bad news.”

What united most of these bias charges was the prevailing belief,
in the majority of the country, that the networks were sanctioning,
inflating, and sympathizing with the positions of the far left splinter
of the spectrum. During this same period, however, the far left
splinter itself frequently charged network newsmen with bias—a
seeming contradiction which the networks seized upon as further
proof that “selective perception” was operating in the body politic.

Since that time, poll after poll has revealed that a substantial
part of the country continues to believe that network political cov-
erage is biased. And each time such information is released, net-
work officials deny the charges fervently and continue to offer the
same remarkable explanations for such public reactions—explana-
tions that boil down to the curious claim that from one-half to two-
thirds of the nation is now a “lunatic fringe” whose perceptions of
bias stem from mass cognitive malfunction.

Is half the nation or more suffering from such cognitive malfunc-
tion? Or is the political coverage of the networks biased? As we ap-
proach yet another Presidential election, it would be advisable to
solve this problem.

There is only one way to solve it—and that is to arrive at a clear
and demonstrable definition of political bias, to define a simple an-
alytical method for ascertaining the presence or absence of such
bias, to apply this method to the network product, and to arrive at
a documented answer.

This book was written to report just such a solution.

The work began three years ago. In the summer of 1968—just
before the last Presidential election—I was awarded a grant by The
Historical Research Foundation, in New York City, for the express
purpose of devising an analytical method for testing bias in news
coverage and for the purpose of evaluating the tri-network cover-
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age of the then upcoming 1968 presidential campaign. It took more
than one year to solve the theoretical problem alone. It took anoth-
er year to apply the results to the recorded transcripts, to subject
these results to multiple checks, and to write the final study.

I hereby offer the results of these two years of research to the
public. I offer it with five distinct intentions:

1) to report on how the last Presidential campaign and its issues
were covered by the three network news departments, to offer con-
crete evidence that this 1968 coverage was severely biased, and to
demonstrate that the subsequent nationwide charges of bias are not
a function of cognitive malady;

2) to show how the charges from the right and from the left are
both valid, are noncontradictory, and do not constitute evidence
that the networks are politically neutral;

3) to issue a warning to all that if the same reportorial methods
are still in use—and there is no known reason to suppose them
changed—the coverage of the Presidential campaign of 1972 and
its issues will again be severely biased;

4) to offer a coherent theory of bias and a simple analytical
method which can be used to check on the fairness or bias of politi-
cal coverage in broadcast news;

5) to inform the networks, the FCC, Congress and concerned
private citizens at all points of the political spectrum that this ana-
lytical method exists and to propose that it be adopted immediately
and applied to network coverage of the campaign of 1972.

The time has come for all good men, whatever their political af-
filiation may be, to take rational action before yet another Presi-
dential campaign is handled in partisan fashion over the national
airwaves. It is my profound hope that this book will inspire such
action.

Edith Efron
New York City 1971



What Is Bias?

“Bias™ is a concept which by now has become a loaded code-
word—used as automatic invective by people who dislike the net-
works on political grounds and denied by those who are politically
sympathetic to the networks, with few of the critics or defenders
capable of saying what it is they are talking about.

In the few cases where attempts have been made publicly by net-
work officials themselves to define the concept of bias, the results
have been less than elegant.

As a case in point, on November 25, 1969, in a CBS broadcast
called “60 Minutes,” Walter Cronkite of CBS defended network
news against the bias charges of Vice President Spiro T. Agnew,
and in the course of this defense proffered definitions of “bias™ and
“objectivity.” The definitions revealed little about either, except the
fact that this eminent newscaster didn't know or didn’t choose to
know what they were.
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“What is objective reporting?” asked Mr. Cronkite. “How [do]
we define objective reporting? Well, we all have our prejudices, we
all have our biases, we have a structural problem in writing a news
story or presenting it on television as to time and length, position in
the paper, position on the news broadcast. These things are all
going to be affected by our own beliefs, of course they are. But we
are professional journalists. This is the difference. We are trying to
reach an objective state, we are trying to be objective. We have
been taught from the day we went to school, when we began to
know we wanted to be journalists, integrity, truth, honesty, and a
definite attempt to be objective. We try to present the news as ob-
jectively as possible, whether we like or don’t like it. Now that is
objectivity.” 4

In this desperate conceptual struggle with his subject, Mr. Cron-
kite merely ended up saying: “Objectivity is when one tries to be
objective.” It is rather circular as definitions go.

On November 24, 1969, on National Educational Television, in
a program called “Mr. Agnew and the News,” Fred Friendly,
former President of CBS News and now Professor of Broadcast
Journalism at Columbia University, made a similar stab at defining
these issues. In answer to the moderator’s question “What is fair
play in the news?” Mr. Friendly said:

“Anybody that has to be told will never know. I like what Mr.
Brinkley said a year and a half ago. I liked hearing him again when
he said ‘You try, you strive to be fair.” I think this whole debate,
this whole climate that’s been created, and I think it has been very
carefully created, has been to create a climate, and I think the one
man who could put everybody’s fears to rest is the President of the
United States, who has been silent. Look, three things bother the
American people: the war in Vietnam, which the prior administra-
tion had tried to conceal; race; and what’s happening to the youth.
No President and few Governors are willing—and few Mayors—to
put that all on the line. It's the journalist’s job to do it. The broad-
cast journalist has got a very tough job, and I wish some of them
were on this program, some of the broadcasters, to speak for them-
selves. To do it night after night, day after day, with the voices and
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sounds of the war in Vietnam, the people in the streets of Watts
and Harlem and Chicago. and with the youth at the campuses in
California, San Francisco State and New York. It’'s a tough job.
They’re never going to be loved for it. Sometimes they get killed.
Sometimes they get rocks thrown at them. A few more corre-
spondents have been shot at in Vietnam than there have been poli-
ticians shot at in Vietnam. They try to be fair. They try to be fair
by doing interpretive journalism when it is required, not letting a
Senator McCarthy—and I don’t mean any odious comparison to
anybody—say there are 205 Communists in the State Department,
and letting an outrageous unsubstantiated charge like that go uni-
dentified for what it is. The broadcast journalist today has got the
job sometimes, although he doesn’t want it that way, of having to
do it when the event is going on, sometimes a day later, a week
later. I think it ought to be labelled for—not for editorializing
which I don't think broadcast journalists do, but for what it is—
news analysis, as varying from straight reporting. I think it is fair to
do that, and I think fairness is something you know in your gut
you're doing.”

Mr. Friendly's definition of ““fairness™ is even less sleek than Mr.
Cronkite’s. Ultimately, he knows it, mystically, in his “gut.” And if
someone else’s “‘gut” disagrees . . . there isn’t much that can be
done about it.

In both men’s “definitions™ there is the clear intimation that they
are helpless in the face of human “subjectivity.” And “subjectiv-
ism” has become a fashionable network defense these days against
bias charges. Indeed, on an NET broadcast on December 22,
1968, David Brinkley declared that to be “objective” was to be a
“vegetable”: “Objectivity is impossible to a normal human being,”
he said.

Similarly, publisher Bill Moyers—an ABC-TV commentator
during the campaign period—said in mid-campaign (7ime, Sep-
tember 20, 1968): “Of all the myths of journalism, objectivity is
the greatest.”

The formal meaning of this denial of “objectivity,” of course,
can be summed up by the old subjectivist bromides: “What's true

90
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for me isn’t true for you,” “Man can’t perceive real reality,” etc.—
notions that abolish the possibility of any objectively demonstrable
facts and postulate the cognitive impotence of man. It's a curious
hypothesis to hear advanced by newsmen who covered man’s flight
to the moon.

It is not worthy of debate, however, in this context, because
man’s alleged incapacity to establish objective truths is hopelessly
irrelevant to the issue of bias on the airwaves. It is a philosophical
red herring. The major charges of bias against the networks do not
pertain to the objective truth or falsity of any statements made on
news programs—they pertain to the issue of according preferential
status to certain political positions and opinions.

There is nothing whatever subjective or mystically ungraspable
about the issue of preferential status. In fact the networks have re-
peatedly demonstrated a perfectly lucid understanding of every
aspect of it. When faced with a definite law requiring them to give
equal time to conflicting political opinions by candidates for office
and/or to people whose political opinions or positions have been
attacked, the networks have found no difficulty whatever in estab-
lishing:

a) What a political position is.

b) What a defense of that position consists of.

c) What an attack on that position consists of.

d) When a position has been attacked.

e) Who represents any given ‘“side” of the issue in-
volved.

f) What equitable treatment consists of.

At no time has a network ever declared that these issues were
beyond its ken by virtue of human “subjectivity.” It is apparently
only where no hard law exists and where their own political posi-
tions are involved that network men suddenly experience mental
impotence on these identical questions and engage in philoso-
phizing about “objectivity” and “subjectivism.”

It is nonetheless strange that they use this particular red herring
since there is a Federal Communications Commission regulation
which deals explicitly with these issues; and although it does not
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have the status of a hard law passed by Congress, it has been in ef-
fect for 21 years, the networks claim to abide by it religiously and
frequently invoke it in their own interests.

That regulation is the Fairness Doctrine.

This doctrine is a modification by the Federal Communications
Commission of its own 1941 ruling known as the “Mayflower De-
cision.” This historic decision forbade broadcasters to express their
own thoughts on controversial issues, and had the inevitable effect
of abolishing almost all thought from television. In 1949, the Fair-
ness Doctrine was developed to rectify this situation. It granted the
broadcaster the right to express his views—provided he also sought
out and presented “all sides of controversial issues.”

On June 9, 1969, Supreme Court Justice Byron White sanc-
tioned the Fairness Doctrine as follows:

To condition the granting or renewal of licenses on a
willingness to present representative community views
on controversial issues is consistent with the ends and
purposes of those constitutional provisions forbidding
the abridgment of freedom of speech and freedom of the
press. Congress need not stand idly by and permit those
with licenses to ignore the problems which beset the peo-
ple or to exclude from the airways anything but their
own views of fundamental questions. (Italics mine)

The Fairness Doctrine elaborates in some detail what is meant
by “fairness” and by “bias.” Its definitions pertain exclusively to
controversy—to the realm of opinion-coverage. According to this
ruling:

e The networks are required to select and broadcast con-
trasting and conflicting views on the major political
issues—regardless of their truth or falsity.

e This selective process is to be “nonpartisan” and “non-
one-sided,” i.e., favoring neither side.

e And the selected opinion must be presented in an
“equal” and “equally forceful” manner.
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To do this, says the FCC, is fairness. To fail to do this, says the
FCC, is bias.

The FCC's definition of bias is limited in that there can also be
“partisan” selection of issues and facts, not just of opinion—as a
hasty scanning of politically diversified publications will indicate.
Nonetheless so far as it goes, the FCC's definition of bias as a “par-
tisan” selection of opinion is valid.

The FCC definition—further elaborated on later in this essay—
is the one formally used by this study.

SELECTIVITY: THE SOURCE OF BIAS

The FCC's definition roots bias in an editorial selective process.
And Mr. Brinkley of all people should be able to defend this, for
he is the man who once said:

News 1s what 7 say it is. It's something worth knowing by
my standards.

This statement, made to TV Guide on April 11, 1964, may well
be one of the most revealing ever made by a contemporary journal-
ist about the meaning and nature of news. Mr. Brinkley, at that
time, did not give the reasons for this remarkable statement. And
since these are precisely the reasons that must be set forth to
ground any investigation of bias, I hereby present them.

“News™ is what Mr. Brinkley and his colleagues say it is—be-
cause “news’ is an entirely chosen, an entirely selective operation.

“News™ merely means: “Something new” that has happened
somewhere. The basic “news beat™ is the Universe. The basic audi-
ence for “news” is Mankind. Any new event in the Universe of in-
terest to or of importance to Man is “news,” ranging from the
birth of a new star in outer space to the sudden proliferation of a
potent, invisible virus.

There arc as many kinds of news-gathering and news-dissemi-
nating agencies as there are areas of human interest. There are spe-
cial news services and publications for every branch of the arts and
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sciences, for every profit-seeking venture, for every pleasure-seek-
ing activity of mankind. News is gathered for and disseminated to
philosophers and philologists, to bacteriologists and sociologists, to
students of facelifting and students of foreign policy. News is gath-
ered for and disseminated to: producers of steel, and sellers of
shoes, and feeders of chickens; to sports lovers, chess players,
mountain climbers; to admirers of movie stars, to book lovers,
photographers, child-rearers and chiropodists.

If something has happened in any one of these and numberless
other specialized areas of existence—a discovery, an achievement,
a triumph, a trend, a controversy, a problem, a disaster—it is
“news.”

In an essay in Foriune Magazine, October 1969, Max Ways,
member of Fortune’s board of editors, writes:

Journalism encompasses newspapers, newsmagazines,
radio and television newscasts or “‘documentaries,” press
services, trade magazines, corporate house organs, labor-
union periodicals—in short, the enormous variety of
publications that describe or comment upon the current
scene or some segment of it. Along with education and
the arts, journalism is one of the three great information
systems that account for the bulk of “the knowledge
industry,” the most rapidly expanding part of every
advanced society.

One reason why journalism expands is the amazing di-
versity of contemporary society. All the nonsense about
regimentation to the contrary, there has never been a
time when men varied so much in their work, pleasures,
beliefs, values, and styles of life. In part, this growing di-
versity in life is a reflection of the specialization in
knowledge and in education. To be “an educated man”
no longer denotes participation in a common, circum-
scribed body of knowledge. Though the total of extant
knowledge has multiplied many times, that part of it
which “everybody knows” has increased much more
slowly. Society cannot afford to imitate the university,
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where communication between departments is either per-
functory or non-existent. Outside the university, the
world becomes smaller in terms of interdependence while
it becomes larger in terms of the difficulty of commu-
nicating between heterogeneous groups and diverse in-
dividuals . . . As the circles widen, the communication
difficulty increases . . . To deal with this difficulty, con-
temporary journalism had developed along a scale that .
ranges from publications addressed to as few as a thou-
sand readers up to television and magazine audiences
ranging around fifty million.

A general—as opposed to a specialized—news service or publi-
cation is one which engages in an almost incredibly selective opera-
tion: it is culling out from all the events in the universe every week
or every day those events which the editors believe to be of the
greatest importance and interest to most people.

A general prime-time daily news program on a network requires
an even more incredibly selective process. Here the editors are
culling out the events of the universe which they believe to be of
the greatest importance to most people and which they can pack
into 22 minutes.

But this choice of events to cover is not where the selective proc-
ess stops. It continues through every other aspect of news-gather-
ing and dissemination down to the minutest detail. In every single
news story, every element is a terrain of incessant choice.

To cite the major selective processes in one political news story
alone: the event selected for coverage is a matter of choice; the is-
sues covered are a matter of choice; the facts isolated are a matter
of choice; the number and kinds of participants in the event who
are interviewed for the story are a matter of choice; the authorities
and experts cited in the story are a matter of choice; the number
and extent of their opinions included in the story are a matter of
choice; the interpretations and explanations of the event are a mat-
ter of choice; the theories offered about the causes of the event and
any proposed solutions to problems are a matter of choice.

And even this is not where selectivity stops. It is continued
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throughout the period in which the reporter sits down at his type-
writer and writes the actual words of the story. His selection of vo-
cabulary, his connotations, his implications, his associations, his
dramatic structure, his logical organization and his emotional,intel-
lectual, moral and political stresses—all are a matter of choice.

News is indeed what Mr. Brinkley and his colleagues say it is.
No facts and no opinions are broadcast to this nation on prime
time network television which they have not chosen. And the facts
and opinions that are not on the air they either do not know or
have chosen to leave out.

Selectivity—the decision to include, or exclude information—is
the essence of a news operation. It is the axiom of the Fairness
Doctrine and of Justice White’s defense of that doctrine.

BIAS: THE HIDDEN STANDARD

It is quite obvious that such continuous and complex acts of se-
lectivity—usually performed at breakneck speed by contemporary
news-gathering and disseminating agencies—require one or more
standards of selectivity: implicit or explicit value-guides which tell
the racing reporter what is and is not “important,” “significant,”
“central,” “essential,” etc. If he had to stop dead in the face of
each new event and figure out such a hierarchy of values at every
instant, he would be mentally paralyzed and unable to work. The
reporter can only select and exclude at top speed because he is ap-
plying deeply ingrained standards of selectivity which function as a
screening agent for him, and help him to determine what is, or is
not, ‘“‘news.”

As Mr. Brinkley puts it: “It's something worth knowing by my
standards.”

In political newscasting there are political standards of selectivi-
ty: There are a substantial number of selective standards in the po-
litical realm which are completely nonpartisan—and used by jour-
nalists, whatever their political convictions or sympathies.

The broadest ones emerge directly from the nature of politics it-
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self: It doesn’t matter what the individual's theory of government
may be—uall political persuasions agree that politics does involve
government. And thus the major aspects of government operation
—elections on national and state levels, and in the cities with great-
est population concentration; the passage of laws; the decisions of
the Supreme Court, etc.—are considered significant by all jour-
nalists regardless of political persuasion.

Similarly, all agree that major economic elements within a soci-
ety are crucial components of its political life. Thus, the state of
business and labor, general productivity, the stability of money, and
economic trends, are subjects of universal choice, regardless of
political persuasion.

Finally, any events which will have an impact on great numbers
of people or are likely to have such an impact are identified by all
as political phenomena. Thus any political-social-economic trends
in the populace; any problems affecting large groups of people; any
threats to the external security of the populace; wars, etc., are sub-
jects of universal choice.

This indeed is a rough list of what stands for “political news”—
and there is broad political agreement on subject selection within
these areas.

However, these are universal choices in only the most restricted
sense: the universal agreement is only on the fact of their signifi-
cance. Whar they signify, why they signify it and what if anything
to do about any problems that have arisen-—all these are contro-
versial political questions. And the standards of selectivity used in
deciding which of a huge range of possible interpretations to trans-
mit to the public are almost invariably partisan.

Newsweek Magazine has commented (November 10, 1969):

One of the first things every journalism student learns
is that a given fact can usually be contrived to mean
many different things, depending on who is interpreting
it and how, and that political facts are perhaps more
susceptible to this phenomenon than others. (Italics
mine)

The interpretive “Why?” in the political realm is the controver-
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sial question par excellence. It is the causal question that leads
right to the most virulent moral, sociological and economic battles
over the genesis and solutions of the socio-political problems of our
era. “Why"—the reasoning that explains the “meaning” of a phe-
nomenon—is the area where partisan selectivity reigns supreme,
and where covert editorializing runs amok.

Where partisan selective standards do exist in political coverage,
these standards, in our era, tend to cluster around liberal-left and
conservative-right poles. This polarization is most familiar to us in
terms of the differences in such publications as: The New York
Times vs. The Chicago Tribune; U. S. News and World Report vs.
Time Magazine; The Wall Street Journal vs. The New York Post;
The New Republic vs. Human Events; Ramparts vs. The National
Review, etc.

Historically the key issue dividing “conservative™ and *“liberal”
is the relation of the individual to the state, and partisan selective
standards spring from this seminal source. Generally the left-of-
center spectrum is Marxist-influenced, advocates increasing state
intervention into individual life, with the far left advocating total
statism or dictatorship. Generally, the right-of-center spectrum is
rooted in 19th-century liberalism, advocates decreasing and/or
minimal state intervention into individual life, with the libertarian
far right advocating virtually total state exclusion from all areas of
existence.

These are the ultimate standards determining political positions
and, of course, they generate innumerable substandards as they are
applied to specific issues.

Characteristically it is the intellectuals and political theorists in
both broad camps who alone are aware of these fundamental selec-
tive standards. Nonintellectuals and pseudo-intellectuals tend to
learn and apply the substandards to specific issues—i.e., “‘race” or
“the Vietnam war™ or “the bombing” or “the Carswell nomina-
tion"—with little or no knowledge of the derivation of these posi-
tions. It is the collection of substandards at any given period which
establishes the short-term conservative or liberal “party line™ of
that period.
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Although a liberal publication and a conservative publication
will both cover the “universally significant” issues, they tend neces-
sarily to cover different secondary issues. And in the “universal”
issues they often present different sets of political facts, cite the
opinions of different sets of people, offer different causal inter-
pretations and transmit different solutions. These differences emerge
directly from their contrasting standards of political selectivity.

There can consequently be an enormous difference between a
liberal news story and a conservative news story on the same sub-
ject, both in content and in the way it is actually written. And be-
cause this disparity is directly relevant to this particular study, I
will illustrate this idea in some detail.

In Appendix A are two long news stories—each of which is ob-
viously determined in all its details by an implicit standard of polit-
ical selectivity.

Both are reports on conditions in Hanoi. One is from the liberal
New York Times of December 16, 1969, under the headline: “In
Hanoi, Leaders and the Public Seem Confident.”

One is from the conservative U. S. News and World Report on
December 22, 1969, under the headline: “North Vietnam: Plight
of the Enemy . . . Buildings in Hanoi Crumbling . . . Haiphong is
Ruined, Ravaged.”

The story in the liberal Times begins like a poem: “At dusk, a
mist settles over Thuyen Quang Lake in the southern section of
Hanoi and young couples sit close on benches along the shores,
their bicycles parked against trees.

“The sounds of a bamboo flute and a girl singing a heroic folk
song drift across the lake from a loud speaker. At one end of the
lake there are night food stalls selling bowls of noodles, fried chick-
en, green vegetables and red peppers. A few old women in black
cotton trousers and padded jackets squat over baskets of tangerines
and bananas, their wares lighted by tiny kerosene lanterns.”

As the Times reporter portrays it, Hanoi sounds like one of the
most delightful places in the world. And he tells us: “The mood of
war time Hanoi is determined but surprisingly relaxed. There is no
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sense of panic or depression that the war has gone on for so many
years.” The morale, he says, is good.

The Times reporter then reports on a series of interviews with
three members of the Politburo of the Communist party—mention-
ing, as an aside, that he was travelling with his grandfather, “Cleve-
land industrialist Cyrus Eaton.” He does not mention that his
grandfather has made a career of espousing Communist causes,
and is far more famous for that than for being a “Cleveland indus-
trialist.” And the reporter relates that he found no signs of anti-
American feeling; on the contrary, even the children are eager to
shake hands with an American.

What he did find was anti-Nixon feeling. The Nixon administra-
tion, his Communist sources inform him, is regarded as “hostile
and aggressive”’—the children think so, too.

Only towards the very end of this very long story do we learn
that “most buildings in Hanoi badly need a fresh coat of paint; few
houses have more than one bare electric bulb showing at night, and
many residents must draw their water from communal taps in the
street.”

The reporter mentions that, “strangely,” he only saw two disa-
bled men of military age during his week in Vietnam, and says that
“few of the men . . . who march south every year return.” He offers
no explanation.

He ends with a remark about Vietnamese spirituality—“The
people here do not seem to measure things in a materialistic way.”
And he quotes another Communist about the Vietnamese resolve
to drive out the Americans.

By contrast, the U. S. News & World Report story presents a
picture of devastation and want, a country “kept afloat” only by
Russian and Chinese aid.

Under a photograph on the first page of the story, the caption
reads: “Heart of Hanoi Teems with People—but War-Weariness,
Low Morale are Evident.” And U. S. News writes:

Cumulative problems are telling. American bombing
ended more than a year ago, but few basic industrial
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plants have been rebuilt. Labor productivity is low. Re-
peatedly the regime complains openly about petty thiev-
ery, black marketeering and other crimes . . .

Morale has been hurt because the end of the bombing
has not meant the end of the war. Young men still are
conscripted and disappear.

War-weariness is growing among the people. One rea-
son: last year, for the first time, wounded began to be
sent home from the crowded field hospitals in Laos and
Cambodia. For the first time Northerners began to see
the lame, the halt and the blind—and to hear their tales
of hardship in the South.

There is enough food, but it is mostly bad.

And the first part of the story concludes: “The enemy is suffer-
ing weakness that can be exploited,” and says that if President
Nixon is given time, North Vietnamese problems will grow worse.

The sources from which U. S. News & World Report draws its
conclusions are not the high officials in the North Vietnam Com-
munist party—but “U.S. experts” with access to “official intelli-
gence” and other sources.

This section of the story is backed up with a lengthy interview—
again, not with a Communist, but with French journalist Pierre
Darcourt, who was born in Saigon, grew up in North Vietnam and
went to college in Hanoi—and who has spent 32 years in the Far
East. And Mr. Darcourt supports the dark picture painted by the
earlier section of the story.

He says such things as “There isn’t a single family in the North
that hasn’t lost a husband or a son . . . There is no industry to
speak of . . . Electricity is rationed. . . . It's impossible to get the
simplest items—buttons, safety pins, paper, pens, wire, wool, any-
where . . . North Vietnam is in ruins. I'd say the air war put the
country back 20 years. It is almost entirely dependent on outside
aid . . . With the economy at a sub-standard level, the only trade is
barter in the villages.”

And, after some discussion of the internal splits between North
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and South Vietnam, and within the North Vietnamese themselves,
he concludes that “the longer Hanoi waits to negotiate, the more its
options are narrowed.”

Finally, in the U. S. News story, one does not learn about how
“hostile and aggressive” the Nixon Administration is. One learns,
instead, from Mr. Darcourt, about how criminal Ton Duc Thang,
Ho Chi Minh’s successor, is: He is a murderer and kidnapper who
has spent a good part of his life in jails.

What are the conditions in Hanoi? Is it a poetic tourist paradise
with flickering candles, romantic couples, delicious fried chicken,
with few signs of physical devastation from years of U. S. bombing
or of the human crippling that is war’s legagy; and peopled by be-
nevolent Communists, young and old, who love all Americans and
hate only the wicked Nixon?

Or is it a war-torn, destroyed little world hanging on by virtue of
Russian and Chinese aid, reduced to primitive barter and thievery,
seeing its youth go South and “disappear” or return crippled and
maimed?

Take your choice.

What is important about these two stories in the context of this
study, however, is not their ultimate truth or falsity, but their
method.

Each story is a skillfully woven tissue of facts; each story con-
tains quoted opinions: neither story contains overt editorial opin-
ion. Further, there is no particular reason to suppose that either the
Times reporter or the U.S. News reporter fabricated any of the
details or quotations.

What is overwhelmingly clear is that different political standards
were guiding their choices of facts to relay and to exclude and of
opinions to cite.

It does not require genius to deduce their respective attitudes to
the U. S. war in Vietnam and to President Nixon. These underlying
attitudes served as the standard of selectivity and determined the
implicit political point of view in both stories.

In Appendix B are two other news stories—this time on the
nomination of Judge Harrold Carswell to the Supreme Court:
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Again one is from U. S. News and World Report, February 2,
1970, under the headline: “The Carswell Nomination—New Di-
rection for High Court: A Change in the Balance of Power on the
Highest Bench is in the Making Once More. Mr. Nixon’s Nomina-
tion Could Tip the Scales to the Side of ‘Conservatism.’ ”

And one is from Time Magazine of February 2, 1970, under the
heading: “Once More, With Feeling,”—the lead sentence reading:
“God Almighty, did I say that? It’s horrible!”

Again, there is a considerable diversity in the choice of facts for
the story, in the degree of detail accorded to certain points, and in
the organization and dramatic structure.

The Time story, after its explosive lead about a ‘“‘blatantly racist
speech” made twenty-two years ago by Judge Carswell, devotes
five long paragraphs to his former racist attitudes and then goes
into consideration of his possible impact on civil rights decisions
once on the Court. The only content of Carswell’s conservatism as
seen by Time is: racism.

The U. S. News story, on the other hand, leads off with complex
considerations involving the possible reshaping of the Supreme
Court into a more conservative mold—pitting conservatism against
liberalism and “‘judicial activism” in a variety of political areas. It
does not mention the existence of Carswell’s former racist attitudes
until the twenty-second paragraph of the story, where it is dealt
with in six diplomatic lines and never mentioned again.

It is perfectly clear from the structure, stress, and detail alone,
that to U. S. News and World Report, the “‘significant” news is the
possibility of having a philosophical conservative on the Court. In-
deed, it accompanies the story with a chart listing “liberal” and
“conservative” judges. For this publication, the past racist expres-
sions of Judge Carswell are an unfortunate detail to be rapidly
glossed over and buried deep in the middle of a long story, if not
absolutely evaded.

And it is equally apparent that to Time Magazine, the over-
whelmingly “significant” news is that evidence exists that Carswell
once made racist comments; indeed, for Time, the conflict between
philosophical conservatism and liberalism scarcely exists.



WHAT IS BIAS? 17

Again, it does not require unusual deductive skill to know which
publication considers it desirable to see the Court move in a philo-
sophically conservative direction and which does not. Nor is it dif-
ficult to deduce which publication considers racism to be central to
the concept of conservatism and which does not. These are
the political attitudes which served as the implicit standards of
selectivity.

I reiterate that in none of these four stories, on Hanoi and on
Carswell, are there any grounds for challenging factual accuracy.
The facts as selected are doubtless true. The opinions as selected
and quoted were doubtless uttered. What is at issue in both sets of
stories is the standard of selectivity. It is the selective (or exclu-
sionary) process which is controversial.

Because these four can be described as liberal and conservative
stories, they are in some significant sense partisan stories. The
choices of issues, facts, opinions, definitions as well as the literary,
structural and stress choices, convert each of these news stories
into covert editorials.

Perhaps the most important thing that can be said of these four
stories, however, is that they are in no way unique. They certainly
should not be seen as special cases of “distortion.” They are, on the
contrary, standard stories in liberal and conservative publications.

The stories in the liberal and conservative press habitually serve
as transmission belts for the current “party line.”

In summary:

e There are nonpartisan standards of political selectivity
and there are partisan standards of political selectivity.

e Nonpartisan standards of selectivity are numerically
restricted.

e Factual accuracy is no guarantee that partisan selective
standards are absent.

e Partisan selective standards are at least as numerous as
issues of controversy and they are frequently present in
political coverage.
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e Where such partisan selective standards are in use, the
story is politically biased.

To seek to discuss and analyze political bias in network news—
let alone to resolve a nationally explosive concern over this issue—
requires a clear understanding of what political bias is and what
causes it.

No analysis of bias in political news has any meaning unless it is
grounded in the phenomenon of selectivity.

And, more specifically, no analysis of bias in political news has
any meaning unless it is grounded in a consideration of the dif-
ferent rypes of political selectivity that exist in the American politi-
cal spectrum.

Political bias is a specific tvpe of selective process in a specific
political context. It cannot be discussed in a political void. When it
is discussed in a political void—as in the statements by Mr. Cron-
kite and Mr. Friendly at the opening of this chapter—all that
results is conceptual gibberish and protestations of good faith.

Liberal, Democratic and left-wing bias are contentless concepts
save in opposition to conservative, Republican and rightist bias.

BIAS: PROTECTED BY THE FIRST AMENDMENT

It is precisely this political selective process which is sheltered by
the First Amendment to the Constitution of the United States.

It is because the press is free to select and interpret by any politi-
cal standard it deems fit, because it is free to include and exclude
facts and opinion in accordance with freely chosen political values,
that we have a full spectrum of political publications in this coun-
try. It is the difference in political standards of selectivity which
generates this journalistic spectrum and which keeps the channels
open for new publications with new political points of view.

Because the press is free. such politically oriented publications
do not conceal their political standards. The Times and The New
York Post are liberal and describe themselves as liberal. The Chi-
cago Tribune and Human Events are conservative and describe
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themselves as such. It is commonly understood that their selective
processes are different, that they offer different factual and opinion
choices to their readers; and these publications do not pretend oth-
erwise. The Times, out of traditional pretentiousness, may declare
that it offers ““All the news that’s fit to print.” But if one wants to
know what conservatives are thinking, one had better buy National
Review and Human Events. The Times’ selective pattern is liberal
and under the First Amendment, it is free to consider most conserv-
ative opinion as “unfit to print.”

The First Amendment gives the press the right to be biased.

Press freedom is not commonly stated in this form, but such is
the case. The New Yorker Magazine on December 6, 1969,
summed up this aspect of the First Amendment with lucidity:
“There is nothing in the Constitution that says the press has to be
neutral. Nor, for that matter, is there anything that says it has to be
objective, or fair, or even accurate or truthful, desirable though
these qualities are. For who is to be the judge? The press is simply
free, and its freedom, like any other freedom, has to be absolute in
order to be freedom. It is free to print any information it wants to
print, and to write from any point of view whatever.” (Italics
mine)

BIAS: FORBIDDEN BY THE FAIRNESS DOCTRINE

Broadcast news organizations are in a totally different legal situ-
ation. Despite the endless assertions that the First Amendment
shelters broadcasters equally with the press, this is not true. Broad-
cast news is explicitly denied the First Amendment right to be
biased.

The FCC regulation called the Fairness Doctrine intervenes into
the heart of the selective process and instructs the broadcaster that
he is to seek out and provide “non-partisan,” “equal” and “‘equal-
ly forceful * coverage of contrasting opinions on controversial issues.

In effect the Fairness Doctrine seeks to convert broadcast news
into a neutral debating forum when controversial issues are in-
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volved. FCC Commissioner Rosel Hyde, in fact, called the doctrine
a vehicle for fostering “robust debate.” (Broadcasting, April 13,
1970.)

The debate need not always be simultaneous according to this
regulation, nor need it be included within each story on the contro-
versial issue. One set of views may be cited on one day, another on
the next day, etc. But over the period of time in which this contro-
versy is being covered, the news broadcaster is supposed to be
“non-partisan” and to give “equal” and “equally forceful” play to
major contrasting or conflicting views.

This equity in the Fairness Doctrine does not mean precisely
equal time. That legal proviso is restricted to free broadcast time
given to political candidates during a campaign. The definition of
“equal,” and “equally forceful” is left loose. Nonetheless, the intent
of both concepts is clear enough:

“Equal:”

If a broadcaster airs an attack on an issue or a set of
ideas, he is expected to provide a “balance™ by airing a
defense or an affirmative analysis of that issue or set of
ideas.

The exact number of words or the exact number of min-
utes it takes to speak those words is certainly of impor-
tance, since no intellectual equity is possible if one side is
allowed, let us say, 5,000 words and the other 25 words!

The networks are quite aware of this. On December 10,
1969, ABC-TV released information of a study, boasting
of its temporal equity in dealing with controversial is-
sues; approximately the same number of hours and min-
utes, according to Elmer W. Lower, President of ABC
News, was allegedly devoted to the pros and cons of the
issues aired by the study. Mr. Lower, like the News Pres-
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idents of the other networks, was quite aware that rea-

sonable temporal equity is logically entailed in the Fair-
ness Doctrine, even if precise temporal equity is not

essential.

“Equally Forceful:”

“Equally forceful” is actually the wider and more en-
compassing concept since it implies reasonable temporal
equity and adds the important proviso that there be
equity of conceptual potency as well.

This standard poses more difficulties since journalists
cannot be held responsible for the intellectual potency of
their interviewees. The only thing they can do is to give
people on both sides of a controversy an equal opportu-
nity to express their views and let potency take care of it-
self.

What they must not do is to seek in any way to diminish
or augment the potency of one side or another by any act
of selectivity or editorial stress.

Here is a practical illustration of what the Fairness Doctrine
logically requires:

The character of Mr. Nixon was a controversial issue in the
campaign of 1968. Let us assume that a network aired three
attacks on Nixon, such as these:

My observation of Nixon goes back a long way and I
think it’s important that people not forget the Tricky
Dick that we used to talk about because there was signif-
icance in that phrase. It goes back to his behavior when
he first entered politics, the kind of campaign he ran
against Jerry Voorhis, against Helen Douglas. The fact
that in the course of his whole career in politics he hasn’t
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seemed to follow any consistent line, that he has been a
man who seemed much more interested in what public
opinion polls were showing than in what basic principles
were involved.

The public never sees the issues on which Mr. Nixon
speaks, a man who deliberately misleads when trusted to
lead. It’s not too late for Mr. Nixon to tell us what he
stands for, if anything. We know that he’s playing a
game. He tells us every day.

Actually, Nixon’s Congressional tenure is remembered
better for how he won his seats than for how he filled
them. He entered the House by defeating a respected
Democrat, Jerry Voorhis, in a campaign in which “Red”
innuendo and misleading assertions about “pro-Com-
munist” labor support figured prominently.

He won his Senate seat by beating his House colleague
Helen Gahagan Douglas (who became “the pink lady”)
in a spectacular campaign that is still cited as a classic of
underhanded campaigning. And in later years as he cam-
paigned for Congressional candidates from the Vice Pres-
idency—especially 1954—he acquired the aura of slick
meanness and opportunism that he has not been able to
shake to this day—even despite relative restraint in
later years.

The network is then required by the Fairness Doctrine to air a
defense such as this:

Nixon is not what [many] people say he is—a weak-
ling posing as a warrior, a panicky opportunist trying to
prove himself a heroic statesman, a chronic trickster
reverting to form . . .

Mr. Nixon is a man who does not easily give way,
whose political reputation was originally made by refus-
ing to give way; by refusing to give way, moreover, to
precisely those forces of political liberalism . . . which
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are today once again ranging themselves against him in
furious condemnation.

The original occasion, of course, was the case of the
American traitor Alger Hiss, hero of the American Es-
tablishment, whom Mr. Nixon singlehandedly exposed,
defying the whole massed weight of “‘informed opinion”
which was convinced of his innocence.

I was in Washington during those years. Richard
Nixon was the victim of a sustained and vitriolic smear
campaign. He was a social and political pariah, shunned
and derided. Yet he refused to bend, and was eventually
proved abundantly right. although never forgiven by
those he proved wrong.

This was the beginning of the myth of “tricky Dicky.”
What is the point of recalling this story today? Because
it shows Mr. Nixon to be the very opposite of what his
detractors accuse him of being. It shows him to be de-
termined to the point of obstinacy, thick-skinned, single-
minded and, once convinced of the rightness of his
cause, relentless and ruthless in his pursuit. He is a for-
midable figure who has to be taken seriously.

The first two attacks are by George Ball and Ramsey Clark and
they were aired on network television. (NBC, September 27, 1968
and CBS October 16, 1968) The third attack comes from an ad-
vertisement for the Humphrey campaign that appeared in The New
York Times (November 5, 1968). The defense, by Peregrine
Worsthorne, a British journalist writing in the London Sunday
Telegraph, was reprinted in National Review on August 11, 1970.

As will be seen, the number of words pro- and anti-Nixon are
not identical. The defense is shorter than the combined attacks.
And precise equity is not needed. On both sides of the issue very
strong statements are presented and, most important, they deal
with the same points. One side is the characteristic anti-anti-Com-
munist assault on Nixon by the left; the other side is the character-
istic conservative defense, praising Nixon for his anti-Communist
attitudes and attacking the anti-anti-Communist attack.
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It is obvious that a defense of Nixon as a golf player or as a good
father or even as a hard worker would not be a defense at all, no
matter how eloquent or impassioned.

Equity of forcefulness in controversial issues means forcefulness
on the same issues—or it means nothing.

The simplest way to sum up the meaning of the Fairness Doc-
trine, then, is as follows:

1) Reasonable temporal equity is required to “balance”
contrasting opinion.

2) Opinion on a set of issues should be “balanced” by
contrasting opinion on that same set of issues.

This is the classical “debate” view of what is “fair” in situations
involving a conflict of opinion.

Anyone who challenges this concept of fairness must be pre-
pared to argue that it is “fair” to give one side of a controversy
much more time than the other and that it is “fair’” to leave major
attacks and arguments unanswered.

The networks have never challenged this “debate” concept of
fairness. On the contrary, they have repeatedly declared that they
are in accord with it and that they apply it.

OPINION: ITS ROLE IN BIAS

The intervention of the Fairness Doctrine into the reporter’s
selective processes is incalculably important.

Although the choice of what opinions to include in a story is
only one of many classes of decisions that must be made—the
choices involved in opinion coverage have a unique significance.
They are unique because it is the opinion element in a story that
contains the evaluative element. It is the element in the story that
states not just what is, but also what ought to be, that states what is
good and bad about the situation being reported on; that takes po-
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sitions pro and con. It is the most emotionally loaded of all the ele-
ments in a story.

The Fairness Doctrine’s requirement that such evaluative ele-
ments be equitably “balanced” has a correspondingly unique signif-
icance. It abridges the reporter’s freedom to be “partisan” at a
most critical point—in the moral realm of his story.

This opinion-balancing requirement—if obeyed—uvirtually elim-
inates partisan coverage of controversial issues. It is important to
know why:

When a political news service is free to select only the opinion it
chooses, it might very well, and usually does, put predominantly
the opinion of which it approves into its stories.

Thus, in the case of Nixon’s character, a liberal-Democratic
news agency might very well give a transcendent place to a series of
attacks on Richard Nixon of the type made by George Ball and
Ramsey Clark; give space (or time) to very few favorable apprais-
als of Nixon; and it would be likely to refrain from giving play to
any opinion at all which attacked liberal morality, as in the Pere-
grine Worsthorne statement.

The resultant coverage of Nixon would be powerfully anti-Nixon
—without the news agency itself having said one editorial word.

If, however, the same news agency is ordered by law to include
equity in defense, and specifically is ordered to present an “equally
forceful” defense—it must air the Peregrine Worsthorne statement
or its equivalent in sufficient number to give reasonable balance.

If the news agency obeys this regulation honorably and gives
“equal” and “equally forceful” coverage to both sides, on the same
issues—it is no longer in control of the political context of the
opinion it selects for transmission. Its anti-Nixon point of view
has been neutralized.

The news agency has in fact lost its most powerful partisan
weapon.

Freedom in the realm of opinion-coverage is the single most
powerful weapon in the editorial armament, because it is the most
hidden weapon. It is the only editorial device that allows a news
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agency or reporter to proselytize freely, even passionately, while
saying nothing directly.

The only other alternatives are covert editorializing and overt
editorializing in which the agency and/or the reporter reveal their
own partisan positions.

OPINION AS AN INDEX OF BIAS

The key role of opinion-selectivity as a political indicator in the
news is virtually bromidic.

If one goes to a library and asks a trained librarian where one
can find New Left opinion, liberal opinion, and conservative opin-
ion, she will automatically turn, respectively, to New Left publica-
tions, liberal publications, and conservative publications. To a very
great degree, the existence of a particular type of opinion in its
pages is what is meant by the political labels given to publications,
journals, or publishing houses.

It is to Ramparts that one must go if one is to keep up with the
political opinions on the major issues of the day by such men as El-
dridge Cleaver, Rap Brown, Huey Newton, Jack Newfield, Herbert
Marcuse, and Tom Hayden, because only a New Left publication
so admires the wisdom of these men that it will report regularly on
their opinions.

It is to The Chicago Tribune and Human Events that one must
go if one wants to keep up with the political opinions of such men
as Barry Goldwater, Senator Tower, Governor Ronald Reagan or
J. Edgar Hoover—again because only a conservative publication
so admires the wisdom of these men as to report regularly on their
opinions.

And it is to The New York Times, Time, Newsweek and to lib-
eral news agencies generally that one must go if one wants to keep
up with the political opinions of ex-Vice President Hubert
Humphrey, New York Mayor John Lindsay, Senator Edward Ken-
nedy, Senators McGovern, Fulbright, et al—again only because
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liberal publications so admire the wisdom of these men as to report
regularly on their views.

These groups of political figures are only considered to be repos-
itories of intelligence and wisdom by certain political groups. They
are not esteemed, indeed they are despised, by others.

One of the primal principles of free political journalism is that a
political news agency does not give much interpretive house room
in its pages or stories to its political foes. The foes are certainly
covered but they serve as objects of attack; the major interpretive
role, which is to say the opinion role, is safely placed and kept in
the hands of political friends.

A parallel phenomenon lies in the readership of such publica-
tions. It is not liberals who flock to read The Chicago Tribune or
Barron’s Weekly or U. S. News and World Report—it is conserva-
tives. Conversely, it is not conservatives who dash out to get the
latest issue of The Village Voice, Ramparts or the assorted under-
ground press.

Study after study has revealed that people buy publications with
whose editorial views they agree. A substantial part of what they
are seeking out and agreeing with is the opinion-selectivity of that
publication—namely, the views of those political and moral leaders
deemed important by the publication and quoted consistently in its
stories and articles.

Becatse of the relationship between the political philosophy of a
news agency and its opinion-selectivity, any pattern of political
preference in the opinion-selecting process is an index of the politi-
cal point of view of the news agency. It will reflect the standard of
selectivity operating in other partisan areas of choice as well.

It is for this reason that although the FCC’s definition of bias is
limited, it is an efficient key to the identification of a total political
pattern. To know the opinion-selectivity of a news service is to
know its politics.

In prime time network news in particular, with its restricted 22
minutes a night, opinion-selectivity is necessarily the most crucial
index of any existing bias.
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What, more precisely, is the method by which I conducted this
study?

Logically dictated by the definition of bias itself, the method is
essentially simple. It can be used by any citizen with full command
of the English language, with the knowledge of the full repertoire
of the opinions and arguments on the opposing sides of the contem-
porary political controversies, and with the conviction that freedom
of expression is not the property of any one section of the Ameri-
can political spectrum.

Presented in great detail in Appendix C, my procedure is here
described briefly:

1) I chose to restrict myself to the prime-time nationwide news
broadcasts of ABC, CBS and NBC—those which are aired be-
tween 7:00 and 7:30 p.M.—because they are known to be the
major source of political information for the whole country.
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2) I selected a set of controversial issues, on which there were
strong opposing positions taken by the Republican-conservative-
right axis, and by the Democratic-liberal-left axis.

Specifically, I selected the three Presidential races of 1968, and a
set of 10 related issues: The U.S. policy on the Vietnam war; the
U.S. policy on the bombing halt; the Viet Cong; black militants;
the white middle class; liberals; conservatives; the left; demonstra-
tors; and violent radicals.

3) I chose the period of time during which these issues were
being covered by network news—a period during which the net-
works were expected to be “fair.” The exact time span of the study
was determined by the nature and duration of the principal contro-
versy itself.

Specifically: it was the critical latter two-thirds of the 90-day-
long Presidential campaign period—the seven-week period starting
on September 16, when the three Presidential campaigns moved
into high gear, and ending on November 4, the night before the
election. The electoral period provided its own cut-off date.

4) Between these polar dates, I tape-recorded the prime-time
shows of each network, and had the resultant newscasts tran-
scribed. All material was recorded, with certain exceptions noted
and explained in Appendix C.

S) From the resultant body of about 100,000 words per net-
work, I isolated all stories dealing with the chosen issues—and
excerpted all “for” and “against” opinion on these issues.

The task is simpler than it may sound. Network news is an ex-
tremely nonintellectual commodity, and the opinion which it relays
tends to be simple, short, highly partisan, and crudely “for” and
“against.” It is readily isolated.

It comes, invariably, from four sources: Presidential and Vice
Presidential candidates; politicians; members of the public; and
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from the reporters themselves. In stories on the Vietnam war, there
is also opinion from foreign sources.

The opinion appears in four clearly identifiable forms: direct
quotes, in which an individual states his own opinion; paraphrase,
in which a reporter condenses an individual’s opinion; narrative re-
ports, in which a reporter summarizes the position of a group of
people; and editorial opinion, which appears either in separate
commentaries and analyses, or within the body of a news story.

6) When all such opinion was isolated, and filed, I then counted
the number of words of opinion “for”” and “against,” on each issue.

7) Finally, I totalled the number of words spoken on both sides
of each issue.

This, in brief, was the method. It was simply calculated to reveal
the pattern of opinion-selectivity by network reporters.

In the pages that immediately follow, I present the results in the
form of bar graphs. Please note that two different scales are used
for the candidates and for all other issues.
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CONCLUSIONS

On the basis of these descriptive statistics, it is clear that net-
work coverage tends to be strongly biased in favor of the Democrat-
ic-liberal-left axis of opinion, and strongly biased against the
Republican-conservative-right axis of opinion.

The actual amounts of opinion on each issue vary considerably
from network to network, and the degree of bias, and sometimes its
direction, shifts both from network to network, and from issue to
issue. The picture is not consistent.

But the preponderant opinion slant is unmistakable. Based on
these figures alone, one can make these statements about this
period of coverage:

e The networks actively slanted their opinion cover-
age against U.S. policy on the Vietnam war.

e The networks actively slanted their opinion cover-
age in favor of the black militants and against the white
middle-class majority.

e The networks largely evaded the issue of violent
radicals.

e The networks actively favored the Democratic can-
didate, Hubert Humphrey, for the Presidency over his
Republican opponent.

e The networks actively opposed the Republican can-
didate, Richard Nixon, in his run for the Presidency.

In summary, the Presidential campaign of 1968 and its major
issues were handled in a partisan fashion by all three networks.
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Given the descriptive statistics of the study, it is almost unneces-
sary to explore the qualitative issue of relative “forcefulness” of the
opinion on the major campaign issues of 1968.

One can deduce that the “forcefulness” will be far greater on the
Democratic-liberal-left side of most of the issues.

Nonetheless, the details of this heavily one-sided opinion-
coverage are intensely interesting, and are highly revealing of net-
work practices. This section of the study will report on the major
findings on the opinion chosen for transmission on the various is-
sues studied, their political content, and the relative “forcefulness”
of the pro and con material.

Since the “forcefulness” of the interviewees does not lie within
the control of reporters, the issue is examined in this section exclu-
sively in terms of what does lie within reportorial control—namely,
editorial choices to enhance or weaken one side of the controversy.
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In each of the sections of this chapter that follow, the analyses
are documented with references to statements of opinion in specific
network stories. These are coded by month, day and numerical
order in the transcripts, and under the heading under which each
was filed in my own research. Thus: “9/16/4, Pro—Black Mili-
tants,” or “10/15/20, Anti-Humphrey.” My complete opinion files
are available to the reader on payment of reproduction fees.

For readers who do not care to review a quarter of a million
words of research but who wish to have a bird’s eye view of the
“for” and “against” opinion on each issue, I offer Appendices D-
M. They contain summaries of this opinion. Even in summary
form, the material is highly revealing, and readers are advised to
turn to the summaries on each issue after reading the content anal-
yses that follow.

CANDIDATES HUMPHREY AND NIXON

I have already said that there is one conclusion to be drawn from
comparison of the opinion aired on Mr. Nixon and Mr.
Humphrey: all three networks clearly tried to defeat Mr. Nixon in
his campaign for the Presidency of the United States.

On the basis of quantitative differences between the Nixon-
Humphrey figures alone, no other conclusion is tenable. And the
qualitative nature of the opinion chosen for transmission about
both men confirms this conclusion.

The opinion-selectivity of all three networks resulted in:

1) A portrayal of Mr. Humphrey as a quasi-saint.
2) A portrayal of Mr. Nixon as corruption incarnate.

Here is a summary of the personal praise received by Humphrey

during the seven-week period:

ON ABC: Hubert Humphrey is declared to be: able to
lead and heal the world; a fighter and a patriot; endowed
with courage, common sense and compassion; warm; en-
thusiastic; a man of exacting qualities of mind and spirit,
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of settled principles and clear vision; a man of percep-
tion and compassion; a man with understanding of the
epic forces governing the world; a man with a capacity to
lead us to peace; a good and honorable man; spontane-
ous; beloved by the poor and downtrodden of the nation;
the last best hope of the unfortunate.

ON CBS: Hubert Humphrey is declared to be: a fighter
and a patriot; a man with a passion for education; an in-
tense, aggressive man; a humanitarian; an impressive
man; a man of great political sensitivity, strength and
leadership qualities.

ON NBC: Hubert Humphrey is declared to be: a man of
perception, compassion, who can understand the epic
forces at work in the world and will guide the country to
peace; self-confident; understanding; imaginative; a man
with a commitment to freedom; a man with a love of
country; a man with a capacity to do good; a man who is
likely to bring peace; a man who is for racial and eco-
nomic justice.

In addition, on ABC: Mrs. Hubert Humpbhrey is said to be: con-
fident, enthusiastic and exuberant; a woman in the great tradition
of all Democratic First Ladies; a woman of strong personality and
independent convictions.

Does Hubert Humphrey have any personal flaws at all? A few:

ON ABC: it is said or implied that he talks too much;

that he is piqued with the demonstrators because they
tried to interrupt him; and that he talks too much.

O~ CBS: it is said or implied that he role-plays; that he
talks too much; and that he harms well-written speeches
by ad libbing.




ON NBC: it is said or implied that he talks too much;
that he postures.

Hubert Humphrey has flaws according to network TV but they are

minor flaws indeed for a man possessed of all earthly virtues.

What by contrast are the personal qualities of Richard Nixon?

What are his virtues as transmitted by network TV?

ON ABC: it is said that Nixon has fine powers as a de-
bater and extraordinary political astuteness.

ON CBS: it is said he is a man of great dimensions.

ON NBC: it is said that he is calm and serene in the face
of hecklers.

Mr. Nixon has virtues but clearly as far as network-transmitted
opinion goes, he suffers from a serious shortage of them in contrast

to Mr. Humphrey.
And what are the flaws of the Republican candidate?

ON ABC: it is said or implied that Mr. Nixon is: an un-
kind automaton; overconfident; attacker of liberals and
Communists; afraid of being interviewed; intellectually
intimidated by reporters; coldbloodedly intent on mar-
keting himself; a man who is lamentably lacking in quali-
ties of mind and spirit; a man who lacks principles and
clear vision, who lacks compassion and does not under-
stand the epic forces that govern the world; that he is
massaging the prejudices of the whites against the young,
the poor and the black; that he is unattractive to the
young and cannot communicate with them; that he is a
liar; overconfident; a posturer; a pseudo-statesman and
a pseudo-philosopher; that he is morally unprincipled; a
racist; that he is divisive, is trying to set Americans
against each other in mutual fear and suspicion; that he
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is an obstacle to peace because of his anti-Communist
background; that he is a mechanical, robotic man, calcu-
lating, posturing and without emotion; a man who talks
in generalities, who is overconfident; a poseur; a man
who inspires no confidence or enthusiasm; a man who is
not big enough for the role of President; an untrust-
worthy man, a liar, a man from whom one shouldn’t buy
a used car; a cheerleader at his own rally; a man who is
weak and fearful before hecklers, restless; a man who
will not keep his campaign promises; a posturer, a man
who experiences nagging fears, a failure; a racist, an
anti-Communist; a man whose speeches are like freeze-
dried bits of bland pap; whose oratory is uninspired and
slick; a man who is in extreme conflict from holding in
the desire to go for his enemy’s jugular; a man whose na-
ture it is to go after an enemy with a club or a meat axe,
a man with the psychology of a murderer.

ON CBS: it is said or implied that Mr. Nixon is: a bor-
ing anti-climactic presence at his own rallies; overconfi-
dent; that he is unyoung, unhandsome and unsexy; that
his own followers do not like him; that he is a man with
a rancorous streak; overconfident; a liar, a man who
lacks ability, character, principles; a man who is a
danger to the country; a hard-core anti-Communist in
the past; a man who is appealing to the race prejudice of
young and old; a racist; cynical; irresponsible; an anti-
Semite; a racist; a hypocrite; devoid of principles; a man
who appeals to failures and malcontents; inhuman, a
computing machine who is programmed by a program-
mer; a man who deliberately misleads Americans; a man
who appeals to fear and hatred; who fabricates straw




d the patriotism of opponents; a man who pre-
ends to be supported by vouth; a man who makes con-
tradictory campaign promises; a man whose supporters
are not convinced by him; a man who makes vicious and
false accusations without taking responsibility for his
words; an inhuman computer; a square who believes in
heroes.

ON NBC: it is said or implied that Mr, Nixon: traveled
the low road of anti-Communism; lacks perception and
ompassion: does not understand the epic forces that

)

govern the world; that he ‘is: tricky Dick, given to
ttacking liberals as Communist sympathizers; incon-
sistent. cynical, shallow, shockingly irresponsible; mali-
cious, posturing as a winner; a man who uses
commercial gimmickry and fakery to win his support;
a man who utters bromides; a man whose followers are
bored with him and don’t like him, who only cheer him
because his writers know how to write applause lines;
a cruelly mocking man; a liar, a hypocrite, a name-
caller, a man who appeals to fear and hate in the elec-
torate; a man who fails to talk seriously to the public;
a racist WASP who wants to hold Negroes down
economically; a hater of Negroes; a man whose audi-
ences don't like him and who are only responding to
threatrical gimmicks; a liar; an opponent of racial and
economic justice; a venal militarist.

THE NEWS TWISTERS
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In addition, on ABC it is implied that Mrs. Nixon is a charming
robot without an individual mind; a cool, slightly false woman
neurotically isolated from people—ijust like her husband.

It should now be said that none of these opinions include the
views of opposing candidates. Neither Mr. Nixon’s criticisms of
Mr. Humphrey nor Mr. Humphrey’s criticisms of Mr. Nixon are
included in this array of alleged character attributes. Nor do these
lists include public opinion or the running daily praise and attack
on a variety of purely political issues. This contrasting portrait of
the characters of Richard Nixon and of Hubert Humphrey is exclu-
sively the result of the combined opinions of politicians and
reporters.

Network reporters in alliance with Democratic-liberal politicians
portrayed Hubert Humphrey as a talkative Democratic saint stud-
ded over with every virtue known to man. Deprived of reporters in
league with Republican-conservative politicians, Mr. Nixon is not
portrayed as a human being at all but is transmogrified into a
demon out of the liberal id.

Given this loading of the political decks, there is no need to ana-
lyze the other types of pro and con opinion on Messrs. Nixon and
Humphrey. The opinion in Appendix D is worth reading—particu-
larly the one-sided editorial assault on Nixon as an evader of the
issues, while Mr. Humphrey, whose ambiguities merited a similar
charge, is spared. But when an assault of this magnitude is directed
at the most crucial aspects of a human being and Presidential
candidate—his mind, his morality and his character—nothing else
is of much significance.

If Richard Nixon is President of the United States today, it is in
spite of ABC-TV, CBS-TV and NBC-TV. Together they broadcast
the quantitative equivalent of a New York Times lead editorial
against him every day—for five days a week for the seven weeks of
his campaign period. And every editorial technique was employed
on three networks to render the pro-Nixon side less “forceful” than
the anti-Nixon side. Indeed, to speak of “forceful” pro-Nixon opin-
ion is impossible. It does not exist.
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CANDIDATE WALLACE

In one sense, George Wallace was ignored by the networks.
Most reporters did not bother to attack him very much editorially
as they did Nixon, and when they did, it was brief.

Nor did the reporters load the “negative” opinion catastrophically
against the “affirmative” as they did to Richard Nixon. A specific
selective pattern was used instead.

As the summaries in Appendix E indicate, Wallace coverage
consists largely of four elements:

1) Quotations from union men who were for Wallace;

2) Quotations from Democratic Party and union leaders
who are appalled by the falling away of this Democratic
vote to Wallace;

3) Violent indictments of Wallace by the Democratic es-
tablishment, with a little assistance from reporters;

4) Reports on verbal and physical assaults on Wallace.

The pattern of coverage, in other words, reflects the perspective of
the Democratic Party. If the content of the ‘“affirmative” opinion
reveals that Democrats in large numbers support Wallace—the in-
tent of most of the anti-Wallace opinion is to drive the Democratic
voter back into the fold.

As the campaign progressed and Wallace's support rose, the re-
porters increasingly resorted to the 4th selective technique: they
reported incessantly on physical assaults on Wallace by mobs. And
they never named the assaulters politically or ideologically, al-
though there are repeated references to ‘“college students” and
“black militants.”

The selection of opinion on the very complex Wallace phenome-
non is so stylized and so repetitious that it is clearly conscious.
And, indeed, Theodore H. White in The Making of the President
1968 (p. 424) describes this very tactic of “the media” to stop
George Wallace. The description is an accurate one for network
TV as well:
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The polls, with their figures, had alerted the national
media to the potential in Wallace. The media, trying to
document the Wallace campaign in words and pictures,
began to spread the image of a man not mastering dis-
order in the nation but provoking it where he went.

The headlines of his rallies, read from early October
on, at random, thus: “Tennessee Mob Beats Boy Who
Sassed Wallace”; “Wallace Was Target for Bomb”;
“Hecklers Throw Eggs, Apple Core at Wallace in Osh-
kosh”; “Clashes Mar Wallace Rally in Detroit”; “Wal-
lace Shakes the Garden”; “Police Club Leftists after
Wallace Rally”; “Fights Break Out as Hecklers Disrupt
Wallace Rally in Texas.”

It was, says Mr. White, the “cumulative eftect of this reporting”
which turned the Wallace tide. The “pressure of the media and in-
fluence-makers and the liberal unions,” says White (p. 467),
reduced the Wallace vote far below its true potential.

If the newspaper stories elaborated on the details of these
clashes that broke out at Wallace rallies, network TV’s stories did
not. Indeed network coverage of Wallace gradually came to consist
largely of these “headlines”—"headlines” which, like those quoted
by White, reported most often on provocations of and attacks on
Wallace and Wallace followers, who frequently fought back—with
the resultant violence attributed to the candidate. An NBC reporter
(10/30/9, Anti-Wallace) was voicing the media “party line” when
he referred to “the violence that has become the signature of the
Wallace campaign.”

The selective technique of increasingly giving air time to Wallace
enemies and of focusing on the fights that broke out as the politi-
cally unidentified “hecklers” continuously disrupted his rallies, was
dubious journalistic practice. There were valid concerns and anxie-
ties on the side of the middle class that was fleeing the Democratic
Party as well as valid reasons to oppose Wallace. The serious issues
on both sides, however, were not explored by the networks either
in the form of opinion or of general coverage. They increasingly fo-
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cused their cameras and their words on fists and rocks. The physi-
calistic coverage was despairingly anti-intellectual.

When the violence was not caused by Wallace or by his follow-
ers, as often it was not, this technique was morally condemnable as
well, for it constituted distortion.

But this calculated zeroing-in on violence, often provoked by
unidentified leftists and black militants and attributed to the candi-
date, is not the only network misdemeanor in regard to Wallace
coverage. There is a graver one by far. Network men covertly
encouraged physical violence directed at Wallace.

They did so by a specific set of euphemisms. Language custo-
marily used to describe those who engage in verbal protest was
used to describe those who engage in physical assault. This was a
tacit sanctioning of the assaultive conduct.

This linguistic device in use on all three networks is highly sig-
nificant coming as it does from men with large and varied vocabu-
laries and men who are well able to distinguish between a verbal
criticism and an act of physical violence. Certainly, network men
have never in a burst of collective imprecision referred to club-
swinging policemen—or, more recently, fist-swinging construction
workers—as men engaging in verbal expression or men simply
manifesting their intellectual disagreements. And yet network re-
porters insistently described people as intellectual or verbal dissent-
ers at the precise mement when these people were engaging in
physical acts of violence—thus systematically blurring the existen-
tial, moral and legal distinction between physical attack and verbal
dissent.

Here are all recorded examples’:

ABC
10/22/5 (Anti-Wallace): Opponents of Wallace threw

‘These passages appear in my opinion files and statistics as anti-
Wallace opinion by the public, not by reporters. The same passages
could not be counted rwice. It is only in this section, therefore, that
this aspect of editorial opposition to Wallace is reported.
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eggs, vegetables and fruit at Wallace. The reporter calls
them “hecklers.”

10/23/6 (Anti-Wallace): Opponents threw objects in-
cluding eggs, vegetables, fruit and stones at Wallace. One
stone strikes Wallace in the face. The reporter calls these
opponents “hecklers” and says, amusingly, evoking an
old folk rhyme, that they threw “sticks, stones and

]

names” at Wallace. He thus equates physical violence

and words.

10/31/6 (Anti-Wallace): A group disrupts a Wallace
rally, throws rocks, and hits two girls on the head. The
reporter calls the group “demonstrators.”

CBS

9/30/4 (Anti-Wallace): The story states that an oppo-
nent of Wallace threw an egg at him. The reporter’s de-
scription is: “The dissenters made their presence
known.”

10/22/6 (Anti-Wallace): Opponents threw rocks at
George Wallace. The reporter calls them “hecklers.”

10/23/4 (Anti-Wallace): Black-power opponents of
George Wallace throw “objects™ at him. The reporter
describes this as Wallace’s being ““heckled.”

NBC
10/17/8 (Anti-Wallace): Opponents of Wallace throw

‘e

tin cans at him. The reporter refers to this as “disrup-
tion” of Wallace's speech—thus describing violence
directed at a human being as if it were the interruption

of a speech.

10/22/10 (Anti-Wallace): The reporter describes
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George Wallace as being “heckled mercilessly” and as
being hit with an “apple core’ flung by the “hecklers.”
10/23/3 (Anti-Wallace): The reporter says college stu-
dents throw objects at Wallace. He sums it up as: “let-
ting Wallace know what they rhink of him”—thus
describing physical violence as if it were an expression
of “thought.”

10/31/8 (Anti-Wallace): Demonstrators hurl objects at
Wallace. The reporter describes it as “they heckled and
threw things.” This is the only formulation that makes a
distinction between speech and physical violence, but it
is still a remarkably casual way of describing the phe-
nomenon.

Over and over again, by this false equation of speech and force,
these reporters were subtly, but repeatedly broadcasting the mes-
sage that bodily assault and violence were just another form of
“dissent” and that throwing cans and rocks was an accredited and
constitutionally protected verbal form of expression . . . if the tar-
get was George Wallace.

In seven weeks, not one reporter expressed the view or quoted
anyone as expressing the view that this outbreak of physical attacks
on Wallace was assault, that it was illegal, that it was morally
wrong—that these were not “hecklers” or dissenters, but hood-
lums.

Many network reporters in the 1968 campaign made it eminent-
ly clear that they were not opposed in principle to political violence
if directed at certain political targets—and this broader issue will
be discussed elsewhere in this study.

As it applied to George Wallace, what emerges from editorial
opinion is the clear-cut implication that violence from the left
(never named as such) is legitimate if directed at the racist right—
that it is the racist right, per se, which is the social evil—and that
against it no ethics, no laws, need prevail.

A powerful and explicit expression of this very thesis is to be
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found in an editorial opinion which was delivered on ABC (9/20/8,
Anti-“Demonstrators”). It is the only impassioned editorial on vio-
lence delivered by a reporter in seven weeks. In it, the reporter
condemns “young militants,” classifying them as poor and rich,
white and black, educated and illiterate. The reporter then charges
these ideologically anonymous “militants” with violating other peo-
ple’s rights, with physical destruction, and calls them “the apostles
of violence and disruption.” The reporter does not attack these ac-
tions as evil, per se. He attacks them for quite a different reason.
The danger of this conduct, says the reporter, is that while the vio-
lent militants’ motives are good, they may ‘“manage to elect George
Wallace.”

Thus, in the only strong attack on “militant” violence from an
editorial source during the seven weeks studied, the left goes pro-
tectively unnamed, the motives of all violent “militants” are pro-
claimed pure—and the real evil is identified as Wallace, symbol of
the racist right. In this editorial opinion we find the standard of
selectivity that determined Wallace coverage on all three networks.

It need hardly be said that, however one may condemn Mr. Wal-
lace’s rightism and racism, he is as entitled to the full protection of
the law, as let us say, a Communist Black Panther arrested for
threatening to murder President Nixon. It is a curious fact that this
cardinal principle of American ethics and law totally vanished from
the minds of network reporters during the Wallace campaign.

In sum: the coverage of opinion on George Wallace is heavily
weighted against Wallace and editorially sanctions the physical at-
tacks upon him. Editorial choices were repeatedly made to render
the anti-Wallace side of the controversy more ‘‘forceful.”

U.S. POLICY ON THE VIETNAM WAR AND THE
BOMBING HALT; THE VIET CONG

If the quantitative imbalance of opinion on war-related issues
suggests a conscious determination to slant coverage, the actual
content of this opinion reinforces this suggestion.
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The opinion-summaries in Appendix F reveal a steady drum-
beat of antigovernment voices, united in an assault on the Vietnam
war, and in a demand for a unilateral bombing halt by the United
States.’

So crude is this drumbeat of synchronized opinion that there is
almost nothing to analyze, no special documentation to isolate. All
the reader has to do is to turn to the appendix, and contemplate the
dramatis personae and its identical positions:

9/26 George Ball opposes the war

9/26 Students oppose the war

9/30 Senator Fulbright opposes the war

10/8 Senator Eugene McCarthy opposes the war

10/8 Nine pacifists oppose the war
10/15 Soldiers oppose the war
10/22 Japanese leftists oppose the war
10/23 SDS leader Tom Hayden opposes the war
10/28 The Communist Party opposes the war
10/31 Eldridge Cleaver opposes the war

etc., etc.

and

9/23 U Thant opposes U.S. bombing
10/1 Humphrey aides oppose U.S. bombing

'The antigovernment opinion classified by this study does not include
the two or three “hawk™ attacks on government war policy expressed
by Senator Barry Goldwater and candidate Curtis LeMay, since their
opposition was on totally different grounds: they charged the govern-
ment with fighting a “no-win war.” To have included such opinion in
the “antiwar” totals would have distorted their meaning. The con-
troversy analyzed here is the LBJ vs. “dove” controversy exclusively.

It is worth noting that all three networks virtually ignored the pure
“hawk” or conservative or ‘“victory” position, although it had heavy
support in the public. According to pollster Lou Harris, it was still
a majority position one year after the period of this study—52%,
on October 31, 1969, were willing to support the government in a
last-ditch effort to win military victory.
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10/1 Averill Harriman opposes U.S. bombing
10/25 Xuan Thuy opposes U.S. bombing
10/28 Soviet Premier Kosygin opposes U.S. bombing
10/30 Indira Ghandi opposes U.S. bombing
etc., etc.

All that need be said here is that this uniform outcry came from an
editorially selected alliance of: a couple of “dove” Republicans
and Democrats; domestic Communists and far-left organizations;
politically unidentified “students” and “pacifists”; foreign leftists
and “neutralists”; network reporters; and the enemy itself.

Enemy opinion and reporter opinion, in fact, constituted the ma-
jority of the opinion advocating a unilateral bombing halt. Out of
37 such endorsements aired by the networks in 6 weeks—the
voices stilled on October 31, when President Johnson stopped the
bombing—more than one-third came from enemy sources: 11
came from Xuan Thuy, chief negotiator for North Vietnam; from
Hanoi; and from Soviet Premier Kosygin. And almost one-third, 9,
came from reporters.

As portrayed on the air by the networks, the “dove” alliance was
a curious one. On network TV, almost no antiwar or bombing halt
opinion came from the political center, none came from the right of
center, none came from anti-leftists and anti-Communists. The
antiwar movement was construed by network TV to be almost
exclusively a left-wing movement, and throughout the campaign,
the voices of the left had a virtual stranglehold on opinion on the
war.'

And what of opinion on the other side of the “dove” vs. LBJ
controversy? It can best be described as a calculated void. Opinion
in support of the Administration’s war policy was flatly omitted by

'According to a study published in the American Political Science
Review in December, 1969, the majority of those who were opposed
to the war in 1968 were antagonistic to the leftist “protesters”™—23 %
being extremely “hostile.” The nature of the antiwar movement in the
United States was severely distorted by portraying it as an almost
exclusively leftist position.
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NBC News. This network functioned as if there was only one side
to the controversy. The pro-Administration side was covered, sym-
bolically, on CBS and ABC, which relayed a few opinions from the
Administration itself. Similarly, opinion supporting the Adminis-
tration’s demand for a conditional bombing halt was meager.

In general, those who might have supported the Administration’s
side of the controversy were not to be seen or heard. There was no
public opinion in support of the war on any of the three networks.
There was not a word of opinion from any of the Asian nations in
whose interests the war was being fought. President Thieu of South
Vietnam was almost totally silent during this period; he spoke a
few sentences each on ABC and NBC—and none on CBS. The
Administration’s allies were, quite simply, kept off the air.

Finally, the nature of the enemy, the Viet Cong—revealed, a few
months earlier, as the perpetrator of the mass murder of thousands
—was the object of systematic evasion by the networks. Only once
during the seven-week period did a political opinion appear on the
subject of the Viet Cong: An ABC reporter justified Viet Cong
“*savagery” as the fault of the United States.

In sum, on the general subject of Vietnam, there was no attempt,
on any of the three networks, to present “equally forceful” opinion.
All “forcefulness” was reserved for opposition to administration
policies.

RACE: LIBERALS VS. CONSERVATIVES

In terms of statistics, the liberal-conservative picture suggests a
political paradox. The figures reveal both an anti-conservative bias
and an anti-liberal bias. This suggests that network selectivity is
antagonistic to both groups, in defiance of the general pro-liberal,
pro-left pattern.

This paradox is promptly proved to be illusory when the content
of the opinion on both groups—summarized in Appendix G—is
examined.

If one starts with pro-liberal opinion, one sees that it is minimal.
Only two expressions of it can be found on the air during this
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period, both editorial—once on ABC (9/27/2) and once on NBC
(9/17/8). Both times, however, the reporters make identical
points: they isolate liberals as nonracists. The clear implication, on
both occasions, is that conservatives, by contrast, are racists.

When one turns to opinion on conservatives, one sees that this
implication is fully substantiated. There is almost no pro-conserva-
tive opinion, while opinion critical of conservatives, explicit and
implicit, runs as follows:

ON ABC: they are criticized as violent; as racist advo-
cates of law and order; as rude; as stupid.

ON CBS: they are criticized as violent; and as racist
malcontents.

ON NBC: they are criticized as plotters against black
militants; racists; as militarists and law-and-order advo-
cates; as racist law-and-order advocates; as anti-black
militants; as anti-black militants; as the cause of racist
violence.

Of the 13 criticisms, 8 are charges of racism—S5 coming from
reporters.

(It should be noted that three of these editorial opinions equate
the conservative advocacy of law and order with racism—a tacit
attack on law and order and a rationalization of black lawlessness,
as well as an attack on conservatives: 9/27/2 ABC; 9/17/8 NBC,;
9/17/9 NBC.)

One can readily deduce that in a news service where all liberals
are editorially defined as nonracists and where all conservatives are
editorially defined as racists, anti-liberal opinion will be editorially
equated to racist-right opinion. And that is generally how anti-
liberal opinion is selected—on two of the three networks:

On ABC there are four anti-liberal opinions—and three of them
come from the racist right—from George Wallace and his running
mate. On CBS, there is only one criticism of the liberals—and,
again, it is from George Wallace, on the racist right. On both these
networks, the selective standard tacitly communicates the idea that
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a rightist attack on liberals means a racist attack on nonracists.

NBC deviates from this standard of selection, and must be con-
sidered separately. This network conforms to the standardized pat-
tern in that it editorially defines liberals as nonracists; and it ag-
gressively attacks conservatives as racists. But it adds a major
element to anti-liberal opinion: it transmits criticisms of liberals
which do not come from exclusively racist-right sources. NBC
gives extensive air time to two articulate black militants: one
mocks “liberal guilt,” the other savages the liberals who have made
money out of poverty programs, leaving the ghetto blacks as poor
as ever. (10/22/12, Anti-Liberal.) NBC also invites New Left jour-
nalist Jack Newfield and conservative publisher William Rusher to
discuss the New Left’s newsworthy dislike of liberal policies and
liberal big-government (10/15/12). During this exchange, old-time
anti-liberal Rusher largely confines himself to a wry “I told you so”
and a call for “order”—while New Leftist Newfield conducts a
blistering assault on liberal policies, racial and other, in the spirit of
a man newly betrayed. Thus the story ends up, primarily, as a vehi-
cle for New Left opinion.

What conclusions about “forcefulness” may we then draw about
the total body of opinion aired on the three networks? These:

On ABC and CBS, editorial selection, strongly reinforced by ed-
itorial opinion, results in a crude comic strip: All liberals are
nonracist good guys and all conservatives are racist bad guys.
Granted a monopoly on virtue by the reporters, liberals emerge as
morally transcendant—hence as the more “forceful” of the two
sides.

On NBC, editorial selection and intervention results in a dif-
ferent political stress: Liberals are portrayed with moral ambiguity,
nonracists who are occasionally deluded and corrupt; and conserv-
atives (with the possible exception of Mr. Rusher, whose non-
racist position goes unidentified by NBC) are all cast as comic-strip
racist bad guys. If NBC'’s editorial selection results in the enhance-
ment of any position at all, it is that of the New Left, black and
white.

Taking the three networks collectively, we may then say that the
editorially contrived “forcefulness” disfavors the conservatives. It
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favors either the liberals or the New Left and it favors the blacks,
around whose cause virtually all this opinion revolves.

Statistics notwithstanding, there is no contradiction here of the
network bias pattern.

RACE: “THE WHITE MIDDLE CLASS”

The “white middle class” is only one name for this group. It is
also known, in network stories, as ‘“‘the white middle-class majori-
ty,” “white America,” “white racist America,” “the middle-class
electorate,” “the American electorate”—and, on NBC, as “the
American people.”

It is perfectly clear, from the manner in which this flexible con-
cept is used in network news stories, that it is a symbolic way of re-
ferring to “America”—tacitly excepting liberals, leftists and blacks.

By virtue of this tacit exception, the critical opinion on this
symbolic group is indistinguishable from the critical opinion on
conservatives. If there is any distinction at all, it is that this body
of opinion—directed at nobody in particular, and at everybody
generally—is more violently antagonistic.

Here, taken from Appendix H, is a fast summary of the opinion,
explicit and implicit, which is critical of this symbolic group:

LRI

ON ABC: it is criticized as prosperous, self-pitying, me-
diocre; as materialistic; as unintelligent; as racist and
hating the young, the poor and the blacks; as mediocre,
hostile to intellectual values; as racist; as intellectually
shallow; as devoid of conscience.

ON CBS: it is criticized as racist; as racist; as racist,
selfish and mentally limited; as selfish, culturally lim-
ited, mentally limited.

ON NBC: it is criticized as responsible for black crime;
as authoritarian-racist-militaristic advocates of law en-
forcement against black criminals; as wealthy advocates
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of law and order; as violent; as responsible for black
crime; as willing to sacrifice blacks’ “freedom” for law
and order; as racist advocates of law and order; as
racist; as racist; as racist; as racist.

Of these 23 criticisms, 18 come from reporters.

Again, as in anti-conservative opinion, reporters equate the
middle-class advocacy of law and order with race prejudice, thus
tacitly opposing law enforcement and sanctioning black violence.
The equations—four of them, all by NBC reporters—are repro-
duced here:

e 9/17/8 (Anti-White Middle Class): The reporter justi-
fies black violence by equating the middle-class concern
for law and order with militaristic and racist-right atti-
tudes.

¢ 9/18/4 (Anti—-White Middle Class): The reporter ra-
tionalizes black crime by holding the lawful white mid-
dle class responsible for it.

e 10/4/7 (Anti-White Middle Class): The reporter
equates the application of law to violent blacks with the
willingness of the white middle class “majority” to sac-
rifice “freedom.” The only “freedom™ portrayed as
being restricted in this story is the “freedom™ of blacks
to riot.

e 10/22/12 (Anti-White Middle Class): The reporter
rationalizes black violence by linking it to middle-class
racism and a breakdown of police discipline.

In seven weeks of campaign coverage, this generalized assault on
the symbolic “white middle class,” with its secondary leitmotif of
attacking the law and order position, was the dominant point of
view aired on the nationwide newscasts.

What, by contrast, did opinion favorable to ‘“the white middle
class” consist of? What virtues of “white America” were portrayed
along with its vices? Such favorable opinion was expressed only on




“EQUALLY FORCEFUL . .. ?" 69

ABC and only within one story—by Republican candidate Nixon,
and by two of his supporters: All three defended the law-abiding,
hard-working, tax-paying middle-class majority. And that is all.

In seven weeks, CBS carried no opinion favorable to “the white
middle class.”

In seven weeks, NBC carried no opinion favorable to “the
white middle class.”

It is quite clear that the concept of presenting “equally forceful”
affirmative opinion on this symbolic “class” was never considered
by the networks. Even when the Republican contender for the
Presidency, Mr. Nixon, expressed such opinion as a major theme
of his campaign, two of the three networks preferred not to
carry it.

RACE: BLACK MILITANTS

Given a consistent editorial position, on three networks, which
casts all conservatives as racists, and which casts all “middle-class”
whites in the same mold, it is not surprising to discover that pro—
black-militant opinion greatly exceeds opinion critical of black mil-
itants.

The content of this large mass of favorable opinion can be
quickly reviewed in Appendix I. It comes mainly from Black Pan-
thers, Watts militants, Eldridge Cleaver—and reporters. It general-
ly contains protests, demands, threats, expressions of social and
economic grievances, expressions of support for black riots and
demonstrations; and attacks on Presidential candidates, on police
and on “white America.” It is largely the voice of black power,
heavily reinforced with editorial support.

A significant amount of this opinion glamorizes violent black
militants and/or sympathizes with, rationalizes, or threatens vio-
lence—riots, arson, political and racial murder. Such opinion can
be found in nineteen stories, and I hereby give the references:

ON ABC: 9/16/14, 10/15/5, 10/25/13, 10/28/8,
10/30/11
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ON CBS: 9/18/3, 9/26/14, 9/27/12, 10/24/12,
10/31/11
ON NBC: 9/16/8, 9/17/9, 9/20/5, 9/23/12,
10/3/11,10/9/10, 10/15/9, 10/21/11, 10/25/8
About 50% of this rationalizing of black violence consists of, or in-
cludes, reportorial opinion—on ABC, two out of the five; on CBS,
four out of the five; and on NBC, five out of the nine.

The editorial methods for rationalizing violence are so standard-
ized that they can be precisely described. There are five of them:

e Black violence, or advocacy of violence, is conceded,
then the blame is transferred to other shoulders, usually
those of the “white middle-class majority.”

e Black violence, or advocacy of violence, is conceded;
then the reporter glamorizes or defends the advocates or
practitioners of violence.

e Black violence, or advocacy of violence, is minimized
or turned into a joke.

e Black violence, or advocacy of violence, is evaded;
and the reporter glamorizes or defends the advocates or
practitioners of violence.

e Those who attack black violence are attacked by the
reporter.

Here is a rapid survey of this editorial opinion:

ABC

9/16/14 (Pro-Black Militants): The reporter minimizes
the significance of burning, looting and rioting in an
amusing way, as the work of “amateurs.”

10/28/8 (Pro—Black Militants): The reporter, present-
ing a description of Eldridge Cleaver as Presidential
candidate, portrays Cleaver as youthful, as the author
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of Soul on Ice, as a leader with white followers—and
omits all reference to his demands for political violence
and murder.

CBS

9/18/3 (Pro-Black Militants): The reporter covertly
glamorizes Eldridge Cleaver after Cleaver demands that
big businessmen, politicians, police and profitmakers be
“disposed of” and “shot.” The reporter uses euphemis-
tic descriptions of Cleaver’s advocacy of murder, calling
it “tough talk”; attacks those who refuse to hire Cleav-
er as ‘“‘censors’; and reports no criticism of Cleaver’s
calls for political murder.

9/26/14 (Pro-Black Militants): The reporter rational-
izes a violent black-power riot in a Boston school in
which twenty people were injured by euphemistically
calling it “unrest” and by equating it to an expression of
black “pride” and black “identity”.

10/24/12 (Pro-Black Militants): The reporter glam-
orizes a black-power athlete who is threatening to
burn cities. He repeatedly calls him a “hero,” omits ex-
isting black criticism of his conduct, portrays him as the
voice of a monolithic black community.

10/31/11 (Pro-Black Militants): The reporter purports
to summarize Cleaver’s political position, and glam-
orizes him as a simple integrationist—by omitting any
reference to Cleaver’s advocacy of murder of whites,
police, businessmen, etc.

NBC
9/16/8 (Pro-Black Militants): The reporter equates the
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ideological crime committed by Black Panthers to that
of all criminal blacks, then blames it on “poverty.”

9/17/9 (Pro-Black Militants): The reporter justifies vi-
olence by defining as racists those who advocate law
and order.

9/20/5 (Pro-Black Militants): The reporter purports to
sum up the controversy over the hiring of Eldridge
Cleaver at Berkeley. He portrays Cleaver as an ‘“enthu-
siastic” militant, omitting Cleaver’s “enthusiasm” for
political murder—thus leaving out the central reason
for the controversy.

9/23/12 (Pro-Black Militants): The reporter purports
to sum up the controversy over academic freedom at
Berkeley involving Eldridge Cleaver, and glamorizes
him by omitting all references to his past crimes and ad-
vocacy of political murder. His only description of
Cleaver is “a noted Black Nationalist.”

10/21/11 (Pro-Black Militants): The reporter overtly
endorses Black Militants and transmits their threats of
violence.

In sum, on all three networks reporters sanction the most ex-
treme, the most violent and the actively criminal elements of the
black power movement.

What, by contrast, do we find on the quantitatively weaker side
of the controversy—the side that criticizes black militants?

Here the sources of opinion are far more varied, even if the total
opinion is quantitatively restricted. Anti-black-militant opinion
comes generally, if spottily, from every point of the U.S. socio-
political spectrum, save the far left: from conservative California
Governor Ronald Reagan to liberal New York Mayor John Lindsay,
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with a heavy component of teachers, union men and blue-collar
workers in between.

The criticisms of black militants tend also to be focused on black
hostility and violence. They attack: black riots; black demon-
strations; black racism; black anti-Semitism; black arson, lootings,
muggings; black killing of firemen and police; black harassment
and intimidation of teachers; black racist abuse of whites, etc.

Attacks on black violence are found, however, in only 9 stories:

ON ABC: 9/16/3,9/20/8,10/31/8
ON CBS: 9/16/1
ON NBC: 9/18/7,9/19/16, 9/20/5,10/4/7, 10/9/10

No network gives as much air time to the critics of black vio-
lence as it does to its representatives, advocates, and justifiers. CBS
is outstanding in its reluctance to air such reproofs, doing so only
once—on the first day of the study period—citing candidate
Humphrey. The network never carries such a criticism again.

Not one reporter on CBS or NBC is critical of black-power vio-
lence during this coverage period. And only one reporter on ABC
criticizes such violence—also early in the study period (9/20/8).
This is the same reportorial indictment of violence that has already
been referred to in the Wallace section. It is the only strong repor-
torial condemnation of violence in the seven weeks of coverage. It
mentions black militants only fleetingly—granting them noble mo-
tivations—and objects to violence ultimately because it “might
elect George Wallace.”

The statistics on black-militant opinion, taken alone, clearly sug-
gest that editorial selectivity has chosen to enhance the black-
militant position and render it the more “forceful.”

What they do not reveal is that violence is the burning core of
the debate, and that network reporters throw their weight almost
fully to the violence side. It is ultimately the legitimization of black
violence which is the most “forceful” position aired.

When one examines the total body of opinion under the head-
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ings of “Liberal,” “Conservative,” “White Middle Class” and
“Black Militants,” one sees that it is ultimately the same body of
opinion, with slightly different stresses. Editorial selective stand-
ards and editorial intervention renders the total a crude racist car-
toon—with noble blacks pitted against evil conservative white
America . . . with noble liberals exempt from the national condem-
nation . . . and with black violence against “white America” active-
ly condoned and rationalized.

THE LEFT

Considering the explosiveness of the radical movement in
America in 1968, there is virtually no opinion on the left wing, its
means and its ends.

Pro-left opinion comes largely from a few candidates of old-left
parties and two black parties, allowed a ritual split-second each; a
few members of left organizations; a few students identified as
hecklers; candidate Ed Muskie; and reporters.

Such leftist opinion as exists is fragmentary and consists of a few
canned phrases and one-word ideologies: The United States is “im-
perialistic,” what is needed is “socialism™ or “‘a democratic type of
Communism,” etc. Leftists are not permitted to speak long enough
to express any coherent ideas to the public or to allow the public to
understand their criticisms, their goals and how they propose to
achieve them. A brief inspection of Appendix J will indicate the
intense restriction of this coverage.

Apart from this truncated “thought” from the left, the rest is
largely from reporters and consists of portraying the left either as
the friendly Democrats next door or as a bunch of “restless amus-
ing kids.” Thus:

10/28/8 (Pro-Left): An ABC reporter sums up the
shared goals of all left parties with the concepts of peace
and justice—rendering the Communist party indistin-
guishable from Senator Edward Kennedy’s Democratic
party.
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10/3/8, 10/1/10 (Pro-Left): Another ABC reporter
pens a comic sketch of a “Congressional Laugh-In”
where the HUAC, investigating violence in Chicago,
confronts “top banana” Jerry Rubin . . . and continues
his humorous approach two days later when the funny
Yippies are being charged with plans to kill policemen
and bomb buildings. All this, the reporter assures us,
tongue plunged deep in cheek, is “youthful unrest.”

10/31/11 (Pro-Left): A CBS reporter allows Eldridge
Cleaver to say “oink™ about the candidates and portrays
him as eager to cooperate with ‘‘sympathetic whites”—
making this Black Panther leader sound like an old-
fashioned integrationist who happens to like to say
“oink.”

9/25/7 (Pro-Left): Another CBS reporter describes a
group of leftists as an “enthusiastic” bunch of students,
and fails to mention what ideologies and goals inspire
their enthusiasm.

9/19/5 (Pro-Left): An NBC reporter tells us that the
radicals are “young people” and says “Americans”
should “trust each other.”

9/23/6 (Prd-Left): Another NBC reporter thinks it
wrong to criticize Communists.

All in all, pro-left editorial opinion portrays the left as harmless,
friendly, idealistic, funny, young, “restless” and trustworthy.

What of anti-left opinion? Here there is a distinct difference be-
tween the networks.

ABC in two cases airs opinion which attacks the New Left as
dangerous. One opinion is from J. Edgar Hoover, who identifies
the New Left and the SDS as the sources of the outbreak of politi-
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cal violence in the country. A second is from a HUAC undercover
investigator who charges the Yippies with plans to bomb buildings,
kill policemen and assassinate candidates. (Although the ABC re-
porter is amused by it all.)

On NBC no such criminal charges are aired. NBC viewers are
not informed of J. Edgar Hoover’s warning against the New Left
and the SDS; and the Yippies’ name and two out of three charges
are excised from NBC's story on the HUAC. (10/3/17, Anti-
Demonstrators.) On NBC leftists are criticized but for such matters
as “bothering the students,” and wanting instant success. And con-
servative William Rusher criticizes the indulgence of “madness” on
the left.

As for CBS, no criminal charges are aired either. CBS viewers
are not warned of J. Edgar Hoover’s charges nor are they informed
of the undercover testimony against the Yippies.

In fact, on CBS the New Left as such is not even mentioned.

CBS carries three anti-left opinions during the seven weeks stud-
ied. One is the “‘left half” of a ritualistic criticism by Humphrey of
violence by “extremists of the right and of the left.” One is a report
that George Wallace accuses newsmen of being leftists. And one is
an obliquely humorous report that the Prohibition Party candidate
doesn’t approve of Communists.

Why CBS considers it news that the Prohibitionist candidate
does not like Communists but does not consider it news when J.
Edgar Hoover warns the country about New Left and SDS present
and future violence, only CBS can say.

In summary—the pro-left view is more “forceful” than the anti-
left view. An actively agreeable and/or harmless picture of the left
is communicated and hard, serious warnings to the country against
violent New Leftists by the Federal Bureau of Investigation are
suppressed by two networks out of three.

“DEMONSTRATORS”

In addition to opinion on the left, there is a far greater bulk of
opinion on a collection of people described variously as: ‘“‘dissent-
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ers,” “protesters,” “hecklers,” “militants,” “activists,” “demonstra-
tors.” In addition, there are somewhat diffuse social groupings such
as: “students,” “youths,” “minorities,” “the poor, the young and
the black,” “hippies,” “yippies,” and “blacks”—*yippies” here used
generically like “hippies.”

All of these are collected in Appendix K under the title of
“Demonstrators.”

Little or no distinction is made between the network portrait of
the New Left and its beliefs and the network portrait of the “dem-
onstrators” and their beliefs. The two groups are presented by net-
work opinion as ideologically coextensive. Both are said to be
antiwar and for “racial justice”; both are antagonistic to all three
Presidential candidates and to the political-economic system of
the United States.

The chief differences between them in network coverage are
these:

e unlike the left, the “demonstrators” are politically and
ideologically anonymous;

e where the identified left is portrayed as quite harmless
and nonviolent—save for two opinions on ABC—the
politically anonymous ‘“‘demonstrators” are presented as
the hard-core violent element in United States political
life.

The degree of political and ideological anonymity of the “dem-
onstrators” is quite startling. It is revealed by these simple statis-
tics:

On ABC, out of 13 opinions in favor of . . . “demonstrators” and
21 opinions critical of “demonstrators,” none identifies them as
members of any political group.

On CBS, out of 8 opinions in favor of “demonstrators” and 18
opinions critical of “demonstrators,” none identifies them as
members of any political group.

On NBC, out of 15 opinions favorable to the “demonstrators,”
none identifies them as members of any political group (although 2
defenders of the “demonstrators™ are identified as an SDS member
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and a Cleaver follower); and out of 20 opinions critical of “dem-
onstrators,” none identifies them as members of any political
group.

To sum up: During the seven weeks of coverage, opinion on
“demonstrators” appears 95 times on the three networks—and
none of these “demonstrators” has any specific political identity.
Above all, none are described as “leftists.”

The violence of this politically anonymous group of people is a
constant theme in both favorable and unfavorable opinion. How is
it dealt with? To start with favorable opinion:

On ABC, out of 13 opinions favorable to the “demonstrators,” S
rationalized their violence. All S opinions are from reporters.

On CBS, out of 8 opinions favorable to the “demonstrators,” 2
rationalized their violence. Both are from reporters.

On NBC, out of 15 opinions favorable to the “demonstrators,”
3 rationalized their violence. All 3 are from reporters.

Once again—the editorial methods of rationalization are stand-
ardized. They are virtually identical to those named in the black
militant section:

¢ “Demonstrators’ ”’ violence or advocacy of violence is
conceded, then the reporter justifies it by placing the
blame on the shoulders of others—usually the “white
middle class.”

¢ “Demonstrators’ ” violence or advocacy of violence is
conceded, then the reporter glamorizes the advocates or
practitioners, or presents their grievances as justifica-
tions.

e “Demonstrators’ ” violence is evaded or described eu-
phemistically, then the reporter defends those who
engage in these practices.

e “Demonstrators’ ”’ violence is actively minimized, and
the reporter scoffs at those who take this violence
seriously.

e The reporter attacks those who attack the “‘demon-
strators’ ”’ violence.
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Here is a rapid summary of these editorial rationalizations of the
violence of anonymous groups:

ABC

9/26/5: The reporter endorses the ‘“‘claims” (unidenti-
fied) of the ‘“dissenters” whom he defines as ‘“the
young, the poor and the black,” and warns the audience
that if their “claims™ are not dealt with “justly” (unde-
fined) by the prejudiced majority, the “young,” etc.
must inevitably turn to violence. This is a clear-cut
threat.

9/30/2: Humphrey denounces the totalitarian and Hit-
lerian techniques of unnamed groups who threaten mas-
sive violence and propose to tear the society down. The
reporter names these as ‘“hecklers” and ‘“demon-
strators” and says Humphrey is angry at those who
“have tried to interrupt his speeches.” This euphemistic
substitution of “hecklers’ for Humphrey’s Hitler jugend
and the suggestion that Humphrey is acting out of
pique, ridicules Humphrey and minimizes the Humphrey
attack on the violent groups—a covert way of defending
them.

10/8/10: A reporter concedes in euphemistic language
that “‘student protesters” break laws, violate people’s
rights, steal, and threaten people’s physical safety. He
then justifies the “young” morally because they “speak
up” against war and civil injustice. The *“‘yes-they-are-
dangerous-but-their-goals-are-noble” formula is the
arch rationalization of violence.

10/24/8: The story describes four days of what the re-
porter euphemistically describes as “student unrest” at




Berkeley over the school’s refusal to hire Eldridge
Cleaver. In the course of this “unrest” students engage
in “confrontation” with the police, call them “pigs,”
throw rocks at them, knock out a policeman’s front
teeth, and “seriously injure’ others. Seventy-six are ar-
rested in this episode of “unrest.” The reporter never
calls it a riot, never terms it illegal or violent, never ad-
mits antirioter opinion into his story and calls the student
actions a ‘“‘serious protest.” This is a minimization of
and a rationalization of violence from start to finish.

10/24/9: A police officer condemns riot and revolution.
The reporter declares him unsympathetic to “human
problems”—thus suggesting that if one is sympathetic
to “human problems” one will countenance or endorse
riot and revolution.

CBS

9/30/2: The CBS reporter completely suppresses the
Humphrey attack on the totalitarian and Hitlerian con-
duct of those who threaten violence and propose to tear
down this society—an attack culminating in Humphrey’s
statement that no democracy should stand for this.
This story was carried on both ABC (9/30/2, Anti-
“Demonstrators”) and NBC (9/30/2, Anti-“Demonstra-
tors”). Instead, the CBS reporter quotes Humphrey as
sanctioning dissent and portrays him as though he were
endorsing those whom he criticized so violently. This
wiping out of an attack constitutes support of those at-
tacked.

10/14/8: The reporter justifies violence by attacking the
American middle class which opposes “violent dissent”
and “‘student riots.” He says they are “‘white”—suggest-
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ing a racist motive—and that they are intellectually
“limited.” He describes the demand for “an end to vio-
lence” as a “Wallace theme”—i.e., a racist theme. This
assault on the middle-class opposition to “student” vio-
lence and riots is a defense of violence and riots.

NBC

NBC’s method of rationalizing this violence is “minimization” of
a special kind. It consists of a thrice-repeated pretense that “dem-
onstrators’ ”’ violence is not a legitimate national issue.

10/3/12: The reporter is astonished to find voters in
Oregon upset by Yippies and blacks. Says the reporter:
The Oregonians are disturbed “about things that really
don’t threaten them.” He refrains from mentioning what
those “things” are.

10/14/4: The reporter covers an Agnew speech in Vir-
ginia in which Agnew denounces Yippies who want to
tear down the establishment. The reporter is startled by
such an “inappropriate” discussion in Virginia. He can
find no reason why Virginians should be concerned over
this issue.

10/16/9: The reporter expresses profound surprise at
the concern of American citizens in Idaho, Oregon and
South Dakota over the conduct of hippies, Yippies and
blacks. He insists there are no grounds for their con-
cern. Their distress is a mystery to him.

This is so total a “minimization’ of the moral and political sig-
nificance of the widespread “demonstrators’” violence that it
verges on a satire of network practices.

What, by contrast, is the nature of the criticisms of the violent,
and anonymous, ‘“‘demonstrators’’?
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Such criticisms come from candidates Humphrey, Nixon, Wal-
lace, Agnew and from J. Edgar Hoover, Senator Edward Kennedy,
from a few other establishment figures and from a few reporters.

What is most striking in this body of opinion is the extreme
moral contrast between the charges of the political leaders and
those of network reporters:

On ABC, J. Edgar Hoover speaks of “‘vicious mobs™ in Chicago,
Humphrey speaks of totalitarian and Hitlerian techniques, Nixon
of “destroyers,” Agnew of arson, violence and lawlessness. ABC
reporters, however, object to the “demonstrators’ ” bad manners;
criticize them for being “inconsistent, dirty, noisy . . . annoying.” In
one funny story about “college boys,” the reporter amusingly criti-
cizes them for “seizing buildings™ and “sacking presidents’ offices.”
One ABC reporter makes a strong criticism of ‘“‘militants’ ”” violence,
warning that it may elect George Wallace: It is the same solitary
criticism which we cited twice before, cross-indexed under this
heading (9/20/8).

On CBS, J. Edgar Hoover again speaks of “vicious mobs,” Sena-
tor Edward Kennedy speaks of violence, Humphrey of organized
destroyers, Nixon of violence, and Agnew attacks the rationalizers
of violence. CBS reporters, however, are silent. One CBS reporter
refers obliquely to the problem. He says this: “There is a weird
unreality about hunger and deprivation in the middle of enormous
wealth, about one of the world’s mightiest powers bombing and
smashing one of the world’s weakest, about a tiny group of (.. .)
militants shouting that they will burn the nation down.”
(10/22/13) In other words, two strong moral condemnations of the
country itself as oppressor and smasher of the weak, are packaged
along with this criticism of the “militants’ ” threats of violence.
Their actual violence is not acknowledged.

On NBC, J. Edgar Hoover, again, speaks of “‘vicious mobs,”
Senator Edward Kennedy criticizes violence, Humphrey attacks the
hatred of the democratic process, Agnew condemns violence. The
NBC reporters, however, have nothing to say on the subject. The
sole reporter on NBC to utter a slightly negative word acknowledges
“student” violence but amusingly joshes them for conformity. To
wit:

)
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Students who demanded that they should be given
credit for the Cleaver course decided to protest. This is
how they did it, taking over the administration buildings.
What happened then was in complete conformity with
their fellow nonconformists on other campuses. There
was a take-over—a sit-in—defiance, violence and
arrests. (10/24/11)

And thus ends this survey of opinion on the politically anony-
mous ‘‘demonstrators” and their violence.

What can one say on the issue of “equal forcefulness”?

In terms of total word counts, opinion on ‘“demonstrators” is a
paradox. Both on ABC and CBS anti-“demonstrator” opinon sub-
stantially outweighs pro-‘‘demonstrator” opinion. Only NBC con-
forms to the dominant pattern.

These statistics, however, give only partial information. They do
not reveal the fact that an internal “debate” of a systematic kind
is going on between editorial opinion and “establishment” opinion.
On all three networks, the leaders of this country repeatedly charge
the “demonstrators” with criminal lawlessness. But reporters on all
three networks have either: no criticisms . . . or petty criticisms . . .
or cloak the misdeeds with protective euphemisms . . . or actively
rationalize their commission . . . or pretend that there is no issue
of criminal lawlessness at all.

This is so massive an editorial undercutting of the serious charges
as to render the statistics unreliable as guides.

The sheer quantity and severity of the criticism of the “demon-
strators’ ” violence put on the air by the networks cannot be mini-
mized. But it is nonetheless the case that every possible editorial
action is taken to undermine this criticism and to render the violent
“demonstrators” side of the controversy the more “forceful.”

It is essentially unimportant, however, whether opinion on the
ideologically anonymous ‘“demonstrators™ is “equally forceful” or
not. The ultimate problem is that there is no answer to one crucial
question:

“Equally forceful” opinion . . . on whom?
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WHERE ARE THE VIOLENT RADICALS?

According to CBS, on October 7, 1968,.the political grouping
known as ‘“‘the left-wing student movement” was one of the “big”
American institutions—comparable, said the reporter, to “big gov-
ernment,” “big taxes,” “the big press,” and “the big networks.”

The New Left indeed was so “big” according to the CBS report-
er that it had intimidated much of the American middle class and
accounted in part for the sweep to George Wallace (CBS, 10/7/1,
Pro-Left). These Americans, said CBS, didn’t like “bigness.”

About six days earlier, J. Edgar Hoover of the FBI had also
declared the New Left to be “big.” But he meant it in a quite
different sense. The New Left, he said, was one of America’s big-
gest problems. He declared that the New Left in general and the
Students for a Democratic Society in particular were the main forces
behind the tremendous outbreak of political violence in America.
He reported that the New Left was planning sabotage and destruc-
tion for the future. In addition, the FBI charged that “foreign in-
fluences” were playing a significant role in the black leftist move-
ment. (ABC, 10/1/11, Anti-Left.)

It wasn’t the New Left’s numerical “bigness” that was disturb-
ing the Federal Bureau of Investigation in 1968. It was its law-
lessness and violence. And, CBS to the contrary, it wasn’t the New
Left’s numerical “bigness” that was disturbing the far “bigger”
electorate and generating a “law and order” issue in the 1968
campaign: it was its lawlessness and violence. It was in 1968, as
the current Scranton Report on Student Violence reminds us, that
terrorist practices began: “Columbia 1968 injected elements of
terror and property destruction.” ( Newsweek, October 5, 1970.)

Given the reported “‘bigness™ of this political movement and its
serious lawlessness, one would suppose that the networks would
give the radicals “big” coverage. And one would suppose that a
great deal of pro and con opinion would be found on the New Left
as well as on its violence, and on the violence it was publicly pledg-
ing for the future.

Such is not the case.

There is, as we have seen, an extraordinary paucity of pro and
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con opinion on the left. What there is portrays the left as an innoc-
uous group—a little bothersome, noisy, given to the use of odd
words like “socialism,” “imperialism,” and “oink” but harmless
nonetheless. On network TV, the left—save for two jarring intru-
sions by J. Edgar Hoover and the HUAC—is shown as totally non-
violent.

And, as we have also seen, there is a great and mysterious reser-
voir of politically unidentified “youth,” “students,” “dissenters,”
“demonstrators,” “activists” and “militants” who are not harmless
at all and whose activities often take the form of the systematic vio-
lation of the rights of others, of assault and destruction, of rioting
and burning and terrorism.

Who are these politically anonymous violent figures?

And where is the violent New Left?

The second question is answered more simply than the first. Al-
though a large fraction of the country is intensely concerned with
the issue of the violent radicals in 1968, and the subject is con-
stantly aired in the press, almost nobody talks about it on network
television—because network television does not choose to present
the violent New Left as an issue of controversy.

In the seven weeks of coverage, there are only three opinions on
the three networks in which a person actually names a specific New
Left group and charges it with violent intentions and/or with vio-
lent deeds; all three are from conservative sources:

o The Hoover opinion naming the New Left and the
SDS. (ABC, 10/1/11, Anti-Violent Radicals.)

e The HUAC undercover investigator naming Jerry
Rubin and the Yippies. (ABC, 10/3/8, Anti-Violent
Radicals.)

e Candidate Agnew naming “Yippies.” (NBC, 10/14/4,
Anti-Violent Radicals.)’

'This reference appears initially under anonymous “demonstrators”
because Mr. Agnew’s usage was apparently generic—but to give NBC
the benefit of the doubt, I also tally it here.
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Nor is there any opinion from any leftist sources which argues
openly in favor of a politics of violence although such statements
were pouring like cataracts over the campuses. The only quote on
the air revealing an advocacy of political violence—the shooting of
judges, police, businessmen, profit-makers, etc.—is attributed to
Eldridge Cleaver and it is not described by CBS as a leftist position.

This is clearly suppression of information and opinion about the
violent left by three network news departments. And it is not opin-
ion on violent radicals alone which was suppressed. It is the radi-
cals themselves who have been obliterated. To an astonishing de-
gree, this “big” American movement was kept under wraps by the
networks.

We are left at the very end of this content analysis with: The
Mystery of the Missing Radicals.

“Missing” is perhaps a misnomer. One cannot read network
transcripts of this 1968 campaign period without an overpowering
conviction that radicals in large numbers were being seen and
heard on the news programs, incessantly assailing candidates and
shouting against the war. And, indeed, this is the conviction of
most Americans. Is this widespread belief reflected in the actual
words said on the air?

No, it isn’t.

The networks did cover the individuals and groups that militant-
ly besieged and assaulted the candidates, and they described them
for us. Who were they?

Here, taken from Appendix L, is a complete list of these sources
of hostile public opinion as named by the reporters:

Opponents of Nixon and Agnew

ABC described them as: demonstrators; a student;
hecklers; students

CBS described them as: grapeworkers; young Demo-
crats; “someone’’; students

NBC described them as: ‘“‘someone’; hecklers; black
militant; black militant; university students
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Opponents of Humphrey and Muskie

ABC described them as: peace demonstrators; antiwar
demonstrators; hecklers; antiwar demonstrators

CBS described them as: costumed demonstrators;
young detractors and demonstrators; anti-Vietnam
hecklers; “a few unfriendly signs in the crowd”; stu-
dents

NBC described them as: dissenters and demonstrators;
crowds; demonstrators; college students

Opponents of Wallace and LeMay

ABC described them as: protesters; hecklers; hecklers;
hecklers; hecklers; hecklers; hecklers; hecklers; a pro-
test group; college students and hecklers; demon-
strators; jeerers and fighters

CBS described them as: dissenters; hecklers; hip-
pie-heckler; hecklers; protesters; protesters; people of
other persuasions; black people; Nixon supporters;
black-power demonstrators and hecklers

NBC described them as: “stop-the-war demonstrators”;
anti-Wallaceites; hecklers, mostly Negroes; hecklers;
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