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timber country of the Northwest. His youth-
ful activities in the international student
movement during the thirties and in edu-
cational exchange — including the rescue
of scores of eminent scholars from Nazi
Germany — were the springhoard for his
entry into radio. There he became familiar
to the highly placed and humble of two
continents.

He was in Vienna in 1938 when Hitler
arrived. He was under Nazi bombs in the
London Blitz, when his measured ‘““This is
London” awakened millions of Americans
to the reality of the German menace. He
was with green American combat troops in
North Afriea, in Allied air raids over Berlin,
an eyewitness to the depravities of Buchen-
wald, and again present on the battlefields
of Korea.

But perhaps his most earnest combat was
reserved for his fight for the conscience of
broadcasting. Disappointed in his battle to
uphold the integrity and civic commitment
of broadcasting, he finally left the industry
to direct the USIA, where his firmly held
ideals were again to meet their test over
Vietnam,

Prime Time derives in some measure
from Alexander Kendrick’s own lifetime
career in journalism, first as a newspaper
reporter and then as a broadcaster for CBS
for the past twenty years. As one of the
“Murrow Boys” there, he came to know
well one of the most intelligent, dedicated,
conscientious, and fascinating personalities
in public life. His account of the life of Ed
Murrow is at the same time a biting analysis
of a critical era and the increasingly debat-
able use of the media of mass communica-
tions.
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I
“To give the public what it wants”

OMMUNICATION is not to be confused with communications, Ed Mur-
C row would say. He did not believe that the medium is the message.
Murrow himself has been called a great communicator; certainly he left the
deepest of impresses on the broadest of media. But though he was conscious
of the potential of technological innovations, many of which he and his
colleagues introduced to radio and television, he wondered with Thoreau
whether Maine had anything to say to Texas, or, later, as director of the
United States Information Agency, whether this country had anything to
say to the rest of the world.

He was sure they did have, and should have. He believed that the me-
dium made it possible to convey and interpret the message, but that there
had to be a message to start with, that in the beginning was the Word.
Otherwise, he said, “all you have is a lot of wires and lights in a box.”

From the electronic revolution which the United States has undergone
in the past two decades, Murrow and McLuhan drew contrary conclusions.
The statement that television is a tactile rather than a visual, much less a
rational experience, is an invitation to accept and be complacent, as the
real merges into the unreal. Murrow regarded television as a sound-
equipped mirror held behind American society, reflecting its good and its
bad, both only too real. He affixed to the electronic mirror a magnifying
lens and a powerful focusing searchlight. Not the medium but the society
was the message.

He understood, however, that communication was not a one-way street.
In his CBS office hung a quotation from Thoreau: “It takes two to speak
the truth — one to speak and another to hear.”

Murrow’s independent, imaginative and incisive reporting helped radio
and television to become important journalistic media, instead of only
channels of entertainment or advertising. After his radio war reporting
and that of his staff had made him internationally known, his See It Now
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television documentaries set the standard for all networks. Against the
pressures of the commercial environment, which sought to keep news and
public affairs as conformist and “noncontroversial” as the rest of televi-
sion, these programs shook up America by questioning, arousing and
stimulating, the true fulfillment of the medium’s potential. They were on
the side of history, perhaps of the angels.

Yet Murrow was not a crusader in the accepted dogmatic sense. He
acknowledged himself to be part of the honorable tradition of muckrak-
ing, but the muckrakers were not ideologues. Lincoln Steffens, who was
one of them, described them as more interested in exposure than in analy-
sis. They dealt not so much in objective or subjective as in what might be
called corrective journalism. Murrow always regarded himself as a reporter
rather than an analyst, but he was more. He was a disturber of the peace
and a collector of injustices. Radio and television are by their very nature
ephemeral. He endowed them with a sense of permanent substance by
giving them a purpose.

Murrow’s searchlight has gradually faded. His reflecting magnifying
mirror has on too many occasions, in television news and documentary,
become a distorting one, as in a boardwalk fun palace. Indeed it might
be properly asked, how much does the mirroring of confusion and com-
plexity itself enhance that confusion and complexity?

The technical devices — the coaxial cable, microwave relays, videotape,
communications satellites, interconnection, community antenna and cable
television, color — have continued to develop, but the tone of the medium
has become a bland one, and its message is not marked urgent.

Nearly a century after Thoreau asked, “What if Maine has nothing to
say to Texas?” John A. Schneider, taking office as the first “broadcasting
group” vice president of the Columbia Broadcasting System — signifying
that the radio-television network had branched out, or “diversified,” into
other, nonbroadcasting ventures which diffused its original undertaking —
remarked on the imminence of “an instant communications capability,
worldwide.”

But, he added, “As to what we are going to say to the world when we
have their attention, I'm not certain yet. That’s the thing that worries me.
We are thinking about it. We have respect for it. I don’t have any solution
to it quite yet . . . It’s rather frightening, though, to think we’ll be able,
maybe, to talk to everybody in the world. Now all we’ve got to do is to
decide what we’re going to say.”

One of the things the CBS executive decided would not be said, on his
network at least, was the live, unedited, cautionary words about the Viet-
nam War by former Ambassador George F. Kennan before the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee. A rerun of the / Love Lucy comedy series
was shown instead, and the president of CBS News, Fred W. Friendly,
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resigned, as his collaborator in television’s most notable news partnership,
Ed Murrow, had left broadcasting some years before, with a feeling not
only of nonfulfillment but of frustration and indeed despair.

It did not take too long for Schneider to get his answer as to what Amer-
ica would decide to say to the world. In March 1967 the first picture ever
transmitted by two connected earth satellites was sent instantaneously from
Honolulu to London, a distance of eighty-five hundred miles. It showed
Swedish Crown Prince Carl Gustaf gazing raptly at a bikini-clad co-ed on
the beach at Waikiki. Except for such occasions as the Churchill funeral,
or the Olympic Games, satellite global transmission has produced little of
the immediacy or participation that had once been proclaimed, nor has
it risen much above the level of the instant newsreel. And yet because
television has always been at its best in live coverage, even this glimpse of
the potential has made the day-to-day contrivances of the medium seem
more drab than ever.

American television is now in its third decade as a mass broadcasting
instrument. What is missing from its programming today is the vital ingre-
dient of yesterday, its promise. Despite its relative youth, the medium has
aged prematurely, and one of the symptoms of its senescence is lack of a
sense of aim, apart from the one frequently expressed within the industry
that “people would rather look at something, no matter what, than at
nothing.”

At a dinner in 1959 for his friend J. Robert Oppenheimer, Murrow
heard the physicist say, “Communication is what makes us men.” In Mur-
row’s own last public speech in October 1964, receiving a Family of Man
Award, the broadcaster amplified the theme: “The spced of communica-
tions is wondrous to behold. It is also true that speed can multiply the
distribution of information that we know to be untrue. The most sophisti-
cated satellite has no conscience. The newest computer can merely com-
pound, at speed, the oldest problem in the relations between human beings,
and in the end the communicator will be confronted with the old problem,
of what to say and how to say it.”

Murrow was always conscious that television's power for good was no
greater than its power for evil. Following the night in 1954 when his
career came to its high plateau, and the medium reached the peak of its
effectiveness — the night he permitted Senator Joseph McCarthy to undo
himself — Murrow remarked that television could as casily be used to
elevate a dictator as to topple a demagogue.

He believed television was weighted on the good side, but only for so
long as it could distinguish between good and bad. For one thing, he
thought it offered too little opportunity for the expression of minority views,
though later, it was true, urban racial explosions would force minority
views onto the screen.
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Murrow believed with Jefferson that an informed public will make its
own best decisions if given the facts on which to judge. He felt that tele-
vision did not demand enough of its audience. He himself appealed to the
courage, decency and fair play in people. He was able, like Churchill, a
man with whom he was much taken, to lift people out of themselves.

But he had learned that in television, many of the individual local
stations were not honestly involved in the life of their communities, nor
reflected it, even when they presented what was unavoidable in the way
of public affairs. He was particularly vexed by the failure of the broadcast-
ing medium to take positions in public ‘matters, as the printed medium
did.

As has been so often remarked, the heart of the problem is the basic
cross purpose between radio-television as an agency for the sale of com-
mercial products, and radio-television as a belt for the transmission of
ideas. There are those in the industry who believe broadcasting can move
men, and even some who believe it could move mountains, but they are out-
numbered by those who believe all it has to do is move goods.

Radio began as a noncommercial enterprise, or at least as one limited to
the mercantile idea that interesting programs put on by the manufacturers
of radio sets would induce people to buy the sets in order to hear more
such interesting programs. Said Secretary of Commerce Herbert Hoover in
1922: “It is inconceivable that we should allow so great a possibility for
service, for news, for entertainment, for education, for vital commercial
purposes, to be drowned in advertising chatter.”

Again Hoover declared: “Radio communication is not to be consid-
ered merely a business carried on for private gain, for private advertising,
or for entertainment to the curious. It is a public concern impressed with
the public trust, to be considered primarily from the standpoint of the
public interest.” He saw it as a glorified kind of public utility.

The two radio pioneers David Sarnoff and Merlin H. Aylesworth, of
NBC, also regarded the medium as one for education and entertainment,
rather than advertising. Numerous proposals were made for financing
it — appreciative listeners sending money directly to speakers and enter-
tainers; public-spirited citizens sending funds to stations; coin-operated
boxes attached to receivers; and Government subsidy. But listeners, who
in 1922 represented three million American homes as the number of sta-
tions increased from thirty to two hundred in a single year, were already
accustomed to getting their radio programs free. It was too late to change
matters, and commercial sponsorship was deemed the only way out. Even
- 50, Secretary Hoover opposed direct advertising. He thought sponsors
should offer programs as a public service and say so in introducing them,
but that there should be no commercial interruptions. “There must be no
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national regret that we have parted with so great a national asset,” he said,
meaning the allotment of the public airwaves to private companies.

But starting with its first commercial in 1922 for a New York City real
estate development, radio had soon become the longest and largest set of
billboards ever known, and when its impact was diminished and it con-
tinued as what has been called “audible wallpaper,” television took over
without more than the barest pretensions of public service. If only for
technological reasons, which were considerable, serious news and public
affairs programming had a long and difficult television gestation period,
and some believe it was born deformed.

For even though, as at CBS, the news division may be the only one in
the corporate structure not required to operate on a profit-and-loss basis,
television news and public affairs are bound to be peripheral to the main
body of programming, much more so than in radio. Expansion or develop-
ment of news and public affairs programs has been against the en-
trenched interests of the entertainment and advertising people, who yield
any time reluctantly, again, perhaps because the stakes are considerably
higher than was true in radio. Profits may not always be achieved by
news programs, but this does not mean that profits are not avidly
sought. As corporatism has increased in television, news has come to be
increasingly regarded as simply another commercial product rather than
a public service. Whether it is allowed to exceed its budget or not is less
important than the fact that the news department, too, is adjudged a suc-
cess or failure largely by its audience ratings, i.c., its commercial value.

The expectation that news can and should be profitable is based, even
if unconsciously, on the belief that it need not be controversial in a way
which makes advertisers afraid to risk sponsoring it, as they sometimes did
with Murrow-Friendly programs. There are cases today where a network
itself has suggested to sponsors that they withdraw from news and public
affairs programs to which they were committed, to spare their sensibilities
in the event of ensuing controversy.

The Federal Communications Commission, created not only for the
technical task of allocating radio frequencies and later television channels,
but also because presumably broadcasting is much too serious a matter to
be entrusted to the broadcasters, has, as so often happens with regulatory
agencies, come to identify itself with the interests of the industry it was
intended to regulate. There are exceptions, like the one attendant upon the
1968 Democratic National Convention in Chicago, when widespread criti-
cism of television coverage led the FCC to adopt a posture of censorship
also.

But over the years, not only has no television license ever been taken
away for failure to provide adequate public service programming, but the




8 Prime Time

FCC has no effective system of holding stations to their pledged obliga-
tions.

it may be remarked in passing, as typical of the relationship of FCC
members to the networks, that the broadcasting industry’s most outspoken
critic in the Federal Government, the FCC chairman who found television
to be “a vast wastcland,” subsequently became legal counsel in Chicago for
a television network. Other governmental critics of commercial broadcast-
ing practices, including numerous FCC commissioners, have also found
happiness with the networks.

The game, of course, is played with a good deal in the pot. The value of
a broadcasting license is considerable. In 1964, for instance, a television
station in Pittsburgh was sold for $20,600,000. Its tangible assets were $3,-
800,000. Its “good will,” or more accurately its FCC license, was thus
worth $16,800,000.

“A television license is a license to print money,” once remarked Lord
Thomson of Fleet, the international communications tycoon.

Television is the greatest advertising medium ever known, with its
turnover of $3 billion a year, and CBS was for years the world’s single
largest advertising outlet, though in 1968 the claim was disputed by NBC.

Television’s present state of afflucnt barrenness is not entirely a matter
of concentrating on money-making, however. Murrow, who for long re-
garded the American commercial radio-television system as “potentially”
— a significant qualification — “the best and freest yet devised,” as-
cribed television’s failure to do its public duty to overcommercialism, and
the subordination of creative and analytical talent to technology.

Criticizing television for being commercial may be like criticizing lions
for eating Christians. One of the most frequent defenses of television com-
mercialism is the phrase, “It’s the nature of the beast.” Another familiar
answer to the charge that television is not good enough is that it is better
than it might have been, considering its cash nexus, though this might be
less an answer than a begging of the question.

But other factors besides money are involved. One is corporatism as
such, the gigantic growth of what were originally small enterprises. When
he held the television screen, or the radio microphone, many thought Ed
Murrow personified CBS, and in a sense he did, in matters of public obli-
gation and conscience. Some may have even thought he was bigger than
CBS.

Though he often appeared to be so, and autonomous to boot, the plain
fact is he could not have done what he did as a broadcaster without CBS
encouragement, facilities, money and general mood of enlightened self-
interest. He could not have done it on NBC, which then did not have the
wholehearted CBS attitude toward news and public affairs, and he could
never have done it on the lesser broadcasting organizations.
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In an industry given to rule by committee, he was always an individual.
He did what he thought had to be done on the air, and worried about the
consequences later. He had no tolerance of governmental and other forces
opposed to free broadcasting, forces which a corporation had to take into
account. He resisted the influences that sought conformity in thought and
popular and easy answers. There may be comfort in conformity, but there
is also a great and perverse satisfaction in rejecting it. In that sense Mur-
row was perverse, and perverseness found widespread response.

Within the company, he had immediate access to the chairman, William
S. Paley, and more than that, Paley’s personal friendship and understand-
ing. Until a few years ago, the CBS News correspondents and executives
were on familiar terms with members of their board and their corporation
officers. The news and public affairs division was a badge of honor,
proudly worn by the network.

This kind of relationship, paralleling that of many good newspapers
and magazines, has now been lost in the corporate labyrinth. The corpo-
rate structure, like the human body, rejects irritants. CBS, in Murrow’s
prime, was a single entity, dedicated only to broadcasting, run by a board,
a president and a few officers. Now it is made up of seventeen corporate
divisions, with numerous sections and areas, has more than a hundred
vice presidents, and has diversified its interests widely.

As its stockholders were proudly told in 1967, from an Eastern sea-
board radio network of sixteen stations in 1927, CBS had grown into a
worldwide communications enterprise, distributing services and products
in a hundred countries. From its original base in broadcasting it had ex-
panded into phonograph records, film syndication, record and stereo
“clubs,” musical instruments, toys, and “‘educational services.”

It does research and development not only in communications but in
military and space technology. It has acquired a major league baseball
team and two publishing houses, and has invested in a Broadway musi-
cal and in community antenna television. It has radio and television affili-
ates in Canada, Mexico, Antigua, Bermuda, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Is-
lands and Guam, in addition to those in the continental United States.

This process of horizontal expansion, called takeover in Britain, has now
also become a corporate pattern in the United States, where it is known as
conglomeration.

One reason given for CBS unwillingness to broadcast some programs
in the past, such as the Senate hearing on Vietnam which resulted in Fred
Friendly’s resignation, was that the network depended more on its direct
broadcasting revenue than, for example, the rival NBC, which is merely
part of a much larger corporate enterprise, RCA. Thus CBS would suffer
more proportionately by preempting commercial time to show unspon-
sored public ‘affairs events. The CBS diversification of interests, assets




10 Prime Time

and profits might lead a corporation lawyer to argue that this will free it
of dependency on broadcasting revenue alone, and thus enable it to broad-
cast more public affairs programs. But can it really be thought so? What-
ever the merits of “conglomerates” in other areas — and there is consider-
able controversy, for they seem generally to be aimed at improving stock
market positions rather than commodities or service — it can risk being
said that in broadcasting, conglomeration will be to the detriment of pub-
lic service rendered. This is not only because of the new interests, apart
from broadcasting, acquired by corporate boards, but because of the
absentee ownership local radio and television stations must suffer from if
they pass into alien hands.

This kind of diversification, motivated by the accumulation of profits,
may be inevitable in modern corporate practice. Yet despite diversifica-
tion, CBS fortunes have been shown to rise or fall with network television.
Instead of concentrating on that, as it used to do, it has gone afield into
investment finance, like so many other American corporations. In 1969, it
decided to increase its common stock from 30 million to 50 million shares
for the purpose of “future acquisitions.”

Corporatism has had other effects. It has created a situation in which a
company like CBS is not only competitive against other broadcasting
companies, but competitive within itself. The CBS radio network is a com-
mercial rival of the CBS television network. The television network,
which serves 187 individual stations, competes with the five stations
owned and operated by CBS itself, and they can earn more by rejecting
network programs in favor of their own local ones. CBS News, a corporate
division, sells its product to the radio and television networks, but it must
lease their facilities and use their personnel in order to create it.

This corporate intricacy has fragmented authority, and helped remove
or dilute the burden of responsibility for what goes out on the air. Seldom
is anyone required to press buttons in broadcasting anymore. Having
been preset, they now in a sense press themselves.

Diversification is a two-way street. If all the networks have gone into
fields of alien corn, so too have other American corporations, representing
all sorts of remote interests, come into broadcasting.

The CBS television network’s most successful comedy star, Lucille Ball,
who was an independent agent and producer, as well as actress, is now
owned by Gulf & Western Corporation, which began in auto parts. It
now possesses Miss Ball’s Desilu Productions, Paramount Pictures, and
Famous Players Canadian, with other holdings in radio, television, wired
music and movie theaters, in addition to zinc and sugar.

The NBC radio-television network has always been a subsidiary of the
Radio Corporation of America, which is a worldwide commercial com-
munications organization but also manufactures radio and television sets.
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Its sales in 1967 totaled $3 billion. NBC has also diversified, into golf
clubs and paper pulp, and has taken over an outstanding publishing
house which had previously absorbed two others.

The third network, ABC, has long been identified with movie interests,
and it would have merged with International Telephone and Telegraph, the
largest communications and communications-manufacturing system, if it
had not been forced to give up the plan because of concern that it would be
contrary to the public interest — not for economic reasons, but lest it be
prejudicial to the fair and adequate presentation of news.

For ITT has sizable interests in forty countries, including some ruled
by military dictatorships. Would an ABC television documentary on one of
these countries be inhibited by such interests? Would it even be under-
taken? ITT owns a finance company. Could ABC do a candid program
on credit and interest rates? ITT set up the Dewline warning system, the
Moscow “‘hot line,” and NATO and SHAPE communications. What effect
might this have on ABC’s thoughts about East-West detente? ITT derives
40 percent of its domestic income, 25 percent of its total income, from
United States defense and space contracts. Thus the ABC broadcasting
networks would financially have become an important component of the
defense establishment.

ITT obviously did not view matters in this light. For it, ABC may have
been simply a “diversification,” a way of increasing revenue. When its
absorption of a broadcasting system failed, it took over a vending machine
company instead. It also owns a car rental company, a home construc-
tion company, a baking company and a hotel chain. ABC, the third net-
work, would have become a small cog in a large industrial-financial com-
plex. Its broadcasting function could only have been impaired.

The big networks are not alone in straying from broadcasting. Two
lesser radio groups own an airline each. One of them, RKO-General, also
controls the operation of 125 theaters and community antenna television
facilities in twenty-nine cities, and has been sued by the Justice Depart-
ment under the antitrust laws.

Profit-making, gigantism, multiple corporatism, and even monopoly
status, which is what the television networks are sometimes charged with,
are not only economic but social phenomena. They make television not
merely a communications medium but also an industry. But in its broad-
casting activities it does not have the same inhibitions, limitations and cor-
rectives as other industries.

Warped values cannot be recalled, as warped automobile doors are,
or defective steering wheels. Television’s quality has nothing to do with its
success; in fact, a good argument could be made to justify lack of quality.
Television is carried on without the normal business risk of failure. Once a
broadcasting license has been granted it is virtually never revoked, and
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certainly not for breach of the contract that stipulates a small amount of
public service. The financial side of the industry has its ups and downs,
there are good seasons and off seasons in the sale of advertising time, and
thus in revenue, but the steady upward progression of profits is a foregone
conclusion. Television actually does have a license to print money.

But the television industry is more than a fortunate sector of the free
enterprise system. Because it deals in ideas and images, as well as in
cosmetics and cigarettes, it is wittingly or unwittingly an instrument of
the Establishment, that complex of governmental, political, economic and
psychological forces that, even when some enlightenment intrudes, is dedi-
cated to the preservation of the status quo, or what Madison Avenue and
the White House basement alike call “the mix.”

The historical Establishment view of the citizen is a narrow one,
as target, as consumer, as statistic, but hardly ever as participant in de-
cision-making. Television, too, normally talks to people as consumers, in
the context of Veblen’s “pecuniary culture.”

In terms of modern economics, overcommercialism and profit-seeking
are a much too simple explanation of things, however. Television’s profits,
whatever their size and whether they go up or down, are incidental to its
function of stimulating the demand for goods, thus keeping the consumer
economy expanding. It is not required for television to be a marketplace
of ideas, only a marketplace.

As magazines like the Saturday Evening Post are killed off, television
becomes even more important as an advertising medium. Mass communi-
cations move mass-produced goods into mass consumption. As has been
pointed out, television does not sell goods directly, much less sell pro-
grams to audiences. What it does is sell audiences to the sponsors, and its
need therefore is for more and more audiences.

In the larger game of “national product,” no matter what its nature —
as a measurement of power, of economic growth which cannot be left to the
risks of a free competition in quality — television profits are secon-
dary to this institutional role.

It can be argued, and is, that the interests of the Establishment and
the public interest are therefore identical, and that television serves both.
But a nation does not live by singing commercials alone.

Moreover broadcasting has imposed upon American society what in
the supreme civic sense may be a fatal contradiction. The extension of
communication should be an extension of democracy. Yet while the par-
ticipatory base of democracy has been broadening, the ownership and
control of the means of communication have narrowed.

It could be said indeed that far from being an expression of majority
desire, as the networks say, television programs are the imposition of a
social minority on the majority, the minority consisting of the fifty top
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advertisers, the three networks, and a dozen or so advertising agencies.
It is what they think public taste is and demands that governs the nature
of broadcasting. As a British critic has put it, “Which came first, the
program or the taste for it?”

In the corporate intricacy of broadcasting, the men who make the
decisions as to what the public shall see, the program executives, are
nameless managers, like most of those in industry. Who can identify
the CBS West Coast vice president any more than the General Motors
vice president for sales?

Once the program schedules have been decided upon, many months in
advance, they are “locked in,” and become virtually sacrosanct, though
meanwhile the earth may be shaking about them. What television does
best is its extended and often poignant, indeed harrowing coverage of
such historic events as the assassinations of John F. Kennedy, Martin
Luther King and Robert F. Kennedy — to which, some critics believe, it
also contributed by its unrestrained daily portrayal of violence on the
home screen. But some broadcasting executives have complained because
this kind of coverage is done by the suspension of commercial time, and
the consequent loss of revenue. There is almost a feeling of resentment at
the interruption of normal business, not only on Madison Avenue but in
Wall Street, where broadcasting stocks are often not recommended by
brokers because public service reduces profits and dividends. Indeed it
is one of the great truths of broadcasting that when they are at their
best as communications media, radio and tclevision are injuring them-
selves as profit-making corporations.

Establishment influence is not always so overt or pecuniary. It may be
worth at least a footnote that the president of one network has served
as chairman of the RAND Corporation, that Government-supported
“think tank” which some regard as an annex of the Pentagon. The same
man has been hcad of the Committee on Information Policy, which
looks over the shoulder of the Government’s propaganda activities. The
chairman of a network board has also been the chairman of a presiden-
tial Commission on Resources. In 1961 top executives of both CBS and
NBC were consulted by Vice President Lyndon Johnson, in his capacity
as chairman of the Space Council, and they recommended greatly ac-
celerated spending on a space program. The recommendation spurred
President Kennedy, though he may not have needed much spurring, to
proclaim that the United States would get a man to the moon “in this de-
cade.”

These can be classified as public, and some indeed as patriotic assign-
ments which could not be refused, but they also illustrate the meshing
of the supposedly independent public communications function with the
Government’s machinery.
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The same meshing has taken place in even more substantive ways, that
is, between the Government and the parent corporations of some broad-
casters, in terms of defense contracts. The RKO-General broadcasting
group is owned by General Tire and Rubber, which also owns Aerojet
General, manufacturer of the Polaris missile. Group W radio stations are
owned by Westinghouse Electric, a defense contractor, as is the Radio
Corporation of America, which owns NBC.

But even without any financial interest in defense, television would
depend nakedly on the Government for its existence. Unlike other com-
munications media, its stations are directly licensed by the Federal power,
and frequently the networks themselves are threatened with licensing.
They are never allowed to forget their dependence by Government agen-
cies and Congressmen.

Not only can the President, by virtue of his office, command television
to his own purposes, which may be partisan and political as well as presi-
dential, but the administration as a whole can use television at will in
any public controversy — as it notably did in the case of Vietnam policy
— by offering Cabinet members to network panel and interview pro-
grams. This makes legitimate news, of course, but it is also “managed”
news.

It is perhaps just a sign of the times that Lyndon B. Johnson was in fact
the first “television President” in more than the political sense, for his
personal, not inconsiderable fortune was derived from broadcasting. He
acquired a radio station while a Congressman, added a television station
after he entered the Senate and became Democratic whip, and a second
Texas television outlet when he became majority leader. As Vice Presi-
dent and President, though nominally his broadcasting interests were put
in “trust,” he further expanded them, with the help of favorable FCC
rulings against competitors. The Johnson television station in Austin, the
state capital, exemplified the monopolistic nature of broadcasting in so
many American cities. Without competition, it could select from the of-
ferings of all three networks those programs which it decided the citizens
of Austin should see and hear. When cable television entered upon the
scene, as competition, the Johnson interests absorbed it by investing in it.

Apart from the free radio and television time given most of the legisla-
tors by their local stations, there has always been a similar special rela-
tionship between Congress and the broadcasting industry. In the 9oth
Congress it was estimated that twenty-five members had direct or family-
related interests in television or radio.

Some such interested parties have served on committees dealing
with broadcasting, indeed the chairman of a committee holding hearings
on industry practices was himself a television station owner. His investi-
gation eventually faded away. In New York State a broadcasting corpora-
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tion with no fewer than five Congressmen holding interest in it was given
an FCC license precisely because their presence, in the eyes of the Fed-
eral agency, endowed the company with “civic participation.”

No one knows how many congressional lawyers have radio-television
clients — Mr. Johnson’s friend and adviser Clark Clifford had one of the
biggest when he became Secretary of Defense — but the House of Repre-
sentatives in 1964 actually passed a bill by a wide margin prohibiting
the FCC from imposing any limitation on the number or frequency of
television commercials. The only limitation is the one self-imposed by the
industry, and it is obviously based on what the traffic will bear. It should
cause no surprise that more money is earned by members of the Screen
Actors Guild from television commercials than from any other source,
including their appearances on television entertainment programs, or in
Hollywood movie roles.

Even though the networks have frequently been accused of trying to
monopolize the resources of television — among others, the charge has
been made by Congressmen who either hold television interests them-
selves or represent them — an even more blatant kind of monopoly op-
erates in many American communities.

There are some five hundred commercial television stations in the United
States and three hundred of these are without competition in their local
communities. The owner of one of these, who in some cases also owns
the town’s only newspaper, often has the choice of two or even three net-
works in making his programs. Obeying the dictum of “giving the people
what they want,” or what he thinks they want, the choice is invariably
of entertainment, situation comedy, panel games and pap.

The competition of ideas that Murrow and others believed should be
radio-television’s stock-in-trade has to a large extent been abandoned.
Chain ownership of both newspapers and radio-television stations, and fre-
quently of both together, has become increasingly common. Nearly half
of America’s 1700 or so daily newspapers are owned by combines, about
30 percent of the AM and FM radio stations, and almost three-quarters
of all commercial television stations. Newspaper publishers in 1967 held
interests in a third of the regular-channel commercial television stations,
and there were newspaper-television monopolies in twenty-seven Ameri-
can cities. More than half the 4200 AM and 1800 FM stations had
newspaper connections.

When competitive enterprises, in the form of cable-TV companies, seek
to relay other programs or even originate them locally, they are either
fought bitterly by the established and in a sense protected interests — the
issue becomes “pay TV” versus “free TV’ —or as so often happens,
simply bought out, becoming a part of the monopoly themselves.

The lowest common level of television practice is the local network
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affiliate, the station which keeps printing money; the man in the South
who, as Murrow and Friendly discovered, would not run a program about
Marian Anderson because she was a Negro, or acknowledge . that there may
be racial trouble in his own community; who has decided that his audi-
ence is not really interested in Washington or Europe, or even in con-
troversy around the corner from the station. This has changed somewhat
recently under new community pressures.

Affiliates represent not only commercial but political stakes in a com-
munity, which may not be representative of the community as a whole,
or consonant with its best interests. Too often television is spoken of in
monolithic terms, and as a social force it may well be, but the networks
are after all made up of individual local stations, and though networks
and affiliates ar¢ mutually dependent, their outlooks and motivations are
not always the same.

When Congressmen, who may themselves own shares or holdings in
local stations, support those stations in an outcry against network “‘mo-
nopoly,” they are usually opposing higher standards, low as network
standards may be, than they themselves can or want to offer. They also
make more money that way.

The local affiliates of the networks prefer to stand pat on the regularly
scheduled programs — in 1968 this meant an old movie every night of
the week from one network or another — rather than disrupt them with
special news or documentary broadcasts. It is often difficult for networks to
get local “acceptance” of special programs even of the utmost urgency,
and some public affairs programs have indeed had to be canceled or post-
poned for lack of “acceptance.”

The CBS television network has some 250 local outlets but for public
service programs an acceptance of ninety is average. The others show old
movies or reruns of old television programs. Most rarely are any public
service programs of local origin shown, and then usually on network
owned and operated stations, which are not strictly affiliates.

Ideology or inertia may play a role in nonacceptance, but many public
affairs programs from the networks carry a smaller “price tag” or no
price tag at all— no commercial sponsorship — and therefore local sta-
tions receive less revenue from them. Affiliates oppose more network news
because they receive only 50 percent of the profit from the advertising
involved, while local news programs, of course, net them the full 100
percent.

Whatever other reason might have existed for CBS to refuse to carry
“live” the Senate Foreign Relations Committee hearings on Vietnam, the
most important may well have been the attitude of the local affiliates.

In the nine-day period during which the committee hearings were held,
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and President Johnson flew to Honolulu for a war strategy conference to
capture his own headlines, affiliates of the three television networks re-
jected 30 percent of all news and public affairs programs offered them. On
the Sunday after the hearings only 42 percent of CBS affiliates and 30
percent of NBC affiliates showed the networks’ Vietnam “specials.” During
the nine-day period twenty-seven news and public affairs programs were
fed out by the two networks. Of the two hundred-odd stations on each
network, only fourteen CBS affiliates and only twenty NBC affiliates ac-
cepted all of them. Even Ambassador Kennan’s appearance before the
Senate committee, carried by NBC with extravagant self-praise after CBS
blacked it out, was not shown on twenty-four NBC affiliates.

The demand of the affiliates for more mass-appeal programs, with the
threat of replacing network offerings by their own canned fare, forms one
arm of the pincers within which network programmers operate, the other
arm being the demand of the stockholders for more dividends. And off
and on, Congress enters the picture, breathing hotly down the networks’
necks in the name of “the public interest,” which usually turns out to mean
the interests of the local affiliates.

A notable example of these combined pressures was the national drub-
bing given the two big television networks for their coverage of the 1968
Democratic National Convention, with its climax coming not in the nomi-
nations in the convention hall, but in the clash between Chicago police
and youth demonstrators outside the convention hotel and in the park
across the street.

Not only Congressmen, FCC members and “law and order” advocates
accused the networks of not “telling it like it is,” but a great deal of criti-
cism came from the networks’ own affiliates, which obviously do support
their local police though their nightsticks be thick or thin.

The networks were accused of telling only part of the story by the mayor
of Chicago, who had deliberately made it difficult to tell the story at all.
They were said to have “sensationalized” events, though the events would
have seemed to be fairly sensational in themselves.

Though clearly part of a national refusal to face facts — by putting the
blame for events on television, which showed the events — the public
clamor and the demands for investigation were a boon to the networks, It
was ironic indeed that television should have been taken to task for what it
could not escape doing, for what came to it naturally, when the significant
thing about the 1968 campaign was television’s failure to provide sufficient
depth, background, or interpretation, in a historical situation. Some Amer-
icans saw the theory of democratic choice atrophied in 1968, and that
after a President had been compelled to give up renomination because of
widespread disapproval, and the course of American foreign policy modi-
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fied. Yet virtually the only way in which politics was presented, during the
campaign, apart from snippets in daily news programs and unrevealing
Sunday afternoon panels, was in paid radio and television advertising by
the rival candidates. And not merely a saturation of short “spot” commer-
cials, but whole packaged hours of personality projection, staged
“forums,” and glossed-over issues. Aided and abetted by Congress, the
networks did not even have to present “debates” of the 1960 Nixon-
Kennedy stripe.

Thus the outcry against television for doing its duty at Chicago, while a
tribute to its potential as a public instrument, may at the same time have
constituted evidence of its failure to do its duty for so long. The public had
forgotten what television was for, and what it used to be.

The networks might also have welcomed the Chicago uproar for the
opportunity it gave them to perceive a peril to the First Amendment.

Government control of any information medium can be represented as
a threat to freedom of expression. But the networks have cried wolf many
times before, and have too often stigmatized as “thought control” the
attempts to get them to redeem their public service obligations. They have
equated freedom of speech with freedom from criticism. They also refused
to take the First Amendment issue to a court test, for the very real fear of
losing the case. After Chicago, CBS and NBC did challenge the Federal
Communications Commission’s “fairness doctrine” on constitutional
grounds, in a case before the Supreme Court. Their suit, while upholding
their right of free speech, might however be construed as infringing on the
right of the public to hear all sides of a controversial question.

Assuredly it is not consonant with democratic development that, by
threat if nothing worse, congressional critics, politicians, a Federal agency,
and local station owners, in the name of “the public interest,” should try
so desperately to make television even more irrelevant than it usually is.

Perhaps this is a further payment in coin for television’s own deficien-
cies. There is nothing novel in the fact that networks should be subject
to pressures. What is distressing, as Murrow found out in his time, is that
they should so often yield to them.

Nor are pressures confined to commercial broadcasting. The educational
network, too, found twenty-five of its 120 stations refusing to show the
first program of its keenly anticipated, foundation-financed Public Broad-
cast Laboratory because it was “controversial,” that is, devoted to the
racial problem. The same kind of disaffection by local affiliates has been
expressed to the NET educational network as to CBS and NBC. Some of
it is sectional in origin, the Midwest and South versus the East, and some
is political.

The principal criticism by the affiliates is that the network holds views
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which are “too liberal” and takes attitudes out of keeping with their own,
and presumably those of their communities. “Educational” would seem to
have a very narrow definition in noncommercial broadcasting,

Like the commercial networks, the educational television network was
virtually AWOL during the 1968 campaign. It, at least, could plead lack
of funds.

One of television’s original promises was that it could be, not merely
with the times and of the times, but frequently ahead of the times. The
Murrow-Friendly partnership on CBS, for instance, regularly presented
programs about national and international situations, problems and possi-
bilities which the average viewer thereby became aware of for the first
time. Thus they prepared him for events that might affect his life and
well-being.

In a sense, these programs “made” news by anticipating rather than
following the headlines, and at the same time they helped shape opinion
toward it. See It Now producers did not have to read the New York Times,
as is so often the case with news producers these days, not only to provide
a story but to guarantee its acceptability, to the corporate boards which
now rule the news divisions. Very few of the Murrow-Friendly reports had
to be “legitimatized” by prior publication.

Even at its most routine, television serves to provide information as well
as entertainment. But it also has, or should have, the power to aid insight,
add to perception, and educate. The essayist E. B. White has put it this
way:

“I think TV should be the visual counterpart of the literary essay,
should arouse our dreams, satisfy our hunger for beauty, take us on
journeys, enable us to participate in events, present great drama and music,
explore the sea and the sky and the woods and the hills.

“It should be our Lyceum, our Chautauqua, our Minsky’s and our
Camelot. It should restate and clarify the social dilemma and the political
pickle. Once in a while it does, and you get a quick glimpse of its
potential.”

How far television has fallen short is best measured in the field of
news documentary, which in Murrow’s time, week after week, presented
illumination and a sense of wonder and participation in the burning
issues of the times — civil rights, atomic fallout, American foreign policy,
the processes of government.

During a two-month period in 1967, by contrast, the three commercial
networks had three “prime time” documentaries, An Essay on Women, The
Royal Palaces of Britain, and Thoroughbred, a stud-farm chronicle. In
the same period newspapers and magazines dealt in depth with the fall
of Congressman Adam Clayton Powell, the row about the Manchester
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book on the assassination of President Kennedy, the conviction of Bobby
Baker, the President’s former protégé, and the dispute about new Federal
safety rules for auto manufacturers. Even prior publication in the New York
Times provided no warranty for such stories on television. They were
kissed off with bricf daily reports on the evening newscasts.

Even Variety, the Bible of show business, which yields to no one in its
appreciation of P. T. Barnum, had to ask: “Why fced a tour of West-
minster in prime time when attention in the United States is focused on
whether Hanoi will come to the peace table?” It is true thc nctworks,
during the same period, covered the fatal fire in the Apollo space capsule
in a way which mere newspapers could not hope to compete with, but
not much depth of perception or brilliance of insight was necded.

In the spring of 1968, one of the judges for the Emmy awards for
television news documentaries summed up the two full days devoted to
viewing the twenty-one entries of four proud networks, three commercial
and one educational.

The four awards went to reports on the Detroit riots, Africa, Vietnam,
and Ronald Reagan.

“Yet for all the Vietnam films. the riots, the politics, how little we had
seen of the world in twenty-two hours,” he noted. “There was nothing
about American or forcign education, nothing about de Gaulle or France,
nothing about Franco’s Spain, about gold and money, Cuba and South
America, the Communist bloc, Sino-Russian relations, nothing about
drugs and sex. Everything was made with a high degree of technical
competence; nothing was boring; but how little we had lcarned, how in-
frequently I had been moved.”

In the actual presentation of the Emmy awards, nationally telecast,
“all the attention went to those situation comedies and comic hours and
dreary dramatic hours that tclevision really cares about.” Awards, like
ratings and program credits, are what telcvision lives on. They compensate
for lack of substance.

Though Murrow and Friendly in their time won more awards than any-
onc else, they once wrote a specech — never delivered but strongly felt —
arguing that such ccremonies were in fact a “racket” and so numerous
as to be meaningless. “It is possible therc are more national awards than
there are network television programs,” they said, adding that the most
important act of television courage would be to refuse such “honors.” As
president of CBS News, Friendly later would refuse his network’s
participation in the Emmy awards for news, but after he left it resumed.
As for Murrow, he always belicved that “the only real award is public
confidence.”

Most of today’s regular news documentaries and “specials” are what is
called “soft,” such as “portraits” of popular singers, or “biographies” of
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movie stars made by the film studios themselves, or “essays” on pop art
and other pop phenomena. Even otherwise serious news programs are
often narrated by stage or screen actors.

None of these can be objected to as such, under the head of entertain-
ment or perhaps even enlightenment, but the point is that they are pre-
sented as “news” and occupy the extremely scarce “news hours,” to the
detriment of more pertinent public matters. As for being in any way
specials, the term is apparently used in a supermarket sense.

Television cannot escape reacting to overwhelming events, such as the
war in Vietnam or antidraft demonstrations or campus strikes, but this
is usually done on an “instant” basis. The networks race to be first on the
air with their old footage brought out of the files, and their studio dis-
cussions by “experts.” But this “actualité,” as the French call it, without
adequate preparation or editorial view, is a long way from the careful,
measured documentary method that See It Now employed.

Moreover the television line between news and entertainment, between
public affairs and show business, has become blurred, by politicians on
late-night programs with popular “personalities,” Senators narrating epic
patriotic cantatas, mayors with their own chat programs, political com-
ments on comedy programs — even by the “press” interview programs
of Sunday afternoon, which are controlled by never asking the unaskable
of the Secretary of State or a four-star general.

Even in daily news programs, which have brought the violence of war
and urban riots into the American living room at cocktail hour, the impact
has been dissipated. In 1966 the CBS pictures showing the Marines in
Vietnam setting fire to peasants’ huts with cigarette lighters caused nation-
wide furore and roused the Pentagon to charge television reporters with
virtual treason. In 1968 the piling-up of Viet Cong bodies, Dachau-fashion,
and their airborne disposal as refuse, evoked no measurable public response
and raised no questions for the Pentagon to answer. The nightly news “pill”
may be like the other pill which prevents conception.

For television engenders a vicarious participation in events but not an
actual one; indeed the vicarious participation may satisfy enough to
stultify and replace the actual.

How much television’s nightly presentation of battle scenes from
Vietnam had to do with the unpopularity of that war is arguable. It un-
doubtedly trivialized the war by making it part of the ordinarily super-
ficial treatment of news, sandwiched between commercials. Even on a
CBS special, Christmas in Vietnam, which showed an American child
praying for her soldier father, this scene was followed by two commercials,
for a mouthwash and a brassiere.

In a way, the reality of the Vietnam War was washed out, perhaps,
by being equated with the fantasy of most other television programming.
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If anything, the battlefield pictures may have hardened viewers instead of
shocking them, by their regularity and matter-of-factness.

Moreover, pictures are by no means the whole story. Television news
depends on them, but pictures represent moments of impact, and those
moments may not be representative of the whole. Life is not constituted
by points of impact, but by slowly evolving processes. An English ob-
server has remarked that the function of television reporters should be to
“make watching as difficult as reading,” to demand as much of a viewer
as a newspaper or book demands of a reader.

Most television news producers, intent on pictures, believe that spoken
words are a mere accompaniment and should not “fight the picture.”
But the true function of words, as Murrow knew and practiced it, is to
distract from the picture by giving it a further dimension, by qualifying
and complicating.

Murrow stayed clear of the presentation of “hard news” on television
because he evidently perceived its shortcomings and pitfalls.

His more considered weekly programs were designed to expose the
viewer to the realities of American life, but to do so purposefully. Street
riots and battle scenes may be real enough, but they carry no meaning
unless it is supplied by something besides the camera eye.

The 1968-1969 television season began with only one regularly sched-
uled hour per week of news and public affairs programming, out of all the
hours filled by the three commercial networks. It was on CBS and a pale
memory of See It Now, for it was primarily devoted to “soft” subjects
and magazine material. It is always possible to show news specials, and
many are produced in a season, especially to take the place of a com-
mercial program which may not have done very well in the ratings. But
television is no longer ahead of the news, as See It Now was, dealing
with trends, indulging in premonitions, exploring the woods and the hills
of ideas. Instead, and only when it must, television follows the news. It is
the prisoner of events, not so much concerned with news analysis as
psychoanalysis.

Obviously times have changed, and Ed Murrow, as he was the first to
admit, was lucky to be where he was when he was. In his life and career,
the time and place always seemed to adhere.

There were the Anschluss and Munich crises before the Second World
War, and they can be said to have created the new journalistic dimen-
sion. There was the war itself, which stretched the dimension to its
broadest limits, as it moved from the drama of a crowded island under
heavy bombardment to sweeping battle across the face of Europe, and
the emergence of an altered continent and society. There was the Joe Mc-
Carthy era after the war, the time of the Bomb and of the cold war, of
Korea and America’s assumed global role,
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Murrow’s career in broadcasting spanned the period from 1935 to
1961, anxious, troubled, disoriented times — *‘years of crisis,” as his year-
end round-table radio-television discussions with CBS foreign and national
correspondents called them. “It seems incredible,” one couple wrote him
in 1949, “that while we have been listening to you, our children have
gone through their teens, have married, have made us grandparents —
and we are still listening.” And presumably they continued to listen for
twelve years more, and their grandchildren began to.

Largely due to Murrow and the men he found and brought to it, CBS
in the field of news and public affairs during those decades was constantly
a center of public controversy, a target of criticism, and a source of
civic enlightenment and involvement. The other networks were more pro-
saic, played it safer, and were more taken for granted. More came to be
expected of CBS, and often in those days it delivered. People actually
talked, in office building elevators and subway trains, about programs
they had scen or heard the night before. All that is gone.

But it is at any rate a commentary on the history and essence of tele-
vision that its outstanding figure thus far is not a laboratory scientist,
developing color or videotape, or tinkering with satellites; not a network
executive, devising new formats, decreeing “trends” or buying up old
movies; not a board chairman, making speeches about public service and
informing stockholders of increased dividends; not an advertising sales-
man, or a producer of commercials, or a market research analyst, or
even an entertainer — though these make up the warp and woof of the
communications fabric — but it is Ed Murrow.

Apart from what he gave his audiences, who hung on his every word —
often as vehement in their disapproval as they were voluble in their ap-
proval — his influence on his colleagues and all others in radio-television
news is a continuing monument.

Consciously and unconsciously, his standards and values have been
adopted by the best of them. They have rated themselves against him,
and measured themselves by his work. There is no commentator now
who will not agree that whatever he is privileged to say on the air is in
large part due to Murrow.

It was not his specific attitude on any question that gave him his
authority and credit. He often tended to take a conservative view. But his
general attitude of open-mindedness, which is the core of liberalism, influ-
enced the people who worked with him and the CBS way of handling the
news, raising the level of reporting and heightening the climate of in-
quiry. The “Murrow style” became, and to some degree still remains,
the CBS style.
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It may be unfair to judge television by the best it can do, for even in
Murrow’s time the best was but a small part of the whole. See It Now,
even as only a half-hour a week, and other programs like it, compensated
for the endless hours of studio audience programs, quiz shows, and family
comedies with built-in laugh tracks that packed in the viewers and made
the money. It was this artificed acceptance world that Murrow was never
really part of, though the commercial nature of the medium made him
not only a recognizable public figure but a highly paid one.

He was not a cynic. His earnest upbringing saw to that. But he was
considerable of a skeptic, as he himself would have phrased it, or, as his
colleague William L. Shirer called him, “a skeptical idealist.”

A story Murrow told frequently, when discussing television, was of his
youthful logging-camp surveying days. He went out with an older man,
the timber cruiser, a quiet, dour type, and the rain of the Olympic Na-
tional Forest poured down and poured, and soaked them through. They
came to a shed in a clearing and took shelter, sopping wet. The surveyor
reached into his pocket.

Slowly, clump by sodden clump, he pulled from it the pulpy mass of a
breakfast cereal he had been carrying in a small packet. He munched
it silently and solemnly, bit by bit in his fingers, and then he said, “Son,
I tell you, this here raisin bran is much overadvertised.” It became Mur-
row’s own attitude to a large part of the world around him.

Controversy was the inevitable outcome of the Murrow brand of elec-
tronic journalism. Friendly relished controversy for its own sake. “That’s
the nature of television,” he said. Murrow was the one who defined the
purpose of controversy and believed its function was not only to provoke
but to illuminate. The focusing searchlight affixed to the mirror made his
kind of television truly the window on the world he felt it was designed to
be, and took it out of the shadow realm of parlor games, soap opera, idle
chatter, synthetic personalities and old movies.

With some qualification, for in television the one often overlaps the
other, Friendly provided the techniques and Murrow the thought proc-
esses. They did not always agree on what should be said, but they ac-
commodated each other’s ideas in exploring the how and why of things,
and together they penetrated the consciousness and sometimes the con-
sciences of their audiences. .

Gradually the Murrow-Friendly window on the real world has been
shrunk to a peephole. By 1965, less than fifteen years after See It Now
had first burst on the home screen, the issue-attentive species of television
news documentary had virtually vanished. Controversy, with its pros ard
cons, had given way to compatibility. A vew of life had become “a slice
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of life.” The treatment of public questions was subjective, instead of ob-
jective. As one CBS News president described it in 1967, the orientation
was “from inside looking out.”

It was enough merely to turn the cameras on, without worrying about
the focus or lighting. The sharp, shrewd editing of film that enabled a
Murrow-Friendly program to make point after point was replaced by a
kind of cinéma vérité that substituted impressions for points. The dis-
secting table became a psychoanalyst’s couch. People with problems, or
victims of conditions, were encouraged to talk about them endlessly,
but hardly ever was it considered what might be done about the problems
or conditions.

If See It Now was engaged in the business of presenting “the little pic-
ture,” the new soft-line public affairs program offered the little, little
picture, a variant of the late, late show. Its approach to such realities as
tenement life, homosexuals, hippies and marijuana — and these were
among its favorite subjects — was that it didn’t matter very much how
social problems — or rather phenomena, for problems is a pejorative
word — looked to Congress, the welfare department, the sociologist, or
the man in the street, to run the old gamut of television documentary.
What mattered was the individual involved with the problem-phenom-
enon. As for the viewer, he became voyeur.

Thus emotion replaced editorial perspective. Old-style, or Murrow-
Friendly, documentaries dealt with cause and effect, and tried to show
the circumstances which produced the consequences. The new wave of-
fers the viewer a sensory experience rather than balanced judgment. It
would make the medium not only the message, but the massage.

Even the immediate transmission of an occurring event, which is tele-
vision’s forte, often becomes a sensory rather than a cogitative experi-
ence if the raw camera alone is given sway, without the exercise of
sufficient human editorial judgment or appraisal.

The controversy over television coverage of the 1968 Chicago con-
vention echoed that of the Detroit insurrection a year before when many
viewers called Station WXYZ-TV to demand that it “stop the riot right
now.” They did not accuse the station of staging the disturbances but
evidently did feel that if television did not show the pictures, they would
not be occurring.

This kind of fantasy could be applied to the Vietnam War, black mili-
tancy, college rebellions, drug abuses and other aspects of American so-
ciety.

Another television branch of what is now regarded as public affairs
embraces such largely pictorial series as The Saga of Western Man, The
World of Animals, Great Explorations. These are proper, often fasci-
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nating programs. They would provide a valid supplement to news docu-
mentary. Instead they are the substitute for it.

Gauguin in Tahiti, the re-creation of the voyages of Ulysses, or essays
on women, doors and bridges — even driving, voting and science tests —
merely underline the fact that commercial television has failed to treat
adequately such questions as the Vietnam War, America’s policy in Asia,
pacifism, the worldwide traffic in arms, Church versus State, the right of
dissent, the police use of force, congressional ethics, the New Economics,
stock market speculation, or a dozen other important matters which would
have been standard operating procedure for Murrow and Friendly with
See It Now and CBS Reports. In the 1968 election year, the electoral sys-
tem itself, obviously in crisis, was discussed in no serious way on any net-
work.

In the entertainment areas of television, as apart from news and public
affairs, the argument is made by the men responsible for programming
that they cannot compel the audience to change its tastes by force-feeding.

They point out that such social-minded series as East Side, West Side
(the cases of a social worker); Slattery’s People (a state legislator’s prob-
lems); That Was the Week That Was (satire); and The Defenders (issues
before the bar and the nature of justice) were all developed and offered
by the networks and, except for The Defenders, all of them failed to
interest the public, as shown by the ratings.

This, in the end, is what television always gets back to. The networks
hold that the public wants nothing more than domestic or situation com-
edy because superior drama deals with realities and disturbing ideas. Yet
when the networks do occasionally put on original contemporary plays —
recalling the days of Studio One and Playhouse 9o, except that then they
were presented weekly and now they are exceedingly rare specials —
they run for two hours or more and command top ratings. Even the old
movies frequently present more meaningful drama than the hackneyed
regular television programs.

That political comment and even controversy in 1968, an election year,
should have had to be made to such a large extent in the form of wise-
cracks and throwaway gags on popular comedy programs, and that only
through the censorship screen of the program practices department, is a
sobering fact with which to celebrate television’s chronological coming-
of-age. For such didoes are usually uninformed, venomous and based on
personalities rather than issues,

It may be true that, according to the ratings, the combined audience
in New York City of the three commercial networks for the Security
Council sessions on the eve of the June 1967 Arab-Israecli war was less
than that for an Alfred Hitchcock movie rerun on a local independent
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station, and that many complaints were received by the networks over the
cancellation of their regular fodder. But this does not eliminate the re-
sponsibility of the networks to provide programs of minority as well as
majority interest, instead of giving grants to an educational station to do
so, as CBS has done. Indeed, in a basic way, television practice brings
into dispute some of the premises of democracy, with respect to minori-
ties and majorities.

Thus Britain’s Pilkington committee report in 1960, which recom-
mended additional channels for both the noncommercial BBC and com-
mercial ITV, noted that “ ‘what the public wants’ is what individuals
want. Some tastes and needs are shared with virtually everybody, but
most are shared with different minorities. A service which caters only for
majorities can never satisfy all, or even most of the needs of any indi-
vidual.”

If viewers were thought of as a mass audience, said the report, they
would be offered only the ordinary and commonplace and “kept unaware
of what lies behind the average of experience.”

“In time they may come to like only what they know. But it will always
be true that, had they been offered a wider range from which to choose,
they might have chosen otherwise, and with greater enjoyment.”

The report summed up: “ ‘To give the public what it wants’ is a mis-
leading phrase. It appears to be an appeal to democratic principle but
is in fact patronizing and arrogant, in that it claims to know what the
public is, but defines it as no more than the mass audience, and limits its
choice to the average of experience.”

In 1968 Britain went through a massive television shakeup, as chan-
nels were reallocated and new commercial broadcasting companies came
into being to replace some that had been judged to have failed in their
duties to the public. It is inconceivable that such a thing could happen in
the United States.

In passing it was noted that under the pressure of competition by com-
mercial television, which began in 1954, and in the quest for mass audi-
ence ratings, the noncommercial BBC had appreciably lowered the high
standards and lost the illuminating purpose of Lord Reith.

Financially and in terms of ratings there was nothing wrong with Brit-
ish television when it was so drastically overhauled. The American ail-
ment from which it suffered was a deeper one. But not long before the
upheaval an FCC commissioner ridiculed critics of American television
by attributing to them the principle, “If it works, it must need fixing.”

Yet for all its dedication to giving people “what they want,” television
has come to find its biggest problem is not in getting people to watch, but
in getting them to care. The medium no longer transmits public excite-
ment, as the Kennedy-Nixon debates did, or the See It Now program on
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the Radulovich case, or CBS Reports on the Polaris missile, or even Mur-
row’s other programs, the celebrity-visiting Person to Person and the
global conversation piece Small World.

People no longer seem to anticipate television programs with any par-
ticular zest or talk about them afterward. Every Monday the newspapers
dutifully record all the Sunday public affairs television programs, but as
with most newspaper headlines, they provide information, perhaps, but
not insight. Even Town Meeting of the World, the first real use of satel-
lite television for other than spot news, has palled and faded away.

In Britain, which instituted television as a public trust, administered by
a public corporation and supported by viewer license fees rather than
advertising (until the BBC was supplemented by commercial ITV), the
public affairs portfolio in Harold Macmillan’s cabinet was held by William
Deeds, M.P., who said of television that it “has within its power to decide
what kind of people we become. Nothing less.”

There might be some dispute about cause and effect, or the chicken and
the egg. but it is clear that television’s widespread influence has raised
important questions not only of public policy but of individual conscience.
Since television is, in the statutory sense at least, intended to serve “the
public interest, convenience and necessity,” the individual in broadcasting
may increasingly face the question, which began to be posed to Murrow,
whether he owes his true loyalty to the company by which he is paid, or
to the faceless and often inert and uncaring public he nominally owes al-
legiance to. Sometimes the two interests can be reconciled. But suppose
they cannot be? How does one stay within the ruling establishment with-
out being part of it? Is it better to work for improvement within the
existing framework, or to go outside it?

Murrow was confronted by these questions when the quiz show scandals
had brought television to ignominy, and its dehumanized corporatism had
made it a kind of Golem. For a long while he believed it was possible
to improve commercial television from within, indeed from the top down,
and his most important public pronouncement on the subject, his Chi-
cago speech to the Radio and Television News Directors Association in
October 1958, was dedicated to that end.

Murrow’s view of television’s responsibility contrasted with the pre-
ponderate view in the industry, attributed to David Sarnoff, though he
later denied saying it, that “we’re in the same position as a plumber laying
a pipe. We're not responsible for what goes through the pipe.”

After the McCarthy broadcast, which provoked nationwide controversy,
Murrow remarked to his friend David Lilienthal that the networks had
“power, great power, but no responsibility.”

“I get credit for courage in putting on the McCarthy show,” he said,
“That illustrates what I mean. That should have been a decision of the
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network, of CBS itself, and a deliberate part of its editorial policy, for
which it would be held accountable.

“The networks say we are only conduits, pipes; they might better say
sewers. We carry whatever anyone wants to transmit to the country, for a
charge, and that is the extent of our responsibility. But that is power with-
out responsibility.”

The discouraging response received from the industry to the Chicago
speech — “Mr. Murrow does not, of course, speak for CBS,” said the
company’s president — impelled the broadcaster to look outside the com-
mercial networks for succor. He was active in the movement advocating
a so-called “fourth network” — which has now taken form as Public Tele-
vision — and was indeed offered the post of editor-in-chief of a new public
service network, under foundation auspices. Instead, when the time came
to leave broadcasting — which was after prospects for improvement from
within had noticeably failed to appear — he went into the Federal Gov-
ernment, as director of the United States Information Agency.

As for Friendly, he departed from CBS five years after Murrow, and
less than a year after his former associate’s death, to some extent because
of Murrow’s belief that the independence of the news operation must at
all costs be preserved.

Corporate reorganization had ended the free access to the top CBS
level that the CBS news director had always enjoyed, by interposing an-
other administrative echelon between them. Though John Schneider’s de-
cision not to have live cameras at the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
hearings in February 1966 precipitated Friendly’s withdrawal, the fact that
editorial decisions had been taken out of his hand caused it.

Ironically, by resigning to protest the subordination of news in the
corporate structure, as he saw it, Friendly merely further lowered the
status of news and public affairs and handed them over more completely
to corporatism.

In this controversy it was pointed out that the cost of preempting regu-
lar programs to make way for the Senate hearings was given as $175,000,
and the question was asked whether Schneider’s decision might have
been otherwise if the cost had been only $175.

But there was much more involved in the argument. Indeed. the whole
order of priorities of public affairs broadcasting had changed markedly
between the time of the Murrow-Friendly partnership and Friendly’s as-
sumption of the helm of CBS News.

In the days of See It Now the primary concern, as between producer
and network, had to do with programs, the choice of subjects, the treat-
ment, and in a sense, the message. But by 1966 the principal issue had
become the availability of air time. As has been so often pointed out, a
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network or a radio or television station cannot add hours to the day, as
newspapers or magazines add pages to their editions.

The fight for “prime time,” as it is called — the network period be-
tween 7 and 11 P.M.— has always been part of television, as of radio
before it, but it has come to be only a horological expression, instead of
one with a connotation of merit or quality. It no longer mattered, in tele-
vision’s new small world of public affairs, what a particular program was
about, or how it was handled, but whether it would get on the air at all
against the competition of more profitable entertainment programs.

Indeed as the networks had grown bigger and more impersonal, as
corporatism and diversification both increased, their preoccupation had
come to be less with broadcasting itself, it seemed, and more with their
public relationship to, and influence upon, other and frequently highly
technical aspects of the complex American society. The problem was no
longer that of providing election returns, for instance, as quickly and ef-
ficiently as possible, but whether the returns from one state should be
given before the polls closed in another state, thus allegedly helping peo-
ple make up their minds. Or whether the electronic extrapolation of early
returns into the confident calling of final election results justified the abor-
tion of the traditional process of really counting the votes.

It came to seem less important what communications satellites should
do than to whom they should belong. Equal time for political candidates
outweighed the necessities of a full and continuing examination of politi-
cal issues. More time was spent in debating what form public television
should take than how it was to compensate, if only in small part, for the
neglect of duty of commercial television.

After he left CBS Friendly went into public television, as TV consul-
tant for the Ford Foundation and a moving spirit behind the Public
Broadcasting Laboratory. The road to a “fourth network™ had been cleared
by Murrow.

Whatever it may have done to news and public affairs programming at
CBS, Friendly’s departure also removed the competitive pressure that had
done so much to spur the respective CBS and NBC news divisions into
public service, despite the corporate indifference surrounding them. Reg-
ular public affairs scheduling has all but vanished at both big networks,
as their 1968-1969 program listings showed.

As more sets are switched off in the evenings, some critics have gone
so far as to call commercial television merely a form of air pollution.

Certainly, in the area of news and public affairs, it could come within
Disraeli’s description of his parliamentary opposition, as “a range of ex-
hausted volcanoes.” They may rumble occasionally, and sometimes even
give off sparks, but buried in their ashes lie the artifacts, the cultural uten-
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sils, and the petrified human bodies that were seized by the lava and
overwhelmed.

In his speech at Chicago, Murrow advised the broadcasting industry
to look forward by looking back at its best, to keep at least a rear-view
mirror functioning. It was not merely because he himself, in that golden
age, had been the keeper of the conscience, but because the keeping had
increasingly come to be of the privy purse instead.

A month before Murrow died the CBS stockholders were told by their
board chairman that news coverage of unscheduled events — such as the
Churchill funeral, the space “shoots,” and civil rights demonstrations —
had raised programming costs and thereby reduced earnings by six cents
a share. The quintessence of the medium was thereby given its true cor-
porate valuation, a negative one.

Under the stockholders’ baleful scrutiny, William S. Paley was reported
to have deplored the fact that CBS had ever ‘“gone public,” that is, of-
fered its shares for sale, and to have said that it could have done better
the things he wanted to do if it had remained a privately held enterprise.
Even if this had been possible, in the century of the common stock, it
may be doubted, since the society is television’s message, whether the re-
sults could have been much different.

The day Ed Murrow died he was paid high tribute by many of those
who had, in effect, driven him out of broadcasting. It was lip service, as it
would continue to be, at dedication ceremonies, awards in his name, and
other memorials.

The day he died, CBS Television interrupted its regular afternoon soap
opera to make the announcement. On CBS Radio the news of his death,
reportedly from lung cancer, was followed by a cigarette commercial.
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“The terror is right here in this room”

THE EVENING of March 9, 1954, was called Good Tuesday by one
editorial observer, television’s “finest hour” (or more accurately, half-
hour) by numerous others, and by the New York Times the occasion on
which “broadcasting recaptured its soul.”

It was the evening Edward R. Murrow, on his weekly program See It
Now, presented the nation’s most successful and most feared demagogue,
Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, as his own executioner, in full view of tens
of millions of enthralled Americans.

By the simple but devastating method of merely showing the Senator
in action on various typical occasions, the filmed program had a direct
and powerful cumulative effect that outdid any kind of printed or spoken
appraisal, though it did not shrink from such an appraisal itself. It il-
lustrated the force of the still relatively new medium of visual broadcast-
ing, its dangers as well as its promises. It indicated the ironic retribution
that could be exacted by mass publicity against one of its own creations.

More than anything else, perhaps, it demonstrated the unique position
Murrow held, not only as the leading practitioner of the broadcasting art,
but through it as a public figure in his own right — at the age of forty-six
— who could challenge the man the President himself, the Secretary of
State, and many others in the American Establishment either would or
could not challenge. And he did so at the height of McCarthy’s sway.

Murrow, who had made his mark by introducing the new brand of
journalism by radio in the European crises before the war, who during
the war had exemplified not only reporting at its most vivid but also the
convictions behind the reporting, had effected the difficult transition from
radio to television with the provocative program See It Now. It doomed
the newsreel concept of mere pictorialism and made people aware that
the camera could find meaning as well as action.

At the same time his other television program, Person to Person, a
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weekly “visit” to the home of some well-known person or ‘“personality,”
had given Murrow a different and more diffused audience and a broader
popular base for the prestige required to take on McCarthy, an un-
doubted idol to a large part of that same mass audience.

Murrow was moreover still the most listened-to and respected radio
broadcaster of the time, with his nightly fifteen-minute program of news
and comment, based on wide acquaintance with the makers of news, and
on equally wide perspectives.

The two television programs were the top and bottom panes of the
window on the world that Murrow had opened, for he regarded the me-
dium as not only a means of communication but also a means of trans-
portation for the viewer. Three months earlier he had scored a notable
success by taking his See It Now camera crews to America’s distant and
difficult war front for the second time, and filming Christmas in Korea,
reporting from “a foxhole in the ground surrounded by sandbags.”

But before that, and after it, he had also grappled with the problems
of the Age of Suspicion that the Korean War had piled on top of the
cold war, and that the atom bomb, the Berlin airlift, the trial of the
Rosenbergs, and the Alger Hiss case had intensified, enabling someone
like McCarthy, who apparently had no real convictions of his own, to
exploit and expand national fears.

Thus, five months prior to Murrow’s encounter with McCarthy came
See It Now’s report on the case of Lieutenant Milo Radulovich, Air Force
Reserve, which Murrow regarded as an even more telling, more contro-
versial and more courageous stand against the dangers of the time. And
after the McCarthy broadcast came the story of Annie Lee Moss, which
technically at least was a more adept use of the television medium, with-
out the intrusion of a commentator to make its point about fair trial and
due process.

It was the Radulovich case that made inevitable and set into motion
the Murrow-McCarthy passage at arms, though the true roots of it went
back to Murrow’s boyhood and upbringing; his experiences in Nazified
Europe and wartime England; his beliefs in the inviolability of free govern-
ment, free speech and free thought; and two incidents which made what
is generically known as McCarthyism a personal matter for him.

One of these incidents was the attack made on him by the Hearst press,
later echoed by McCarthy, for his participation twenty years before in stu-
dent exchange with foreign countries, including the Soviet Union. The
other was the death, by fall or leap from a New York skyscraper, of a
friend, a former State Department official, whose name had been brought
into the Alger Hiss case.

Moreover, in the broadcasting industry itself, the Age of Suspicion had
taken form in the wholesale listing of ‘“controversial” performers and
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producers, depriving them of employment, on insinuations made by indi-
viduals and organizations which, despite lack of any other standing, were
regarded as possessing power to alienate both sponsors and viewers from
the networks. It was Murrow’s belief that the networks had shamefully
failed to resist such pressures, and thus helped make McCarthyism pos-
sible.

The Radulovich case symbolized the McCarthy era, for it was a classical
case of guilt by association.

On the evening of October 20, 1953, See It Now told the story. Murrow
reported that a young lieutenant in the Air Force Reserve, a senior at
the University of Michigan after eight years active duty in the Air Force,
had been classified as a security risk under Air Force Regulation 36-52,
because of his close association with “Communists or Communist sym-
pathizers.” This association was, in fact, with his father and his sister,
who read “subversive” newspapers and engaged in “questionable” activi-
ties, by Air Force standards, although there was no question about
Lieutenant Radulovich’s own “loyalty.” When he refused to resign, an
Air Force board was given the case and recommended his severance.

Radulovich, describing himself as a realist, raised the question: if the
Air Force wouldn’t have him, as a “security risk,” who else would when
it came time to find a job?

The board of three colonels which heard the case, based on eight alle-
gations involving Radulovich’s sister and four involving his father, ruled
against the lieutenant even though the Air Force produced not a single
witness, did not give the specifications of the allegations, and in fact kept
the supposed evidence in an envelope that was never opened at the hear-
ing. It also refused to say where the allegations came from.

See It Now presented interviews with a cross-section of the citizenry
of Dexter, Michigan, Radulovich’s hometown, the consensus being that
they would not want to be held responsible for the views and actions of
their relatives, and that if this could happen to Radulovich it could happen
to any one of them. It turned out also that the “subversive” newspaper
Radulovich’s father read was a Serbian-language one that was pro-Tito.

This was five years after Tito had broken with the Russians and Yugo-
slavia had been expelled from the Cominform, to receive aid and com-
fort from the West.

Radulovich’s sister also appeared on the program, to proclaim that her
political beliefs were her own affair, and that whatever they might be,
they had nothing to do with Milo and he had nothing to do with them.

The lieutenant’s own position was that blood is thicker than anonymous
accusations, and he said he would not end normal “‘association” with his
father and sister, much less denounce them, as the Air Force board had
suggested he do. He also said he would not resign quietly, as he also could
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have done, in order to avoid the issue. As See It Now viewed it, the issue
was his right to a fair trial on the basis of openly presented and cross-
examinable evidence.

After providing the facts in the case and noting the difference between
a security risk and a loyalty risk — a difference which many Americans
still did not grasp — Murrow concluded that “whatever happens in this
whole area of the relationship between the individual and the state, we
will do it ourselves. It cannot be blamed upon Malenkov or Mao Tse-
tung, or even our allies. And it seems to us that that is a subject that
should be argued about endlessly.”

If not the subject, the program assuredly was. For it was in a sense an
editorial, an unknown genus on television, though strictly speaking it
might be called advocacy by reporting. In the broadcasting industry this
fact stirred up as much commotion as the contents. One reviewer noted it
was probably the first time a major network and an important sponsor
had consented to a program taking a vigorous editorial stand in a matter
of national significance.

It was further pointed out that most television documentaries were
indignant over matters about which there was no argument — like the
famous editorial stand against man-eating sharks — and that in any case
they were presented after the dust had settled. But Murrow and Friendly
had rejected this “illusory and often self-deceptive approach” for a “bold
bit of enlightened crusading™ that “offered help when it counted.”

Actually the network had no hand in the Radulovich program except
to provide the air time for its showing. Its consent was a technical matter.
See It Now was an autonomous operation, tangential to the network
news department but not responsible to it. The decision to explore the
Radulovich case was Murrow’s own. It had not been reported in the
Eastern metropolitan press or on the wires of the news agencies, but had
been noted in Detroit, and Murrow had the daily habit of reading many
out-of-town newspapers.

Both CBS and the See It Now sponsor refused to publicize the pro-
gram, and Murrow and Friendly used $1500 of their own money to buy
an ad in the New York Times. It was signed by them and made no men-
tion of CBS, merely announcing the local television channel. It was the
kind of thing, in short, that emphasized Murrow’s extraterritorial status
and helped sow the first seeds of corporate apprehension and doubt, not
mitigated by the success of the program.

For the Radulovich program brought praise from many quarters, in-
cluding those inhabited by the executives of the two rival networks. One
television critic wrote Murrow that he was the young lieutenant’s Zola.

Much more to the point, the program compelled reappraisal of the
Radulovich case by the Secretary of the Air Force. Five weeks later the
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Secretary appeared on See It Now to say that, on second thought, the
licutenant was not a security risk, that his association with his sister
was not a vital matter for the Air Force, and that his father’s newspaper
reading did not really peril the nation’s safety.

There could be no doubt that if Murrow had not made the Radulovich
case public, nothing like that would have happened. The program also
demonstrated a salient feature of many of Murrow’s radio and television
news broadcasts — that they reached across the nation into local com-
munities where issues originated, held those issues up for examination
in the national limelight, and then handed them back to the communities,
if not always resolved, at least illuminated.

This was true again in See It Now’s next cause célebre, even before
the happy ending of the Radulovich case. In November it presented An
Argument in Indianapolis, which showed the American Legion of that
city, opposed to the formation of a chapter of the American Civil Liber-
ties Union, using its influence to prevent the ACLU from exercising the
traditional American privilege of hiring a hall. The chapter was finaliy
given refuge in a2 Roman Catholic church.

Murrow and Friendly used their cameras to cut back and forth be-
tween American Legion and ACLU meetings held the same evening, in
separate halls, thus providing a running debate on a question of constitu-
tional rights. It was a highly effective use of the television medium. Not
only the antagonists but the juxtaposition of their arguments spoke for
themselves. The Legion passed an anti-ACLU resolution, the ACLU reit-
erated its intention of defending civil rights cases, and all Murrow had to
do before saying his familiar “Good night and good luck” was to note
that “Indianapolis is still there, and the controversy is everywhere.” No
further editorial was required.

Variety, in its review of the medium for 1953, called the Radulovich
program easily the most important single contribution of the year. “Even
if it had not had the stunning result of returning him to duty, it would
still stand as historic.”

That and the argument in Indianapolis, said Variety, made television
better in 1953 than it had been in 1952, though I Love Lucy, Dragnet,
Groucho Marx and Ed Sullivan had continued to dominate the home
screen.

1953 was also the year of the television “spectacular,” as it was called,
meaning the broadcasting of such events as the New Orleans Mardi Gras
parade, the presidential inaugural ball, and the atomic blast at Yucca
Flat, Nevada. But the true spectacular, in terms of the medium’s influ-
ence on national affairs, was the Radulovich broadcast. McCarthyism had
been given a setback. Now McCarthy himself stood dead ahead.

Wisconsin’s Republican junior Senator had gained some notoriety and
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indeed power since the February evening in Wheeling, West Virginia, in
1950, before the Ohio County Republican Women’s Club, when he began
brandishing supposed secret documents and charging that Communists
were employed by the State Department.

Even before his anti-Communist “crusade” thus began, Joseph R. Mc-
Carthy had inaugurated the methods by which he and the era named for
him have come to be known. In 1949 the man, misleadingly elected as
“Tail Gunner Joe” by a constituency that included many of German
origin, had used sweeping unsupported statements, hypotheses presented
as facts, accusations of lying by witnesses, conversion of a congressional
hearing into a trial, and attacks on the integrity of other Senators — all
in order to indict the United States Army for torture, in the so-called
Malmedy Massacre case.

Near that village in Belgium, in December 1944, eighty-six identified
and perhaps seventy other American prisoners of war had been killed by
the First SS Panzer Regiment, “Hitler’s Own,” during the Battle of the
Bulge. Two years later seventy-three men of the SS regiment were tried
at Dachau by an American military court and convicted of war crimes,
forty-three of them receiving death sentences, which were never carried
out.

The SS men, in turn, charged that they had been tortured, and Mc-
Carthy, attaching himself to a Senate Armed Forces subcommittee in
1949, pleaded their case because, he said, he was opposed to lynch law.

The subcommittee rejected the cruelty charges though it did find the
Dachau trial had been an overhasty procedure. Despite his rebuff, which
may have given him the deep-seated grudge against the Army that was
evident later on, McCarthy had established himself as something more than
the ordinary freshman Senator. He confirmed this fact shortly thereafter
when he rose in Wheeling to assert that “205 Communists” were “work-
ing and making policy” in the State Department and were known to the
Secretary to be conscious Soviet agents. It was a month after the convic-
tion of Alger Hiss, the former State Department official, nominally for per-
jury but implicitly for betraying confidential information.

At various times thereafter McCarthy used various figures, ranging
from 205 down to §7, in his State Department accusations. It was not the
numbers that were important, but their effect.

McCarthy waxed in Washington, as well as in the newspaper headlines,
not only because it was the period of the atom bomb, the cold war, the
Korean War and the Soviet spies, but also because the Truman administra-
tion had been labeled by its critics an administration of “mink coats,
deep freezes, cronies and five-percenters,” as a result of some minor
scandals. And McCarthy could always be relied on by the generally anti-
Truman press for anti-Truman dicta.
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During the last two years of the Truman administration and the first
two years of the Eisenhower presidency, no important decisions were
made in Washington without taking McCarthy into account. There were
some opposing voices in the Senate. Margaret Chase Smith, in 1950, had
made her Declaration of Conscience, and a few other Senators signed it.

But in the 1950 midterm elections some Senators critical of McCarthy
lost their seats, and this dampened such intramural criticism. Moreover
the Wisconsin Senator enjoyed wide approbation throughout the country.
By the time he had accused both the Truman and Eisenhower administra-
tions of treason, and called General George C. Marshall “a man steeped
in falsehood,” an opinion poll reported that 50 percent of Americans held
a favorable, and only 29 percent an unfavorable opinion of him.

In passing it might be said that Murrow regarded General Marshall as
the greatest living American, and he was visibly angered by McCarthy’s
attack. The Marshall matter came up in a See It Now television inter-
view with Truman a few months before Murrow’s momentous McCarthy
broadcast. McCarthy, the former President said, was not “fit to shine
General Marshall’s shoes.” Murrow signed off the program with a sar-
donic reference to the “shoeshine boy.”

In any case, by 1953, recognizing that though McCarthy was a maver-
ick he was a powerful one, the Republican campaign leadership con-
sciously adopted his issue of “communism in government,” meaning of
course in the previous Democratic administration. It was reckoned as one
way of stemming any Democratic resurgence in the 1954 congressional
elections.

So, after the 1953 local elections, Eisenhower’s Attorney General,
Herbert Brownell, in a speech in Chicago said to be “cleared” by the
White House, figuratively waved secret FBI files about and charged that
Truman as President had promoted a Soviet spy to high office. He re-
ferred to the late Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, Harry Dexter White,
who had been called a member of a Communist group in Washington
during the war, in the plethora of accusations, revelations and confes-
sions in and around the Alger Hiss case in 1948.

As Brownell spoke, a Senate committee aide was drafting a letter to
FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover accusing the nuclear physicist J. Robert
Oppenheimer of having been “more probably than not” a Soviet agent,
and this charge, too, would become part of the McCarthy era.

Former President Truman appeared on radio and television to answer
Attorney General Brownell, and said that he had left White in his high
position as vice president of the International Monetary Fund, despite
adverse FBI reports, to aid the bureau’s continuing inquiry into the White
case. Truman also made the countercharge that the Eisenhower admin-
istration had, “for political advantage, embraced McCarthyism.” He said
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McCarthy himself was unimportant, but defined McCarthyism as “cor-
ruption of the truth, abandonment of our historical devotion to fair play,
and of due process of law. It is the use of the Big Lie and the un-
founded accusation against any citizen, in the name of Americanism and
security. It is the rise to power of the demagogue who lives on untruth;
it is the spread of fear and the destruction of faith at every level of
our society.”

That the demagogue had indeed risen to power the television networks
quickly confirmed, by giving McCarthy air time to answer Truman, under
the industry’s “fairness” doctrine. This was once defined by Murrow, quot-
ing Winston Churchill, as the willingness “to give Jesus and Judas equal
time.”

McCarthy, the Republican, used his time to attack the Republican Eisen-
hower administration for being “soft on communism,” as the phrase went.
He thus further distressed the soldier-President, already distressed by
the attacks on Truman, a fellow member of the Presidents’ Club. Eisen-
hower had said that “Communists in government” should not be a 1954
campaign issue, hoping that it would somehow blow away since, as he
put it, he had no intention of “getting down into the gutter with that
fellow,” McCarthy.

But meanwhile Eisenhower’s Attorney General and his nominal subor-
dinate J. Edgar Hoover had testified before the Senate Internal Security
subcommittee on the suddenly reopened White case, and Hoover denied
that he had ever recommended that a loyalty suspect be kept in Gov-
ernment office in order that he might be further watched, though this
indeed seems to have been fairly common FBI practice.

Murrow broadcast a comment on the White case. “The question is not
whether Brownell is right, or Truman is right, or whether Harry Dexter
White was a spy. We are being asked to make up our minds without
access to evidence. And if that should become our habit, then our heri-
tage is in danger.”

As part of its regular coverage of the Washington scene, and for pos-
sible use on its weekly broadcast, Murrow’s See It Now program was
filming the Jenner subcommittee hearings, where the White case had come
up. Outside the Senate caucus room Murrow’s reporter, Joe Wershba,
was hailed by Don Surine, a cashiered FBI agent who had become Mc-
Carthy’s staff investigator.

“Hey, Joe, what's this Radwich junk you putting out?” Surine asked,
in obvious reference to the previous month’s Radulovich program. Then,
added McCarthy’s man, “What would you say if I told you Murrow was
on the Soviet payroll in 1934?”

From his briefcase Surine showed Wershba a photostat of the front
page of the Pittsburgh Sun-Telegraph, a Hearst newspaper, of nearly
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nineteen years before. It was about the Institute of International Edu-
cation, of which Murrow had been assistant director for three years be-
fore he joined CBS in 1935. The Sun-Telegraph headline read, “American
Professors, Trained by Soviet, Teach in U.S. Schools,” and the story re-
ferred to a summer seminar at Moscow University which the IIE, as
the primary American organization devoted to student exchange, had
sponsored in 1934 and 1935.

Hearst’s principal target in the story was Professor George S. Counts
of Columbia University, who had been critical of the Hearst empire and
its finances — the Lord of San Simeon had paid the nation’s largest in-
come tax in 1935 — but it also mentioned John Dewey and other prom-
inent educators who were members of the I1E advisory board.

Surine told Wershba that, as the article stated, the Moscow seminar
was arranged through VOKS, the Soviet agency for cultural relations
with foreign countries, and he deduced that this made Murrow part of a
“Moscow conspiracy.” The ex-FBI agent said he was not calling Murrow
a Communist but an anti-anti-Communist, which he regarded as equally
dangerous, and he uttered a favorite McCarthy committee aphorism: “If
it walks like a duck and talks like a duck, it must be a duck.”

Surine added a final touch. “It’s a terrible shame, Murrow’s brother
being a general in the Air Force.” The broadcaster’s oldest brother Lacey
was indeed a brigadier general, and another general and a colonel had
been sent by the Air Force to “talk” to Murrow when he was preparing
the Radulovich program, and try to convince him not to do it.

Surine’s implication, as Wershba gathered it, was that if Murrow re-
mained quiet on such matters as “this Radwich junk,” nothing would be
said about his past “Communist affiliations.” It was a proposition that
made McCarthyism a vital personal matter, as well as a professional one,
for the broadcaster.

The reference of his connection with the I1E, of which he was still a
trustee, may have recalled to Murrow the story of his good friend, the
IIE’s director, Laurence Duggan. For the latter had also been a friend
of Noel Field, Frederick Vanderbilt Field, Henry H. Collins, Jr., and others
named by such recanted Communists as Whittaker Chambers, Ruth Bent-
ley and Hede Massing, in connection with an alleged Communist appara-
tus in wartime Washington.

Duggan had been in the State Department for fourteen years and had
risen to become head of the Latin-American Division, actively pursuing
the Roosevelt administration’s Good Neighbor policy and the forma-
tion of the Organization of American States. After a brief spell with the
United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Agency after the war, he had
succeeded his father, Dr. Stephen Duggan, as director of the institute.

Murrow had been the elder Duggan’s assistant for three years, two
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decades before, and the widely known educator was a preceptor who
had had a strong influence on him. Murrow was also a member of the
IIE committee of trustees which chose the younger Duggan as director,
and had known him well for eighteen years, being taken by both his in-
tellect and his charm.

As 1IE director, Larry Duggan widened the institute’s ideas of cul-
tural exchange beyond the merely “educational” to include businessmen,
labor leaders, and artists and musicians. He made the 11E board of trus-
tees more representative of the American population. The institute also
became the screening agent for the entire student program under the
Fulbright Act.

On the murky evening of December 20, 1948, Laurence Duggan fell
or jumped from the institute’s sixteenth-floor offices at 45th Street and
Fifth Avenue, in New York. He was forty-three years old and left a wife
and four children. A few days before, Alger Hiss had been indicted for
perjury as a result of Whittaker Chambers’s accusation that he had been
a Soviet spy. Duggan himself had been questioned by FBI agents ten days
before, among many others. Chambers was later to deny that he had
ever accused Duggan of actually being a Communist.

A few hours after Duggan’s death, indeed at midnight the same day,
a subcommittee of the House Un-American Activities Committee was
summoned into special session by its acting chairman, Representative Karl
Mundt.

The meeting consisted of two men, Mundt and Representative Richard
M. Nixon, later to become Eisenhower’s Vice President and in 1968 elected
President. They told reporters that according to secret testimony given be-
fore their committee, Whittaker Chambers had nine years before named
Duggan as one of six State Department officials who had given him infor-
mation. But the next day Chambers himself said he had not even known
Duggan nor received anything from him. The committee’s “revelation” was
repudiated by some of its own members, and after the committee had re-
ceived scathing editorial criticism, Nixon withdrew his previous remarks and
said that Duggan’s name had been “cleared.” The Justice Department issued
a statement calling Duggan a loyal American citizen, and said an FBI in-
vestigation had produced no evidence of any connection with the Com-
munist Party or espionage.

Duggan’s former State Department associates Cordell Hull, Sumner
Welles, and Francis B. Sayre also rendered him testimonial. Welles, the
former Under-Secretary, called Duggan’s detractors “unscrupulous slan-
derers.” The day before Christmas the New York Herald-Tribune carried
a poem, “The Black Day,” by Archibald MacLeish, in memory of Lau-
rence Duggan. It began: “God help that country where informers thrive!
Where slander flourishes and lies contrive.”
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Duggan’s family revealed that Laurence’s three insurance policies had
all been paid in full, in fact in double indemnity for accidental death, and
that he had no motive for committing suicide and had not done so.

It could not be disputed, however, that the Hiss-Chambers miasma
had enveloped Duggan, and that it had in one way or another con-
tributed to his death.

Murrow, on the day after Duggan’s death, did a radio broadcast on
the case. On the basis of no evidence, he declared, “a dead man’s charac-
ter is being destroyed in some of the public prints. Some of the head-
lines that I have seen might as well have read ‘Spy Takes Life’ — and
the police have no evidence to show that he jumped rather than fell.
The members of the committee who have done this thing upon such
slight and wholly discredited testimony may now consult their actions
and their consciences.” At the same time the “secret witness” Mundt and
Nixon had cited, the professional anti-Communist Isaac Don Levine, de-
nied he had implied Duggan had ever received anything from Chambers,
and assailed Mundt for saying so and Mundt and Nixon for “breach of
faith.”

The sponsors of Murrow’s radio program, a soup company, objected
to his remarks on Duggan, on the ground that they editorialized and
“carried a torch.” Murrow replied that his contract gave him the sole
right to exercise news judgment on his program.

He also sent a memorandum to the CBS chairman, William S. Paley,
proposing a half-hour radio documentary, The Duggan Story, suggested,
he said, “with complete conviction of success,” using the voices of the
participants “in this fantastic story.” It would be wholly factual, he said,
with no editorial opinion, would have a great impact on the public mind
and “reflect great credit upon CBS.” The proposal was not taken up.

Duggan’s father, who had become director emeritus of the institute,
wrote Murrow to thank him for defending Larry’s honor “when he could
no longer defend himself.” He expressed hope that the House Un-American
Activities Committee could be abolished, and felt that at any rate Larry’s
death would result in some improvement in congressional committee
hearings. It was a hope which remains unfulfilled.

As it happened, Laurence Duggan left behind an almost completed
book manuscript on the subject nearest his heart, hemisphere coopera-
tion. Published posthumously, his last public utterance was a plea for
recognition of the new economic and truly social forces at work in Latin
America, unlike the many personal and palace “revolutions” of the past.
He spoke against authoritarianism of any hue, red or black, and for an
inter-American system supplementing, but not substituting for the United
Nations.

America’s role in the hemisphere, as Duggan saw it, was to help it
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diversify economically and encourage industrialization, land reform and
trade union organization. Nor did he believe the Roosevelt Good Neighbor
policy was any longer enough, because it paid no heed to economics, His
recommendations foreshadowed what would in the Kennedy administra-
tion emerge as the Alliance for Progress. It was hardly a revolutionary
program, and perhaps not even a realistic one, against the continuing
tradition of military dictatorship and economic stratification.

The Duggan case never died, despite the exoneration. His name con-
tinued to be mentioned in the confessionals of the ex-Communists. Whit-
taker Chambers’s book, published in 1952, was still being widely read
when in 1953 McCarthy’s investigator threw at Murrow the charge of
“complicity” with the Communists, through his IIE connection two dec-
ades before.

When Joe Wershba brought him Surine’s photostat of the 1935 news-
paper clipping, Murrow reddened slightly. “So that’s what they’ve got,”
he said. He was ill that day with a cold, and looked drawn. But he mused
about McCarthy and his influence on the news media. “I haven’t even
been able to talk about the whole problem of American relations with
Communist China,” he said.

A few days before, also talking of McCarthy, he had said to another
colleague, “The only thing that counts is the right to know, to speak, to
think — that, and the sanctity of the courts. Otherwise it’s not America.”

He asked Wershba to put down a full account of the encounter with
Surine. Next day he was better. The furrows had smoothed out. The cold
and the pallor were gone. “The question now is when do 1 go against
these guys,” he said.

Murrow was named television’s “most outstanding personality” in that
winter's Emmy awards, and See It Now the best program of “news or
sports,” both of which he considered rather dusty compliments. Dr.
Nathan Pusey, president of Harvard University, appeared on Person to
Person in February, and although the educator was under attack by Mc-
Carthy for “harboring Communists on the Harvard faculty,” he and Mur-
row consciously stayed clear of any discussion of McCarthyism or
academic freedom. This emphasized the difference between the two weekly
Murrow programs. Person to Person was entertainment, not public affairs,
though it presented public figures. Still, Dr. Pusey’s very appearance on
the Murrow program, while under McCarthy’s fire, made a point. And
there were no inhibitions about subject matter where See It Now was
concerned.

The question of timing for the planned McCarthy program was fun-
damental. Each week saw new developments and a further widening of
the Senator’s scope. After the inconclusive hearings in the Harry Dexter
White case McCarthy and his Subcommittee on Investigations had taken
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on the Army, charging Communist “espionage” at the Fort Monmouth,
New Jersey, signal center, where radar work was going on against the
danger of atomic attack. McCarthy also found “Communist influence” in
the case of an Army dentist, Captain Irving Peress, a finding subsequently
determined to be without foundation.

Peress, a draftee, had invoked the Fifth Amendment during a routine
loyalty investigation and his dismissal had been recommended. Meanwhile,
awaiting honorable discharge, and Army paper work being what it was,
he had also been automatically promoted to major, among seven thousand
doctors and dentists promoted en masse under new legislation. McCarthy
made “Who promoted Peress?” his theme in his examination of Brigadier
General Ralph W. Zwicker, a combat hero, the commandant at Camp
Kilmer, New Jersey.

This browbeating session, shown on television, took place February
18, 1954, and brought objections from Army Secretary Robert T. Stevens,
who defended his department and his officers. McCarthy then produced the
Annie Lee Moss case, charging that a “Soviet agent” had been at large in
the War Department code room in the Pentagon.

Each week See It Now’s contemplated McCarthy program was revised
to take account of such new developments. Each week the film editors
would finish their task of updating and ask “Do we go?” Friendly would
consult Murrow and then say, “No, let’s hold for another week.” They
were doing the timing with a sense of calculated risk. For McCarthy could
strike first, as he often did. Or See It Now could choose a week when some
sudden major happening somewhere in the world might overshadow the
McCarthy broadcast.

It was not true, of course, that Murrow was a lone crusader, or indeed,
as he saw it, a crusader at all. McCarthy was opposed by many in public
life, who did not hesitate to speak. There was Senator Herbert Lehman.
There was Senator William Benton, who stepped outside his congressional
immunity to charge misconduct, demand expulsion, and provoke a two-
million-dollar libel suit, later dropped.

Many in the news media also opposed McCarthy, like Walter Lippmann,
the Alsop brothers and the cartoonist Herblock. Because of them, indeed,
McCarthy called the Washington Post “the Washington edition of the
Daily Worker,” and called the New York Times the Communist daily’s
“uptown edition.” Several newspaper groups and the Luce magazines
also criticized the methods of the Wisconsin Senator, and the columnist
Drew Pearson played a notable opposition role. Radio commentators like
Elmer Davis, Quincy Howe and Edward P. Morgan spoke up.

But most of the American press throve on the sensationalism McCarthy
fed it and panted for more. Even those papers opposing him on their
editorial pages gave their front pages to the unsubstantiated charges Mc-
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Carthy continued to produce. This was defended as ‘“‘objective” report-
ing.

The academic community had faltered under attack, which was fol-
lowed by alumni pressures. The labor unions, the White House, the State
Department and most of the American Establishment had taken Mc-
Carthyism lying down. Hollywood, after the case of the “Unfriendly Ten,”
had retreated into self-censorship and blacklisting.

It was left for the most unlikely of all champions, commercial tele-
vision, to step forward and pick up the gauntlet — unlikely because that
industry had also indulged in wide-scale blacklisting to ingratiate itself
with sponsors and display its “patriotism.” CBS, which attracted creative
and imaginative, hence unconventional talent, and had earned a rep-
utation for forthrightness from the wartime and postwar news broad-
casts of Murrow and his staff, was a special target for McCarthyism and
had made special efforts to purge itself. It introduced its own “loyalty
oath,” the only network to do so, and dismissed some employees.

CBS contracts contained a “morality” clause which allowed for their
cancellation if its broad and somewhat vague provisions were not ob-
served.

“You will at all times act with due regard for public morals and con-
ventions.

“If at any time you shall have done, or do, any act or thing which shall
be an offense involving moral turpitude under Federal, state or local laws,
or which might tend to bring you into public disrepute, contempt, scandal
or ridicule, or which might tend to offend the community or any organized
group thereof, or which might tend to reflect unfavorably upon us . . .
the sponsors, if any, or their advertising agencies, if any, or injure the
success of the program,” then the contract could be declared null and
void.

Because of such network sensitivity toward offending “the community
or any organized group thereof,” it was believed by many at the time
that Murrow and Friendly had presented CBS with an unwelcome fait
accompli in the McCarthy program.

As Friendly recalled it, however, “the company” was notified five days
before the McCarthy program was shown, though he added he was not
certain whether the news ever reached the executive floor, where sat the
chairman of the board, William S. Paley, and the CBS president, Frank
Stanton. Actually, as Murrow ended the previous week’s See It Now
broadcast he had declared that the next one would deal with the pre-
vailing climate of “‘unreasoning fear.”

One CBS news executive, informed of Murrow’s decision to “go” with
the McCarthy half-hour, was quoted as saying, “If that’s what you intend
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to do, then this conversation never took place, and I know nothing about
it.”

Stanton’s recollection was that it was not until 4:30 P.M. that Tuesday
afternoon, six hours before air time, that he was told what Murrow and
Friendly would be showing that evening.

The two producers offered to let him see the completed version of the
film but he demurred, on the ground that even if he had any suggestions
to make, it was too late to do anything about them. Stanton was some-
what taken aback to learn of a program which he could not remember
as being discussed in editorial conferences. It was true, however, that that
morning’s New York Times had carried an advertisement of the McCarthy
program, again paid for by Murrow and Friendly themselves from prize
money, after CBS had refused.

Stanton’s only comment was, “If you attack McCarthy, make sure you
offer him equal time to reply.”

It was advice that Murrow had already received and acted upon. For
whoever else at CBS knew, did not know, or professed not to know about
the McCarthy program, Bill Paley was fully aware and fully approved.
The board chairman and Murrow had a strong personal relationship,
founded in the war, and often, as the corporation grew and the medium
became more complex, the broadcaster acted as if Paley were separate and
distinct from the CBS hierarchy.

He had kept Paley informed of the progress of the McCarthy project,
and the chairman, a personal friend also of the President whose administra-
tion was being challenged by McCarthy, heartily supported it. On the day
before the scheduled broadcast, Murrow came to Paley’s office to tell
him that the program might cause a row, and Paley, always conscious
of the FCC and its rulings, advised him to make sure McCarthy was
offered equal time to reply.

Paley was not aware of what Murrow intended to say — in fact, he did
not see the program even when it was broadcast next evening — but he
felt that a strong editorial stand would transgress upon the CBS traditional
position of objectivity in public affairs.

Nevertheless the next morning Paley telephoned Murrow to say, “I'll be
with you tonight, Ed, and I'll be with you tomorrow as well.” And during
the clamor and controversy the broadcast would provoke, Paley and Mur-
row, as the former remembered it fifteen years later, “were never closer.”

Even beyond Paley’s support, the key to the McCarthy broadcast lay
in the fact that See It Now was virtually autonomous, and Murrow and
Friendly were obviously held to possess both judgment and responsibility.
The program regularly went on the air without advance notice to Paley
and Stanton of its specific contents.
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The moment for the McCarthy broadcast had finally been decided on
that previous weekend.

On Saturday, March 6, Adlai Stevenson warned against McCarthyism
in a speech carried on television by CBS and on radio by NBC. The
Democratic nominee of 1952 acted against the counsel of his own party
advisers, who believed it better to remain silent now that the Wisconsin
Senator had begun to attack the Republican administration. Indeed Mc-
Carthy would soon charge “twenty-one years of treason” instead of only
twenty. But Stevenson felt it was no time to be playing partisan politics.

McCarthy was fishing off the Florida Keys when Stevenson spoke in
Miami. The Senator came to shore and demanded air time to answer, thus
confronting the two networks with a sizable problem. Lenient as they had
been about granting time before, if they agreed now they would in effect
be recognizing McCarthy de facto as the Republican spokesman, as
Stevenson was de jure the Democratic one.

The day after the Stevenson speech, Murrow was as usual in the See
It Now projection room, in flannel shirt and his favorite red suspenders,
for Sunday was the day that Tuesday’s program was normally finally
edited, and some thought given to the required narration.

The tentative decision to show the McCarthy program that Tuesday had
been made the week before, but since See It Now was kept flexible
enough to accommodate other news developments to the last possible
moment, indeed change subjects entirely, it was not until now that the
“locking-in” process was begun.

Murrow asked to see the revised McCarthy footage again, as he did
every week. Aside he said to Friendly, “I've been thinking over a lifetime
and I've made up my mind.” The film was shown. It had no narration,
only the separate sequences of McCarthy in action.

Murrow asked the small See It Now group whether the program would
be effective. The editors said yes, but the reporters said no. One of the
latter explained that the film itself was “neutral,” that it would encourage
McCarthy’s supporters by showing them their hero in full cry, but at the
same time would give McCarthy opponents no comfort that anything
could be done about McCarthyism. Indeed since the opinion polls showed
McCarthy’s popularity to be rising, his appearance on a national television
program in prime time might enhance it even more.

Murrow shook his head impatiently and pointed to the darkened screen.
“The terror is right here in this room,” he said. It was clear, as it had been
from the first, that not the McCarthy pictures but the Murrow narration
would be the touchstone of the program. Someone in the room asked him
what he proposed to say.

“No one man can terrorize a whole nation unless we are all his ac-
complices,” he replied. He thought a moment, then added, “If none of us




The terror is right here in this room 51

ever read a book that was ‘dangerous,” had a friend who was ‘different,’
or joined an organization that advocated ‘change,” we would all be just
the kind of people Joe McCarthy wants.”

It was the first time he had ever preached to the staff, but they did
not seem to mind. Murrow knew fully what he intended to do, and what
reaction it would provoke. He went around the room, asking the individual
reporters and editors about anything in their own lives that might not
stand up before the expected onslaught of the McCarthyites. Again,
given the circumstances, the staff did not seem to mind.

A girl film-cutter asked whether the White House might not do some-
thing about McCarthy. “The White House is not going to do, and not
going to say one god-damned thing,” he answered. It was the first time any-
one there had ever heard him swear before women.

Murrow stood up, his brows more knitted than usual, and with no
trace of his customary Sunday good humor. “Ladies and gentlemen, thank
you. We go with this Tuesday night.”

As they walked out Friendly remarked, “This is going to be a tough
one to do.” Murrow answered, “They’re all going to be tough after this.”

On Monday McCarthy came to New York to press his request for
broadcast time against Stevenson. But the Republican National chairman,
Leonard Hall, apprehensive lest McCarthy attack the Eisenhower adminis-
tration again, announced that Vice President Richard Nixon would be
heard instead, on behalf of the Republican National Committee.

McCarthy fumed for the benefit of the reporters and cameramen who
were as always trailing him about. When told that several FCC com-
missioners felt the networks to be within their rights in yielding time to
the Republican Party rather than to him personally, he said ominously,
“The networks will grant me time, or learn what the law is.”

At CBS that Monday Murrow was writing the script to be spoken by
him against the McCarthy film.

Usually, with See It Now programs, Friendly prepared a draft nar-
ration on the basis of the final editing, and Murrow amended, corrected
and rewrote it. This time Murrow took over completely, dictating every
word, reading, correcting and then redictating. “Give me short active
words,” he said to an assistant assigned to collect excerpts from newspaper
editorials on McCarthy. His own words were also short and active.

On the floor of the Senate that afternoon, Flanders of Vermont became
the first Republican to attack McCarthy there in four years, or since
Margaret Chase Smith had issued her Declaration of Conscience. Flanders
said the Wisconsin Senator was trying to set up a “one-man party, Mc-
Carthyism,” and scoffed at McCarthy’s “war dance” that, he said, had
produced “the scalp of a pink Army dentist.”

On Tuesday evening at 10:30 P.M., from See It Now’s Studio 41 in
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the Grand Central Terminal building, the McCarthy program was broad-
cast. There was tension in the control room. A film projector had broken
down and was repaired with only seconds to spare. Some difficult technical
problems emerged, as the program moved from Murrow live in the studio,
to film of various kinds, to radio tape without pictures, back to Murrow
on the live camera, then to video tape, to more film, and again to Murrow.

In the pre-air rehearsal the program seemed more forceful to those in
the control room than the actual aired version, which was a bit jumpy,
perhaps from nervousness. Still, it hit millions of American homes with
overpowering simultaneous impact.

The camera opened on an unusually grim and purposeful Murrow.
He took the unaccustomed step of reading directly from a script, to insure
that he was saying exactly what he wanted to say, and he admitted the con-
troversial nature of anything that had to do with McCarthy.

“The line between investigating and persecuting is a very fine one,”
Murrow noted, “and the junior Senator from Wisconsin has stepped over
it repeatedly.”

The film that followed showed McCarthy in action. There was the brave
McCarthy, vowing “to call them as I see them, regardless of who happens
to be President.” There was the stern McCarthy, challenging President
Eisenhower’s disinclination to make communism an election issue by mak-
ing it one. There was the self-righteous McCarthy, with a tear in his eye,
touched by the faith of assembled followers, and complaining of per-
secution. There was the avenging McCarthy, harassing General Zwicker
during the Peress hearings. There was the inexorable McCarthy, cross-
examining Reed Harris, deputy administrator of the International Informa-
tion Administration, as the United States Information Agency was then
known.

McCarthy had investigated the Government’s information activities the
year before, to the extent of sending his assistants Cohn and Schine on
their astonishing ten-day tour of American overseas libraries. The in-
formation agency, with its subsidiary Voice of America, which Mc-
Carthy labeled “‘the Voice of Moscow,” was so demoralized that it would
not be able fully to regain its position and prestige until, as it happened,
Murrow took over its directorship in 1961, after he had left broadcasting.

The Reed Harris excerpt on See It Now showed the deaf McCarthy, also,
for no matter what the witness said in his defense, and it was a good deal,
McCarthy continued as if he had heard nothing. The film also showed
the malicious McCarthy, chuckling during an anti-Stevenson speech in
the 1952 campaign as he made his mock slip of the tongue, “Alger —
I mean Adlai.”

Murrow accused McCarthy of half-truth, and pointed out that his
investigations had been protected by senatorial immunity. He also demon-
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strated the falsity of McCarthy’s assertion, made twice during the Reed
Harris hearing, that the American Civil Liberties Union had been listed
as a “subversive front” by the Department of Justice. Indeed, as a generous
though anonymous contributor to the ACLU himself, he may have taken
particular relish in doing so.

That evening marked the first time on American television that Mc-
Carthy’s citations had ever been refuted by the recital of the true facts in
each case.

When the film had finished, Murrow made his own challenge, in the
summation he had so carefully written.

“We will not be driven by fear into an age of unreason, if we dig
deep into our own history and our doctrine and remember that we are
not descended from fearful men, not from men who feared to write, to
speak, to associate, and to defend causes which were for the moment un-
popular.

“This is no time for men who oppose Senator McCarthy’s methods to
keep silent. We can deny our heritage and our history, but we cannot
escape responsibility for the result. There is no way for a citizen of a
republic to abdicate his responsibilities.”

Murrow spoke his words over McCarthy’s head, over the heads of all
the combatants on the crowded political battlefield, to the people. And as
he concluded the broadcast with his Shakespearian verdict, “Cassius was
right. The fault, dear Brutus, is not in our stars but in ourselves. Good
night and good luck,” there was a drawing of breath across the nation.
Millions of Americans had been waiting for someone to say, steadily and
dispassionately, what Murrow had just said.

In New York, as the program ended, a CBS colleague, Don Hollen-
beck, came on the air with the regular 11 P.M. news and said, “I want to
associate myself with every word just spoken by Ed Murrow.” Three
months later Hollenbeck would commit suicide, after a continuing series
of attacks upon him by a Hearst newspaper columnist, as one of Murrow’s
*“pinkos.”

Though in the public mind Murrow was forever to be the broadcaster
who had “stood up to” McCarthy, he himself did not feel the program
was to any large degree responsible for McCarthy’s downfall, which he
attributed to the Wisconsinite’s attacks on other Senators — “the club” —
in the days that lay ahead. Many other Americans, however, felt that
McCarthy’s eventual censure by the Senate was merely ratification of the
censure delivered that night on television.

What he did the Senator may have done to himself, as he would do
again in the Army-McCarthy hearings that followed, but television showed
him doing it. The See It Now broadcast helped persuade people that he
was not invincible or immune, and put him on the defensive. Whether
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it changed many made-up minds among the public is uncertain, but ap-
parently it did influence Senators and others who had hitherto tolerated
McCarthy, and who possessed the power to do something about him.

Indeed it was the evidence of television’s dominion which most dis-
turbed Murrow about the McCarthy broadcast and perhaps contributed to
his unwillingness to take any credit for it. He felt that it had to be made,
but he was aware that by using television against a single individual he
might have set a precedent that could some day be employed to damage
or dishonor free government.

“Is it not possible,” he asked, “that an infectious smile, eyes that seem
remarkable for the depths of their sincerity, a cultivated air of authority,
may attract a huge television audience, regardless of the violence that may
be done to truth or objectivity?”

Some critics, who could not be considered pro-McCarthy, nevertheless
thought the McCarthy broadcast was a misuse of the medium, and that it
was not a factual “report,” for instead of being merely an impartial judge’s
summing-up without directing the jury, it was the summation of a “hang-
ing judge.”

As he made clear, Murrow was cognizant of the implications of what
he had done, but if public opinion had been manipulated in order to
counteract a previous manipulation, if it had taken two wrongs to make a
right, the feeling of most Americans seemed to be that the power of tele-
vision for good had been impressively demonstrated.

The immediate response to the program was overwhelming, and though
Murrow received some hostile comment, accusing him of “helping the
forces that have weakened America, injured free enterprise, and favored
unions, immigrants and minorities” — a stock phrase from an organized
postcard-writing campaign — the general reaction was not only favorable
but highly approving. The day after the broadcast CBS reported the largest
spontaneous response it had ever received to any program, 12,348 com-
ments, fifteen-to-one in Murrow’s favor. The sponsors also received four
thousand letters, most of them favorable, but the sponsoring company’s
president admitted to his stockholders he was “concerned” about the con-
troversy with McCarthy. At a CBS board of directors meeting, the re-
action Murrow got, he said, was, “Good show. Sorry you did it.”

The day after the broadcast, Murrow lunched at his club, the Century,
with his old friend, the radio dramatist Norman Corwin, and Corwin re-
ported they were stopped by strangers shaking Murrow’s hand and pro-
nouncing blessings on him. At the Century, fellow club members greeted
him warmly, including the naturalist Henry Fairfield Osborn. But the emi-
nent scientist wanted to ask him a scientific question. He was the only
person there, or perhaps in all New York, who did not know there had
been a McCarthy program.

54 Prime Time
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It was still the same the next day, when a visiting BBC friend, Frank
Gillard, lunched with Murrow at the Century. “As we walked in Ed was
recognized, and from every corner of that club members came crowding
around him, thanking him, congratulating him, eager to grasp his hand in
gratitude . . . After lunch we walked up Fifth Avenue; it was a rash thing
to have done. Of course he was instantly recognized. First our own pave-
ment was jammed with people who were determined to give him the hero’s
treatment, and then Fifth Avenue traffic was brought practically to a stand-
still as the news of his presence spread, and men and women came rushing
across the road in all directions. It was a most moving experience for him,
and though he took it modestly, he clearly found great satisfaction in such a
demonstration of support and approval.”

Murrow received messages of commendation from George Meany,
president of the American Federation of Labor; Mrs. Hubert H. Humphrey,
wife of the Minnesota Senator, Congressman Adam Clayton Powell, of
Harlem; Reinhold Niebuhr, the theologian; Irwin Edman, the philos-
opher; Walter White, of the National Association for the Advancement of
Colored People; Senator Herbert Lehman, and Myrna Loy, the actress,
among others.

A note from a BBC official in London, where the McCarthy program
had been shown with equally stunning effect, said: “It’s salutary for those
of us who prefer public service to commercial television, to see an oc-
casion when only under a non-public service system was it possible for
the right step to be taken.”

Perhaps the most heartfelt response to the program came from within
the American “non-public service” television industry itself. Film-cutters,
electricians, cameramen, producers, writers, makeup men and researchers
sent collective messages.

The program, many of them said, had restored their faith in the medium,
and had reconciled them to working at what had often seemed a fruitless,
even if well-paid, endeavor. “You have made me proud and happy to
work for CBS,” several letters said.

Murrow’s response to the commendations he received was that “it’s
a sad state of affairs when people think I'm courageous to do this.” As he
looked back at it some years later he said: “The timing was right and
the instrument powerful. We did it fairly well, with a degree of restraint
and credibility. There was a great conspiracy of silence at that time. When
there is such a conspiracy and somebody makes a loud noise, it attracts
all the attention.”

The encounter with McCarthy had barely begun, however. For some
reason the Senator did not comment on the program the same night,
though in the past he had shown himself a master of timing and reply,
with an awareness of newspaper deadlines and radio-television air times,
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and he could immediately have offset the program by either direct or
diversionary means, if he wished. His staff said he went to bed early
that evening and didn’t even see the broadcast, which may seem unlikely.

On Wednesday, the day after the broadcast, President Eisenhower at
a news conference passed off a question about McCarthyism with his
customary obliqueness. On Thursday McCarthy reappeared in public in
the Senate caucus room to conduct the hearing in the case of Annie Lee
Moss. He seemed unusually absorbed and quiet.

Mrs. Moss was a middle-aged Negro woman who McCarthy said was a
Communist Party member, and as such represented a danger to national
security because she was employed in the Pentagon code room. As the
hearing began, McCarthy said he was less interested in her than in the
superiors who had given her the job.

The latest hearing was part of his developing campaign against the
Army, and “Who transferred Annic Lee Moss to the code room?” re-
placed “Who promoted Peress?” as the Senator’s burning question.

Mrs. Moss testified that she merely mechanically operated the machine
that sent and received code messages, and had no knowledge of the con-
tents of such messages, in fact she had never been inside the code room
proper.

Also, she said, she had never been a member of a Communist club,
as charged, or attended meetings or subscribed to the Daily Worker.
When asked by Senator Stuart Symington, “Did you ever hear of Karl
Marx?” she said, “Who’s that?”

At the conclusion of the hearing, when it had been established that
Mrs. Moss’s accuser, a woman undercover agent for the FBI, had never
met her but only knew her name from a list of dues-paying Communists,
and that there were at least three Annie Lee Mosses in Washington,
Senator Symington said that if she did not get her job back from the
Army, he would see to it she got another one. She was eventually restored
to duty when the Pentagon found she was not “actually subversive or
disloyal to the United States.”

McCarthy questioned the witness absentmindedly and soon left the
hearing, citing a previous engagement. It was with the friendly radio
broadcaster Fulton Lewis, Jr. On Lewis’s program that evening Mc-
Carthy made his first rejoinder to Murrow, produced the 1935 Hearst
newspaper clipping, and charged that the broadcaster had aided the Com-
munist cause by sending American teachers to a Moscow University
summer seminar.

McCarthy also said, in answer to Lewis’s question, that he had not
seen the Murrow broadcast. “I never listen to the extreme left-wing,
bleeding heart elements of radio and TV.”

A few months earlier, though before the Radulovich case, McCarthy
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had been quoted as wishing every radio and television commentator “was
as fair as Murrow.”

Fifteen minutes after the Senator’s broadcast, Murrow, on his own
nightly radio news program, reported McCarthy’s remarks. He had steeled
himself for the McCarthy attack, but his voice broke briefly as he spoke
of it. About McCarthy’s characterization of him, he said, “I may be a
bleeding heart, being not quite sure of what it means. As for being left-
wing, that is political shorthand, but if the Senator means 1 am somewhat
to the left of his position and of Louis XIV, he is correct.”

The same evening the Army released its report charging that McCarthy
and his committee counsel, Roy M. Cohn, had used improper pressures
in seeking to win favors for their protégé, G. David Schine, scion of
a leading hotel empire, who had become a reluctant Army private.

This was to lead directly to the Army-McCarthy hearings, which in turn
led to McCarthy’s censure. But through all the months and proceedings
that followed, devolving about matters of procedure — such as McCarthy’s
famous “point of order” — about the play of personalities, political par-
tisanship, public behavior, and the honor of that exclusive club, the
Senate of the United States, it was only the Murrow broadcast that had
faced the fundamental issue, the threat to free government and to a free
society.

Murrow’s position thus differed from that of the “anti-Communist left”
and of many liberals, whose criticism was that McCarthy was scattering his
shots, missing his targets, and ridiculing what they believed in, by be-
having in unseemly fashion in his pursuit of it. They were the people who
strained at McCarthy but swallowed McCarran. They were repelled by
McCarthy as the “scourge of communism,” but hailed him as a “public
educator” in its dangers.

Thus, a 1954 account sponsored by the American Committee for
Cultural Freedom, presumably a CIA-financed organization like its counter-
parts abroad, accepted an internal Communist threat as well as an ex-
ternal one — it said they were indistinguishable — and demanded only
that it “be handled in a systematic and thoroughgoing way.” It regarded
McCarthy as “not effective enough,” and his anticommunism as neither
“authentic” nor “responsible,” nor, one might add, “respectable.” It denied
that a witch-hunt was taking place because “witches, after all, never ex-
isted, but Soviet agents are unfortunately all too real.” Even stout de-
fenders of the Senator, like William F. Buckley, Jr., and L. Brent Bozell,
complained that he confused the anti-Communist cause by his “exaggera-
tions,” such as turning “fellow traveller” into “Communist,” and “al-
leged pro-Communist” into “pro-Communist.”

Such distinctions were lost on Murrow. While “anti-Communist liberals,”
many of whom were former Communists themselves, accepted McCarthy’s
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purpose if not his performance, the broadcaster’s reaction was that of
an old-fashioned constitutional liberal, who noted that McCarthy never
presented any real evidence of past or present Communist Party member-
ship or activity by any of the persons he named. Murrow’s position was
that “accusation is not proof,” and that “conviction depends on evidence
and due process of law.”

Though he accepted the possibility of a Soviet military move in Europe,
most likely for Berlin, and had no illusions about what happened when a
Communist regime took over — as in the 1948 coup in Czechoslovakia in
which his warmhearted friend Foreign Minister Jan Masaryk had mysteri-
ously died — Murrow did not believe, despite the Soviet spy cases, that
wholesale Communist subversion was at work in the United States.

Nor did he think that a clear enough line was being drawn between
dissent and disloyalty. Most of all he felt that when the “enemy” was
described as not only Communists but “pro-Communists, fellow travellers,
spies and Communist agents,” in the words of the American Committee
for Cultural Freedom, it was inevitable that communism would be con-
fused with “liberalism, socialism, or some other democratic philosophy
and program,” a confusion which the same committee officially deplored.

With respect to the Alger Hiss case, which had put “a generation on
trial,” as a British observer saw it, Murrow had declared in a radio
broadcast after the verdict: “The conviction of Mr. Hiss does not prove
that the New Deal was Communist-led or inspired any more than the
scandals of Mr. Harding’s regime proved that all Republicans were crooks.
Let politicians make such capital of conviction as they can. Other
politicians would have tried to benefit by acquittal.”

He saw it as important that in the Hiss case, though it would “haunt
the halls of American jurisprudence for years to come,” the judicial
process had been preserved. He did not feel that was true about Mc-
Carthy’s activities. Moreover the Hiss verdict was “subject to appeal,”
while many of McCarthy’s victims had been able to find no such re-
course.

Murrow had opened his McCarthy broadcast by offering the Senator
time for a reply. That weekend McCarthy accepted, and proposed a proxy,
his journalistic admirer from Yale, William F. Buckley, Jr. But Murrow
insisted that the reply be made personally. Meanwhile the time McCarthy
had demanded from the networks to answer Stevenson had been filled by
Vice President Nixon, who spent it trying to woo McCarthy back to party
regularity. Murrow and Friendly were apprehensive lest the Vice President
go so far in this quest as to attack them and their program. He stopped
short of that.

However another member of the Eisenhower Cabinet, Secretary of the
Treasury George Humphrey, that week appeared as a guest on Murrow’s

Millions of Americans watched Senator Joe McCarthy strike back at Murrow,
in “equal time” on See It Now, but Murrow had the last word, the counter-
rebuttal to McCarthy
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other program, Person to Person, after refusing an offer of postponement
if he regarded an amiable téte-a-téte with Murrow at that particular time
as embarrassing. Obviously, if Humphrey had begged off it would have
been taken as another example of administration appeasement of
McCarthy.

The other guest on Person to Person, Brigadier General David Sarnoff,
who had often tried to lure Murrow away from CBS to his own rival
NBC, praised Murrow’s role in broadcasting. He did not mention Mc-
Carthy directly, but on that evening the meaning of his words was not
lost upon the much wider audience than See It Now’s that was com-
manded by Person to Person.

McCarthy’s formal reply to Murrow was scheduled for April 6. The
week after the original McCarthy broadcast, challenging McCarthy again,
See It Now on March 16 presented a program devoted to the Annie Lee
Moss hearing. This time no commentary by Murrow was needed. The
sound cameras made their own findings, as they lingered on McCarthy’s
empty seat after he had left, and showed proceedings obviously based
on hearsay, without corroboration. The Democratic minority members of
the committee emphasized this fact. Murrow concluded: “You will notice
that neither Senator McClellan, nor Senator Symington, nor this reporter
know or claim that Mrs. Moss was or is not a Communist. Their claim was
simply that she had the right to meet her accusers face to face.” The
program ended by showing President Eisenhower speaking also of due
process of law and of the American right “to meet your accuser face to
face.”

Four years later, when it was reported by the Subversive Activities
Control Board that Annie Lee Moss had indeed been a member of the
Communist Party, Murrow’s position would remain what it had been at
the time of the hearing — that the question was not so much whether
Annie Lee Moss was a Communist as whether a hearing based on anony-
mous information, without the right of personal confrontation or cross-
examination, was in violation of her rights as an American citizen.

The Moss program produced another spate of public response, to add
to the continuing reverberations in streets and homes, newspapers and mag-
azines, on radio and television, which had made the Murrow-McCarthy
encounter a national spectacle. Again the favorable comments far out-
weighed the unfavorable, though the latter had developed into a flood
of similarly worded and often anonymous postcards. Many of them were
addressed to “Red” Murrow. Eight-year-old Casey Murrow was taunted
at school with his father’s “communism,” though the school was regarded
as a select institution. This time President Eisenhower, asked what he
thought of McCarthy’s charges against Murrow, gallantly replied that
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though he had known the broadcaster as a friend in wartime, he would
not care to comment on his “personality or loyalty.”

At the White House photographers’ banquet a few days later Murrow,
surrounded by a crowd, felt an arm around his shoulder, and a hand
rubbed his back. “Just feeling to see if any of the knives are still sticking
out, Ed,” said the President puckishly. Murrow turned away also with a
quip, taken from the broadcasting studio. “Now over to you, Mr. Presi-
dent,” he said.

At the annual dinner of the Overseas Press Club, as Secretary of State
Dulles prepared to speak, 1500 people rose to their feet, not in the Sec-
retary’s honor, but to give Murrow an ovation when he entered the
room. On that occasion he received an award for his previous year’s work.

When Murrow encountered Albert Einstein at another dinner, the
physicist greeted him, “Aha, a fighting man!”

Since the McCarthy program had gone out under their imprimatur,
so to speak, the sponsors became involved in the controversy. The Alumi-
num Company of America’s association with See It Now had, in ways
that only Madison Avenue can calculate, changed its popular image from
that of a virtual monopoly constantly being pursued by the Government,
into one of public service. The Radulovich program even made ALCOA
“radical” instead of “reactionary” to many. It also presented the cor-
poration with an immediate hot potato, for one of ALCOA’s biggest cus-
tomers was the Air Force. But all it said to Murrow and Friendly was,
“You do the programs, we’ll make the aluminum.”

The McCarthy potato was even hotter. As a result of the program,
ALCOA received both praise for its courage, though it had nothing to
do with the contents, and threats of boycott from McCarthy partisans.

The Senator himself sent a telegram attacking ALCOA directors if they
intended to continue using “tax money” to sustain Murrow, meaning
money spent on institutional advertising instead of going for taxes. Im-
plied, as usual, was an investigation of some sort. ALCOA wavered but
finally stood firm. A year later, however, it would drop its sponsorship of
See It Now in another controversial situation, though the ostensible rea-
son would be to sell “pots and pans” instead of mere good will.

Besides the telegram, ALCOA had some differences with McCarthy
about who was to pay for his filmed reply to Murrow. The Senator asked
the corporation for $7500 to cover costs. ALCOA, which paid for the air
time of the program but not for any of its production, passed the bill to
Murrow. He said he refused to pay to have McCarthy defame him, and
turned it over to CBS. The network finally paid $6336 and Murrow was
openly annoyed.

For one thing, he regarded it as a McCarthy bid for public sympathy.
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Moreover the Senator was receiving $1500 a lecture for many lectures,
thus ranking with Mrs, Roosevelt and John Gunther at the top of the
women’s club circuit. And of course he had to pay nothing for the half-
hour of prime broadcast time on which he finally made his reply. It had
been written for him by his friend and admirer, the Hearst columnist
George Sokolsky, also presumably at no cost.

“Murrow is a symbol, the leader and the cleverest of the jackal pack
which is always found at the throat of anyone who dares to expose indi-
vidual Communists and traitors,” the Senator began.

He repeated the charge that Murrow “sponsored a Communist school
in Moscow,” and that by its selection of American students and teachers
to attend the summer sessions at Moscow University, the Institute of In-
ternational Education “acted for the Russian espionage and propaganda
organization known as VOKS,” to “do a job which would normally be done
by the Russian secret police.”

McCarthy went on to say that Harold J. Laski, the Labor Party theore-
tician, with whom Murrow had made wartime broadcasts from London,
and whom the Senator identified as “admittedly the greatest Communist
propagandist of our time in England,” had dedicated to Murrow his book
Reflections on the Revolution of Our Time. He neglected to add that
the gesture was in appreciation for the Battle of Britain broadcasts. In-
deed the book, which advised European Socialists to reject postwar unity
with the Communists, had been denounced as counterrevolutionary in
1946 by the Soviet propaganda chief Alexandrov.

Laski’s dedication was in fact a dual one, “with appreciation” to Mur-
row and to Lanham Titchener, one of their wartime censors at the BBC,
who later became a Foreign Service official.

“Our country owes an immense debt to Mr. Edward R. Murrow,”
Laski wrote. “Day and night since before the war began he has done
everything that courage and integrity can do to make events in this
country a living reality to his fellow citizens of the United States. I am
only one of the many Englishmen who have found in his faith and trust
in our people a new power to endure and hope.”

The date was November 1942, a time when “Tail Gunner Joe” was
leaving for his Marine Corps desk job in the South Pacific.

Although it was not very effectively delivered, and the makeup and
lighting were amateurish and garish, McCarthy’s considered reply to
Murrow was an archetypal example of the Senator’s methods and style.

He “connected” the broadcaster with the Russian secret police, Soviet
espionage, known Communists, the American Communist Party, the
Daily Worker, the IWW, and with Owen Lattimore whom McCarthy
had previously called the “top Russian spy.” It was all done by innuendo.

The Senator also spoke about Communists “in high places” who con-
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nived “to turn over all of our Chinese friends to the Russians.” He
pointed out that only thirty-seven years before “there was not a single
foot of ground on the face of the globe under the domination or control
of the Communists,” but now more than one-third the earth’s area and
800 million people were in Communist hands. He implied that Edward R.
Murrow was to blame for it all.

But as usual, McCarthy was using one occasion to springboard into an-
other. He shifted his ground from Murrow to make broad new political
charges. The hydrogen bomb, announced a week before, had been de-
layed for eighteen months, he declared, because of Communist influence,
if not indeed by “traitors in our government.” A few months later J.
Robert Oppenheimer, a man who had done much to bring the A-bomb
about but had opposed an H-bomb “crash program,” would lose his se-
curity clearance, and Murrow would present him on See It Now.

McCarthy’s new attack on Murrow brought a statement from CBS,
subscribing to his “integrity and responsibility” as “a broadcaster and
as a loyal American.” The company indeed had engaged a former
judge as special counsel to support Murrow in whatever situation might
arise, and he had put the broadcaster and members of the See It Now
staff through hours, even days of intensive examination of minute de-
tails of their past lives. With the help of a friend and associate of college
and post-college days, Chester Williams, Murrow went back more than
twenty years to his term as president of the National Student Federation,
for possible Communist and fellow traveller influence in that organization
that McCarthy might make use of against him. It was all a humiliating
procedure, or would have been in any other time.

But what was regarded generally as “CBS’s finest hour” was also the
beginning of a new sensitivity in Murrow’s relations with and position in
the network. Despite the outpouring of public thanks and gratitude, and
the undeniable support of Paley and Stanton, there may have been a
growing consensus within the board of directors — of which Murrow was
a member — that the network should not engage in strong partisanship
on basic issues, even though it was partisanship on behalf of democratic
ends. The overwhelming public approval of Murrow vis-a-vis McCarthy
delayed any evidence of restraint. But the corporate psychological pat-
tern may have been set, even if only subconsciously, against the man
who was “bigger than the network.”

At the time, however, the corporation basked in public esteem, not
only on the side of the public good, but fortuitously of the Establishment.
Bill Paley provided not only legal but moral support to Murrow, in the
tense month between the original See It Now program and McCarthy’s
reply.

When it was over, Murrow called the board chairman to thank him.
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“There’s a saying they have in North Carolina and I'll repeat it. You're the
kind of man I'd go hunting with,” he declared.

Murrow also consulted with Paley on what to say at the news conference
forced upon him by McCarthy’s latest insinuations. “How can you reply
to such things without dignifying them?” he asked. “There’s one thing
you can say,” the board chairman suggested. Murrow jotted it down.

When he faced the press he said it, in a way that is still remembered
and quoted. “Who has helped the Communist cause and who has served
his country better, Senator McCarthy or I? I would like to be remembered
by the answer to that question.”

In his sur-rebuttal, Murrow called McCarthy’s charges against the In-
stitute for International Education false, and spoke of its origin in 1919
as a student exchange organization to improve American relations with
foreign countries. Indeed, though he did not say so, the first students
and teachers brought to the United States by the IIE in 1921 were five
hundred refugees from Russia’s Bolshevik Revolution.

He noted that 1IE student exchange was largely financed by the Car-
negie Corporation and the Rockefeller Fund, and that his fellow trustees of
IIE included Secretary of State Dulles, Milton Eisenhower, Dr. Ralph O.
Bunche of the United Nations, and Dean Virginia Gildersleeve of Barnard
College. In 1932-1935, when he was assistant director, IIE’s National
Advisory Council included such educators as John Dewey and George S.
Counts of Columbia University, Robert M. Hutchins of Chicago, Frank P.
Graham and Howard W. Odlum of the University of North Carolina,
Harry Woodburn Chase of New York University, Hallie Flanagan of
Vassar, and William Allan Neilson of Smith.

It was not that Murrow expected any of this to impress McCarthy, but
he was not speaking to McCarthy any more than McCarthy had been
speaking to him.

As for the Moscow University seminar, Murrow explained that, shortly
after this country’s diplomatic recognition of the Soviet Union, the uni-
versity had in 1934 organized an Anglo-American Institute for summer
sessions. IIE acted as the American sponsor, as it did for similar summer
courses in Britain, France and even Nazi Germany. For it had been Stephen
Duggan’s view, and Murrow’s, that political relations between countries
should not hamper educational exchange.

Though small groups of American and Soviet students had been ex-
changed for some years, despite the absence of official relations between
the two countries, and hundreds of American engineers went to the Soviet
Union to help the Five-Year Plan, the 1934 Soviet offer was regarded as
something of a bonanza in American academic life. Before the Stalin
purges set in, and on the crest of a Soviet construction wave that in-
cluded such projects as the Moscow subway and the Dnieper Dam, it
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came at a time when the Soviet Union was more open and friendly to
foreigners, more receptive to outside ideas and influences, than perhaps
any time since.

Murrow’s superior, Professor Duggan, had visited the Soviet Union
himself in 1925 and talked with Lunacharsky, the Commissar of Educa-
tion, and even Trotsky, then Commissar of Trade, about the possibilities
of exchange. In 1934 he was suddenly invited by the Soviet government
to organize a summer session at the University of Moscow. He discussed
the idea with other American educators and found widespread enthusi-
asm for it.

What was envisaged was courses given in English by Soviet professors,
on the changes in education, art and literature in the country wrought
by the Bolsheviks. Obviously it would not be an objective curriculum. But
there was more than enough teaching back home in America to balance it.

Murrow explained that he was a member of the twenty-four-person
IIE national advisory council, all of whom had been chosen by the insti-
tute itself and “none by VOKS or any other Soviet agency,” and that
they had in turn supervised the selection of two hundred Americans to
attend Moscow University for six summer weeks in 1934. They came
from sixty universities and colleges in the United States, and the only
contact they had with VOKS was in its provision of living and travel
facilities inside the Soviet Union, since that was its ordained function.

The 1934 seminar was accounted successful, and the IIE agreed to
sponsor a similar session the following summer. But in 1935, as two hun-
dred Americans and thirty Britons arrived in Leningrad, the Soviet gov-
ernment abruptly canceled the project, and instead provided sightseeing
tours around the country for most of the students and teachers.

Duggan, then in London, asked Ambassador Ivan Maisky to find out
what had gone wrong, and Maisky cabled Moscow but received no an-
swer. Back in the United States, Duggan queried Ambassador Troyanovsky
but received no information. He then wrote to Moscow University him-
self, without result.

No rcason was ever given for the sudden reversal, but the secret in-
ternal struggle which had surfaced with the Kirov assassination in Lenin-
grad in December 1934 was obviously a factor, and it led to Stalin’s
purges, a wave of Soviet distrust of foreigners and foreign ideas, and es-
pionage and treason trials that were in their own way a preview of Mc-
Carthyism.

In any event the IIE, after the cancellation, severed any connection
‘with Moscow University. After the war, when it tried again to arrange
for American students to go to Russia, at the request of the State De-
partment, it was called by the Russians “the center of international propa-
ganda for American reaction.” Trustee Dulles was called “one of the
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most violent of the warmongers,” and Trustee Murrow “the reactionary
radio commentator.”

None of these facts had been allowed to interfere with the indictment
of Murrow and the institute drawn up by Sokolsky and read by Mc-
Carthy. And it may seem unlikely now, with scores of American students
regularly studying at Moscow University, with scholarships, grants, fellow-
ships and endowments available around the world, that such an incident
as McCarthy’s attack could have occurred as recently as 1954.

Murrow, as he answered McCarthy, stated what at that late date should
not have had to be stated. “I believed eighteen years ago, and I believe
today, that mature American graduate students and professors can en-
gage in conversation and controversy, the clash of ideas with Commu-
nists, anywhere under peaceful conditions, without being contaminated
or converted.

“To deny this would be to admit that in the realm of ideas, faith and
conviction, the Communist cause, dogma and doctrine is stronger than
our own. This reporter declines to admit that, but remains uncertain as
to Senator McCarthy’s position on this matter.”

Though McCarthy had used the time given him to reply to Murrow
for opening up other matters, notably that of Oppenheimer, he had be-
come too embroiled with the Army to go on any further himself with
any of them. Two weeks after his appearance on See I+ Now, he was on
nationwide television again, and thirty million Americans were watching
the Army-McCarthy hearings.

They lasted thirty-six days, occupied television for 187 hours, and re-
duced McCarthy from a threat to a travesty, or possibly, as some of his
more devoted followers thought, a tragedy. They were climaxed by Attor-
ney Joseph Welch’s line, “Until this moment, Senator, I think I never
gauged your cruelty or your recklessness,” after McCarthy had tried to
stigmatize a young lawyer in Welch’s office who had nothing to do with
the case.

The defense attorney went on. “If it were in my power to forgive
you for your reckless cruelty, I would do so. I like to think I'm a gentle
man, but your forgiveness will have to come from someone other than
me.” Any playwright could have envied such a curtain.

Fred Friendly, mulling over the CBS refusal to broadcast a Senate Viet-
nam hearing years later, has raised the question whether the Army-
McCarthy hearings, historic as they were, would be broadcast if they had
taken place in 1966 instead of 1954. Actually, though they captivated the
nation, they could not have been regarded as saturation coverage even
then. Only the small Dumont “partial network,” now extinct, carried them
every day coast to coast. The equally small ABC network, which had less
commercial time to lose than the other two, carried them every day but
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only as far as Denver. NBC gave up its routine daytime fare for only
a few days to broadcast the hearings coast to coast, then decided there
was not enough “public interest” in them and went back to its soap
operas.

And CBS, in 1954 as in 1966, did not carry them live at all, but showed
recorded excerpts in the evenings, on the ground that it did not wish to
duplicate other networks’ programs — as if a newspaper would omit the
leading news story of the day simply because another paper printed it.
Or CBS may have felt that it had already, through Murrow, done its
share in the matter of the People versus Joseph McCarthy.

For Murrow had also made numerous broadcasts on his nightly radio
program about McCarthy and his methods, dating back in fact to the time
of the Wheeling speech. On the eve of the new year 1952, he broadcast
to the Senator an “oral postcard” of season’s greetings, reading, “Look
before you leap; the pool may be empty.”

Discussing the Senator’s investigation of the Voice of America, he noted
that the only important thing about that or any other broadcasting
operation “is what comes out of the loudspeaker,” and not “the argu-
ments, the personal jealousies, the differences in news judgment that are
inevitably involved in the preparation of any broadcast,” and that the
McCarthy committee had concentrated on, in its hunt for “Communist
influence.”

About McCarthy’s attack on the Army in the Peress case, Murrow said
two weeks before the See It Now television program, “What is at issue is
whether a Senator is to delve into interdepartmental matters, goad subor-
dinates into criticism of their superiors, taint them with insinuations of
Communist sympathies, and impugn their judgment and integrity to the
demoralization of the department. This is not the way Senate investiga-
tions are supposed, or entitled to function. They have a proper and impor-
tant role in our system of government. This is not the role.”

During the Army-McCarthy hearings he called the Senator’s “Loyal
American Underground” of Federal employees — who fed him informa-
tion, often from secret files — “‘a private Gestapo,” and he saw McCarthy’s
defiance of the President on this matter the basic constitutional issue raised
by McCarthyism: “Who is going to run the government of this country?”

Murrow made a wry comment about Joseph Welch’s reaction to Mc-
Carthy’s attack on his young associate, Fred Fisher. “It is safe to assume,
I think, that had Mr. Welch never heard of Mr. Fisher, his emotion, his
anger would have been considerably less. It seems to this reporter that
there is a widespread tendency on the part of all human beings to believe
that because a thing happens to a stranger, or to someone far away, it
doesn’t happen at all.

“The muscles of moral indignation become flabby when those who
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are being damaged, either in their bodies or in their reputations, are re-
mote or unknown.”

As a result of the Army hearings, nightclub comics for the first time
began to imitate McCarthy. “Point of order!” and “Mr. Chairman! Mr.
Chairman!” became wisecracks. Mass publicity, which had helped cre-
ate him, now helped to destroy McCarthy.

His censure by more than two-thirds of the Senate in December ef-
fectively ended his career, and he died two and a half years later. Shortly
before his death, the Senator sought out Murrow at a party in Washington,
threw an arm around his shoulder, and grinned. “No hard feelings, Ed?”
Murrow broke away.

McCarthy never gave Murrow much credit for what had happened to
him, thus sharing Murrow’s own view. McCarthy blamed the Eisenhower
“palace guard” and deserters from his own ranks.

When McCarthy died in 1957 the Senate majority leader, Lyndon B.
Johnson, eulogized him somewhat beyond the pro forma necessities. “Joe
McCarthy had strength, he had great courage, he had daring. There was
a quality about the man which compelled respect and even liking from
his strongest adversaries.”

Even though McCarthy was gone, “hounded to death by those who
would not forget and would not forgive,” as George Sokolsky saw it, his
heritage would remain. And the United States, in its global role, would
continue in one degree or another the anti-Communist basis of its foreign
policy. McCarthy’s downfall, in fact, coincided with the little-remarked ac-
tion of President Eisenhower in writing to the obscure President of a far-
away and dubiously legal state called South Vietnam, to pledge American
aid. Murrow, in a radio broadcast about the 1954 Geneva Conference,
which was almost blacked out by the Army-McCarthy hearings, foresaw
American armed intervention in Vietnam.

Murrow received the 1954 Freedom House award for his McCarthy
program and the obvious public service it had rendered — winning out
against German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer as the recipient — but a
few weeks later he learned that in the Army Counter-Intelligence school
near Baltimore, in lectures intended to disclose the “deep penetration of
communism in American life,” he was being cited as a member of three
Communist-front organizations, and as having written for Communist
newspapers. Yet as the Army-McCarthy hearings began, he had been lec-
turing on international affairs at the United States Military Academy at
West Point. And the next time he applied for a new passport, he en-
countered dossier trouble. McCarthyism was by no means dead.

Murrow’s most considered appraisal of the McCarthy era, and the role of
the mass media in it, was made five years later in his Guildhall speech in
London, when he was starting a sabbatical year that not long afterward
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would be followed by his own disappointed departure from broadcasting.
He said of McCarthy:

“His weapon was fear. He was a politically unsophisticated man with a
flair for publicity, and he was powerfully aided by the silence of timid
men who feared to be the subject of his unfounded accusations. He pol-
luted the channels of communication, and every radio and television net-
work, every newspaper and magazine publisher who did not speak out
against him, contributed to his evil work and must share responsibility
for what he did, not only to our fellow citizens but to our self-respect . . .

“The timidity of television in dealing with this man when he was
spreading fear throughout the land is not something to which this art
of communication can ever point with pride. Nor should it be allowed to
forget it.”

It may be more clearly seen now than then — now when television has
been able to influence and often create happenings, such as antidraft
demonstrations; when it brings war into the living room, and conveys
impressions and moods about the state of the Union; when as between
politicians and their constituents it is difficult to tell which acts and which
is acted upon — that it was public opinion, informed by television, that
judged McCarthy in 1954.

Television was a kind of X-ray that showed the malignancy inside the
body politic. But unlike the role it played in the Kefauver anticrime hear-
ings of 1951, when it first impinged itself upon the public consciousness
by linking nineteen Eastern cities; unlike its role in the 1952 nominating
conventions and presidential campaign, when it was still an observer —
now for the first time it had been a political instrument, actually changing
the course of events. Noticeable in the Army-McCarthy hearings was the
open appeal, in direct address, to the television audience, rather than the
Senate caucus room.

This new power was to be confirmed in the 1960 political campaign
and the Kennedy-Nixon television debates which many believe turned its
scales.

Television, still relatively new in 1954, enjoyed its golden age then in
more ways than one. In drama as well as in news, it was establishing
new levels of mass communication and participation, imparting a sense
of worthwhileness, originality, above all unpredictability. It had not yet
become mired, though it was beginning to be, in formula Western, mys-
tery and comedy series, in routine violence, in quiz games and panel
shows — in the mere consumption of time as against its utilization.

Yet despite the qualitative changes, television of the Sixties has possessed
the same quintessence as television of the Fifties. The immediacy of an
unfolding event on television overshadows its meaning. Unlike historic
retrospect, the camera has no zoom lens for cause, and no range finder
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for effect. Its focus is not universal. It is everything in itself at a fixed
moment in time.

Whatever may have come after and for wkatever reasons, it was not
doubted, by the millions of Americans who witnessed their encounter,
that it was Ed Murrow and the medium who vanquished Joe McCarthy
and the medium.

Television applied its own ruthless test to McCarthy, as to any other per-
former. His ratings had dropped. He was through.



I11
“You must hoe to the end of the row”

NGBERT RoscOE MURROW was born at a time when life in America, as
h in the rest of the world, was beginning to get complicated. They were
still “the good old days” in 1908, still remote from thought of war and
relatively free of internal strife and suspicion, and though the muckrakers
had inked in the form and features of the “malefactors of great wealth”
President Theodore Roosevelt inveighed against, innocence prevailed and
another baseball season was always starting.

The nation was embarking on “a raft with Taft,” on the advice of the
Republican campaign song, seeking a harbor of “peace and tranquility”
after seven strident years of the activist in the White House, who believed
in “the strenuous life” for the Government as well as for himself. Promis-
ing a breathing spell from “more laws, always more laws,” “Good Old
Bill” Taft and his running mate “Sunny Jim” Sherman easily won elec-
tion over the Great Commoner, William Jennings Bryan, his third and last
defeat.

North Carolina, of course, voted Democratic like the rest of the South,
but in Guilford County, where there were many Quakers, there were also
many Republican votes, including those of Joshua Stanley Murrow, a well-
off farmer and former state senator, and his son Roscoe. Guilford, always
known for its independence of mind, also, and perhaps for that very rea-
son, seemed always to be divided against itself — Whigs versus Tories in
the revolutionary period, Unionists versus secessionists in the Civil War,
high tariff versus low tariff supporters in the Era of the Trusts.

The new President, like the old, would distinguish between “good”
and “bad” trusts. His Supreme Court would order not only the Standard
Oil Company to be “dissolved,” but also the Tobacco Trust, which from
the ducal seat of James Buchanan Duke in Durham controlled three-
quarters of the entire American tobacco industry. Guilford County, which
lay in the fertile Piedmont country between the two great tobacco towns
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of Winston-Salem and Durham, knew the decision would change nothing.
Nobody was indicted, fined or sent to jail for violating the antitrust laws.
Roosevelt and Taft were not opposed to the political and economic system.
They were merely trying to save it from itself.

Taft’s raft was rather wobbly, however. Beneath the tranquil waters
ran the deep swift currents of the New Nationalism, as T.R. called it. The
decades of European immigration had spilled the Old World’s get across
the continent. There was still unemployment after the 1907 Panic, and
unrest and dissatisfaction were stirring.

The head of Princeton University, speaking in North Carolina, thought
he knew the reason. “Nothing has spread Socialistic feeling in this
country more than the use of the automobile,” declared Woodrow Wil-
son, meaning that this new status symbol was also the symbol of dis-
parity between rich and poor.

As the youngest of the three sons of Roscoe and Ethel Murrow was
born on April 25, 1908, on Polecat Creck, in the Center Community of
Friends outside Greensboro, Guilford’s county seat, Henry Ford had
emerged to stem the Socialist tide by starting production of his cheap
Model-T, for $850.

Wilbur Wright had flown seventy-five miles in 113 minutes, and he and
his brother had won a War Department contract insuring the future of
aviation.

The first American skyscraper, the forty-seven-story Singer Building,
had opened in New York. The first motion picture Greensboro had ever
seen, a few months before, was so popular that now there were four
movie houses in the town. And the United States Navy, the Great White
Fleet of sixteen battleships, was showing the American flag on a fourteen-
month voyage around the world, and espccially to the Japanese, who had
become perhaps too exhilarated by their victory over the Russian em-
pire.

Under the first Roosevelt and his predecessor McKinley the United
States had extended its Manifest Destiny beyond its own natural frontiers —
“national purpose” had replaced “national destiny” as the motivating
force — and had acquired the Hawaiian Islands, occupied the Philippines,
controlled Cuba, seized the Panama Canal Zone, and was engaging in
Dollar Diplomacy everywhere. Taft himself, America’s first viceroy, had
served as governor of the Philippines, and as Roosevelt’s Secretary of War
became provisional governor of Cuba.

But the domestic frontier was not quite filled in, and the Pacific North-
west had become its new outpost. The former Oregon country was calling
settlers, not only from the East and South but from Europe. The log-
ging camps and sawmills of Washington State, it was said, were run by
“Swede power,” and Roscoe and Ethel Murrow, on Polecat Creek, re-




74 Prime Time

ceived cheerful letters from their cousins, the Cobles, who had settled on
Puget Sound and found the climate pleasant and the opportunities
plentiful. Moreover, in May 1909, seven hundred thousand acres of Gov-
ernment land would be opened to settlement in Washington, Idaho and
Montana, and homesteads would again be available.

Roscoe and Ethel Murrow had two other sons, Lacey Van Buren,
aged four, and Dewey Joshua, aged two, when Egbert was born. They
owned a 160-acre farm which Roscoe had received from his father
when he was twenty-one, and later he worked for and bought another
160-acre tract from his parent.

The Piedmont, between the Tidewater and the Blue Ridge, was a
natural stopping place for the wave of migration which came from the
original colonial settlements further north. The Murrow ancestry re-
flected the ethnic and cultural composition of Guilford County, settled
by the Germans, the Scotch Irish and the English Quakers, between 1750
and 1800. But the Quaker breed was predominant in Guilford, and the
Murrows had become pillars of the Society of Friends in the Center Com-
munity.

Ed Murrow, who had little interest in genealogies, once remarked off-
handedly that his family had been established in the New World by “a
couple of Scotch Irish who jumped overboard.” There was more to it
than that. They presumably came from Ulster, where the name at one time
was evidently spelled Murrugh, and may have arrived in Pennsylvania by
way of Nantucket.

Whether they were Quakers, as so many Scotch Irish became, before
they went south or after they arrived there, they were part of the second
surge of migration that came into North Carolina starting with 1770, via
the Great Philadelphia Wagon Road. This ran from the Schuylkill, outside
Penn’s town, to the Susquehanna and then turned south along the Blue
Ridge.

John Murrow, with a wife who, it was said, was half Cherokee Indian,
established the new family foothold right on the Philadelphia Road —a
remount station, lodging house and tavern for travellers. He prospered
selling rum, and soon was able to buy farmland.

The Center Community in Guilford, so called because it was halfway
between the New Garden and Pleasant Garden Quaker settlements, south
of Greensboro, had been established in 1757 on the rich red Piedmont
soil, which originally was “covered with wild pea vines,” but soon was
converted into thriving farmland by the Quakers. It was called “prairie
land” because grain grew there best, and flocks of sheep could graze
everywhere, but the rolling countryside, abounding in wooded areas and
nurtured by creeks, with a wide variety of wild flowers — Guilford’s
flora were known to naturalists all around the world — and an abundance
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of birds and small game, gave the county a character which endures into
this industrial age.

It was Joshua Stanley Murrow, born in 1851, who elevated the family’s
sights above yeomanry, honorable though that estate might be, and gave
it a horizon extending even beyond Greensboro. He had come into 750
acres of farmland, but his chief interest was politics.

The Murrows had been Whigs from revolutionary days. They were
Unionists and favored the abolition of slavery, and since they were also
Quakers the Civil War, though hateful, did not create the traumatic trage-
dies so many North Carolina families went through — the neighboring
Coltranes, for instance, who were divided over slavery and secession.
Guilford County had voted overwhelmingly against secession and for the
Union in 1861, but when President Lincoln asked North Carolina for
troops to support the Union, the state chose to secede rather than fight its
sister states. Most of the Quakers retained their antisecession feelings.

Family divisions in Guilford, as elsewhere, were not only political
but religious, and many Quakers became Methodist instead, for the South-
ern Methodists approved of slavery, unlike their Northern brethren, Re-
ligious change was undertaken not only by some of the Coltranes but
also the prominent Lambs.

Joshua Murrow, after the war, plunged into the politics of the Reconstruc-
tion, married Roella, of the sundered Coltranes, when he was twenty-seven,
rode about the county to become a familiar figure in the crossroads
stores, the political forums of their time, and when he was thirty-six
was elected a Republican state senator and served two years. He was
credited with the legislative arrangement by which, in exchange for his
support for the establishment of the State Agricultural and Mechanical
College, now the University of North Carolina, Guilford County received
a “similar but equal” Negro university, now the large and prestigious
Agricultural and Technical College at Greensboro.

Joshua and Roella Murrow had two children, Grace and Roscoe, the
latter named for the man the North Carolina state legislator for some rea-
son most admired, New York’s United States Senator, Roscoe Conkling.
They also adopted Edgar Murrow, the infant son of Joshua’s brother
Shuble when the child’s mother died.

As the new twentieth century began, Roscoe Murrow married Ethel
Lamb from the adjoining farm, who had been teaching county school in
the small community on the hill above Polecat Creek.

Unlike the Murrows, who came from the lowland Scots transplanted
into Ulster, the Lambs represented the other Scots strain in North Caro-
lina’s settlement, the Highlanders who had left after “Bonnie Prince
Charlie’s” failure. The Lamb progenitors were Finley Stewart and his wife
Prudence Shaw, who came to the United States in 1755. They landed
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in New York, lived briefly in Pennsylvania, then settled in the Alamance
Church section of Guilford County. Not far away, at Guilford courthouse
in 1781, Cornwallis’s Pyrrhic victory over Nat Greene would lead to
his surrender seven months later at Yorktown.

Finley Stewart took part in the American Revolution and for his war
services was granted 640 acres of land by Governor Caswell. Thereafter
he industriously increased his land holdings and chattels, which included
numerous slaves. Unlike the Quakers, he had no objections to slave-
holding.

From the Stewarts, via the McAdoos, came the Cobles. George Coble
and Judith Hanner were married in 1828 and had nine children. One of
them, Isabelle, married George Van Buren Lamb and had five children.
It was their eldest daughter Ethel who was Ed Murrow’s mother.

Murrows and Lambs alike were farmers, and Ethel became a Quaker.
But George Van Buren Lamb had been one of those who favored the
South and secession, and had fought in the Civil War on the Confederate
side from its first day to its last.

The family legend was that he had been on Stonewall Jackson’s staff,
and indeed caught the redoubtablc leader in his arms when he was mor-
tally wounded by fire from his own side after Chancellorsville. Van Lamb’s
military record needed no such embellishment,

He was a volunteer who received battlefield promotion from sergeant
to captain of I Company of the 22d North Carolina Regiment — the
“Davis Guards” — saw continuous action with that heavily engaged,
much-casualtied and much-cited unit, and was himself wounded four
times, carrying a musketball to his grave. The “Davis Guards” fought at
Manassas, Seven Pines, Second Manassas, Harpers Ferry, Shepherdstown,
Gettysburg — they took part in the attack on Cemetery Hill — Spotsyl-
vania, Cold Harbor, Petersburg, and were at Appomattox for the sur-
render.

Captain Lamb may have been present when Stonewall Jackson was
wounded by fire from the nervous rifles of the 18th North Carolina.

But more to the point may be the fact that at Chancellorsville the 22d
North Carolina, taking part in Jackson’s flank attack on Hooker, had suf-
fered the severest losses in its combative history.

At any rate Ethel Lamb Murrow was entitled to be designated Daugh-
ter of the United Confederacy, as well as Daughter of the American Revo-
lution, though she never exercised either option, and profoundly scorned
such matters.

The best the Murrow side could offer in the way of a war record was
Roscoe’s. The large easygoing man who was Ed’s father enlisted in the
Spanish-American War, but a boyhood injury below the eye incapacitated
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him, though he was kept on in camp in a noncombat role. In any case,
North Carolina troops saw no action in the short war, and spent it
bivouacked outside Jacksonville. The First North Carolina Regiment was
sent to Havana after the war, the first United States troops to enter the
city and be hailed as liberators. But Roscoe Murrow was not among
them. When his second son was born, however, he named him Dewey
after the victor of Manila Bay, who was his particular hero.

Back from the war, Roscoe Murrow married and applied himself to
farming. His cousin Edgar, who was also his adopted brother, recalled
that he was “the workingest man” he ever knew, possessed of “the finest
hands with a turning plow.” But his heart may not have been in farm-
ing as fully as his hands were. Edgar thought that after his time away from
home in the army, Roscoe was restless and always “looking away, wanting
to go.”

In North Carolina in 1900 the average farm covered a hundred acres —
that was the size of the Lamb farm — though the plantations of the Tide-
water region were of course much larger. Roscoe Murrow’s 320 acres
were not only unusual, but productive. Land in the area was selling at
twelve to twenty-five dollars, even up to forty dollars an acre.

But he did not seem to make much of a go of it. The corn and hay
crops brought about six hundred dollars a year, provided there was no
drought.

The house, situated in a hollow on the bank of shaded Polecat Creek,
was a small one, not to be compared for instance with the spacious white
frame dwelling not far away on the same winding stream, where Dr.
Porter’s son William had been born, later to be known as O. Henry.

But the Murrow home was comfortable both outside, being entirely
surrounded by a wide porch, and inside, where a huge fireplace took up
a whole wall of the main room. The house was made of yellow poplar
and black walnut logs, from the trees which sheltered it, and it had a
“punching floor,” made of logs which had been planed off.

The fireplace was the source not only of heat, for all the cooking was
done there, and not only of light, but also of some inner comfort. Roscoe
would sit there, his feet propped up to the fire, sometimes reading the
Bible, sometimes silently looking at the flames, when his exceedingly ac-
tive sons would let him,

The third boy was born without much ceremony. Late that Friday
evening Roscoe Murrow came over to his father’s house with the news
that the baby was on its way, and woke up the thirteen-year-old Edgar
to send him for the doctor. It was a five-mile horseback trip to the
Pleasant Garden Community, and when Edgar arrived the doctor had
gone out to attend another delivery. When he finally found him and they
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got back to Polecat Creek at four o’clock Saturday morning, the baby
had preceded them, delivered by its grandmother Roella, and was in fine
voice. “It was Ed Murrow’s first broadcast,” Edgar said.

On that Friday evening, in Greensboro, thoughtful citizens had at-
tended a lecture at the public library to see Professor W. C. A. Hammel
of Normal College demonstrate wireless telegraphy by sending a message
to an adjoining room. Also, some members of the second-year class of the
A. & M. College for the Colored Race, which Joshua Murrow had legis-
lated into being, were “on strike” against what they considered unfair
grading, and had been expelled.

In the wider world the nation’s press was calling on President Roosevelt
to “spank” a Castro, the president of Venezuela, who had confiscated
American property, and the United States was sending a gunboat. Secre-
tary of War Taft was successfully lining up delegates for the Republican
National Convention. Winston Churchill had been defeated for Parlia-
ment at Manchester. The New York to Paris auto race, via Siberia, was in
its seventy-ninth day, and men were in revolt against women’s huge
“Merry Widow” hats, which had dominated the Easter Sunday scene
while blotting out most of the view.

The Murrows, after their third child’s birth, did not remain long in the
house on Polecat Creek. They decided to move to higher ground, on the
other tract of land Roscoe owned, and he built a new and larger house
there.

Ed Murrow’s earliest recollections were of trapping rabbits, eating wa-
termelon, and listening to Grandfather Van Lamb, who had a long white
beard and was regarded by everyone as a “charmer,” tell long and intri-
cate stories of the Civil War. The boy acquired an interest in history.

Sometimes his Uncle Vance, his mother’s brother, a horse trader in
Richmond, visited them and strummed the guitar, singing “Little Yaller
Gal, Won’t You Come Out Tonight?”

His mother also sang, and she needed no accompaniment. She knew
“The Baggage Car Ahead” and all the verses of “The Cowboy’s Lament,”
and many hymnlike ditties, her favorite being “You Must Hoe to the
End of the Row.” It was a precept she followed for herself, and instilled
into her three boys.

Perhaps to make it sound more touching — and there was a definite
dramatic streak on the Lamb side of the family — Ed Murrow in later
life would remark with nostalgic fortitude upon the tribulations of a North
Carolina tenant farmer on forty acres of poor land. But Roscoe Murrow
was no tenant. He owned his own land, which came to eight times forty
acres, and he would sell it after he moved West.

Indeed, to all the numerous young cousins, the Murrows, Lambs, Col-
tranes, Dicks and Hodgins, “Aunt Ethel’s” house was the most pleasant
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and certainly the most generous in the community. There was always some-
thing to eat there — Mrs. Murrow was renowned for her meat pies and
her biscuits — and they were always welcome. If it rained, or became too
late to go home, Aunt Ethel laid a row of pallets in the room under the
roof, and they would whisper and giggle in the darkness.

Life in the Center Community was plain and spare. The Murrows had
enough food from their farm, and for others as well, but the staple diet
for many was cornbread and molasses, sometimes three times a day.
Occasionally there were candy pullings for the children, possum hunts
and even fiddlers’ conventions, but the more usual memories were those of
long days at school and in the field of red soil which turned to thick
deep mud in the winter and spring, miring the wagons; and of many silent
hours sitting starchly in Friends’ meeting, reflecting upon the Inward
Light.

Ed Murrow’s cousin Louise never saw an automobile until after the
Murrows had left for Washington State, when she was past five, so it is
possible the Murrow boys did not either. Greensboro was only a few miles
away, but it took all day to get there by horse and buggy, and there was
no real reason for going. And there was always too much that had to be
done at home.

Ethel Murrow was tiny alongside her tall two-hundred-pound husband
— “she never weighed more than ninety-eight pounds sopping wet,” Ed
would say, exaggerating slightly — and she was of a bustling nervous dis-
position by contrast with her husband’s imperturbability. She fretted con-
stantly, worried every time one of the boys strayed away for long — “I’ll
never see sonny again,” she kept repeating— and had apprehensions
about accidents and her health, and frequent premonitions of unde-
fined catastrophe. She suffered from asthma, which Ed may have inher-
ited in the form of bronchial weakness.

Roscoe Murrow seemed to live for the particular day alone. He forgot
about yesterday immediately, never harbored a grudge or recrimination,
and thought he should not be concerned about tomorrow until it arrived,
by which time he might not have to be. With all his contented disposition,
however, he was a man of resolve, and once his mind was fixed, it was
said, not even torture could change it.

Both father and mother, though roughhewn in a roughhewn environ-
ment, were gentle in instinct and lived their whole life through with affec-
tion toward each other, which the boys remembered.

Ethel Lamb Murrow, unlike the “dark Murrows,” had light hair and
sharp and intent blue eyes, the beacons of the strict discipline she en-
forced upon her sons. She ruled by copy-book maxim, and hoped that
Egbert, the youngest, would become a preacher.

The three boys worked hard at farm chores — in later life Ed Mur-
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row often said that not working made him feel “miserable” and that he
had never been “equipped to have fun” — and when one of them did
“wrong,” usually consisting of some manifestation of sibling rivalry, she
punished all three, thus displaying no favoritism.

Though he lived in North Carolina past the age of five and always con-
sidered himself a Tar Heel from Guilford County — whence Dolley Madi-
son, O, Henry and Speaker Joe Cannon also came, while Andrew Jackson
briefly practiced law there — and frequently found it convenient in later
life to be regarded as a Southerner, especially by Senators and Congress-
men, Egbert Murrow was obviously too young to be whistling Dixie when
the family moved West. Only his oldest brother Lacey, who was nine at the
time, retained a Southern accent.

Mother and father never lost their Southern intonations, but in Ethel
Lamb Murrow’s speech the striking characteristic was what her son Dewey
called its Spenserian quality. It was expressive, often poetic, the kind of
English spoken in the Elizabethan times, which still survives in isolated
cultural pockets in the South. The exact choice of words and their
precise use, inverted phrases like “this I believe,” and verb forms like
“I'd not” and “it pleasures me,” which Ed Murrow, broadcaster, used on
and off the air, came directly from his mother. The two other boys
also used such speech patterns, colorful and perhaps even archaic, all
through their lives.

The Murrow family decided to go West for several reasons which
boiled down to one, namely that Mrs. Murrow’s cousin, Terry Eli Coble,
who had moved to Skagit County, Washington, made resettlement sound
promising. Besides, there was Mrs. Murrow’s health, which demanded a
softer climate, as well as the fact that though a farmer by inheritance,
Roscoe Murrow was apparently not a farmer by temperament.

In 1913 the family traveled West by train, spending the crop money
and what an auction of their chattels had brought them. They sat up for
six nights in the day coach, eating from two wicker baskets packed
with food, and stopping off in San Francisco to visit Chinatown. Their
destination was Blanchard, a small farming and sawmill community on
Puget Sound, about seventy miles north of Seattle and thirty below the
Canadian border. Blanchard was where the Cobles lived.

It was not yet a final move. Settling in a new country, far from the
Murrow tribe and the numerous descendants of Finley Stewart, required
more thinking over. Roscoe Murrow was undecided about scraping the
tar from his heels, and went back to Polecat Creek a year later to have
another look. Moreover Ethel’s asthma had not cleared up in the West,
where it rained more often than not.

After the visit, however, they decided that Guilford County was no longer
big enough for them and settled in Washington for good. Even so, Roscoe




82 Prime Time

did not sell his farm for several years, and it was not until 1920 that his
cousin Edgar took over the first 160-acre tract and not until 1926 the
second.

For a while the Murrows lived in Blanchard in a tent, pitched alongside
the Coble house, which was already being shared by their cousins.
Finally they found a house of their own, and at the same time Roscoe
Murrow, having tried his hand as an agricultural laborer and disliking it,
acquired a new calling. He went to work on the big saw at the Hazel
Mill, and then as brakeman on the lumber camp railroad of the Samish
Bay Logging Company. Soon he became a locomotive engineer, one of
the proletarian aristocracy of the lumber industry. Explaining his father’s
nature as “simple and direct,” not at all reflective, Ed Murrow in later
years recalled that “when he was asked how he was, he always replied
he was ‘still on the rails and on the payroll.” "

Blanchard, situated on the Samish Flats alongside blue Puget Sound,
was flanked inland by the tall slopes of Blanchard Mountain, covered with
Douglas fir, cedar and hemlock, where the logging operations took place.
From them a timber road led down to a railroad siding, and the logs were
rolled down to be loaded.

The town, with its sawmill and its lumberjack boardinghouses and
dormitories, was surrounded by small produce farms — since developed
into one of the richest pea-producing areas of the country — and on
these farms but principally for the Cobles and the Lawsons — George
Lawson had married Alice Coble — the three Murrow boys worked for
hire, to augment the family income. They pitched hay, weeded beets,
hoed corn, milked cows and mowed lawns.

The life was hard but not without its fun. There was plenty of op-
portunity for fishing and hunting, but although they were on tidewater
Egbert never learned to swim, and explained later that he had not really
had the time. All the boys became good shots, bagging rabbit, duck and
pheasant, not for mere pleasure, however, so much as for profit. They
were ingenious in finding ways to earn money, and Egbert embarked on
his first financial venture at the age of nine by buying three piglets,
raising them, and selling them for a profit of six dollars.

Because of Mrs. Murrow’s firm discipline and constant supervision —
she believed it was “better to wear out than to rust out” — the ideal was
to combine work with the more enjoyable sporting activities. The boys
would not go out to shoot duck, as their school friends did, but they
would shoot a few on the way to milk cows. They set muskrat traps as
part of farm chores. They received ten cents for each duck sold, and
the shells cost five cents, so while the margin of profit was plain, they
could not afford to miss very often.

Dewey when he was fourteen carned money by playing baseball for
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one of the sawmill teams. He even played once on Sunday, but was so
overcome with remorse when he remembered this was against his mother’s
law that he never desecrated the Sabbath again, at least in that fashion.

The boys also learned to handle horses, and later tractors, and sold
those skills also to nearby farmers. Dewey drove a farm wagon when he
was nine and operated the first mechanical milker in the county when
he was twelve.

There was school, of course, in a two-room shack with two teachers
and twenty-five other pupils, but it was only part of the day-long routine
activity and by no means the most important, since there were so many
chores outside the schoolroom.

Egbert liked school, or rather the idea of going to it, for when he was
not yet old enough to attend, and his two brothers were departing with
their spelling books under their arms, he insisted on having a book of his
own and going with them, at least to the docr. The insistence took his
usual form of raising a row about it, and his brothers bestowed on him
the neo-biblical nickname “Eber Blowhard,” shortened to “Blow.”

The name was confirmed for the whole town when, in the little Meth-
odist church, the six-year-old Egbert fell asleep during the sermon, and
then awoke with a start and a loud bawl. About the same time he made
his first recorded public speech. At a parent-teacher meeting to which
his mother took him, when the chairman called for further business, he
rose and reported, “We sold a wabbit.”

A photograph was taken on that first day of school, showing the three
boys in knee pants and caps, ir front of the Coble house. Egbert, with
his commandeered book clutched in his hand, was a squat little boy,
firkin-shaped, with a round face and a determined chin, thrust downward.

This facial expression, later tc become lean instead of round, remained
with him all his life for special dire occasions, both on the television screen
and off. Some would call it his doomsday look.

From the first, also, the youngest and loudest Murrow had a kind of
mordant grin, which later came to be described as sardonic. As the
youngest he had the privilege, as he explained it, of hollering the loud-
est, and he took full advantage of it when he was whipped, or as he
soon came to learn, to prevent being whipped. The anticipatory noise he
made enabled him to avoid the worst by causing his mother to say,
“Egbert, hush. What will the neighbors think?”

When he did get to school Egbert was only a fair student, having
trouble with spelling and arithmetic, as he would continue to do in adult-
hood.

His real early education, indeed, was at home and had nothing to
do with the alphabet. The teacher, their mother, was intent on imparting
to the three boys what she so obviously was strongly possessed by, a sense
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of responsibility. She was a Quaker, but the only church in Blanchard
was Methodist, so she went there. The result, at home, was an amalgam
of sternness and forbearance.

She ran a Bible-reading house, a chapter each evening, and the boys
were made to do their share of it on Sundays. Grace was said before every
meal, and she prayed a good deal besides, though the boys were not im-
pressed and were inclined to regard it as some of her dramatics. Once
Dewey accused her of lack of faith, arguing that if she really believed
in the power of prayer she would not always be anticipating disaster.

She would not permit any work on Sunday, nor any play either, and
would not allow the boys to go to the movies on that day, or on many
another.

She forbade card-playing in her house also, though if visitors chose to
indulge when they called for an evening she would overlook it, and she
forbade smoking though she knew that the boys, like all the boys in
town, stole a few puffs now and then. She warned against the evils of
tobacco all her life, but once in North Carolina on her father’s birthday —
his white beard was flecked by tobacco stains — when the boys asked
her what they could get him with the dime they had received for a skinned
rabbit, she suggested a plug of the famous local honey-flavored twist.
She was opposed to it, but she had come to accept it, as she would
Ed’s relentless habit of cigarette chain-smoking, which he took up seri-
ously in college.

Mrs. Murrow dressed plainly, even drably, and always wore a shawl,
Quaker-fashion. She lived frugally and sparingly, and taught the boys
to. She also taught them not to lie, cheat or steal, but perhaps even
more she drilled into them a sense of respect, not only for other people’s
property and persons, but for their opinions. Her ideal was tight control
of one’s self combined with tolerance for others and nonintrusion upon
their affairs. In her own life she carried the nonintrusion principle to the
extent of denying herself the normal parental privilege of sharing her
children’s joys and honors. She would not attend weddings and other
family occasions, and would not visit her children. They came to see her,
and it was only with reluctance that any of them could persuade her
even to go for a drive with him. When she did agree, she would find a
concrete purpose, such as to look for bric-a-brac.

With the feeling of tolerance for others that she taught her sons went a
cherishing of their own identities, and a regard for their own things,
especially their own land.

All of them grew up with what Dewey called “an appreciation of real
estate”” — in the natural, not legal sense; not as property, but as land —a
love of the outdoors, and an affinity with the processes of nature.
When he attended college, financing himself by working summers in log-
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ging camps, Ed would manage to put enough aside to buy a small parcel
of land on the installment plan. He always wanted ground he could pos-
sess.

Mrs. Murrow also tried to teach her sons not to scrap among them-
selves and to keep the peace, and though she was frequently defeated
by the natural mischief-making of boys aged two years apart, she had the
last word. When the scuffling, wrestling and punching reached its peak
she halted it and sent the aggrieved party, so far as she could determine,
out to cut a good-sized switch, which she then used upon the culprit.
If from brotherly compassion he brought back a light switch, she would
let him have a taste of it and send him back for a heavier one. When she
could not decide who was in the wrong, which was usually the case, all
three boys received equal punishment. And when they had to be spanked
she did it at once and got it over with, without waiting for the father
to come home.

But in the major matters of her sons’ lives, like choosing what they
wanted to be and going where they wanted to go, the strict disciplinarian
gave them their own full discretion.

For all her iron, the mother was essentially shy, a trait which Ed
Murrow, the public figure who knew Presidents and prime ministers,
inherited to some degree and would never lose. She was moreover re-
served and formal in her dealings with other people. She always called
them Mr. and Mrs. and never used first names.

The relationship between parents and sons was summed up by Dewey.
“They branded us with their own consciences,” he said.

The mother was the dominant factor in the household, obviously, but
if the more easygoing father stood by, it was as a kind of family supreme
court, to uphold the constitutionality of the mother’s precepts and to
make sure they were not violated.

The boys often thought themselves unduly restricted by their mother.
On the other hand, they reasoned, how many mothers would have al-
lowed an eight- or ten-year-old to go off on his own with a shotgun?

Later they would decide that what they primarily felt in her was a
sense of martyrdom. She gave them the impression of always being on
trial and enduring ordeal, in the broad terms of Pilgrim’s Progress, even
if, as on many occasions, she had to create the ordeal for herself. She
had a large capacity for enjoyment of life, but knowingly denied it to
herself.

And with her dramatics, Ed frequently said, the stage lost one of the
great actresses of the century when she became a housewife. He came by
some of her theatrical endowment and was not averse in later life to play-
ing up to her, one actor to another, especially in his letters.
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His mother, for instance, was a tolerable cook, Southern style, and
he was fond of her biscuits, and fatback and turnip greens. But as he
grew up and became increasingly indifferent to anything that might be set
before him, he masked his lack of appetite with extravagant praise of her
efforts. Once he wrote his parents from the Ile de France, “This ship is
famed as havmg the best food in the Atlaniic, but they can’t touch
Mom’s cooking.” Even on the ile de France, however, what he usually
ate would be scrambled eggs.

But not very much acting was required for Murrow’s appreciation, all
through his life, of the way in which the traits of manhood had been
formed.

Thirty years later, during the war, he would write his parents: “What-
ever we have made of ourselves is due to the fundamental training we
received at home. The shortcomings are our own. I could quote you learned
men of science to prove that point but you know it as well as I do.

“It might be that not all of your boys will come out of this business
[all three were in the war, in one way or another]. Probably they will,
but if they don’t you must take some pride in the fact that you sent them
out with as good mental and moral equipment as three boys ever had.

“It could be that one of your boys could bring sorrow and shame to
you by some voluntary act, but if one should be hit he will act as he
was taught to act as a small boy, and he will bring no shame upon the
name.

“The point of all this . . . is just to tell you that small boys don’t really
ever grow up. They never escape from their early training and when the
going is tough they return to a few fundamentals, drilled into them be-
tween the ages of six and ten. Although I still maintain that Pop wal-
loped me harder than necessary when I dropped that chicken coop on
Lacey, or maybe it was Dewey. Anyway I'd probably be a better man if
he had licked me more just for exercise . . . I'll sure wipe the floor with
him when T come home again. The house will shake when I pin his shoul-
ders to the floor.”

The reference was to the wrestling that had gone on, as a nightly
pastime, between Roscoe Murrow and his sons. When he came home from
his day on the logging locomotive he took them on, one by one, on the
kitchen floor while the mother, as Ed recalled, “used to fly around in the
background wringing her hands and telling us to stop.” When they were in
the late teens and even their twenties, home from college, the father was
still usually able to throw them.

Of the three boys Egbert, the youngest, was also the most daring,
if only to outdo the others in their fierce natural rivalry. Then, as in later
life, he often did things just for the sake of doing them, or as he might
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have thought, because they had to be done. On one occasion he put his
right forefinger into a cider press, on Dewey’s dare, and then could not
snatch it out in time. He carried a twisted finger into adulthood.

A scar on his forehead was another boyhood award for boldness. This
came about when a neighbor boy with a new air rifle boasted about his
proficiency and Egbert challenged him to prove it. From the protection of
a wall, the youngest Murrow kept poking his head out and taunting
the marksman to hit him. The boy finally did, with a BB shot squarely be-
tween the eyes. Egbert bled profusely and howled loudly, the more so
when his mother whipped him into the bargain for frightening her.

Another forehead scar came from falling head first into a drainage
ditch. The boys had salvaged from the town junk heap a bicycle with no
seat or pedals, only frame and wheels. Dewey tied Egbert to the frame
with a piece of rope and sent the wheels on their way. Egbert could see
the drainage ditch coming and knew what was going to happen. He kept
shouting loudly, but it did no good.

With Egbert’s audacity and loudness went a hot temper. He frequently
flared up against his older and stronger brothers, but his outbursts were
shortlived, and though he took them with him into adulthood and often
seethed visibly at major annoyances, he would be able later to turn his
anger into long freezing silences. A friend who knew him from his first
broadcasting days and was associated with his career once said, “He had
a devil inside him somewhere, making him do unpredictable things.”

The Murrow boys got an early glimpse of the world outside their
own housechold when, soon after they had settled in Blanchard, they saw
a neighbor’s son swinging on a creaking gate. From the swinger’s mother
inside the house, repeated at intervals, came the command, “Leo, get
off that gate.” Leo continued swinging. Finally his mother shouted, “Get
off that gate or I'll knock your block off,” and came out. Leo continued
swinging. His mother went in again. Leo’s block remained intact. To
the three young Murrows, who knew that their blocks would have been
forfeit if they had disobeyed their mother, it was the revelation of other
ways, in other homes.

The outside world had other fascinations. In Puget Sound lay Samish
Island, which had been connected with the mainland by a causeway, and
over this the boys and girls of Blanchard drove on picnics and hayrides.
The interurban trolley ran through Blanchard also, on the way from
Seattle to Bellingham, and occasionally, when they had no more pressing
use for the dimes they collected for ducks and rabbits, the Murrow boys
would ride along a scenic coastline, with the view of snowcapped Mount
Olympus, nearly eight thousand feet high, across the sound.

They played about the town’s logging camp and Egbert found a fav-
orite resting place above the sluice. Years later, at the peak of his broad-
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casting career, he was to tell a hometown friend he would give it all up
“to sit on the dike at Blanchard with a gun, waiting for a duck to fly by.”
He was a tall, thin boy with an easy grin, and though his clothes were
often hand-me-downs and fit him something like Huck Finn’s, somehow
he seemed always debonair.

The Great Northern Railroad ran through Blanchard and hauled away
to Seattle or Bellingham the logs brought to the siding by Roscoe Mur-
row’s locomotive from the timber-cutting site. When Dewey was old
enough he became his father’s brakeman. And Egbert, at fourteen, went
into the logging camp himself, to work summers as a whistle punk and
donkey-engine fireman.

In Blanchard, where the bulk of the population consisted of the six
hundred men who worked at the Hazel Mill, and their families, there was,
besides the school and the church, Hinkston’s general store. It had on dis-
play four kinds of penny candy, so the Murrow boys could for four cents
sample everything available, and decide what they liked best. It was a ful-
fillment without confusion that modern youth, with a superabundance of
choice, probably could not appreciate.

Blanchard was able to remain a relatively untroubled community,
though situated in a center of industrial strife and violence, because it was
a permanent settlement with a resident working population, further sta-
bilized by the Samish Flats farms surrounding it. Occasionally an IWW
organizer would come to town, but the “Wobblies” found no foothold
there for their One Big Union, as they did in the transient logging camps
along Puget Sound and on the Olympic Peninsula across it.

But the labor turbulence that swept through the Pacific Northwest be-
fore, during and after the First World War had at least emotional reper-
cussions in Blanchard and must have made its impression on Ed Murrow
as he himself became, if only in the summer, one of the “working stiffs”
the Industrial Workers of the World addressed themselves to.

There was for instance the Everett “massacre” on the “Bloody Sunday”
of November 5, 1916, two days before the reelection of Woodrow Wilson
because he had “kept us out of war.” On the dock of the Puget Sound
city, which was also on the interurban trolley only forty miles from
Blanchard, five hundred deputies lined up and opened fire on a boatload
of IWW members and sympathizers, as they landed from the excursion
steamer Verona from Seattle.

They had come to Everett to demonstrate on behalf of free speech and
assembly, as they saw it, though their larger aims were frankly revolution-
ary — “abolish the wage system” — and their descent on Everett followed
a period of mass arrests, beatings and ‘“deportations,” as the result of
trying to organize the migrants, itinerants and transients who made up
the bulk of the Northwest’s labor population.
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The volley from the dock was met by some scattered gunfire from the
steamer, and the result of a ten-minute exchange was five IWW martyrs,
with thirty-two others wounded, and two slain deputies, with sixteen
wounded.

The two-month trial of the first of 174 IWW men charged with un-
lawful conspiracy as a result of the Everett “massacre” — one of the great
trials in American labor history — was still in progress when the United
States entered the European war in April 1917. It ended with a not
guilty verdict for Thomas Tracey and through him the IWW, and it in-
evitably resulted in a broad and successful organizing campaign for One
Big Union, as well as an industrywide lumber strike for the eight-hour
day.

American entry into the war changed the nature of the labor conflict.
The IWW, which had been organizing in the Northwest since 1912, con-
tinued to talk revolution but its immediate objectives were simpler and
more readily understood — better wages, shorter hours and improved
working conditions.

The Northwest depression of 1914-1916, moreover, had laid off
thousands of the migrant workers who in 1910 had constituted a full
third of the entire American labor force, and included lumberjacks, con-
struction workers, miners and farm laborers, living mostly in camps.
Many of them were new immigrants who had come from Europe in the
human tide that swept the American shore between 1890 and 1910.

Remarking on the transient nature of such labor, one lumberman ex-
plained that it took three crews to keep a logging camp running — “one
coming, one working, one going.”

The Murrows, who had left the Tobacco Trust behind them in North
Carolina, found the Lumber Trust regnant in the state of Washington.
For the opening of the “last frontier” had long since ceased to be a matter
of individual enterprise and courage. It was being done by the corpora-
tions, including the lumber companies.

To save valuable natural resources, the Federal Government had adopted
the policy of conservation and withdrawn sixteen million acres of land
from public settlement, as national forests. But this was at the expense
of the latecomers, still pushing across the continent, as the Murrows had,
seeking ground to settle on. Instead of homesteads they found wage em-
ployment. Instead of property owners, many of the new arrivals became
migrant labor.

So the IWW had fertile ground for its organizational efforts. Even
though it was a marginal movement, never representing more than five
percent of trade unionism in the country, it had a kind of romanticism
about it and an underdog vitality that gave it influence far beyond its
numbers. The repressive measures taken against it by the sheriffs’ deputies




You must hoe to the end of the row 91

and vigilantes of the timber country increased sympathy for it in many
quarters, notably in the Puget Sound area.

The Federal Government’s Special Commission on Industrial Relations
reported in 1917 that the suppression of free speech carried out by the
forces of “law and order” . . . “strikes at the very foundation of govern-
ment. It is axiomatic that a government which can be maintained by the
suppression of criticism should not be maintained. Furthermore, it is the
lesson of history that attempts to suppress ideas result only in their more
rapid propagation.”

Egbert Murrow, scated in the Blanchard grammar school — it had three
rooms by then — was nine years old at the time these words were widely
published in the Northwest. It is doubtful if he read or understood them
then. But they were part of the tradition he grew up in, and was to live by.

Whatever victories the IWW won before the United States entered the
war were wiped out by the war. American entry ended the Northwest’s
depression and created a boom. Lumber was in great demand. Prices
soared from $16 to $116 per thousand feet in a few days. Spruce was
required for airplane fuselages, at $1200 per thousand feet, and the rain-
swept Pacific slope was the greatest single source of spruce.

But loggers’ wages did not go up at the same pace as lumbermen’s
prices, and long hours and bad working conditions still prevailed. So the
Great Lumber Strike of 1917 was called by the IWW, ten thousand men
laid down their tools, and most of the sympathy the Wobblies had enjoyed
was dissipated. The strike was regarded as trcasonable. Moreover the
revolutionary situation in Russia had become more acute, and the IWW
was depicted as the American branch of werldwide Bolshevism.

Again there were mass arrests and beatings of IWW members. The
strike was lost when the Army itself took cver logging operations and
sent “spruce soldicrs” into the forests and even built a “spruce railway” to
step up the production of airplane lumber.

The Government’s assumption of control remecdied many of the con-
ditions the IWW had struck against, but the vindication was an ironic
one. In September the Department of Justice raided forty-eight IWW halls
throughout the country, and 165 IWW leaders were indicted in the Illinois
Federal court for antiwar conspiracy and sabotage.

The trial of 101 of them, which began in Chicago on April 1, 1918,
lasted five months and all were found guilty and received long prison
terms, though they were later amnestied by President Harding. During
the war, one observer noted, “to kill a Wobbly was more patriotic than
to kill a German.”

Even after the war anti-IWW raids and attacks continued, such as the
lynching of Wesley Everest, an IWW member, in his Army uniform on
Armistice Day 1919, after the American Legion, parading with gas pipes
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and rubber hoses, attacked an IWW hall in Centralia, Washington, and
was met by gunfire. Egbert Murrow was eleven years old when a state-
wide wave of violence followed the Centralia incident, and hundreds of
IWW members were arrested. Eleven were tried and found guilty of mur-
der because four of the Legionnaires who attacked the union hall had
also been killed.

Despite such difficulties, however, the One Big Union idea was not en-
tirely extinguished in the Puget Sound area after the Armistice. The big
cities of Seattle and Tacoma were subjected to organizing drives, some
big industries were tied up by strikes, and in 1919 even a general strike
was called in Seattle.

But by the time Egbert Murrow entered the woods as a summertime
whistle punk in 1922, at the age of fourteen, the IWW had almost ex-
pended itself as a labor force. It remained more prudent to carry a red
card than not to, because there were still many zealous Wobblies in the
camps, and it was certainly true that a red card was effective insurance
against being thrown off a freight train — some railroad brakemen re-
garded it as good as a regular passenger ticket — but the militancy, the
leadership and the romanticism of the One Big Union movement had
been dissipated. Its memories remained, however.

Four decades later one of Murrow’s most powerful television documen-
taries, Harvest of Shame, revealing the plight of migrant farm labor, was
in one sense an evidence of the psychological impression left by his boy-
hood recollections.

It would not be the only heritage of his work in the woods. Senator Joe
McCarthy, striking back at Murrow after the See It Now television pro-
gram that challenged his power, declared among other charges that the
broadcaster had been a card-carrying member of the IWW. Murrow
denied it, and indeed he was never an actual member, but once he
acknowledged that he “might” have carried a red card for “protection.”
And no doubt with some small vestige of romanticism.

Another related facet of life in the Northwest was communalism. The
Puget Sound Cooperative Colony, one of the more ambitious and enter-
prising Utopias, had faded at the turn of the century after reaching a
membership of two thousand throughout the state of Washington. But
some of its relics of settlement remained and its materialistic ideals —
free land, water and light; no taxes, rent or interest — survived if only
as wistful longings. Moreover the colony’s social objectives of an eight-
hour day and abolition of the wage system were embodied in the IWW
philosophy, and the Wobblies attracted many of the same kinds of free
souls who had earlier been drawn to the communal way of life.

At Blanchard, as Egbert Murrow grew up, a community popularly
called the Colony —its formal name was Equality — existed without
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exactly flourishing, on sloping farmland just outside the town. It numbered
sixty men and women and it was not very good propaganda for social
experiment, for it finally broke up in mundane quarreling over the ap-
portionment of shares, and in trying to arrive at rules satisfactory to every-
one. Some of the colonists smashed the windows of others.

Still, as an idea at least, communalism was present in the youngest
Murrow’s boyhood. He was exposed also, whether consciously or not, to
the generally progressive politics that set the sccial patterns in the Pacific
Northwest. Washington State had introduced the direct primary in 1907
and women’s suffrage in 1909, while the banner year of 1911 —
the same year in which Lloyd George in England instituted the beginnings
of the welfare state — brought to Washington an eight-hour day for
women, a food and drug act, and the initiative, referendum and recall.

Civics as such, however, played no importart role in Egbert Murrow’s
high school career, nor did any other strictly academic pursuit, for that
matter. The high school was at Edison, four miles from Blanchard, and
when he entered it in 1922 Dewey was two classes ahead of him, a
junior, while Lacey had finished and had gone to the other end of the
state, away from home, to attend Washington State College.

Egbert and Dewey could go to school part way by interurban trolley,
but usually they walked, until the time came when the school board pro-
vided a makeshift bus, fitting a wooden coach body to a Model-T chassis.
Dewey, as a senior, was the first driver of the bus, making a fifteen-mile
sweep of the countryside, picking up his schoolmates in the morning and
letting them off in the afternoon. When Dewey left home, also for Washing-
ton State College, Egbert took over the wheel for his last two years. It was
another way of earning income, for there was less time now for shooting
ducks.

The town of Edison had been named for the Wizard of Menlo Park,
and in 1923 when Dewey was advertising manager of the school’s year-
book — naturally called The Mazda — he wrote Edison soliciting the
customary “Compliments of a Friend” paid notice. Alas, replied Edison,
he had no money.

In the little high school, with its faculty of five and in 1923 a student
body of eleven seniors including Dewey, fifteen juniors, fifteen sophomores
including Egbert, and fourteen freshmen — all about equally divided be-
tween boys and girls — the Murrow brothers were the leaders in extracur-
ricular activity, though in the classroom their grades were not remarkable.

Both were in the school orchestra, with Egbert playing the ukulele,
a popular instrument of the day requiring no musical ability, and Dewey
the banjo-ukulele. Both were on the baseball team, where Egbert was
right-handed when only a single hand was required — in this case for
pitching — but when both hands were needed, for batting, he became
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left-handed like his mother. In the same way, later, he would become a
left-handed golfer.

Both boys were also in the school glee club, Egbert already singing
bass, or what passed for it, at the age of fifteen, while Dewey was second
tenor. In 1923, in the school’s first operetta in Old Louisiana, Egbert
played the Marquis de la Tour and sang a solo. The following year he
was a soloist in The Bells of Beaujolais.

In the winter Dewey and Egbert played on the basketball team, called
the Edison High Spark Plugs, and in 1925, with Egbert as a forward, it
won the Skagit County championship. In one game during the season
the star forward was knocked out in a collision with an opposing guard,
and awoke to the sound of applause. Dazedly he thought he must have
scored a goal while unconscious, but the cheers were for the coach, who
was carrying him off the court over his shoulder.

That year, as a senior, Egbert was also president of his class and of the
entire student body.

It was in debating, however, that he found his deepest satisfaction.
The grandson of Joshua Stanley Murrow, the crossroads grocery politician,
on the one side and of Van Lamb, the dashing yarn-spinner, on the other
had a natural bent for it, quite clearly, and he was aided by his English
teacher, Ruth Lawson.

Outside of class he was also a great arguer. The juvenile “Eber Blow-
hard” had become a serious teen-ager who night after night was at the
Coble house confabulating with his elders. The subject did not matter,
nor the side taken. Egbert talked so well indeed that a farmer-neighbor
said he wanted him to preach at his funeral, and the boy promised.
When the neighbor died, Egbert did speak. His mother was especially
proud. She still wanted him to enter the ministry.

The school debating team, consisting of Egbert and three girls, won
the northwest Washington championship, taking the affirmative in the ques-
tion, “Resolved, the United States should enter the World Court.” When
Dewey, who had also been on the debating team before Egbert, left school
for college, as class valedictorian he “willed” his “gift of speech” to his
younger brother. In the class will of 1925 Egbert Murrow was recorded
as leaving “his unsurpassable gift of elocution to anyone needing the
same.” He was also named “the boy who had done most for the school,”
though with no specifications given, and in the composite word portrait
of “A Perfect High School Boy,” printed in Mazda for 1925, others were
cited for scholarship, wit and manners, but he was cited for ‘“charm.”

Under his class-book photograph, showing a smiling boy with prominent
ears, was inscribed the description, “A man in the world’s new fashion
planted, that hath a mint of phrases in his brain.”

A bright future was seen by his classmates for the thin, energetic,
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curly-haired boy. It was forecast in the class prophecy that on May 2,
1965, forty years on, Egbert Murrow would “speak on social reform.”

He would then be, it was predicted, “professor of social science at the
University of Washington.” For Edison in 1925 this was a broad vista,
as Murrow was graduated in a class with six other boys and four girls,
under the class motto, “Impossible is un-American.” The class flower
was the gold dust.

In addition to his classroom studies and numerous extracurricular activ-
ities, Egbert had driven the school bus before and after school for two
years. It had no self-starter and no antifreeze fluid, and its thirty-mile
daily round included eleven unguarded rail crossings, a fact which troubled
his mother considerably. Once he ran over a dog, which as he recalled
troubled him considerably.

All this left little time for shooting, and some of the ducks Egbert
brought down were out of season, which meant he was constantly
eluding the law, in the person of Sheriff Tip Conn. He seemed to have no
trouble doing so, nor any compunction.

One weekend, in season, he agreed to go pheasant shooting with a
neighboring farmboy. Instead, as he discovered, he had to pitch hay for
hire that day. He took his shotgun to the field with him, and on the way
home bagged three birds while the other boy, shooting all day, got none.
Murrow later remembered the incident as symbolic of his career. His
conscience, or his mother, had compelled him to pitch hay. His luck en-
abled him to get three pheasant anyway. It was a combination, conscience
and luck, that would recur many times.

As Egbert finished high school in 1925 his oldest brother Lacey had
completed his four years at Washington State College and was joining
the State Highway Department, while Dewey had finished his sophomore
term. The way lay open, in classroom, on campus and in fraternity house,
for the youngest Murrow to follow in their footsteps.

But Egbert thought he would like to go to the University of Virginia
instead. It may have been because American history was his favorite
subject in high school. It may have been because the Virginia—North
Carolina country was his native soil.

To go to an Eastern college would cost money, and there was not too
much of it available in the household of Roscoe Murrow, logging-locomo-
tive engineer. Lacey, now earning a salary, thought he might be able to
help out his brother financially, but Egbert decided to take a year between
high school and college to earn his own money. He went to the Olympic
Peninsula, and into the woods for a whole year.

The decision was made a family one by Roscoe Murrow. That placid
man had been prodded by his wife into dislike of a new superintendent,
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whom he himself had nothing against but whom Ethel Lamb Murrow
for some reason could not abide. Despite her vaunted tolerance, she kept
shaking her head and muttering uncomplimentary remarks about him.
Roscoe said nothing, but on the job one day, as the superintendent ap-
proached, he felled him without a word. “What will become of us and the
boys?” his wife asked, on second thought, when he came home and revealed
what had happened.

But news had reached Blanchard that the big lumbering firm of
Bloedel-Donovan had begun logging operations on the far slope of the
Olympic Peninsula. Once again the Murrow family went west, this time
about as far as they could go without actually wading into the Pacific
Ocean. A hundred miles west of Seattle, they moved into a company
house at Beaver Camp, on Beaver Lake near the town of Forks, and both
father and youngest son went into the still primeval rain forest.

Egbert was the only one of the three boys stil! at home, as the family
entered another phase of its existence. Lacey, on the state payroll in the
capital, was thinking of a political carcer. Dewey had decided he had had
enough agriculture at college, and after a few weeks of his junior year
dropped out to go prospecting for emeralds in South America.

For Egbert, seventeen-year-old high school graduate who liked the out-
doors, the peninsula was overwhelming evidence of the grandeur of nature.
Above the rain forest rose white-tipped peaks, and between them lay Al-
pine valleys. Icy streams, fed by melting snow, filled crystal lakes on the
bosoms of the giant glaciers. Lake Crescent, which in the Nineties had been
the end of the logging trail from Forks, was credited with the bluest
water “anywhere,” because of its depth, the reflected blue sky and the
minerals it contained. It was, too, the only known home of the Beardslee
trout, which weighed up to thirty pounds and was renowned for its
fighting qualities. Over Lake Crescent stood Storm King Mountain, 4500
feet high, a game refuge.

On Mount Olympus, visible from any part of the peninsula and far
beyond, grew columbine, dogtooth violets and Indian pipes. In the national
forest roamed herds of deer and elk. Ptarmigan, grouse and pheasant
were abundant, but, it had to be admitted, there were bear and cougar,
too.

Before Alaska and Hawaii entered the Union, Clallam County, Washing-
ton, was the westernmost part of the westernmost American state. No
stretch of it was far from salt water, since it was bounded on one side
by the ocean and on another by the Strait of Juan de Fuca, across which
lies Vancouver Island and Canada.

At the extreme northwest corner of the state lived the Makah or “canoe”
Indians, and along the ocean coast were numerous Indian villages, fishing
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shacks, lighthouses, logging locations and trading posts. From Forks, the
last “civilized” settlement, one road led to the most forlorn spot of the
American mainland, Destruction Island, a black rock used as a Coast
Guard station.

When the Murrows came to the peninsula, conditions in the lumber
industry had improved considerably over those which had led to the IWW
strike less than a decade before. At Forks, so named because it stood
near the juncture of three rivers, in lush meadowland between towering
spruce and fir forests, the tents and bunkhouses of yore had given way
to family dwellings, boardinghouses, a dining hall, dormitory building,
club, church, school, stores, and a locomotive roundhouse, which was the
elder Murrow’s province.

Egbert, finding his name embarrassing in a rough logging camp, now
preferred to be called simply Ed, and had moved upward from whistle
punk on a steam donkey engine, charged with signaling the successive
steps in the timber-felling process, to become a compassman and assist-
ant to a “timber cruiser.”

Before logging changed into a mechanized forest-products industry, its
various functions were not only a matter of individual skills, but were
jealously guarded by their possessors. Forest engineers planned the roads
into the woods and devised the methods of moving the logs out. Foresters,
who had to keep in mind future “crops,” decided when to cut, and where
to plant new trees. Fellers cut the trees down and had to know where to
let them fall. Buckers cut the tree trunks after they fell, and sawed logs into
proper lengths for hauling to the mills.

But the timber cruiser was the elite of lumberjacks. He did not participate
in the actual felling or hauling. He worked ahead of the logging, estimat-
ing the amount, kind and quality of lumber that could be taken out of
a specified area, and he was guided in his movements and measurements
by his compassman.

“You map from one section corner to another, which is a mile. My
job was to gauge this distance by pacing it,” as Ed Murrow recalled it
twenty-five years later. “The country was very rough, but accuracy was
important in making a map. The first time 1 paced a mile, down into
streams and over hills, I hit the section corner within fifty feet of where
I said it would be. It gave me a great sense of achievement because it
was something I'd done completely by myself.”

The timber cruiser and his compassman roamed about in the woods,
camped on the banks of streams, found time to fish, and explored hem-
lock groves. It was an experience that completely pleasured Ed Murrow.
Moreover the timber cruisers, who were often independent agents work-
ing for professional fees for either buyer or seller of timber, were better
educated and sometimes even highly literate men. The young student,
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who used to argue of evenings in the Coble house, now spent even longer
evenings around campfires, again talking endlessly, and listening, too.

Though living conditions were far better than in 1917, men were still
tough in the logging camps in 1926 and even took pride in the injuries
they received and the pain they felt. To the rugged and untutored French-
Canadians, Poles, Scandinavians, Germans and Scots who made up the
work force, a college boy was a curiosity. They had respect for his
literacy, indeed a clerkship was the dream of many a rough timber hand.

But the college boy had to show his mettls, too. Since danger was
always present and accidents occurred on a large scale, caused by trees,
logs and earth slides — and the suddenly faliing high branches called
“widow makers” — the opportunity came often enough, even if it meant
merely being unmoved by the sight of crushed bones and shattered flesh.

As living conditions became more refined at Forks and other settle-
ments in the West End of the Peninsula, logging operations had, under
the same banner of progress, become bigger, more mechanized and more
destructive. In the earlier cutting, at the turn of the century, horses were
taken into the forests to bring the timber out, and as the logs were dragged
along the ground, they scraped only a few trees bordering the greased
skid-road. Only the best trees were taken. Small trees were left behind,
and new seedlings were planted.

But in the Twenties high-lead logging was introduced. Cables and pul-
leys were slung from the tops of the tallest trees, or spars, and with the
power supplied by a steam donkey engine, the daily output was raised
from the ten thousand to twenty thousand feet of logs produced by horse
teams, to seventy-five thousand and even one hundred thousand feet per
engine.

Huge logs were yanked from the woods rapidly and roughly, shearing
everything down before them as they moved. No green timber was left
standing, and the debris piled high. Since only the best-grade logs were
commercially desired, ‘“clear cut” logging, as it was called, meant vast
waste and spoilage. This might have been tclerable on a limited scale,
but the widespread devastation of large operations was by the Thirties to
leave the beautiful peninsula scarred by desecrated hillsides bearing the
shattered remains of forests.

To get the logs out from the West End the lumber company built its
own railroad to Sekiu, on Clallam Bay, where they were slid into the
water from Roscoe Murrow’s train and towed as huge rafts along the Juan
de Fuca Strait to the company’s two big sawmills at Bellingham, on Puget
Sound. In the other direction the railroad line was extended to Sappho.
And how in the world did a rough-and-tumble lumber camp in the middle
of the woods come to be called after a Greek poetess?

At least Bloedel-Donovan, as it went into the high hills where Douglas
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fir stood three hundred feet high after having taken eighty years to mature,
could plead local enterprise for its reduction of the forests. It had bought
its Clallam County acreage from absentee owners, housed in Grand
Rapids, Michigan, and in its two decades of logging on the peninsula it
was to bring out four billion feet of lumber by the end of the Second
World War. In the peak year of 1928, five hundred men had steady
employment, accounting for three hundred million feet, and in the summer
one of the five hundred would be Ed Murrow.

Beaver was now his home address when, having given up the idea of
the University of Virginia, he registered as a freshman for the 1926-1927
year at Washington State College, in Pullman, in the southeast corner of
the state. It was to Beaver and the small company house that he returned
on visits and nominal vacations. Beaver was largely a Polish settlement,
and polkas, mazurkas and other such dances enlivened the customary
Saturday night revels, in the town hall. And Prohibition or not, whiskey
in kegs somehow found its way in by packhorse, further to lubricate
the proceedings. Even in Forks, the trading center of a large area, packing
was in the Twenties still the only way to get supplies to settlers in the Hoh
River country.

The young compassman had saved enough for at least a year at col-
lege, and Lacey would help besides. The new freshman entered as Egbert
R. Murrow, enrolled in business administration, and because he could
not imagine things otherwise, began to work by washing dishes in a
sorority house. As a sophomore he would advance to waiting on table.

His roommate and closest friend at college was Edward J. Lehan, who
had come to Pullman from nearby Spokane and Gonzaga College, the
most notable alumnus of which was Bing Crosby, the crooner. Lehan
alsc had an itch for show business, and though he too was enrolled in
business administration and would become a lawyer, when he learned
what Washington State had to offer the stagestruck, he changed his en-
rollment after the first semester. The other Ed, Murrow, followed suit.
For both, the major college interest became speech.

For Murrow what Washington State had to offer, apart from a dramatic
society of near professional quality and an excellent debating team, was
the first collegiate course in radio broadcasting given anywhere in the
country. It was called community drama, in order to qualify it as an
academic course, and it was taught by Maynard Lee Daggy, a well-
known lecturer and author of books on public speaking. Professor Daggy,
a small, sprightly man, was one of the two major formative influences at
college on Murrow’s life and career.

The other, and most important, was that rare jewel, a dedicated, under-
standing and effective teacher. She was Ida Lou Anderson, who had been
crippled from the age of nine by infantile paralysis, and who held in her
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small twisted body a love of learning, and a zeal not so much for per-
fection as for steady betterment — “she demanded not excellence so much
as integrity,” Murrow recalled — that communicated itself irresistibly to
her students.

Ida Lou Anderson was only eight years older than Ed Murrow. She
herself had been graduated from Washington State as a speech major
only two years before he arrived there — her education had been inter-
rupted and delayed by the long illness spent in hospitals and sanatoria —
and she was an instructor in the speech department when he changed his
enrollment in the middle of his freshman year.

It was she who after his mother had most to do with what he would
become. She was a voluminous reader of poetry, and imparted to him the
value she put upon the meditations of Marcus Aurelius, who would be
for him, as for her, a counselor. He adopted for himself the Stoic phil-
osophy:

“If thou workest at that which is before thee, following right reason
seriously, vigorously, calmly, without allowing anything else to distract
thee, but keeping thy divine part pure, as if thou shouldst be bound to
give it back immediately; if thou holdest to this, expecting nothing, fear-
ing nothing, but satisfied with thy present activity according to nature,
and with heroic truth in every word and sound which thou utterest, thou
wilt live happy. And there is no man who is able to prevent this.”

Ed Murrow, the broadcaster, would become to many a symbol of
“heroic truth in every word and sound.” The college student’s favorite
advice from the philosopher-king was, and always remained, “to live not
one’s life as though one had a thousand years, but live each day as the
last.” He would put it into practice during the war. Some of his friends
would see it as a death wish. Marcus Aurelius knew better.

Many years after college the broadcaster was asked by an interviewer,
“If you weren’t yourself, who would you like to be?” He answered,
“Marcus Aurelius, a great mind and a good man.”

Apart from the richness of her own intellectual life, gained from wide
reading and, despite her crippled condition, from wide travel, Miss Ander-
son’s outstanding quality as a teacher evidently sprang from two not al-
ways related possessions. One was her critical ability with respect to the
technical requirements of good speech, diction and presence. The other
was her concern for, and involvement in the personal as well as the
classroom problems of her pupils.

They sought her advice, and her frank appraisal both of their potential-
ities and their limitations. They not only erased the usual ten-minute pause
between classes by thronging about her desk with their questions, but
visited her in droves and for hours at the family home in nearby Colfax.



You must hoe to the end of the row 103

They wrote her letters in bales, during vacations and long after they had
left school. It may have been the relatively small difference in their ages
that led them to accept her as she offered herself, on their own level, but
there was also her infinite patience, sympathy and enthusiasm.

She was a transplanted Southerner also — she had been taken west
from Tennessee at the age of three — and Ed Murrow was her favorite
pupil and would become her best-known one. It was she who, during the
war, when he spoke from the bombarded but defiant metropolis, suggested
that his opening phrase, “This is London,” sounded too hurried and not
consonant with the thoughtful pace of history. He changed it. “This . . .
is London,” with its measured pause and impact, became his famous identi-
fication mark.

At the time she was listening to his every broadcast, made the more
vivid because she was beginning to lose her eyesight, was unable to read
but had to be read to, had left the classroom, and would die a year
later.

Shortly before her death she would sum up his overseas broadcasting
in a letter to his mother. She noted the routine nature of most European
war broadcasts, mired in casualty and other figures, and wrote: “What
pleases me about Ed is that he gives us a little of that, plus his personal
observations, from which he usually draws some thought that is bigger
than the observation itself. His delivery seems excellent to me. He would
have to be feeling pretty well or he could not be speaking as he does.”

Miss Anderson, at Murrow’s request, made numerous comments on
his broadcasts, enabling him to improve them. She may have been the
country’s first radio critic. For she was a student at Washington State
when its pioneer campus radio station KWSC made its first broadcast in
1922 and she became instructor and adviser to the students associated
with it, many of whom went on to become successful broadcasting figures.
Murrow is r