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M.M. Inc. 
Leadership 
Publication 

An exclusive biweekly news update from the Moral Majority National Office 

Volume 1, No. 8 November 19, 1982 

A PERSONAL WORD 
As I dictate this front page, I am sitting in an airport one leg away from 
Washington, D. C. and a meeting with Secretary of Education Bell. At that 
meeting will also be key Christian school leaders from across the nation. 
We must conmend. Secretary Bell for continuing to provide access to his 
office and to himself. We must also recognize that he has made some effort 
to help with the problem in Nebraska and that Dr. Chuck O'Malley, Bell's 
private school liaison, has done a superb job of attempting to help. That 
is not to say we are pleased with the results ., but we do have to give 
Secretary Bell in this particular area an "A" for effort; and we do need 
to understand that Chuck O'Malley has a wonderful attitude toward the 
Christian school movement and the clrurch school problem and has traveled 
across the ·country trying to do what he can in our behalf. 

After the Department of Education meeting, I must hurry to the White House 
for a meeting on voluntary prayer, across town to a meeting at Paul Weyrich's 
shop on tuition tax credits, and then back to the airport. 

From Washington, I wili fly to Indianapolis to speak for Dr. Greg Dixon 
and to discuss further strategies for helping the chur~h schools in Nebraska. 
As we wind down 1982, I am more determined than ever, from the National 
Office level, to fight the battle for a pro-life bill that is passable, 
to promote the President's voluntary prayer amendment, to do all we can to 
protect infants from being used in the production of pornographic materials 
fo profit, and to alter federal adoption legislation to make it easier for 
parents who want to adopt children to do so. 

We will continue to fight our battle against vio'lent crime and will carry 
on other high priority battles. But the ones I have listed above are of 
key importance. We co:nnnend them to your attention and solicit your support. 

Before January 5, · the Nebraskans involved in the clrurch school battle there 
must decide two things: what sort of legislation they will promote and 
what methods they will use to gain passage of that legislation. 

My plane is leaving so I must stop .this dictation for now. 
of you, and please keep up the good fight. 

'~ - -Dr. Ronald S. Godwin 
~ Vice President and 

Chief Operations 



Norman Lear! Norman Lear! 
Norman Lear, who once produced that inspirationa1 program, ''Mary Hartman, 
Mary Hartman," gave .liberals something else to cheer about Saturday night-
a television assault on the religious right entitled, "People for the 
.American Way." Broadcast late in the evening ani in only a few big city 
markets, the Lear show would have been completely ignored had it not been 
for the attention the liberal press heaped upon it. 

Essentially, the shov was a collection of clips of New Right leaders talking 
about morality and values with appropriate hand.wringing in the background by 
leftists from the world of show business. 

One cannot help but contrast this with the 1V program put together by Jerry 
Falwell earlier in the year~ Instead of attacking liberals, Falwell devoted 
his time to promoting prayer in schools. Instead of hitting only friendly 
markets, Falwell blanketed the entire country. Instead of doom and gloom, 
he spoke positively. Instead of Burt Lancaster, he gave them the Liberty 
Baptist College choir. 

We are inclined to think that Falwell got the best of it. His school prayer 
program has resulted in 50,000 new contributors to the Moral Majority every 
month since they started showing it. Indeed, the M:lral Majority is turning 
into a working majority, having grown to three times its size since 1980. 

Back when Lear was blazing the trail for vulgarities on television, he 
probably said he was only giving the .American people what they wanted to 
But one is left with the feeling that what the people want is not Lear's 
.American Way but Falwell's, or a reasonable facsimile thereof. 

~ ·. '\ •~ - -Washington Times 
November 2, 1982 

Abortion Law Repealed Under Fire 
Cape Girardeau, M) - - Faced with a lengthy battle in court, the Cape Girardeau 
City Council has voted to repeal an abortion ordinance requiring notification 
of fathers. Repeal of the ordinance, adopted September 20, came during an 
hour -long meeting Monday night. Under the ordinance, the City would also 
have had the right to inspect facilities where abortions were perfonned. 

Dr. Bol ivar M. Escobedo, Director of the Cape Girardeau Gynecological Center, 
challenged legality of the ordinance short1.y after its passage. U. S. District 
Court Judge Wil1iam L. Htmgate granted the Center a temporary injunction against 
enforcement of the ordinance October 1. 
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Midtenn Madness~ Has the Reagan Era Ended? 
Just as the frenzied. television campaign ads came to a halt on November 3, 
news retun1S £ran all across the nation read: ''Democrats Surge Back," 
"Reaganomics Rejected., 11 "Democrats Make Substantial Gains." Yet, if we 
would just remove ourselves £ran the view of our television sets and the 
''Eyewitness Reports" of the liberal press, we might return to the realities 
of this year's midtenn election. 

First of all, the major question to be decided a; the polls in 1982_, only 24 
months after the "Reagan Landslide," was: Will the Reagan conservative 
coalition in Congress be defeated.? In order to best answer this question, 
factual observations should be presented. regarding the results of the Reagan 
midtenn. 

It is of major significance to note that Republians preserved their 54 to 46 
Senate majOir ity fuesday, losing two seats to the Democrats but also gaining 
two, including the Nevada seat that for 24 years has been held by Howard 
Cannon. In the House ·of Representatives, only 14 of the 52 freshman Reagan 
Republicans elected in 1980 suffered. defeat in this year's midte:nn. 

In addition, three liberal Democratic incumbents were defeated.. ·Of the 
surviving Democrats, many were the Boll Weevils who helped Reagan shape and 
pass his economic program in the last Congress; these conservative southerners 
suffetoo ·m ·1osses. On the other hand, six of the roughly 30 northern Repub
lican Gyp_sy Moths who banded together against Reagan policies were beaten. 

Finally,_ it is a fact that the Democratic net gain in the House of Represen
tatives was 26 seats. Yet, in view of the historical precedent in midtenn 
year elections, how substantia1 were these Democratic gains? 

U. S. News and World Report, November 1, 1982, reJJorted. that the 
of seats in the U. S. House lost by the party in the White 1-buse in non
presidential election '.years was 36. The highest recorded. Democratic loss 
took place in 1938 under the Presidency of Franklin Roosevelt totaling 71 
seats; a Republican losing record of 75 House seats occurred. in 1922 rmder 
President Warren Harding. 

The statistical bottom line being that the average midterm loss of both parties 
combined is 36 seats in the House of Representatives. This year the Reagan 
Republicans lost only 26 and that's ten points better than the national average. 

When .American citizens closed the voting booth curtain in 1982, they also 
Closed the mouths of liberal critics who are always quick to cri tic,ize, yet 
lacking alternative .,solutions to our national problems. 

Has the Reagan Era ended? I' 11 let you make the decision 

I •, 
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Arkansas 
The state chai1man of the M:>ral Majority called Senator Jesse Helms' office 
on September 24 to apologize for what he called the ntde behavior of Senator 
Dale Bumpers (D-AR) during debate on a prayer-in-the-schools proposal. 

T,he Rev. Roy McLaughlin, pastor of First Baptist Church of Violonia, said 
Bumpers was rude to Helms (R-NC) on the floor of the U. S. Senate on Wednesday. 
McLaughlin said he did not talk with Helms personally, but told an aide in his 
Washington office to relay his apology. 

In a nationally reported exchange between the two, Bumpers erroneously referred 
to Helms as "the Senator from South Carolina." l'He moved me across the line," 
Helms said. "I apologize to the other state," Btnnpers replied. 

McLaughlin said in a telephone interview that he didn't fault Bumpers for 
being human and making a mistake, but did fault )riin for making the 1ude canment. 
McLaughlin also criticized Bumpers for supporting a liberal filibuster against 
a measure in favor of school prayer. 

"It is very regretful we have a Senator who says he is personally opposed to 
abortion but continues to vote to continue federal funding for abortion," 
McLaughlin said. "Senator Bumpers also says he is not against school prayer, 
yet he continues to vote against school prayer." 

Minnesota 

' ---~ •. ~:t' l~ ~ '~ 1 {$111 
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Minnesota conservative 1.eader Sandra Singer reported on November 11 that State 
Senator Allen Spear (D-MN) may be the new chaiiman of the Juiiciary C'.ommittee 
in the Minnesota Senate. 

Spear, a self-proclaimed homosexual state legislator, was one of the f irs·t 
gay political leaders to "cane out of the closet." Despite his tenure in 
the State Senate, he has no real legal or judicial experience as qualifica
tions for this appointed position. There are many alternative ranking 
democratic leaders who are better qualified for the chaiimanship. 

Yet, Minnesota Senate Majority Leader Roger Mole insists that Allen Spear is 
"the man for the job." 

The state's Democratic leadership has certainly made it evident that experience 
in a related field is not an important element for appointments to corrnnittee 
positions. What is important? In this case, i\ was so that the nominee could 
use the chaiimanship to promote his amoral, liberal position on a par ticular 
moral issue - - HCM'.)SEXUALI'IY. 

Moral Majority affiliates in Minnesota are expected to oppose the Spear 
nomination for the Judiciary C'.ommittee chai1manship. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHING T ON 

March 25, 1982 

Dear Secretary Watt: 

Attached is my r ecent e xchange of 
correspondence with Cal Thomas of the 
Moral Majority. 

I think they have an excellent program 
beginning at their Family Center. If 
Dr. Falwell . makes a success of this, I tm 
convinced that his example will be imitated 
by pa s t ors t hroughout the count ry . 

I hope you can accept their invitati on 
to Lynchburg . 

Sincere ly, 

#JI~ 
Morton C. Blackwell 
Special Assistant to the President 

The Honorable James Watt 
Secretary of Interior 
Washington, D.C. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 14, 1983 

MEETING WITH DR. JERRY FALWELL 

DATE: March 15, 1983 
LOCATION: Oval Office 
TIME: 4:30 p.m. 

FROM: Faith Ryan Whittlesey 

I. PURPOSE 

To recognize firm support by Dr. Jerry Falwell 

II. BACKGROUND 

Dr. Falwell, an Independent Baptist, is head of 
four major organizations headquartered in Lynchburg, 
Virginia: 

Thomas Road Baptist Church, congregation of 1 9,000. 
Old Time Gospel Hour broadcasts, including Sunday 
programs on more than 400 TV stations and dai ly 
programs on more than 500 radio stations. Adding 
50,000 supporters monthly. 
Liberty Baptist schools, ·with .more than 5,000 
students through the college levels. 
The Moral Majority, a national conservative l obby 
with $60 million per year budget, adding 11,000 
members monthly. Its monthly newsletter is mailed 
to 560,000 homes. 

Unlike some other national conservative organization 
leaders, Dr. Falwell has never criticized you o r 
Reagan Administration policy. He has been strongly 
supportive on economic and social issues. This week 
he announced Moral Majority's main goal for 1983 is 
to combat the nuclear freeze movement. 

III. PARTICIPANTS 

Dr. Jerry Falwell 

IV. PRESS PLAN 

White House Photographer 

V. SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 

4:30 p.m. 
4:45 p.m. 

Dr. Falwell arrives 
Dr. Falwell leaves 

Attachement: Talking Points 

I 

I 



SUGGESTED TALKING POINTS FOR MEETING WITH 

DR. JERRY FALWELL 

I want to thank you for the strong support you have 
given me on your ·television programs, in your publications 
and in your public statements. 

Your full page ad on the nuclear freeze issue last week 
in the Washington Times was ·excellent. I really 
apprec~ate your support in this area. 

At a time when leaders of some conservative groups 
have begun to criticize our Administration, your 
steady support has been most helpful. 

I am interested in your view of what we should do to 
recapture the enthusiasm in the fundamentalist and 
evangelical community. Clearly their political 
activism declined between 1980 and 1982. 

What was the effect of my recent speeches to the 
National Religious Broadcasters and the National 
Association of Evangelicals? 

By the way, I'm told that my new A~sistant for Public 
Liaison, Faith Whittlesey, has approved a full time 
volunteer slot here this spring for Ed Crowell, one 
of your student leaders from Liberty Baptist College 

I 
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ME MORAN D UM 

THE WHI TE HO USE 

WASH I NGTON 

June 7, 1982 

TO: 

FROM: 

Ken Cribb 

Morton C. Blackwell 1(1, 
I suggest no response to this letter . 

Cal Thomas wrote me to this same effect. Sometimes he 
just blows off steam I wrote him a strong reply(attached) 
and subsequently spoke to Dr. Falwell about this matter. 

Falwell 
that he 
length . 
access. 

suggested that my response closed the issue and 
saw no evidence that he was being held at arms 
Quite the contrary , he feels he has had good 
Falwell is a strong and consistent supporter . 
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Dear Cal: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 25, 1982 

I presume that the tone of your letter to me of 
March 23 was at least to some extent calculated. 

While there is surely room for improvement in the 
recognition and support which the President and his 
Administration have given to key elements of our winn ing 
coalition, it's far from accurate to say there has b e en 
a decision to hold Dr. Falwell at arms distance, much less W 
"turn a deaf ear, as well as their backs, and pretend that 
we don't exist." 

Since the inauguration, we have been able to a r range 
numerous occasions for Dr. Falwell to be with -the :Pr esident, 
some of them rather intimate. The President has al s o, 
on his own initiative, phoned Jerry. I think it is fair 
to say that the President has had more contacts with 
Jerry than with any other religious leader. 

I have sent your March 23 letter, per your suggestion, 
to Secretary Watt with a strong suggestion that he accept . . 
your invitation. _ I tm prepared to work diligently wi th . 
you to obtain an appropriate Administration representative. 

I think itts vital that we all keep the faith, 
realize that we ·are in a long ballgame, and recogni ze . 
that major progress can be made only through the accumulation 
of incremental gains. · 

Cordially, 

Morton C. Blackwell 
Special Assistant to the President 

Mr. Cal Thomas 
Vice President for Communications 
The Moral Majority, Inc. 
National Capitol Office 
500 Alleghany Avenue 
Lynchburg, Virginia 24501 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 6, 1982 

Mr. Cal Thomas · 
v·ce President for Communications 
The Moral Ma'ority, Inc. 

Alleghany Avenue 
Lynchburg, Virginia 24501 

Dear Cal: 

I have your letter of March 30 and the copy you sent of the 
March 24 letter from Newsweek. 

In response to a question, Dr. Falwell said he was voting the 
straight Republican ticket last November. This statement, just 
before the election, was an endorsement and was reported as such. 

In my view, that statement helped far more than it hurt, but it 
was too close to the election to have much of an impact. If cer
tain party leaders and the decision makers in the Coleman campaign 
had encouraged rather than spurned the input from our people in the 
party, things almost certainly would have turned out better. 

Whether or not Newsweek actually had sources in the White House who 
suggest Dr. Falwell's influence is on the wane, the suggestion is 
not correct. His access here is undiminished. By every measure 
the organizations he leads are growing, showing that growth in con
tributions, numbers of people involved, and expertise at all levels. 
If we let distrust be spread within our winning coalition by unat
tributed remarks in opposition publicatons, we only show political 
immaturity. 

With respect to incrementalism, the fact is that it works. It is 
unrealistic to expect to undo fifty years of bad increments in one 
year or even in one presidential term. We can argue over whether 
or not the increments of change in the right direction have been as 
large as possible, but the incremental nature of the solution to our 
problems is to me beyond question. 

Quintus Fabius Maximus used incrementalism to wear down the forces 
of Hannibal, one of the greatest military geniuses of all history. 
British socialists, calling themselves Fabians, incrementally dis
manteled the greatest economic and military power the world has 
even seen, the British Empire. 
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You are cor~ect that we could expect incrementalism from a 
liberal Democratic administration. It worked for them. Like 
most political techniques, it is philosophically neutral. It 
will work for us if we do not slacken our resolve to do all that 
must be done over time. 

Wish that our foes discard incrementalism. If they do, they will 
find themselves losing most battles. -A foolish belief in the pos
sibility of total, instant victory is a prescription for unrealistic 
hopes and early disillusionment at the grassroots. 

I greatly enjoyed my trip for the President to Lynchburg for the 
opening of the Family Center. It is an excellent program and 
should serve as a model across the country. I particularly enjoyed 
the chance for a long coversation with Dr. Falwell. 

Sincerely, 

.ff)/~ 
Morton C. Blackwel l 
Special Assistant to the .President 

BCC: Dr. Ron Godwin 
Paul Weyrich 
Ed McAteer 
Terry Dolan 
Howard Phillips 
Richard A. Viguerie 
Ed Rollins 
Joe Coors 
Huck Walther 
Reed Larson 

I 

. I 
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500 ALLEGHANY AVENUE 
LYNCHBURG, VIRGINIA 24501 

(804) 528-0070 

CAL THOMAS 
VICE PRESIDENT FOR COMMUNICATIONS 

Mr. M:>rton Blackwell 
Office of Public Liaison 
'!he White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear .Morton, 

March 30, 1982. 

In view of rur recent exchange of letters, I thought 
you might be interested in Newsweek's idea of the J 

Write House relatirnship with Falwell. They are referring 
to a letter I wrote last Decenber in respcnse to a Perisc 
piece which asserted that Falwell had endorsed Marshall 
Coleman in the Governor's race and that's my he lost 
(Falwell did no such thing, but facts never get in 
Newsweek's way) • 

I was also intrigued by your use of the word 
"incremental" to describe the gains we are hopeful of 
making. I thought we could expect nore than "increrrental •· 
gains with ooe of our "own" in the White House. It seems 
tone that "increnental" would be sarething ooe could 
hope for with a liberal Deroccratic Administratirn. 

~.ppreciate the crnflicting pressures you are under 
and thanks for staying in tcuch If Elizabeth Dole 
can attend the Saturday opening, that would be nice. 
I understand she has been asked by Senator Jepsen's 
office. 

Sincerely, 

DR. JERRY FALWELL, PRESIDENT 

. ., 
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Newsweek· 
444 MADISON AVENUE • NEW YORK, N.Y. 10022 

March 24, 1982 

Cal Thomas 
The Moral Majority, Inc. 
500 Alleghany Avenue 
Lynchburg, Virginia 24501 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

Thank you for your comments on our Dec. 7 Per
iscope item regarding the Rev. Jerry Falwell. Your 
analysis of J. Marshall Coleman's loss in last 
year's contest for the governorship of Virginia was 
read with interest here, and we wish our limited 
space had allowed us to publish it in our Letters 
column. 

The fact remains, however, that political ana
lysts at the White House viewed the election re
sults in a somewhat different light, and as we re
ported, they concluded that Republican candidates 
would be well-advised in the future to avoid Fal
well's endorsement. Whether or not the analysts 
(and the Republican National Committee) assessed 
the feelings of the electorate accurately, their 
reading of the situation does help explain a de
cline in Falwell's influence within the existing 
power structure of the GOP. 

Since we receive more than a thousand letters 
a week, we are unable to answer most of them per
sonally. But even if we cannot reply, we do con
sider all our mail for the Letters column and no
tify every reader whose letter we are able to pub
lish. We appreciate your continuing interest in 
Newsweek and look forward to hearing from you 
again. 

Sincerely, 

.. s :-----t 
Sam Seibert 
For the Editors 



Dear Jerry: 

Your administrative assistant, Nelson Keener, kindly sent me a 

copy of a news clipping apparently from a Texas newspaper, attached. 

While I really appreciate your enthusiastic remarks about the 

President, I am concerned at the suggestion by the newspaper that 

you have "no plans for getting involved in the 1982 elections." 

Jerry, I am sure you understand that our great public policy 

problems in this country developed over two generations. No single 

election year, no single Congress, no single President can put 

things aright. We are in a long ballgame. 

Most of our important Congressional victories of 1980 were by 

very narrow margins. The Reagan winning coalition has the potential 

to become the normal governing majority in America, just as the 

Roosevelt coalition did in the 1930's. For this country to enjoy 

the turnaround it needs will require the enthusiastic participation 

for many years of all the major elements of the President's -
winning coalition. Absent any major factor, we are back on the road 

to certain disaster. 

Conservative strength is today, as it has always been, at the 

gras~ots. I believe that responsible conservative leaders should 
'-

have two general goals in 1982: 

1. Max imizing conservative impact on the public policy 

decision making process. 

2. Max imizing conservative grass-roots impact on the 1982 elections. 

~ t r o~blc is tbat~ometimes number 1 has the potential to 

conflict with number 2. Most of the new activists in the winning 

coalition are not politically sophisticated. Some of these 
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newcomers ftme filled with dedication and energy, ~ don't yet 
) 

know that Senators represent whole states and have six year terms. 

~ ia a danger-t.ba~ ~ focusing graseoots attention on 

problems in the current public policy process, they might 

become convinced that the 1980 elections accomplished nothing, 
~ -.11 ""-,~-,"' 

or, worse, political action ~ is unavailing. 

" ~ ~ 6onservative leaders outside government have an 
/t 

obligation to direct their supporters in constructive channels. 

This is a heavy responsibility. 

..I---bc:licv.e it is certe.ii.. ffl•t. @u r chances to make progress 

on issues which are important to the President and to you f 
~ 'O 

will be crippled unless we consolidate the victories of 1980 Jt ~ 
__ ),,,/~ with further gains in 1982. ~ ~ 

~ ftie potential is there for such gains, ~ ( 

ry to what most pundits predict. Jl,1,v,tL J~1e,-v,J,s -n,.. wkJr 

Your efforts in voter registration also undoubtedly provided 

the winning margins for many fine candidates You ~ 

to their have been a leader in 

obligation to partici ate in our free political system , 

The newspaper article implies that you may be on the sidelines 

pol i tica lly this year. From our p rev i ous conve rsations , I 
1
1 '1ee,rc'4-

believe that this is -wren~. I pray it is not so. 

Cordially, 



E L M PE H 
LYNCHBURG, VIRGINIA 24514 
804•528-4112 

JERRY FALWELL 
PRESIDENT 

Mr. Morton Blackwell 
Office of Public Liaison 
Executive Office Building 
Room 134 
Washington, D. C. 20500 

Dear Morton: 

March 4, 1982 

Enclosed are copies of several articles from 
interviews which Jerry Falwell gave to several news
papers in Texas and Louisiana last week. 

Jerry wanted me to pass these on to you so the 
White House staff and the President would know he is 
standing behind the Administration. 

If possible, would you please see that the Presi
dent receives these. 

NK/dew 

Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

elson Keener ~ 
Administrative Assistant to 
Jerry Falwell 

P.S. I have also sent these copies to Ed Meese. 

M d10 Out, ch of Thomas Road Baptist Church 



in January was 2,239. There were 
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prospered, he wanted to leave state 
service. 

appointment to admin-ister· Ule 32,000-
(See * FISCHER, Page 8-B) 

Falwell lauds 
God, Reagan 

By RANDY McCLAIN 
Advocate staff writer · . : .. , ./ 

The Rev. Jerry Falwell oversees a $70 ml~llon;evangelical 
empire, but the televis~on-age preacher does~l l,ilt~}ri;dwell on: 
bow much money he raises. :-.· i. /,,./ · ·; 

"I don't think there's a problem with how mu~ltmo~com~ in,· 
it's what we do with it that counts," Falwell said at a press 
conference Monday in Baton Rouge. . · ' . . 

What Falwell does with the cash is continue to run a multi
million dollar radio and television empire, fund oyerseas religious 
missions and unabashedly campaign for a return to that old-time. 
religion and conservative politics in America; . 

Falwell, leader of Moral Majority Inc. and a nationally-known 
Baptist preacher with headquarters in Lynchburg, V~-• came to 
Baton Rouge to speak at the Bayou State 8ib~e ,Conference 
Monday night and to spread the gospel ol"a return to moral 
conservatism. . . . ' 

He used the opportunity to speak in favor of Republican 
President Reagan and Louisiana Gov. Treen, the latter wbom be 
praised for signing into law a controversiaJ bill re,qulring the 
teaching of scientific creationism along with evpl~tiQnary theory 
in public schools. . . : · . -:· · · 

"I think Mr. Reagan is the finest preside~t we ~~ve bad in mi 
lifetime," Falwell said. "There's no question wb~~_be'• trying todo 
is turn this__country around. This couJitry has ~n ·on a 49-year 
drunk with socialism since Franklin Roose~J\'r New Deal, and 
President Reagan is redirecting ~e nation.· JV/,:: . 

strong. . .. , '. . ;·: 
,, . . 1-,~ -

"0ur president is rebuilding the military, ~~d .. ',!~ ainly 

The Rev. Jerry Falwell talks at a Baton Rouge 

press conference Monda_y. 

"The president has thrown himselhrith abandon into rebuilding 
this country. He knows we're not going ~S1'Y f~ Jf wl _ tstay 

support him in that. One of the four tenets of the:ldotj ity is 
a strong military defense. That's the best aeferise aga1ns war, 

(See * FALWELL, Page 12-B) 
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j~ntinued f~m Page 1-B) 

humanly speaking," Falwell said. 
· "But there is a question whether 

military might alone can stop what is 
happening around the world,'' the neatly 
groomed preacher said. · 

"The only real hope for men is through a 
personal relationship with God through 
Jesus Christ. Moral re-armament is the 
only way to be really strong. God blesses a 
people who live by his word." 

"I have trouble looking 25 years down 
the road and seeing who is going to 

. straighten out the world. The only hope I 
see is the coming of the Lord," Falwell 
added. 

"I try to plan as if I had 100 years left, 
but I live as if this is the last dav." 

Falwell also lives by his belief that there 
is a place for God's word in the politics of 
the nation. 

He uses funds raised through Moral 
Majority Inc. to campaign for 
conservative politicians. He threw his 
support behind Reagan's successful 
presidential campaign. 

Falwell sees nothing wrong with ~ing a 
religious yardstick to measure the worth 
of a politician. 

"I believe the church and state should be 
separate. but a person's religious 
convictions will always well over into 
what be does. I don't think the founding 
fathers of this nation bad in mind the 
separation of Gcd and state, only the 
separation of church and state." 

Falwell takes obvious pleasure in the 
success of his Moral Majority's campaigns 
on behalf of conservative candidates and 

Grain· dealers 
books. are .. ,. 

fundamentalist issues. 
"I think we've been very effective 

lobbying on the pro-life issue, in exposing 
pornography as a cancer in this country 
and fighting against the drug traffic. We 
·try to deal with traditional family values,'' 
Falwell said. 

"Moral Majority members don't vote 
along Republican or Democratic lines, 
they vote along ideological lines. We all 
agree on the shared moral values that we 
espouse." 

Falwell said he believes the Moral 
Majority's entry into national politics is a 
symptom of a return to moral 
conservatism in the United States. 

"Our people are getting involved in 
politics. Because of that, many senators 
have become unemployed and many 
liberals in Con2t'e~ are no longer there," 

Falwell said. 
"It looks like we've come to the place in 

our history where the American Civil 
Liberties Union and the secular humanisb 
couldn't care less what the people want," 
he added. "The liberal establishment in 
America is bankrupt. Liberalism has no 
message today for a world that is in trouble 
and is desperately looking for an answer." . 

Although Falwell said he believes he 
provides at least part of the answer with 
his televised sermons and frequent 
personal appearances across the country, 
he also says he supports other people's 
rights to hold different views. 

"The news media across the nation have 
done a real job on the Moral Majority. The 
image that has come across is that we are 
thousands of religious ayatollahs out there 
preaching that everybody is going to have 

to live by our rules. That's just not the 
case,'' Falwell said. 

However, Falwell points to nationwide 
polls in support of the contention that his 
beliefs on major issues are in tune with 
those of the majority of Americans. 

"When you speak of polls, 76 percent of 
all Americans ·want voluntary prayer and 
Bible reading in schools. I believe that 
voluntary prayer is a constitutional right " 
be said, adding that he doesn't suppo~t 
Bible reading in schools because he would 
want to know whose Bible would be read. 

"Also, the majority of people support the 
teaching of creationism." 

Falwell said his organization 
contributed $5,000 toward the defense of a 
creationism law in Arkansas, and he said it 
would do the same in defense of the 
Louisiana law, 1:f asked. 
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cent desegregation order. The main -~uilding of the school, condition of the school has . been portable b?ildin 

Falwell predicts 
l term for Reagan 
EVclngelist says president makes 
right but unpopular decisions 
By Helen Parmley members do not have to agree on 
Religion Editor of The News everything to unite "when it 

- counts." 
Evangelist Jerry Falwell said "I am so pleased with the Presi-

Wednesday he ha~ doubts that Ron- · dent," be said. "I trust him so im• 
ald Reagan is planning for a second plicitly in tfie direction he is going 
term as president. that I don't feel he is selling out or 

"The kinds. of decisions he has shirking. I think he has a good 
made are so right and at the same team and Bush has been a good sec
time are so unpopular that I have to ond man for him." 
think that what he is doing is out of Unlike many of his New Right 
a deep heart-felt conviction, with cohorts, Falwell also said he has no 
no concern for Ronald Reagan," plans for getting involved in the_ 
Falwell said. 1982 elections. 

"I sometimes think he has no "This year, crucial races don't 
plans for a second term in office." exist," he said. "Most of the prob-

Falwell is in the area for a lem people were defeated in 1980. I 
speaking engagement . in Fort suppose all conservatives would 
Worth and fund-raising effort like to see Sen. (Edward) Kennedy 
Thursday for his Liberty Baptist defeated, but I don't think that's re-
College in Virginia. alistic." 

As founder and president of the Falwell said he is satisfied that 
Moral Majority, he is the most some form of anti-abortion legisla
widely known and recognized tion _ either a human rights 
leader of the religious New Right, amendment or a states' rights bill 
which emerged as a political force _ will be ratified by Congress this 
during the 1980 elections. year. He said he also is pleased that 

The coalition of New Right polit· Reagan is holding to his promise 
ical and religious organizations for a military buildup as "the only 
gave its support to Reagan as the deterrent to war." 
most likely candidate to promote on foreign policy, Falwell said 
conservative causes. he "probably would have been a lit• 

Many of those leaders now are 
openly criticizing Reagan for load
ing his staff with "non-Reagan
ites," including Vice President 
George Bush, and for "weak ac
tion" on getting legislation passed 
to ban abortion, put prayer in 
schools and approve tuition tax 
credits for parochial schools. 

But Falwell says the coalition 

Jerry Falwell . .. 
"I trust him 
(Reagan) so im
plicitly in the di
rection he is going 
that I don't feel he 
is selling out or 
shirking." 

tie tougher" on the Poland issue 
than the Reagan administration 
has been. But he added, "For• 
tunately, we have a pope who is 
both Polish and courageous and 
does not hesitate to use the influ
ence of the papacy." 

Calling Reagan's speech 
Wednesday on El Salvador a 

See ONE on Page 26A. 
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.... c"cuu unernoons, with limited access to the aec 
area. car1 

Jen: 
Blackburn said he wouldn't mind. ert} 
"I think it (the proposal) would be an excel- ing 

lent move," he said. "In two weekends, the au• C 
thorities would be able to decide whether they-
have the problem controlled or not." Jam 

The Dallas Park and Recreation Board will Law 
consider the t-way proposal Thursday. An aide to mail 
City Council member Lee Simpson, who helped 

Irving to oppose 
Mid-Cities Bureau of The News 

IRVING - The Irving City Coun
cil has voted to join other Texas 
Municipal League cities in oppos
ing a $188 million rate increase re
quest by Texas Power.& Light Co. 

One term 
predicted 
for Reagan 

Continued from Page 2SA. 
"masterpiece," Falwell said, "What 
we learned is that the Western 
Hemisphere is us and we are in il to 
stand together and to fall together. 
We have to stand together against 
Castro, who is Brezhnev's stooge." 

Speaking on another concern of 
the New Right coalition during and 
since the 1980 elections - sex and 
violence on television - Falwell 
acknowledged a "vast improve
ment." 

He explained why Moral Major
ity has elected not to participate in 
a boycott being planned by the Coa
lition for Better Television against 
a particular television sponsor. 

"I feel the networks are making 
a responsible effort to improve 
their programming," Falwell said. 
"Our suveys indicate improvement 
in they way they have been pr~ 
gramming sex, profanity and 
violence. 

"We were particularly surprised 
by a 6 percent improvement in the 
way they presented violence. Our 
goals are identical to those of the 
Coalition, but we would like to see 
if the trend (by the networks) con
tinues." 
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Atty. Bill Wood sai 
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pharmacist who se 
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and interest. 
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Group hasn't lost 
clout, Falwell says 

Bv BILL WALKER 
Star-Telegram Writer 

The Moral Majority has lost none of 
its political clout and is not softening 
its stands on moral issues, the Rev. 
Jerry Falwell said here Wednesday. 

If either case seems true, it is be
cause Moral Majority is no longer an 
outsider in religious and political cir
cles, said Falwell, president of the 
group that gained prominence in the 
1980 national elections. He was in 
Fort Worth to address the national 
convention of the Bible Baptist Fel
lowship, with which his 16,000-mem
berchurch in Lynchburg, Va., is asso
ciated. 

"When we first came on the scene, 
we were looked at as stepchildren in 
American society," Falwell said in an 

interview before his speech at Will 
Rogers Memorial Auditorium. 
"When you're on the outside, you 
have to yell pretty loudly to get in. 
Now we're inside." 

The past year has been checkered 
for Falwell and his religious-political 
lobby group. Media researchers said 
the audience for his televised church 
services was far less than what 
Falwell had reported. Moral Majority 
officers committed verbal gaffes for 
which Falwell apologized. 

And Falwell's claims of political in
fluence with President Reagan after 
the elections was clouded by the pres
ident's appointment of U.S. Supreme __ 
Court Justice Sandra Day O'Connor, 

Please see Falwell on Page 2 
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--Reaganaccusecic~i; ~;;;;iemati• 
cally fomenting violent revolution in 
Cebtral America by training and 
arming guerrillas. He specifically 
blamed the Sandinista government 

-- --•--~~..-..~d- •--•- ... - •-••-• '1.--•·• · 
"neighbors by the sea" who are "un
der economic siege," Reagan made 
Cive specific proposals: 

• Creation o{ a one-way, Cree-trade 
zone that will enable Caribbean prod- . 

.., _ __ _ ___ _ - - - · · ---'--•-~- __ h. - · -·-· 
ican investment in the region. 

• Expansion of economic assist
ance this fiscal year to particularly 
hard-hit countries. ' Of the $350 mil• 
lion increase, Reagan said, much 

- ---- ------ ___ , --~-- .A --··-
da and Venezuela to coordinate de-
velopment efforts. Each of the three 
countries has its own development 
program for the region, Reagan 
noted. 

Falwell says grout:? still has clout 
Continued from Pa1e I 

against the wishes of the Moral Ma
jority and other New Right groups. 

FalwellagreedWednesdaythathis 
profile has been lower in recent 
months, but he said the Moral Majori
ty actually is gaining support. He said 
his organization received 33 percent 
more letters from supporters in 1981 
than in 1980, and revenues from his 
various ministries - estimated at 
nearly $60 million annually- rose by 
25 percent. 

The increase in support has come 
not because he deliberately has 
moved toward more moderate views, 
but because people now understand 
more clearly what his views really 
are Falwell said. 

"i think I've shown in the last year 
that I'm not an ayatollah trying to 
force what Lbelieve down e•,eryone 
else's throats:· he said. 

One indication of tha may be the 
Moral Majority's refusal to join next 
week's planned boycott against the 
sponsors of network television pro
grams. Last summe__r~loral Majority 
and the Coalition for Better Televi
sion threatened that their members 
would stop buying sponsors' prod
ucts if the sexual content of pro
grams was not reduced. 

That boycott was canceled when 
Procter & Gamble, television's big
gest advertiser, told Falwell and coa
lition President Donald Wildmon 
that the company was "listening 
carefully" to their concerns. Wild
mon is expected to announce Tues
day which sponsoring company has 
been picked for a boycott by mem
bers of the 1,800 churches and organ-

Star-Telegram/VINCE HEPTIG 

REV.JERRY FALWELL 
... at Fort Worth speech 

izations he says are members of the 
coalition. But this time Moral Majori
ty is staying out. 

"We believe it would be irresponsi
ble to participate in the boycott ," 
Falwell said. "We sitnply believe the 
networks have made an honest at
tempt lo clean up their program
ming." 

Programming surveys by Moral 
Majority members over a three
month period show "a 27-percent de
crease in gratuitous sex scenes, a 13-
percent improvement in profanity 
and &percent less violence than last 
year," Falwell said. Last year's 

Insurance proof broadened 

thteatened boycott was a main force 
behind those trends, he said. 

Falwell said Moral Majority wishes 
the Coalition for Better Television 
well and still considers itself a mem
ber. But in a telephone interview 
Wednesday from Tupelo, Miss., Wild
mon said Falwell's group no longer is 
associated with his. 

"Their support was not crucial," 
said Wildmon, a United Methodist 
minister. "If I thought that Jerry 
Falwell was crucial to what I am 
doing, I wouldn't be proceeding with 
this." 

Falwell declined to comment on 
Wildmon's remarks because Wild· 
mon has not communicated those 
feelings to him, he said. 

President Reagan is another rea
son why Moral Majority is quieter 
now, Falwell said. 

"We now have a president who 
agrees with every position Moral Ma
jority represents," said Falwell. "I 
think he's the greatest president of 
my lifetime and he has our total sup
port." 

Reagan placed a personal call to 
Falwell before he announced Mrs. 
O'Connor's nomination. Falwell said 
he has not spoken personally with the 
president since then, but that "top 
White House aides" regularly brief 
Moral Majorit-y staff members about 
presidential decisions affecting is
sues of importance to the group. 

The Moral Majority sponsored a po
litical-action workshop in Fort 
Worth last weekend. But Falwell said 
the group's involvement in the 1982 
congressional campaigns will be 
slight. 

"There are very few crucial elec• 
tionsthistime,"Falwellsaid. "Mosrof 
the people who were a threat to this 
country's moral and political con
servatism, we got rid of last time." 

Growing dissatisfaction with 
Reagan's economic policies. both by 
politicians and mainline clergymen, 
doesn't bother him. Falwell said. He 
said church leaders whocriticizecuts 
in federal social-aid programs should 
instead respond to Reagan's chal
lenge to provide more locally based 
charity. 

"The country is ju~t bankrupt and 
can no longer provide ~those ser
vices," he said. "The churches can 
and the churches must." 

That means that churches and lo
cal charities must find ways to pro
vide long-term care for the needy 
instead of the emergency aid they are 
accus_tomed to giving, Falwell said. 

Conservative evangelical church
es like his own and the 5,000 congre
gations in the Bible Baptist Fellow
ship tradiiionally have not been in
volved in organized aid to the needy, 
Falwell agreed. But he said that more 
fundamentalist churches are re
sponding to those needs, and in his 
sermon he urged the 3,000 conven
tion delegates to do their part. 

Convention officials said they 
received reports that several groups 
planned to demonstrate outside the 
hall in protest of Falwell's appear
ance, but little of that materialized. 
Four members of the Tarrant County 
Gay Alliance walked outside the au
ditorium's main entrance, carrying 
signs with slogans such as "The Moral 
Majority is neither." 
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A PERSONAL WORD 

M.M. Inc. 
Leadership 
Publication 

National Office 

As we go to press with this Inside the MJral Majority report, Carl Godwin has just 
called me and told me that Everett Sileven's clrurch will again be padlocked tomorrow 
at 12: 00 noon. With the pastor in jail and the duirch locked, the State Department 
of Education will have temporarily, at least, stamped out one clrurch. school in the 
state of Nebraska. 

But not only are we not g1v1ng up, we have, I think, the best plan of action yet 
conceived for winning a victory in the state of Nebraska. The plan involves several 
steps. Step ltl is to mount a media blitz beginning in one more week, which will 
blanket the state of Nebraska with television commercials, radio spots, and news
paper advertisements telling our story to the people of Nebraska. We intend to 
stop holding rallies to encourage ourselves and persuade the already persuaded. and 
spend our time and money between now and the next meeting of the legislature to 
reach the 11 million citizens of the entire state of Nebraska. 

The second phase of the program involves hiring a person to contact the national 
media and get this story into the press on a national level in constant and 
repetitive fashion. This person will work out of Washington, D.C. and will 
constantly call na~ional papers, magazines, and tele~is~on producers. 

The third phase will involve bringing in a professional lobbyist provided by my 
good friend, Mr. Paul Weyrich, who will personally lobby every senator running for 
office to see who stands where on this issue. 

By taking our story to the people of Nebraska, by getting our story in the national 
media, and by professionally lobbying senate candidates, we think we can do sore
thing about this problem, or at least have the greatest chance of doing something 
about it, between now and January. 

Oh yes, we are dedicating the major part of the next MJral Majority Report coming 
out next week to the Nebraska crisis, and we are also helping Carl Godwin mail an 
appeal for help to over 70,000 religious leaders around the cotmtry. It is an 
llllprecedented move for us to allow Carl to mail to our mailing list, but that is 
how deeply we feel about this issue and how ruch we want to help Everett Sileven, 
Carl Godwin, and the other church school leaders in the state of Nebraska. We 
intend to spend over $100,000 if necessary on this campaign, and we are asking 
pastors all over the colllltry to help Carl, not us, in his fight to lead the 22 
schools there. 

CONFIDFNTIAL OPINICN 
Ann Campbell, Conmissioner of the State Department of Education in Nebraska, was 
a paid lobbyist for the Nebraska State F.ducation Association before becaning head 
of the Department of Education. Her husbaIJ.d, I am told, continues to support 
the Association. The Nebraska State Education Association is the malevolent force 
behind the closing of the church schools. This public union is manipulating am 
using Ann Campbell and the State Department of Education to harass these schools 
out of existence, and NSEA.-financed state senators are voting to help the union 
accomplish its goal. This evil trinity, the Nebraska State F.ducation Association, 
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the State Department of Education, and NSEA-financed senators are the problem in the 
state of Nebraska. The issue is not quality education; the issue is control of 
education. And for scxne reason, the NSEA views these tiny clrurch schools as a 
threat to the tmion monopoly. We intend to tell the truth to the people of Nebraska, 
and we ask you to stand with us on this incredibly important issue. We will keep 
you posted on fast -breaking events as they occur. 

RELIGIOus ··FREEDCJvl DAY FOR NEBRASKANS: October 31, 1982 
Carl is asking pastors to declare October 31 Religious Freedom Day for Nebraskans and 
to take up offerings to help him in his battle for the minds of Nebraskans. Our men 
should lead by example and do a great job of raising funds. We are paying for the 
entire mailing sending money to Everett Sileven and 1.m.derwriting court costs. We, in 
fact, are going all out on this issue, and we hope you will also. 1 

CAMPAIGN TRAIL '82 
ERA'ers Target "E>irty Dozen" 

, , , --Dr. Ronald S. Godwin 

Or the Lack of Political ~rts in the Feminist 
Movement 

On J1.m.e 30, leaders of the pro-ERA movement issued a statement targeting 12 state 
legislators whom they said were "key players in key 1.m.ratified states, men woo 
engineered the ERA's defeat." The ERA'ers vowed to defeat these men in this year's 
election, calling the project: ''The Dirty Dozen Hit List." 

In reviewing the ERA hit list, some interesting political observations were raised as 
to the amo1.m.t of campaign knowledge in the feminist movement. 

(1) Of the 12 men targeted for defeat, only two are anti-ERA'ers up for elections-
Senator Darrpsey Barronin Florida and Speaker George Ryan in Illinois. This clearly 
points to a lac_k of research by the leaders of pro-ERA organizations. 

(2) Mvocates of the Equal Rights Amendment have not provided adequate ·political 
incentives for voting for the ERA. Senator Craig Lawing and Senator Kenneth Royal 
of North Carolina both voted pro-ERA. Yet, they were targeted as two of the 
''Dirty Dozen." This has been typical of the feminist movement. President Carter 
gave ERA'ers everything they wanted, incluiing the EX'IENSICN--and they backed 
Teddy Kennedy! 

(3) Rep. Thomas Hanahan of Illinois, Senator Floyd Lamb of Nevada, Lt. Governor 
Jinnny Green of North Carolina, and Senator Virgil Goode of Virginia are not 
running for re-election. Of course, the ERA PACS plan to take credit (as well 
as take the hard-earned financial contributions of uninfonned citizens) for the 
retirement of these legislators. ERA leaders have yet to learn that you cannot 
be successful through deceiving the .American public. 

(4) Carelessness is certainly nbt conducive to political victories. The remainder of 
the ''Dirty Dozen List" are running W10pposed in the election this year, so there 
is no way they can be defeated: Senator Richard Webster of Missouri, Senator 
Jim Gibson of Nevada, Senator Roy Boatner of Oklahcxna, and Speaker A. L. Philpott 
of Virginia. 
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Boastful feminists with their unlirruted access to the media are always making claims 
about how they are going to defeat anti-ERA legislators, but on election day the ERA'ers 
always come up short. The preceding observations may provide the women's libbers with 
some hard-sought reasons for their most recent failure at passing the ERA. 

A special thanks to the members of Eagle Fon.nn Inc. for disclosing the previous facts. 

HUSBAND LOSES BATTLE, WIFE ABORTS CHILD 
A Boonsboro, Maryland man failed last week to save the life of his child as his wife 
aborted the 9} week old fetus. 

Twenty-two-year-old Chris Fritz said he is ready to take his case all the way to the 
United States Supreme Court. Fritz's 22-year-old estranged wife, Bonny Ann Fritz, 

_evidently aborted her child in the 18-hour period between the time Judge James C. 
Morton stayed a lower court injllllction barring Mrs. Fritz from having an abortion 
and the time that the Maryland Court of Appeals reinstated the abortion ban. 

The Fritz's have a ten-month-old baby girl. Mr. Fritz says he will seek custody of 
his daughter when his wife files divorce proceedings in the next few weeks. 

"I feel if she's so cold-hearted she can kill one of my children, who's to say she 
won't take it out on my daughter because of how she feels about me," Fritz said. 

PRO-ABORTION FILIBUSTER SOCCEEDS 
Pro-abortion Senators last week ended hopes of enacting major pro-life legislation 
this year by employing their ''Last Ditch" parliamentary defense -- the filibuster. 

On September 15, pro-life leaders failed for a third time to obtain the 60 votes 
needed to curtail a filibuster which was conlucted against the Helms Amendment. 
Innnediately after the third cloture vote, the Senate voted 47-46 to table (kill) the 
Helms Amendment. 

DEMJCRATS RAISE KlNEY FOR H(M)SEXUAL ACTIVISTS 
The leading contender for the Democratic presidential nomination in 1984, Walter 
Mondale, gave the keynote address at a Septenber 29 "gay rights" fund.,.raiser. 

M:mdale, Senator Ted Kennedy (D-Mass.) and Senator Alan Cranston CD-Calif.) served 
as the sponsors of the dinner which raised money for the Human Rights Campaign Ftmd, 
the "gay rights" political action camnittee. Tickets for the dinner, which was held 
at the Waldorf Astoria Hotel in New York, sold for $150 cash, and homosexual activists 
are said to have raised a minimum of $150,000. 

Awards were received by television producer Norman Lear, actor Tony Randall, and fonner 
Rep. Elizabeth Holtzman. 
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TAX-EXEMPT I CNS THRFATENED BY IRS 
Democrats on the House Appropriations Committee have moved to strike amendments from 
the fiscal 1983 Treasury appropriations which have protected the tax-exempt status of 
thousands of private and parochial schools across the country for nearly four years. 

These amendments to the Treasury Department Appropriations Bill have banned funds from 
being used by the IRS in carrying out controversial civil rights rulings designed to 
shut down private schools. 

Democrats claim they plan to deny tax relief to so-called "Segregation Academics" by 
forcing the IRS to re-examine past department rulings. Of course, if the IRS had its 
way, schools failing to meet an arbitrary quota of minority enrollment would be guilty 
until proven innocent of discrimination. 

At this point, there is great possibility that the private school protections amendments 
will be added to the appropriations bill when it reaches the floor. But whether they 
can succeed will depend on how nruch interest is shown by the voters back home. 

JESSE NEEDS YOUR SUPPORT 
Hanging on the office wall of Senator Jesse Helms is a plaque from his late dad, 
Jesse Sr., which reads: "Son, the Lord doesn't require you to win; He just expects 
you to try." 

During the past several weeks, Senator Helms has been waging a seemingly endless 
battle against liberal, last ditch efforts to kill his pro-life and school prayer 
proposals. As you know, the Senator came up short in this session of Congress, 
but despite his opposition, he did "try." Jesse Helms is a winner regardless of 
how any vote count is ever tallied. 

Jvbral Majority Inc. encourages you to write 
his hard work in this session of Congress: 

Senator Helms and thank him for all of 
The Honorable Jesse Helms 
4213 Dirksen Building 
Washington, OC 20510 



499 So. Capitol Street 
Suite 101 

Washington, DC 20003 
(202) 484-7511 

Morton Blackwell 

June 2, l 983 

Special Assistant for Public Liaison 
Room 134 Old Executive Office Bldg. 
17 & Pennsylvania Ave. NW 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. Blackwell: 

THE MORAL MAJORITY, INC. 

~ u/ I 0,/ 

Recently, I had the pleasure of meeting Mr. Bill Bennett, 
chairman of the National Endowment of Humanities. Mr. 
Bennett and I had the opportunity to discuss in detail 
the most recent report from the Commission on Education. 

Mr. Bennett was extremely knowledgeable on the issue of 
education and very eloquently defended the viewpoint of 
the administration, 

I would like to make the recommendation that the White 
House utilize the expertise of Bill Bennett in_defending 
President Reagan's position on the educational issues. 
Mr, Bennett's credentials as a conservative and a sup
porter of President Reagan have certainly been manifested 
through his actions. 

The President needs men like Bill Bennett who are willing 
to go out on the stump for him, 

Sincerely, 
C 
(t~/2 

Roy ~ s 
Legislative Assistant 

RCJ/jm 

NATIONAL CAPITOL OFFICE• JERRY FALWELL, PRESIDENT 
305 SIXTH STREET• LYNCHBURG , VA 24504 • (804) 528-5000 



MEMORAND UM 

THE W HITE HO U SE 

WA SHI NGTON 

October 13, 1981 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Red Cavanay 

Morton Blackwell 

Packet from Television Information Office 

I have reviewed the material from Television Information Office 
which you sent me. It's obvious these people are feeling 
the heat from groups dissatified with current television 
programming. 

The groups which they are planning to counter are, of course, 
almost all actively involved in support of the President's 
legislative program and also were supporters of the President 
in 1980. 

Frankly, I see no great menace to the pro-family groups from 
this effort. It's a free society and if the Television 
Information Office wants to defend the increasing flood of 
vulgarity, profanity, and irnrnorali ty on televisi,on, that is 
their right. 

The House vote last week overturning the proposed D.C. sex 
law reform proposal is strong evidence that most politicians 
will feel const.rained to support the pro-family leaders 
when the chips are down. 

As part of our public liaison service, I have taken the 
liberty of sending copies of the packet to some of those 
attacked in it. 

' 



October 13, 1981 
FJ~~ 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

cv7t~ v)»t~~ 
p~ u 

Morton Blackwell 

Packet from Television Information Office 

Attached is a packet of information sent to this office 
in a folder entitled "Television and Pressure Groups . " 
It is published by Television Information Office in New 
York, which I presume is funded by the television industry. 

There is nothing confidential about this, so please feel 
free to reproduce or use this material anyway you see fit. 
It is clearly these people feel under pressure from 
groups offended by current television programming. 



a perspective on the drive against diversity 

Television Information Office 
745 Fifth Avenue, New York, New York 10022 



INTRODUCTION 

A confrontation is in the making which may sharply reduce the diversity of American 
television entertainment-perhaps even the scope and credibility of television news and 
information as well. 

On the one side is an industry which has grown in the service of audiences who have given 
increasing evidence of their affection for television. This industry, supported by thousands ,r 
advertisers, has remained remarkably free (given the sad lot of free speech in many other 
lands ) from government interference or narrowly-conceived pressure from special interest 
groups. 

On the other hand, there are, as there have always been , the groups of individuals or 
institutions which have felt that their unique needs or perspectives are improperly or 
inadequately treated by the writers and producers of television's most popular element, prime 
time entertainment. Minorities, trade unionists, consumerists, women, all have sought to 
bring greater diversity to television. They have spoken out against the portrayal of stereotypes 
and have pushed for more variety, a broader, truer view of experience and potential. And 
they have seen clear evidence of success. 

Today, a new force is in being. A force which wants -less diversity, less choice for viewers 
and a turning away from realities it finds disquieting. In the pursuit of its aims, it threatens 
to urge public boycott-not the boycott of programs, but the boycott of advertisers whose 
commercials are associated with what is termed "unconstructive" programming. It would 
seek to punish economically any advertiser whose views of appropriate programming did not 
match its own. This new force takes its strength from the religious right, typified by 
organizations like the so-called "Moral Majority."-

What follows is a brief history of the fundamental political philosophy and of the men and 
organizations that constitute the "new right " politico-fundamentalist coalition. You will find 
evidence that "majority" is a gross misnomer and that the mixture of religion and politics sits 
very badly with many conservative Christians. 

The views of prominent Americans from within communications and without are gathered 
here. So, too, are statements from leaders in advertising. 

The historical context in which these religious movements evolved, going back to pre
Revolutionary times, is surveyed in broad terms in Appendix C . 

ROY DANISH , Director 
Television Information Office 

t 
I 
•; 



The New Television Pressure Groups 

New religious groups cast from old molds have 
thrust themselves into the limelight within the past 
two years in the United States. They have become 
a force to recognize and reckon with on the national 
political, social and business scene. They have 
sought political power by targeting candidates for 
def eat, attempting to shape and set the agenda of 
the newly elected Congress . To influence the con
tent of television programming and advertising, 
they have threa tened to boycott advertisers who 
sponsor "disapproved" programs or use "immoral " 
techniques in commercials. 

This special report, covering fundamentalist 
pressure groups and the " Moral Majority " (so 
termed because of the prominence of that one group 
and its leader, Jerry Falwell, in the anti-television 
campaign) , has been undertaken to provide an 
understanding of the implications of the actions of 
these religious groups. They have become of com
pelling interest not only for broadcasters and adver
tisers but for all segments of society . 

"Coming Out of the Closet" 

In August , 1980, elements in the Christian fun
damentalist movement joined hands publicly with 
the political "New Right." More than 15,000 fun
damentalists, most of them ministers, convened in 
Dallas for a conference on how to mobilize congre
gations for political action. The Rev. James Robi
son , a leader of the Christian Right , exhorted the 
gathering to act: ' 'I'm_ sick and tired hearing all the 
radicals and the perverts and the liberals and the 
leftists and the Communists coming out of the 
closet. It 's time for God's people to come out of the 
closet, out of the churches and change America." 
Others on the platform included three preachers 
who owe their new prominence to television and the 
technology that has made satellite broadcasting and 
cable systems possible- Jerry Falwell , Pat Robert
son and Jim Bakker. 

J erry Falwell, 47 , is the symbol, organizer and 
leader of this new political religious movement. 
Falwell, pastor of the Thomas Road Baptist Church 
in Lynchburg, Va., is also President of Moral 
Majority, Inc. 

Founded in 1979, J\foral Majority, Inc. , is an 
avowedly political "educational" group which Fal
well describes as a "special interest" group. Ini
tially focused upon anti-abortion, "pro-family bi-

2 

ble-based policies," the organization has taken on 
an increasing number of special and essentially 
political interests in recent months . Falwell claims 
support from non-fundamentalist individuals and 
groups , even from non-Christians . He has, however, 
stated as his basic objectives : "Get them saved, 
baptized and registered to vote." 

As entrepreneur, Falwell is the classic American 
success story . A high school football hero and honor 
student, he was converted at 18, quit Lynchburg 
College to enroll in the Baptist Bible College in 
Springfield , Mo. , a nd in 1956, valedictorian of his 
class at 22 , returned to Lynchburg. Within a week 
he and a group of 35 laymen had taken the first 
st eps to found a new church ; their resources totalled 
$1 ,000. The church took its name from its first one
room location , and by the end of the first year, The 
Thomas Road Baptist Church in which Falwell was 
pastor, f undrai ser, carpenter and janitor claimed to 
be the second largest congregation in the city. 
Falwell had also launched a half-hour radio pro
gram. 

Today, in a town of 125 churches, more than 
one-fourth of the population of Lynchburg belongs 
to the congregation. lt is the second largest church 
in the United States, with 17,000 members. It is his 
broadcasting efforts, however, that support the 
multi-faceted Falwell empire. Falwell 's Sunday ser
vice, the "Old-Time Gospel Hour," is carried by 
390 TV stations and 400 radio stations in the 
United States, Canada and other parts of the world. 
Revenues from various appeals made in the broad
casts and from direct mail merchandising are close 
to $60 million per year. It is estimated that the 
Falwell operation, which uses the latest business , 
merchandising and fundraising techniques , employs 
about 1,000 people on a full-time or part-time basis. 
The operation includes a children's academy, a 
Bible institute, a correspondence school, seminary, 
and the Liberty Baptist college with nearly 2,000 
undergraduates . After visiting the College, one re
porter wrote, " .. . there is no real point in talking 
to more than one of them on a topic of general 
interest , for there is a right answer to every question 
... . It is not a moral and intellectual quest that 
involves struggle and uncertainty. It is simply the 
process of learning, or teaching, the right answers. 
Falwell told his congregation that to read anything 
but the Bible and certain prescribed works of 
interpretation was at best a waste of time. He said 
that he himself read all the national magazines just 



. 
to keep up with what others were saying, but that 
there was no reason for others to do so." 

Falwell 's life style is that of the successful entre
preneur. In addition to a salary of $42,500 a year, 
he enjoys many perquisites of power, including a 
private jet for pursui ng his extensive activities. 
Interviewed by Newsweek, Falwell had this to say 
about his lifestyle: " Material wealth is God's way 
of blessing people who put him first." Recent press 
reports indicate, however, that he has over-extended 
himself and his financial empire may be in trouble. 

Pat Robertson, 50, with a law degree from Yale and 
a master's degree from New York Theological 
Seminary, shares most of the fundamentalism of the 
others in the movement. In a letter to his television 
followers he wrote, "We see a virulent humanism 
and an anti-God rebellion of which blatant homo
sexuality, radical feminism, the youth revolt and 
the Year of the Child , drug abuse, free sex and 
widespread abortion are just symptoms ." Robert
son 's show, "The 700 Club," based in Virginia 
Beach, Va ., originates from studios with dazzling 
electronic equipment in a $20 million complex of 
buildings . He is now soliciting another $100 million 
to build a new network, which he expects will 
compete with the three commercial networks. His 
current Christian Broadcasting Network has 162 
affiliated stations, augmented by 2700 cable systems 
and 126 radio stations. His paid staff of 800 oversees 
the 10,000 telephone volunteers attached to coun
seling centers across the country. His original "700 
Club" was organized with 700 viewers who each 
gave $10 a month; today viewer contributions, 
coded by computer, total about $1 million per week. 
Robertson, who appears to be less political than 
Falwell, although sharing his views, has recently 
dropped out of the Religious Round Table, of 
Rosslyn, Va., a council of conservative clergymen 
and a major activist group. Robertson has been 
quoted as saying, "God isn't a right-winger or a 
left-winger. The evangelists stand in danger of being 
used and manipulated." 

Jim Bakker, 40, attended North Central Bible 
College in Minneapolis, and for a time assisted Pat 
Robertson. For the past several years he has been 
headquartered near Charlotte, N.C., where he has 
founded the "PTL Club" (for Praise the Lord) , 
modeled after the "700 Club." His show, too, now 
generates approximately $52 million annually and 
supports a paid staff of 800. There are also 800 local 
volunteers and 4,000 pastors for follow-up in prayer 
and contacts. In addition to having an efficient 
computer system and first-rate electronic equip
ment, his operation, on 1200 acres located about 10 
miles from Charlotte, contains a barn for services 
and a Christian university. Plans are being made to 
add an amphitheater, trailer parks, condominiums, 
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ahd restau rants. Of the three " stars," he is the least 
involved in politics . 

The Moral Majority 

Falwell 's drive for broader influence began when 
he entered the political arena with the founding of 
Moral Majority in June, 1979. The group of men 
who first persuaded Falwell to head up the organi
zation were political professionals on the New 
Right. The core group included: Paul Weyrich, 37, 
who heads the Committee for the Survival of a Free 
Congress , runs a training school in Washington for 
conservative ca ndidates and is a former aide to some 
conservative congressmen ; Howard Phillips, 39, 
organizer of a lobbyi ng group called the Conserva
tive Caucus ; Senator Jesse Helms (NC); Robert 
Billings, who had once run for Congress from 
Indiana , is now on the staff of the Dept. of Educa
tion and is "unofficial religious adviser" to Presi
dent Reagan ; Ed McAteer, a veteran marketing 
man familiar with the activities of evangelical 
preachers around the country, organizer of mass 
mailing operations in Falls Church, Va ., and editor
publisher of the Conservative Digest; and Terry Do
lan , 29, head of the National Conservative Political 
Action Committee . 

The linking of Falwell and other fundamentalists 
with the political right proves mutually adva nta
geous-in terms of Falwell 's apparent ambition to 
become America 's moral arbiter and the New 
Right 's drive for political victory. 

The Moral Majority, claiming membership that 
includes 72,000 ministers , has as planks in its 
platform opposition to the Equal Rights Amend
ment, to gay rights, sex education, drugs, pornog
raphy, Salt II , abortion and defense cuts. Some of 
its past actions include fighting shelters for battered 
women and advocating capital punishment for gays. 
It supports voluntary prayer in the schools, military 
spending, free enterprise and a secure Israel. Ac
cording to Falwell : "You can 't be a good Christian 
and a liberal. " Weyrich, like Falwell , has said the 
long-range goal is "to Christianize America." 

During the 1980 campaign, Moral Majority 
claimed that it had registered some three million 
new voters from the ranks of born-again Christians. 
It also joined with the Christian Voice in support of 
its "morality index." This was a system devised to 
rate all members of Congress on how they voted on 
14 "key moral issues. " Many of the issues, however, 
had nothing to do with morality, but with secular 
politics, such as votes on the status of the Panama 
Canal and whether to retain the Department of 
Education. 

Moral Majority also has taken credit for helping 
to defeat a number of Representatives and Senators 



whose views and voting records they claimed were 
violative of Christian morality. In fact, many of 
these issues were political. Whether the Moral 
Majority 's targeting was a key factor in their def eat 
remains open to question. Although five of the six 
northern Democratic senators they targeted were 
defeated, the decline in their vote was almost iden
tical with that of Democratic senatorial candidates 
in 18 non-targeted states. In several instances, the 
defeated candidates garnered a greater percentage 
of the vote than President Carter. 

Seymour Martin Lipset, co-author of an article 
in Commentary and editor of Public Opinion, a journal 
of the American Enterprise Institute, says: "The 
Americans who 'turned right' in the last election 
did not by any means agree with the Moral Major
ity or New Right programs. These Americans were 
not supporting specific political solutions any more 
than they usually do . They wanted a government 
that would more demonstrably reflect their mood: a 
more assertive America on the world scene, and on 
the domestic front a serious campaign to fight 
inflation and refurbish American industry." Lip set 
also cites a New rork Times/CBS election day poll 
which shows that Carter lost less support among 
his fellow born-again Protestants than among 
others. 

Nevertheless, because of perceived triumphs, Fal
well and the Moral Majority have continued in the 
spotlight since the election. And because it is too 
early to begin an overt campaign for issues and 
candidates in 1982, in the interim they are turning 
their attention to the medium that has publicized 
and sustained them-television. 

Reverend Hurt's Boycott Campaign 

Early in 1980, the Rev. John Hurt, a Church of 
Christ minister in Joelton, Tenn., riding the crest of 
publicity generated by the Moral Majority and the 
Presidential campaign, launched his own "Clean 
Up TV" campaign. Members of his congregation 
queried thousands of other Churches of Christ 
members asking which five television shows they 
found most morally offensive. Those named were 
Soap, Three's Company, Dallas, Saturday Night Live and 
Charlie's Angels. Three others-The Newlywed Game, 
The Dating Game and Three's a Crowd-were added to 
the list. The chief sponsors named were General 
Foods Corp., American Home Products and War
ner-Lambert. Warner-Lambert withdrew its adver
tising and Hurt removed the company from his 
boycott list. American Home Products refused to 
negotiate. General Foods met with Hurt and then 
issued a statement. In the statement, General Foods 
made clear that it did not intend to bow to pressure, 
and noted that the prime responsibility for program 
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selection rests with the broadcasters . It then made 
these points: it is aware of its own responsibility 
and places its commercials on programs it considers 
meritorious; it prescreens individual programs to 
make certain they meet its standards of propriety; 
it has declined to advertise on more than 100 
programs each season. General Foods also said that 
program selection is a subjective matter and it 
intends to reach its own determination as to which 
programs it will sponsor. 

In October, the Joelton congregation intensified 
its boycott efforts, distributed five million forms and 
a wallet-size card listing products manufactured by 
the companies they had targeted . As far as can be 
determined, Hurt 's campaign has had no effect on 
sales at General Foods or American Home Prod
ucts. 

The Coalition for Better Television 

On February 2, 1981, a new organization was 
formed to exert pressure on television advertisers
the Coalition for Better Television (CBTV). Lead
ers are the Rev. Donald Wildmon, chairman, who 
gave up his United Methodist congregation in Tu
pelo, Miss., in 1977, to head the National Federa
tion for Decency, dedicated to reforming television; 
and Ronald S. Godwin, executive director, who is 
also Moral Majority's vice president and chief 
operations officer. 

Other members of CBTV's board are Phyllis 
Schlafly, of the anti-ERA Eagle Forum; Judie 
Brown, of the American Life Lobby; Beverly La
haye, of the Conference of Women for America; 
and Lottie Beth Hobbs , of the Pro Family Forum. 
The Rev. Hurt, who initially had been involved 
with CBTV, has since dropped out. 

CBTV's announced purpose is to cleanse televi
sion of programs that its members consider offen
sive in terms of "sex scenes, gratuitous violence 
intended to injure , and abundant profanity." The 
campaign was planned to be carried out by some 
4500 individuals, all members of coalition groups, 
and trained by coalition leaders with the aid of 
program videotapes. 

The first step, a monitoring project, was con
ducted from March 1 to June 1, 1981. Volunteers 

·. -working from forms counted scenes of sex and 
violence, wrote down profane words, and noted the 
advertisers for each program. Also to be noted were 
commercials found to be suggestive, that, according 
to Wildman, "use sex to sell products." 

The information is intended to be tabulated both 
by hand and by computer. It will follow the pattern 
established last year when Wildmon 's National 
Federation for Decency had a similar project of 
grading prime-time shows. For instance, said Wild-



mon, it will produce information such as "For each 
30-second advertisement last fall , (Advertiser X ) 
helped sponsor 18 sex scenes," according to NFD's 
definitions. (Given the permitted ratio of advertis
ing-to-program material permitted, such a finding 
would have to be an enormous exaggeration .) Ob
jectionable sex scenes , as defined by Wildman, 
would include "implied sexual intercourse and sex
ually suggestive comments ." Also, " if a camera 
zoomed in on a gi rl to expose her breasts, that 
would be a skin scene." A program on birth control 
is considered" objectionable" ; abortion "immoral"; 
and homosexuality " perverse." An expression of 
"Oh God" is termed a profanity. 

Offended by a word a performer used on Saturday 
Night Live, Don Wildman demanded of NBC that 
the offender be dismissed summarily. NBC apolo
gized, but declined to accede to the demand. Subse
quently the following paragraph appeared in a 
Wildman mailing: 

"In light of the above, and because NBC 
refused to take proper disciplinary action, 
NBC WILL BE SCORED DOUBLE IN 
OUR MONITORING REPORT DURING 
MARCH, APRIL AND MAY. In other 
words , each score for violence, sex and profan
ity will be doubled for those advertisers spon
soring BC programs. If a program normally 
would score 10, and if it is an NBC program, 
that score will be 20." 
Mr. Wildmon's response to NBC raises further 

serious questions about the objectivity of his entire 
survey. At the very least, this behavior must be 
called arbitrary and capricious. 

Once the results of the volunteers' work had been 
computerized, the Coalition proposed to select one 
or more advertisers who rank among the most 
frequent sponsors of shows CBTV finds objectiona
ble and " ask for a voluntary one-year boycott of all 
their products." 

Jerry Falwell, when speaking of the project, 
claimed that the withholding of viewer dollars is the 
"key weapon in making the wholesome difference." 
Falwell also mentioned bringing forth from the 
monitoring "consensus" views of what the majority 
likes. He later acknowledged that those doing the 
monitoring would not be scientifically representa 
tive of the society at large, but rather would be 
members only of groups working under the coali
tion umbrella, of a particular religious and political 
persuasion. 

A byproduct of the coalition's efforts, which 
conservative strategists admit only reluctantly, will 
be a potentially massive boost in their mailing lists 
for the next political campaigns, in 1 982. 

The New Right groups rely heavily on these 
mailing lists . f alwell 's Moral Majority itself mails 
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more than 1.5 million pieces per week to gain 
support for its enterprises and raise money . Richard 
Viguerie, consultant and mailing ma stermind for 
conservative groups' fund-raising admitted to the 
Boston Globe th at the names and addresses obtained 
th rough various causes, including th e campaign 
against televison, end up in the computers to be 
used for mailings that have nothing to do with 
television . Said Viguerie: "The networks may beat 
us . .. but in the meantime, Jerry Falwell and 
others may increase their list of supporters by 
three- or four- or five-fold . And we can do something 
the networks cannot do , which is get involved in 
political campaigns." 

The Vision Projected and the Reality 

A subsidiary of Pat Robertson 's Chris tian Broad
casting Network has just offered for syndication its 
first show-a 30-minute soap opera, "Another 
Life"-aimed at providing an upbeat alternative to 
network fare. It will emphasize the importance of 
family, hope and optimism, and the power of God, 
in contrast with what its fund amentalist and conser
vative critics have decried in the subject matter of 
popular daytime television. 

The Rev. Wildmon wishes for a return to what is 
remembered as the moral climate of the 1950 's. He 
is convinced that it is television, rather than a wide 
range of social and economic factors, that has 
caused the changes in society and in value systems. 
The vision Wildmon projects is of bygone days 
when the nuclear family- with an employed father, 
homemaking mother, and at least two children
was considered the standard. He wishes for a world 
before the political assassinations, the Vietnam 
war, civil rights , women 's rights and gay rights 
movements, before OPEC, Watergate, inflation, 
before the quest for self-fulfillment and with it the 
changes in cultural norms relating to sexuality, 
childbearing, marriage , divorce and sex roles . 

Today, only seven per cent of all American 
households are cast in the mold of the traditional 
family . A few other statistics: 

• More than 1 out of every 5 households consists of 
a person living alone. 

• Seventeen per cent of all families with children 
are maintained by the mother alone . 

• During the last decade the ratio of all divorced 
persons to husbands and wives with intact mar
ri ages nearly doubled. 

• More than one-half of all women are now in the 
work force. This includes more than 69 per cent 
of women aged 20-24; 62 per cent of women aged 
25-34; and 57 per cent of women with children 
aged 6-17. 



These changing patterns have dramatically al
tered the social landscape. Daniel Yankelovich, 
veteran pollster and analyst , in a major new work 
excerpted in Psychology Today (April, 1981) entitled 
"New Rules in American Life: Searching for Self
Fulfillment in a World Turned Upside Down," 
says: 

"Many observers have concluded from the 
news coverage of the past year-the Reagan 
sweep, the disarray of political liberalism, the 
tighter constraints of our economy, the emer
gence of fundamentalist groups opposed to the 
ERA, abortion, and sex education-that the 
United States is swinging back to the disci
plined , self-sacrificing habits that ruled Amer
ican life before the heyday of affluence. But 
that inference is incorrect. Tomorrow is not 
going to look like yesterday. In fact, tomor
row-to the extent that research data can yield 
clues about it-is being shaped by a cultural 
revolution that is transforming the rules of 
American life and moving us into wholly un
charted territory, not back to the lifestyles of 
the past. Irreversible in its effects, this cultural 
revolution is as fateful to our future as any 
changes in the economy or politics." 

He later cites twenty major changes in the norms 
guiding American life, based on surveys by a num
ber of research organizations (such as Roper and 
Gallup) in addition to his own. They include: a 
drop from 85 to 37 per cent in those who condemn 
premarital sex; a rise to 75 per cent in the number 
of women who would go on working for pay even if 
they didn 't have to; three-quarters of the people 

saying it is morally acceptable to be single and have 
children; and 52 per cent agreeing that it is not 
morally wrong for a couple to live together even if 
they are not married. 

The surveys document the changes that have 
taken place in the thinking and attitudes of many 
Americans. Jerry Falwell may be speaking for a 
particular segment of certain sects. But in terms of 
morals, clearly he is not speaking for the majority. 
v\7hat is the true measure of this "majority," char
acterized by the evangelical right? 

Sociologist William Martin, writing in Atlantic 
Monthly, examined audience claims of the "elec
tronic evangelists." One of them (Rex Humbard), 
whose publicity materials once claimed "over 100 
million," currently admits to the more modest 1.4 
million viewers weekly. Another Uames Robison) 
concentrates his publicity on potential figures of 50 
to 60 million, while in actuality there are about a 
million viewers. Still another (Bert Clendennen) 
has broadcast that his program reaches "one out of 
every two people on the face of the earth ." Esti
mates of Jerry Falwell's audience were erroneously 
given as anywhere from 6 to 30 million per week, 
but in fact numbers less than one and one-half 
million. Jim Bakker 's claims to an audience of 20 
million were termed a "total fabrication" by his 
own associates in an article in the Charlotte ( C) 
Observer. Demographically, the audience is centered 
primarily in the rural areas, small cities and towns 
of the South and Midwest, are predominantly mid
dle-aged females of working-class or lower-class 
backgrounds and "true believers, mostly members 
of conservative Protestant churches." 

Martin published the following chart to show 
average weekly audiences for the top ten programs: 

AUDIENCE DATA ON TEN S YNDICATED TELEVISION MINISTRIES 

Rating % Change 
(% of viewer in Total 
households Households 
in coverage Total Total since Febru-

Ministry Stations area) Audience Households ary, 1980 

Oral Roberts 177 2.1 2,351,000 1,553,000 -21.6 

Robert Schuller 161 2.0 2,130,000 1,427,000 - 3.6 

Rex Humbard 209 1.8 2,079,000 1,308,000 -21.0 

Jimmy Swaggart 207 1.5 1,789,000 1,148,000 -10.0 

Jerry Falwell 244 1.35 1,440,000 986,000 - 2.3 

Day of Discovery 180 1.3 1,267,000 879,000 -14.1 

PTL Club 193 1.3 1,050,000 776,000 -11.9 

700 Club 123 .9 705,000 569,000 - 4.7 

James Robison 69 1.2 575,000 383,000 + 7.3 

Ken Copeland 69 .7 381 !000 277!000 -14.4 
TOTAL 13,767,000 9,306,000 

SOURCE: A.C. Nielsen Company. Report on SJ nd1caled ProgramJ for February and November, 1980. Used with 
permission. Arbitron data report slightly smaller audiences than Nielsen. 



Implications of the J\,1 cCarthy Era 

For many who are over age 45 , the Rev . Wild
mon 's yearnings for a return to the 50's carry other 
memories of that decade : the pressures and threats 
of the McCarthy era (roughly 1950-57). James H . 
Rosenfield , president of the CBS Television Net
work, ref erred to that time in a speech that included 
comments on the current social changes and at
tempts to censor television shows: 

" .. . Well-meaning and well-intentioned peo
ple are not well-directed in their efforts to 
censor television. For such efforts invariably 
bring with them larger threats to freedom of 
expression, much as attempts to inhibit mov
ies, television, and yes, even comic books, were 
corollaries of the incredible climate of the 
repression America experienced during the 
McCarthy era in the 1950 's. It may seem to 
some that the issue of freedom of expression in 
entertainment isn't all that important , just as 
it has from time to time seemed that freedom 
to dissent wasn't all that important, or that 
academic freedom didn't much matter. But 
yet, we know that when our tolerance of 
intolerance increases, so does the level of intol
erance." 

During the 1'.1cCarthy era, organizations arose, 
such as Aware, Inc., dedicated to rooting out "the 
Communist conspiracy in the entertainment 
world." Counterattack magazine began publication in 
1947, listing names of people who had been associ
ated with a Communist-front organization, no mat
ter how briefly or remote in time. No effort was 
made to prove that those listed were indeed mem
bers of the Communist party or sympathizers. 
Names from vague sources were added to the lists. 
The mere mention of an individual in a news item 
about an allegedly subversive group was enough. 
And since broadcasting was so active and visible, its 
writers, producers, newspeople, announcers and 
others were eyed with suspicion. In June, 1950, 
shortly before the outbreak of the Korean War, the 
publishers of Counterattack issued a book entitled Red 
Channels: The Report of Communist Influence in Radio 
and Television. Using the same questionable criteria 
as in the earlier publication it listed 151 persons, 
including some of the most talented and popular 
professionals in the television industry-mostly 
writers, directors and performers. Erik Barnouw, 
then Columbia University Professor, wrote in Tube 
of Plenty: The Evolution of American Television: "They 
were people who had helped make radio an honored 
medium, and who were becoming active in televi
sion. Many had played a prominent role in wartime 
radio, and had been articulators of American war 
aims . In short, it was a roll of honor." Barnouw 

goes on to report that to many observers the list 
seemed a preposterous hoax, but it was not an era 
for calm appraisal. 

Most copies of Red Channels were quickly hidden 
in desk drawers of executives at networks , advertis
ing agencies and sponsors. Few people discussed its 
contents openly. Many who were lis ted did not 
learn about it for weeks. Others found themselves 
fired from roles even though contracts were already 
signed. A former Navy intelligence officer, Vincent 
Hartnett , who had written the introduction to Red 
Channels, developed a thriving business as "the 
nation's top authority on communism and commu
nications" and consultant to sponsors, agencies and 
networks. 

Soon blacklist administration became part of the 
built-in machinery of the industry. Producers had 
to submit to superiors the names of writers, actors 
and directors being considered ; they awaited a 
"yes" or "no" on every name. Even child perform
ers had to be checked, and those with controversial 
parents were banned. The blacklist gradually 
droppped out of the headlines, but its presence 
remained. Drama plots were affected, too ; numer
ous topics became dangerous to discuss . 

During the Congressional hearings on subversion 
in the Army, the public got a close-up view of 
McCarthy the man, as well as his methods. It was 
not until after the hearings that the Senate voted to 
condemn McCarthy. He then retreated from the 
limelight and, in 1957, died of alcoholism. It was 
years later, however, before many of those who had 
been blacklisted were able to recover their reputa
tions and careers. Some never recovered. 

The Public's Right to See and Hear 

The key question, beyond the effect of Mc
Carthyism on the rights of the individual in broad
casting, was its effects on the rights of the audience 
to see and hear a full spectrum of ideas and 
opinions. 

The role of government is limited in the Ameri
can system of broadcasting. Congress and the Fed
eral Communications Commission are barred from 
interfering with the content of television programs. 
Governmental intrusion into content of the media is 
antithetical to the American system, because it 
would constitute manipulation of people's minds. 
Aware that television and radio are so pervasive and 
reach the young and impressionable as well as the 
sophisticated, broadcasters recognize their signifi
cant responsibility for what goes out on the air. 

The Television Code of the National Association 
of Broadcasters , professional principles and stand
ards born out of broadcast experience and practice, 
was created in 1952. 



The Code, now in its 21st edition, contains 
voluntary guidelines on program standards, includ
ing the areas of violence, crime, sex, costume, 
profanity, special protections for children, and the 
use of ma terials relating to minorities and ethnic 
groups. It covers the ha ndling of controversial pub
lic issues and makes clear the responsibility of 
television broadcasters in regard to religious pro
grams. Other sections are devoted to establishing 
special standards for the content of television adver
tising and the amount of time permitted for it. 

To implement the Code- to which the nat ional 
networks and individual stations subscribe- takes a 
heavy commitment of personnel , time and money . 
The three networks and the Code Authority employ 
on a full-time basis 150 people a t an annual expense 
of $5,000,000. In the course of a year these editors 
screen and evaluate 40,000 commercials and 10,000 
hours of entertainment programs prior to their 
production and broadcast . In addition to network 
and Code Authority staffs there are people at every 
station who are responsible for enforcing standards. 

In addition, national advertisers consult broad
casters early; before actual production begins, to 
resolve areas of conflict so that the finished an
nouncements will be acceptable. The same is true 
in the production of programs. In dealing with 
themes or treatments that may raise Code-related 
questions, the networks in particular, and the Code 
Authority, on request, are actively involved very 
early in order to reduce the possibility that a 
program will have to be scrapped or substantially 
modified to meet broadcast standards . 

Given the range of tastes and standards in this 
country's pluralistic society, it is impossible for 
networks or stations to control programs so that 
they will never displease nor offend anyone. Broad
casters attempt to see that program content falls 
within a general range of acceptability. They tread 
the tightrope with caution and balance-neither a 
force for change in national morals nor so far out of 
touch with change that audiences won 't watch the 
programs they air. 

To assure that entertainment programs are meet
ing current generally accepted standards, program 
executives keep in touch with the highly segmented, 
incredibly diverse American public in a variety of 
ways . Station personnel are deeply involved with 
the people in their communities and their responses 
to television content. Broadcasters study audience 
behavior, viewer attitudes and desires. They partic
ipate in conferences, talks and interviews through
out the country; and also meet with groups to 
discuss, for example, stereotyping of women and 
minorities, racism, sexism, children's program
ming, portrayals of the elderly, of blacks, Italians, 
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Poles, Arab-Ameri cans , Native Americans and 
members of va rious faiths . In addition they confer 
with voluntary organizations of every stripe, along 
with government age ncies, recognized religious and 
ethical organizations , parent and cit izens groups, 
psychologists a nd sociologists. Altogether, the 
groups surveyed represent constituencies of tens of 
millions of Americans- a substantial and effective 
means, along with program ratings, by which to 
gauge people 's preferences. 

Responses to the Moral Majority: 
Religious Community 

There is a growin g reaction among a variety of 
religious denominations , conserva tive as well as 
liberal , to the philosophy and tactics of the Moral 
Majority and its efforts to achieve recognition and 
supremacy as the a rbiter of America 's moral 
agenda . Here is a sampling: 

The Rev. Billy Graham, m an interview m People 
magazine: 

Q. How do you feel about the political activities of 
groups like Moral Majority? 

A. This is not my cup of tea . I think where political 
issues invade moral situations, spiritual leaders 
have to speak out . But I do not intend to use 
what little influence I may have on secular, non
moral, non-religious issues like the Panama 
Canal. 

Q. How do you deal with issues like abortion , gay 
rights , and women 's lib? 

A. I am against abortions except in cases of rape 
and incest or pregnancies which affect the 
mother 's life , but I do not support a constitu
tional amendment to ban them. If we start 
fooling around with the Constitution, we're 
going to have problems .... my main thing is 
the Gospel of Christ, and I want to preach to 
homosexuals and women's libbers without hav
ing them feel I'm already prejudiced against 
them. 

Q. What bothers you about the new electronic 
preachers? 

A. Let me say that after all the crime and sex, I'm 
thrilled that there is so much gospel on TV and 
radio .... But I see dangers. One is financial 
gimmickry- for instance, when you use half 
your TV program talking about the need for 
money. We may rely on sophisticated direct 
mail campaigns or an ad vertising agency with a 



prove n t rack record instead of tru sting God to 
supply our needs . ... We must have the highest 
standards of morality , ethics and int egrity if we 
are to continue to have influence . 

T erena Day, president of the Pullman Elders Quo
rum of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day 
Saints (Mormons ), from the Christian Science Mom
tor: 

" l am deeply concerned at the rising 
tide of that narrow, shallow, simple-minded, 
uncompromising bigoted brand of conserva
tism practiced by knee-jerk conservatives ... 
who are so intolerant that they are hell-bent 
on bringing the yoke of government down on 
the necks of all the rascals who have the 
temerity to disagree with them .. .. 

"To defend the right of expression is to be 
labeled a pornographer, or a lover of pornog
raphy .... Never mind that the censor's axe 
cannot be laid to the roots of pornography 
without also cutting the roots of religious and 
political freedom .... 

"To defend the rights of non-Christians to 
be free from prayer in the schools, or the right 
of Christians to be free from forms of prayer 
that they may disagree with, is to be labeled 
an atheist , if not an anti-Christ .... 

"Yes, I am a conservative and shall remain 
so-despite the humiliating, mindless arrog
ance of those who would heap upon my head 
the sins of the world for having the audacity to 
care not only for my own rights, but for the 
rights of those who disagree with me as well." 

Father Joseph O 'Hare, editor-in-chief, America, in a 
symposium covered in Reform]udaism: 

"What is misleading and dangerous about 
this movement is the temptation to I ump many· 
issues together and to fail to address each one 
separately . The Catholic community, for ex
ample, is concerned about abortion. Some 
pro-life Catholics, therefore, might join the 
evangelical right, even when it supports a host 
of other issues that stand counter to Catholic 
traditions. 

"A furthe r problem is the dangerous tend
ency to moral absolutism, to say one particu
lar position is the only legitimate Christian 
position. . . . Such narrowness destroys the 
possibility of civilized debate within a plural
istic society. We have to be able to debate and 
disagree .... The Moral Majority doesn't al
low the conditions for disagreement. A tremen
dous amount of authoritarian power is being 
brought to bear on particular issues. It comes · 
close to a kind of moral fascism. 
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T he R ,ght R ei . Paul .\1 oore, Jr ., Episcopal Bishop of 
New York, in a speech reprinted in part in the N ew 
r ork Times: 

"As Christian citizens of the United States, 
we are also called to a true conservatism. Our 
national scripture is the Declaration of Jnde
pende nce, the Bill of Rights, the 
Constitution ... . 

"However, this is not what is meant by 
conservatism in the parlance of the Moral 
Majority. (It ) spells a series of positions with 
which to replace the ancient foundations of 
our church and nation, including the follow
ing: 

"The slogan 'right to life ,' by which they 
mean the denial of safe abortions to the poor
a right which continues to be available to the 
rich . These same pro-life forces neither con
demn capital punishment nor dread the threat 
of war. 

"The protection of the family. 'Pro-family' 
to them means lack of compassion for broken 
families and all other hapless people who do 
not have the blessing, usually through no fault 
of their own , of tight and happy nuclear 
fami li es . 

"As the so-called conservatism of these po
sitions does not honor the flag, their alliance 
with Christianity does not honor the cross. 

"The answer to false conservatism is true 
co11servatism. 

"The answer to the dangerous political ac
tion of the right-wing churches is renewed 
vigor on our part for the cause of economic 
justice. personal freedom , and peace built 
upon the just distribution of the world 's re
sources which our Creator has provided for all 
his children." 

The Rev. Daniel Maguire, a director of Moral Alter
natives , when debating Moral Majority leaders on 
a recent David Susskind show: 

"You have the supreme arrogance to claim 
you know what God thinks." 

And Gabriel Fackre, professor at Andover Newton 
Theological School in Newton Centre, Mass., 
writes in "Immoral Majority": 

"When the Moral Majority does take a stand 
on a matter of public morality, they often go 
counter to the hard-won middle axioms of the 
church at large ... 

"When a partisan of the New Right declares 
that a specific position is 'of God' or 'the 
Christian view,' a move has been made from 
political-moral judgement to divine oracle. A 
human opinion is elevated to the status of 



revelation-a violation of the sovere ignty of 
God ." 

Responses to the Moral Majority : 
Social Action Groups 

As the movement of the Moral Majority has 
increased, countervailing forces have been growing 
as well. 

One group responding to them is People for the 
American Way,_ with a board of la y and religious 
leaders . These include orman Lear, producer of 
Archir Bunker·s Plare; Colin Williams , former Dean 
of Yale Divinity School ; Notre Dame President 
Theodore Hesburgh ; Rabbi Marc Tannenbaum, of 
the American Jewish Committee ; Editor Norman 
Cousins ; former FCC Chairman Newton Minow· 
President M . William Howard of the Nationai 
Council of Churches, and other representatives of 
Protestant denominations. PA W's first effort s in
vol ved the production of radio and television spots . 
It is also working on educational programs with 
leaflets and articles to be distributed to schools 
churches and libraries. ' 

Former Senator George McGovern , the son of an 
evangelical minister and one of the candidates de
feated in a bid for re-election in 1980 , has organized 
Americans for Common Sense. Its purpose will be 
to "return our system to rational political discourse 
and public discussion and to do so at the grassroots 
level. " 

The American Civil Liberties Union the 
NAACP, and the Americans for Democratic Action 
are_ a_ls_o taking stands against the Moral M ajority's 
act1v1t1es. 

Action for Children's Television (ACT), headed 
by Peggy Charren, long known for her efforts to 
mobilize parents for action to achieve improve
ments_ in children 's television, will be conducting its 
own campaign against the Coa lition for Better TV 
and the Moral Majority. ACT will organize a 
national petition drive in which citizens will collect 
signatures and speak out against the concept of 
blacklisting programs. 

Charren , in announcing the drive against 
C~TV_'s censorship tactics, said : "Perhaps no one 
will m iss the first program fo rced off the air in the 
name of morality . But the New Right 's cen sorship 
crusade will not stop there. \,Vhat will be the next 
target ? A production of 'A Streetcar Named De
sire ' ? A documentary on teenage pregnancy? The 
news?" She also opposes C BTV "because the pro
cess of monitoring and boycotting is not a process 
that a ll ows for discussion or changes in the net 
works' decision-making processes . H aving more 
programs on television, a wider choice of material 
is a more effect ive a n tidote to trash th a n j u s~ 
removing offensive programs." 
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M oral Alternati .es, a task force of the Center fo r 
the Study of Reli gion , based in Mil waukee, is a 
multi -denominational group affirming a "commit
ment to a religiously pluralistic and culturally 
di verse society by respondi ng to efforts to violate the 
sepa ration of religion a nd state." The group's spe
cific goal is to inform and encourage members of 
the clergy to promote discourse, di scuss the ideas 
and trends of modern life in a rational context and 
to speak from their pulpits and in public places to 
" answer questions rai sed by doctrinaire religious 
movements,, . as well as to " identify the dangers 
inherent in th e manipulation of religion and fear in 
order to achieve politi cal ends." 

The National Coalition Against Censorship , ac
tive since 1974, recently organized a conference on 
The R eligious Right a nd Freedom of Expression, to 
examine the rights of religious groups to participate 
in the politi cal process and exert pressure on televi
si on and public schools . The Coalition is comprised 
of more than 30 organiza ti ons, inc luding the Amer
ica n Associa ti on of School Administ rators , N ational 
Council of Churches of Christ , National Education 
Association , America n Council for the Arts and 

' the Writers and Directors Guilds of America. Artic-
ulating its concern over acti vities of pressure 
groups , the Coa lition issued this statement : "Free
dom of communication is the indispensible condi
tion of a health y dem ocracy . In a pluralistic society 
it would be impossible for all people at all times to 
agree on the value of a ll ideas ; a nd fatal to moral , 
arti stic and intellectu al growth if they did . . . (We) 
are united in the conviction that censorship of wha t 
we see and hear and read constitutes a n unaccepta
ble dictatorship over our minds and a da ngerous 
opening to religious, political , artistic and intellec
tual repression." 

The Foundation for Alternative Religious Broa d
casting, headed by a Paulist Catholic , is an inter
faith coalition which supports a national Campaign 
for Viewer Responsibility. The campaign was 
launched "in response to current efforts of reli
gious/political pressure groups of the New R ight to 
infl uence or censor the television programming of 
t he American viewer by hit -listing advertisers who 
sponsor programs that do not refl ect their views ." 

I n announcing the campa ign , Tom O sborne, 
F .A. R .B . president , said : " We are taking this to the 
mainline churches of America. The New R ight has 
gone too far. The legitimate Christian agenda in 
this country in 1981 is to deal with the serious 
abu ses of the public trust that are being carried out 
in the name of Christiani ty by these various re li
gious/political pressure groups . Cleaning up ou r 
own house is something that no one else can do for 
us." T he campa ign is based on the assertion that 
the goal of better televi sion should not be expedi-



ently purchased at the expense of viewer responsi
bility ; and it focuses on dealing with "this latest 
and irresponsible effort of the New Right to deny 
the American family the responsibility of choosing 
what they will or will not watch in the privacy of 
their own home. " 

Speaking out in various forums- radio spots, 
new·s releases, lectures, debates-Osborne has 
stated, "Viewer responsibility is a religious respon
sibility which cannot and must not be pre-empted. 

o single group or lobby should be given such 
responsibility. If the churches of America remain 
silent in this debate then they are trading (what 
some consider to be) bad television programming 
for the far more dangerous threat of 'religious' 
demagoguery." 

Reactions to the Proposed Boycott: 
Advertisers and Agencies 

Two groups representing the advertising industry 
have issued clear statements opposing the CBTV 
and its proposed boycott of selected advertisers . 

The American Association of Advertising Agen
cies said, "Advertiser censors should be no more 
acceptable than government censors." And that 
would be the end result of pressure group action 
upon advertisers. Besides diluting broadcasters' di
rect responsibility to the general public, boycotting 
would limit individual choice and disregard the 
wishes of the true majority. "The fact that pro
grams targeted by vocal organizations are also those 
with the highest audience ratings argues quite 
dramatically that their judgements do not necessar
ily represent a majority of television viewers," states 
a pamphlet issued by A.A.A.A. It is their conviction 
that "broadcasters have been and will continue to 
be responsive to serious and constructive criticism 
without the necessity for advertisers to be held as 
economic hostages. " (The complete text of the 
A.A.A.A. statement can be found in the Appendix .) 

The Association of National Advertisers (which 
speaks for television sponsors) has commented on 
the Coalition's plans and also developed specific 
recommendations for companies to follow. 

Peter Allport , president of the ANA, said: "We 
do not take issue with the Coalition's goal of 
improving the quality of television, but reject coer
cive means to achieve that en d. 

"Attempts to control newspapers and magazines, 
or radio and television, by threatening or boycotting 
the advertisers who appear in these media lead 
down a dangerous road . In fiction, the threatener, 
wishing to control a crusading editor, usually wore 
a black hat. In reality, the hat can be of any color, 
and the outcome will be the same. lf efforts to 
subvert or destroy a medium's economic base are 
successful, the public's freedom of choice, as well as 
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a free and di verse press, are jeopardized. 
"The Coalition. " Mr. Allport went on to say, 

"has indicated that it intends to boycott advertisers. 
Its purpose in so doing can only be to gain control 
of television 's economic base and thereb y impose its 
own wishes and standards on both the television 
medium and on television viewers. Such means are 
coercive and contrary to the spirit and purpose of 
our free institutions . Were it to succeed, the Coali
tion would usurp: 

"The obligation of broadcasters , licensed in 
the public interest , to determine and serve the 
needs of their communities; 

"The responsibility of individual advertisers 
to adopt standards and strategies appropriate 
to their individual advertising requirements ; 

"The right of viewers and the public at large 
to select that which they like on television and 
tune out that which they do not. 

"Thoughtful advertisers ," Mr. Allport con
cluded, "will reject the means adopted by the 
Coalition no matter how worthy they believe its 
eventual goal to be. Were advertisers to do other
wise, they would be party to subverting the me
dium's economic base and jeopardizing the greater 
good of freedom of choice and freedom of the press." 

In essence, the ANA advises that advertisers spell 
out their own policies defining standards of accept
able program content. They should insure that top 
management be familiar with the policies and pre
pared to defend them, both with the press and 
activist groups. Having established standards, the 
company will then be better prepared, when faced 
with critics' requests for modification of program 
selection, to assess the broader consequences of 
policy changes. Networks and independent stations 
should be informed of the advertiser's policies and 
program selection should be based upon advance 
review of individual programs. Advertisers, then, 
can speak from a defensible , conscientious position, 
not having abdicated responsibility to others. 

One advertiser highlighted the advantage of hav
ing established standards by its response to group 
pressure: " . .. our company (for several decades) 
has had written policies on sponsoring tasteful 
programs and avoiding programs that are offensive. 
What is tasteful ... comes down to judgment ... 
The standards I apply are our own. We cannot 
responsibly adopt others ... . " (The ANA guide
lines are reprinted in the Appendix.) 

A major advertiser , General Foods, threatened 
with a boycott by one of the pressure groups, issued 
this response: "While we are committed to acting 
as a positive influence on programming, we have to 
function in the marketplace. We're in the market to 



buy time , and not everything we buy will please 
every viewer. But that 's the essence of the pluralistic 
society in which we live. We don't believe any one 
group should be able to dictate to all others what 
their choices should be, and we decline to meet (the 
Clean Up TV campaign's) demands . '' 

and from the Broadcasters Themselves 

In brief statements and in formal speeches , lead
ers in the broadcast industry have spoken out 
against the tactics of the Coalition for Better Tele
vision and the Moral Majority. Here is a brief 
round-up of what they've said. 

"The Coalition campaign is clearly an attempt 
at a form of censorship ... to replace diversity, 
freedom of choice and the public judgment 
with one group's view of what is right and 
moral for all of us to see and hear . . .. Make 
no mistake, what this group seeks to do is to 
control the content of TV." 

-James E. Duffy, president, 
ABC-TV Network 

"I have no problem with the preacher who 
preaches or the teacher who teaches that any 
program should not be watched for any rea
son. I am concerned when the individual seeks 
to make certain that no one will watch , by 
having that program disappear through lack 
of advertiser support. In doing so, that pres
sure group is seeking to deprive us all of our 
freedom of choice by imposing a decidedly 
minority view, and asks the advertiser to be his 
partner .... 

" That economic boycott will not work .... 
One group involved actively in the boycott 
approach declared that last November (1979) 
would be turn-off CBS month. The group's 
leader harangued the nearly 100,000 subscri
bers to his house organ; he received consider
able publicity in the church and secular press 
and we received a number of petitions from his 
supposed followers. 

"The result? You may recall . .. that CBS 
won the ovember sweeps. 

"I think the same will prove true with the 
economic boycott. Lip service will be paid to 
the boycott, but when the consumer goes to 
the marketplace, he or she will not be guided 
in the choice of soap or cereal or automobiles 
by someone with an imagined grievance .. . . 

"There are advertisers who do indeed su b
mit to the demands of pressure groups . And 
when that happens I worry for all of us . I 
would hope that the advertiser would stand 
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tall , as the broadcaster has , for ad\ertising is 
important to everyone. " 

-Gene Ja nkowski, president, 
CBS/ Broadcast Group 

" Innovation is daring. We have to stand 
firm in our defense of the right and responsi
bility of broadcasters to be innovative .... We 
cannot innovate, cannot serve our total audi
ence, if the networks-and advertisers-live in 
fear of coercion by special interests like the 
Coalition. The only thing fear will produce is 
bland, timid programming. 

" In our open marketplace, it is possible for 
programs as different as 'The Dukes of Haz
zard' and 'Sixty Minutes' to be among the top 
five rated network television shows. Certain 
elitist critics to the contrary , that's a fact that 
we ought to be proud of. It shows we serve our 
pluralistic democracy Vvell. . . . 

"Those programs serve different interests, 
different values , but those diffe rent interests all 
have a legitimate place in our society. And 
having them represented in a national broad
cast service vividly demonstrates this nation 's 
faith in diversity .... 

"Thanks to our diversity of programming, 
groups with differing views, values, and tastes 
can see each other, understand each other, 
and , we hope, become more tolerant of each 
other . ... 

"Marching under the banner of 'decency', 
the Coalition is threatening not just particular 
programs . It is threatening the democratic 
soul of television. And, ultimately, because 
television is the central information medium in 
our society, it is threatening democracy 
itself. ... 

"A good and decent life can have many 
shapes ; it can mean many things to many differ
ent people. And in a democracy that's the way 
it 's supposed to be . Diversity is our lifeblood. 
By its diversity of programming, network televi
sion helps keep that !if eblood flowing. 

"I would hate to think that our marketplace 
of ideas rang with only one voice because we, 
you and I, were frightened into silence." 

- Fred Silverman, thm president 
and chief executive officer, NBC 

"While there have been isolated instances of 
networks bearing intense pressure on produc
tions in the past, it's obvious that pressure 
group tactics are going to be an increasing fact 
of life in the Eighties for all of us in the 
entertainment business . The difference is that 
increasingly, the pressure will involve all as
pects of our business-from the networks and 



adverti sers and agencies , to the a ffilia tes , and 
straight on to the production community and 
the actors themselves. 

"The future for entertainment is going to 
have to include not only a commitment to do a 
production-but a commitment to weather 
the roadblocks as well. 

" As an industry based on the principle of 
expression of free speech, an d as a business 
serving many people and having to be con
cerned with being fair , we've gone out of our 
way in recent years to listen to others' opin
ions . I would not deny these groups their right 
to express their views , but neither do I expect 
them to try to silence others who want to 
express theirs. 

" I recognize that commitments to certain 
productions may well cost us financially in the 
future, but I want to go on record . . . as 
saying that I feel this principle is worth the 
commitment. ·we 've got to be absolutely cer
tain of our judgements in selecting a project 
that has validity and can enrich the lives of our 
viewers , we have got to join hands as a com
munity and stand firm. Belief in a project will 
become more important at every level , because 
faith in the relevance of a project will make 
the difference when the protests begin. 

"These commitments-by each of us, at 
every level-will become increasingly impor
tant in the years to come ... to the future of 
quality television . .. and to the future of free 
speech .'' 

-Frederick Pierce, executive 
vice president, A BC, Inc. 

Responding to a threat four years ago to boycott 
advertisers, a representative of television broad
casters commented: 

"Advertisers look at programs differently than 
broadcasters. Those who buy time have a 
single obligation, that is to seek suitable audi
ences for their commercial messages. Broad
casters have different objectives. Not only must 
they attempt to please large audiences much 
of the time, they must also offer a balanced 
schedule of entertainment and information. It 
includes programs that deal with controversia l 
matters. It includes programs that annoy or 
offend some people, without being either 
overly violent or permissive. In other words, 
programs that a·re not expected to please 
everyone, but which do meet specific needs. 
Unlike the broadcaster, no advertiser is ac
countable to yo ur community or the Federal 
Communications Commission for the balance 
and quality of a broadcast schedule. 
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" l predi ct that if you make advert isers your 
go-betweens , you will drain the vitality out of 
television and you will also invite far more 
mischief by others whose political or social 
views you may find distasteful. 

" Broadcasting had its brush with this kind 
of boycott in the Fifties and the results were 
shameful and long lasting. Please, let's not 
open that Pandora's Box again." 

-Roy Danish, director, 
T elevision Information Office, February, 7977 

Implications of a Boycott 

When all the arguments , both pro and con, are 
taken into consideration, the essential fact of the 
proposed boycott is that it is a misguided strategy 
that will produce more evil than it hopes to cure . 
However logical , legal or necessary a boycott may 
appear to be in some circumstances, in this partic
ular situation it is wrong: 

1. It places too great an emphasis on the role of 
the advertiser. Program policy , by law, is the re
sponsibility of broadcasters, who respond to the 
ascertained needs and preferences of the viewing 
public. 

2. Using an economic weapon to achieve an 
ideological point of view, especially when that view 
would entail a narrowing of viewing choices rather 
than a multiplicity of choices, can have stultifying 
and even dangerous consequences. 

3. Other groups with a different outlook may 
have stronger economic weapons at their command 
at some point. Establishing the precedent of a 
boycott would make it that much easier for other 
boycotts to be effective in the future, with results 
that may be unpredictable today and, in fact, at 
odds with the goals of the present boycotters. 

4. Our entire social sytem is based on an open 
marketplace of ideas and values. The use of injudi
ciously applied economic pressure is inimical to 
such a system. When a product is boycotted, con
sumers may buy substitutes. But when the ultimate 
target is a program with its ideas and values, 
freedom of speech and thought is threatened. 

It is interesting to note that a recent survey 
commissioned by ABC has found that "more than 
~1 percent of Americans have never at a ny time in 
their li ves boycotted a product because of something 
on television they disliked." In addition, the study 
learned that of the small percentage of respondents 
considering themselves members of the ' Moral Ma
jority,' "more than half disagree with the tactics of 
economic boycott." 

Americans feel strongly about making their in
dependent choices in program selection. A TIO
commissioned study by the Roper Organization in 
1978 showe d that 6 7% of the American public 



believe the individual viewer should ha ve responsi
bility for determining program acceptability by 
deciding what to watch while only 13% felt that 
social action and religious groups should have a 
voice in it. A recent ABC poll substantiated that 
public preference for individual responsibility , a nd 
showed further that in 1981 only 2% of the people 
believed that religious organizations, special inter
est groups or advertisers should have primary re
sponsibility in deciding what programs should be 
aired . 

The publi c also expects the networks to provide 
them with program diversity so they may have a 
choice. When asked whether they agree or di sagree 
with the idea that " Television networks ha ve an 
obligation to provide the viewer with a wid e range 
of choices, lea ving it up to the viewer to decide what 
programs are appropriate to watch ," onl y 7½ % of 
the total population disagreed with the statement. 
!\fore importantl y, 7 out of 10 agreed, with 56 % 
registering " strong agreement. " 

Along with the notion of choice, it was found that 
people reject any special interest group activity 
which would potentiall y d iminish the viewers· 
choices of television programming, or which would 
force other people 's standards on them. Two-thirds 
oppose organized groups whose goal is to influence 
television programming to conform to their stand
ards , with some 56% in strong opposition. 

Thus the public expects diversity , wants the 
primary responsibility to decide what programming 
is or is not appropriate, and is opposed to any 
groups which would attempt to decide program
ming for them, or take their choices away. 

Another study, conducted by the Roper Organi
zation and commissioned by NBC, surveyed public 
opinion about "sex, profanity and violence" on 
television. Approximately 2500 adults (18 yrs and 
older) were contacted during Spring, 1981. 

Nine of the 17 programs selected for study had 
been identified by the National Federation of De
cency or other conservative religious groups as 
"immoral. " Seven other programs were chosen 
because they might be considered similar to the 
previously identified programs; and one program 
recommended by the NFD- "Little House on the 
Pra irie " - was included for compari son . The pro
grams included series on all three networks. 

Only one program received criticism on sex/ 
violence grounds from as much as 10 percent of 
those surveyed ; eleven programs received such crit
icism from 5 percent or less. Only one program was 
criticized by as many as 13 per cent on violence 
grounds ; fourteen programs were criticized by 3 per 
cent or less. Asked if programs should be "taken off 
the air" because of sex, profanity and/or violent 
content, 3 percent of the respondents said each of 
two of the programs should be taken off; 12 addi-
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ti onal programs were simila r ly co ndem ned by 1 per 
cent or less . 

More than half of the progra ms on the list of so
called " objectionable ,. progra m s recei ved more pos
iti ve comments than negat ive co mments for the way 
they ha ndl e sexual th emes. 

In addition, a series of questions was asked of all 
respondents to establish their degree of adherence 
to fundamentalist religious beliefs . Strong funda
mentalists , it was found. represent " only a fraction 
of the na tion's popula ti on. " 

It was found that those of strong fund amentalist 
persua sion were more concerned about sex and 
profa nity in a number of the programs studied than 
were non-fund amentali sts. However. the fundamen
ta li sts watched these programs to the same degree 
as others a nd were " more likely 10 exp ress favo rable 
th an un fa vorable opinions on them " Onl y one
qua rt er of the fundame ntali st s queri ed objected to 
any one of the 17 programs on the grounds of sex, 
profanit y or violence. Fewer, the study showed, 
would choose to " remove th em from the air." 

Like the ge neral public, the Roper study con
cluded , fundamentalists show little concern about 
violence in these programs. They differed from the 
general public, however, on a number of issues 
relating to freedom of expression. They were more 
likel y to think that there should be "more regula
tion of what is ailowed in newspapers and maga
zines ," and to think that "television should not deal 
with different kinds of values, idea s and lifestyles " 
but in all cases these were minority opinions. 

Part of the ABC study, too, included an analysis 
of those who claimed they were "members" of the 
Moral Majority, to see how they differ from , or 
agree with their leadership or the general popula
tion. 

First , Moral Majority members are not a unified 
group in terms of the major issues the organization 
has taken a public stand on. In fact , a substantial 
portion of Moral Maj ority members disagree with 
many of the major positions of the national organi
zation. 

Second, Moral Majority members are not con
sistent in their attitudes towards television. The 
position of Moral Majority members quite fre
quently parallels the position of the general public 
in its attitude towards TV issues and determining 
where the responsibility for program acceptance 
lies . 

Third , with minor exceptions, the Moral Major
ity members tend to watch the same programs as 
the population at large . 

And finally, Moral Majority members are very 
similar to the total population in their attitudes 
towards television and program acceptability . 



O verall , it can be said that the leadership of the 
Moral Maj orit y is following a path differing from 
that of most of its members . 

A national poll by the Roper Organization (not 
commissioned by TJO ) recentl y found that the 
general public rates television second only to " fa m
ily " as gi ving them the most personal satisfaction 
in their everyday lives . Responding to questions in 
a general survey, including a list of 15 d iverse things 
of which they were asked to name the three or four 
most satisfying to them da y in and day out, the 
national sample of adults rated "family" first by 
72%; behind it was television in second place (48 %); 
ahead of " friends ' · (47%); " music " (31 %) and 
reading (28 %) and far ahead of such items as 
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" socializing·' (20%); "meals " (18% ), " hobbies" 
(17%) and " car '" (16%). 

R . H . Bruskin Associates, surveying the three 
most important items in the home (an open ended 
query ), found that televi sion ranked hi gher with the 
American public th an anything else , a nd by a 
greater margin than previou s surveys showed . 

What we are left with then is a small but vocal 
minority seeking to impose its conception of moral
ity on the true majority of American viewers . The 
minority 's threat of a boycott is not to be lightly 
regarded , but , if our principles of freedom and 
progress are to be preserved, neither should it be 
allowed to influence the discourse between viewer 
a nd broadcaster. 



Appendices 

A. Statement of the American Association of 
Advertising Agencies 

The A.A.A.A. believes that adverriser boycotts 
represent a serious long-range danger to the proper 
functioning of a commercially supported broadcast
ing system in a free society. 

The most important tradition of our broadcasting 
system in the United States is its freedom from 
undue influence not onl y by the government , but 
also by advertisers. This freedom permits the media 
to seek a direct and honest relationship with its 
viewers and to concentrate on serving their needs 
and tastes . 

It is naive to contend that advertisers have no 
influence on programming. Advertising support is a 
vitally important factor in programming decisions, 
but this influence is a secondary one. The judg
ments made on the purchase of advertising time are 
based for the most part on research data and 
projections of the nature and size of the audience 
that will be watching. They are business judgments 
made individually by a variety of companies, and 
not intended to exclude or deny programming 
choices. 

A.A.A.A. believes that any technique which has 
as its end result increasing the influence of advertis
ers and agencies in the editorial and programming 
judgments of broadcasters on a systematic basis is 
unhealthy for the proper functioning of our free 
broadcast industry. Such influence would not be in 
the long-term interest of the very groups that 
recommend it, since it would dilute the broad
casters' direct responsibility to the general public. 
Advertiser censors should be no more acceptable 
than government censors .. 

How then to properly express concern over trends 
or styles of programming that individuals might 
find objectionable? Clearly the most telling weapon 
in the arsenal of viewers is their ability to choose 
which programs they watch, and how much pro
gramming they watch . Changes in viewing pat
terns, in ratings of individual programs, and in total 
viewing speak very loudly to the broadcasting indus
try. 

The fact that often the programs targeted by 
vocal organizations are also those with the highest 
audience ratings argues quite dramatically that 
their judgments do not necessarily represent a 
majority of television viewers. 

Beyond this, individuals and groups should con
tinue to voice their feelings directly to the networks 
and stations. The privilege of a broadcast license 
brings with it the very serious responsibility of 
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operating in the public interest. A.A .A.A. believes 
that broadcasters have been and will continue to be 
responsive to serious and constructive criticism, 
without the necessity for advertisers to be held as 
economic hostages. 

B. Association of National Advertisers 
Television Committee Guidelines 

Following discussion of the iss ues raised by the 
Coalition for Better Television, the ANA Television 
Committee issued this statement : "These and other 
groups have decided to exert their leverage against 
advertisers. Although broadcasters and producers 
clearly have the primary and direct influence on 
television programming, these critics believe that 
the advertiser can be more easily affected. Following 
extensive discussion of the issues involved, the A A 
Television Committee has developed the following 
recommendations for your consideration: 

"1. If your company does not have a written 
policy defining standards of acceptable program 
content , you should initiate the development of such 
a policy. It should indicate what degree of respon
sibility your company believes it has for the content 
of television programs. It should also define the 
basic guidelines for choosing programs for the 
company's advertising. 

"2 . If you r company already has a policy, it 
should be reviewed to make sure it represents your 
position as accurately as possible. Since this policy 
may find its way into the news media, it should be 
written so as to be understandable and defendable 
under such circumstances. 

"3. In either of the foregoing circumstances, it is 
important to develop a firsthand awareness of the 
issues and consequences at the highest levels of 
management. Top management must understand 
and commit their support to the policy , including 
the particular buying decisions which will flow from 
it. As the pref erred contact for activists groups and 
the press, top management should be familiar with 
the company's program policy and be prepared to 
defend it. 

"4. When a critic requests you to modify your 
program selections, assess the consequences as a 
basic policy change. Such a change will almost 
always have broader consequences than just the 
specific programs involved in the request. 

"5. Establish a procedure for the company man
agement person responsible to screen individual 
program episodes/movies far enough in advance of 
air date to withdraw company commercials, if 
necessary . One A.N.A. member company writes to 
pressure groups: ' .... each individual prime time 



program or episode in a series scheduled to carry 
our commercials is reviewed by the company prior 
to air time, and individual programs which do not 
meet our company's standards are rejected for 
placement of our ads.' 

"6 . Inform the networks and independent sta 
tions with \-\,·horn you have contacts of your policies. 
Advise them of your decisions not to advertise in 
specific programs. It has been suggested that this 
information should be conveyed to the broadcasters ' 
general managements as well as the individuals 
responsible for programming, sales and standards 
and practices. 

' ' For perspective. it is useful to keep two addi
tional thoughts in mind. 

" Advertising placement . like most other business 
decisions. is one that must be made in good con
science by each company. It should not be delegated 
to people outside company management. The Vice 
President of Marketing Services for one large 
A. .A . member company has responded to activist 
pressure groups , in part, as follows: ' .. . our com
pany (for several decades) has had written policies 
on sponsoring tasteful programs and avoiding pro
grams that are offensive. \\'hat is tasteful .. . comes 
down to judgment ... our company has vested in 
one individual , the responsibility for making these 
judgments on its behalf. For the past several years , 
I am the individual. The standards I apply are our 
own. We cannot responsibly adopt others .... ' 

" The programs deemed 'unacceptable' vary from 
group to group. Certain groups have stated their 
intent to expand their lists of such programs. For 
the advertiser who abdicates his responsibility to 
make his own program decisions, the list of unavail
able programs can grow very long indeed." 

C. The Roots of the Religious New Right 

The Puritans sailed to these shores to practice 
freedom of religion and to establish "the New 
Israel" in America. For more than 100 years their 
clergy were the intellectual leaders and set the 
moral and religious standards for the colonies. By 
the 1740's new forces were challenging their author
ity and dominance. On one side were the currents 
of the Enlightenment-a growing secularism, ra
tionalism and skepticism. On the other, the Great 
Awakening-a wave of revivals from Maine to 
Georgia, stimulated by English evangelists, with 
eloquent preachers bringing Christian doctrine and 
experience to the common, uneducated people. 

The characteristics and beliefs of those Evangeli
cals and their differences with the liberal leaders of 
the Enlightenment are very close to those being 
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articulated toda y by the Religious New Right. The 
New Right 's enemies-those they call "secular 
humanists ' '-resemble closely the proponents of 
Enlightenment philosophy. Here is how the sides 
lined up from approximately 1734 to 1765: 

Evangelicals 

Appealed to the masses 

Enthroned presence of 
God 

Began with revelation 

Emphasized obedience 
and service 

Began with the Bible 

Stressed a philosophy 
oft he heart 

Leaders of the 
Enlightenment 

Attracted intellectuals 
such as Jefferson, 
Washington, Madison. 
and Franklin 

Enthroned reason of 
man 

Began with reason 

Stressed freedom and 
tolerance 

Emphasized individual 
authority 

Stressed a philosophy 
of the mind* 

During this period, Evangelicals had the major
ity- three-fifths of the nation was converted before 
the Revolution, while established Protestant sects 
were increasingly divided by class as well as doc
trinal differences. 

The next generation of Evangelicals helped 
launch and win the R evolution and accepted the 
enlightened leadership both on the battlefield and 
in the political arena. When it came to religion, 
however, each sect continued to believe in the 
absolute correctness of its own interpretation of the 
Scriptures. All agreed that no one denomination 
should dominate, and all agreed to the first Amend
ment of the Constitution calling for separation of 
church and state. This spirit of freedom and toler
ance prevailed through the ratification of the Con
stitution and the Bill of Rights in 1791. 

However, by the end of the century, a second 
Great Awakening took place ; it emphasized conver
sions and letting God into one 's life or suffering 
eterna l damnation. It was to set the pattern for 
domination by evangelical /fundamentalist sects 
(especially Methodists, Baptists and some Presby
terians ) of the country's moral agenda-the tone 
for America 's community life- for the next 125 
years ( 1800-1925 ). All groups , of course, including 
Catholics and J ews, were permitted to worship 

•See Richard R . Gilbert, Religion and the Bicentennial. 



freely, but orthodox Protestant religion .was su 
preme and its leaders set the ideals of what family 
life should be and how the Ten Commandments 
should be interpreted. 

By 1.925 the great forces for change in the 20th 
century-including World War I, mass communi
cations, the rise of science, with its conceptions of 
human nature and human behavior and the impact 
of Freud-were evident. Evangelicalism split into 
two camps-fundamental and liberal. The liberals 
accepted science, reason and many of the ideas of 
the Enlightenment, and integrated them into their 
religion. The fundamentalists rejected Darwinism, 
and after the Scopes trial, in which a high school 
teacher was publicly tried for teaching the theory of 
evolution (Scopes was defeated legally but not 
intellectually), retreated to follow their own pre
cepts remote from the center stage. Even when Billy 
Graham and other evangelists emerged on the 
national scene after World War II, they emphasized 
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religious matters but steered clear of s·e·cular, polit
ical issues. 

Gradually new divisions occurred among evangel
icals in the fundamentalist camp . There is now a 
clear split between middle-of-the-road and liberal 
factions , on the one hand , and right-wing funda
mentalists on the other. All evangelicals, including 
the fundamentalists, still agree on essentials-i.e., 
conversion, spiritual experience. However, the 
right-wing fundamentalists believe in the "iner
rancy" of the Scriptures-that every word of the 
Bible is literally true-while most other evangeli
cals are less rigid. Of more relevance for laymen 
attempting to understand the groups is this distinc
tion: while the more moderate elements, such as 
those led by Billy Graham, are ecumenical and 
willing to hear other points of view, even though 
they believe they themselves are right, the right
wing fundamentalists have shown little evidence of 
such democratic flexibility. 
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Th::>se prized and i:,ararnount tenets of American de;nocracy - Fret:>dom of Expression 
and Freedom of Choice - have been besieged and threatened many times throughout 
the history of this country. In this capsule account of the news media in America, 
journalist and educator John Tebbel reviews their great diversity, service and 
importance - and the many efforts by various factions and governmental agencies at 
control and regulation. The freedom of broadcasters and journalists to program and to 
print - and the public 's freedom to choose to watch and to read - "cannot be 
qualified without imperilling the whole (of democracy)," says Tebbel. "The opening of 
one door leads to the opening of a thousand others." 
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From Rags to Riches 
The Media in American Society 

by John Tebbel 

Except for a few specialists in the field, historians 
are not given to examining the role of the media 
in American life . While nearly every American 
president has been concerned to some extent 
about his treatment by the press, few academic 
historians of presidential administrations have 
considered the effects of the press much more 
than in passing. Whether, for example, William 
Randolph Hearst played a significant role in 
starting the Spanish-American War was once a 
subject of popular controversy, but serious histo
rians of the McKinley administration, and of the 
war itself, scarcely do more than mention Hearst, 
if they refer to him at all. 

This neglect may have been unwise, even un
scholarly in some cases, but it has come to an end. 
If one examines the literature of journalism from 
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its beginning to 1960, roughly some four 
thousand volumes of it, the work of professional 
academic historians is scant indeed; but if we look 
at the literature of the past twenty years, it is easy 
to see that examination of the media has become 
almost a cottage industry, especially among 
sociologists who have drawn heavily on the tech
niques of the historian, and vice versa. 

The dismaying fact about this phenomenon is 
not that it is abundant but that it is almost entirely 
critical. In thousands of monographs, essays, ar
ticles, reviews, and books, the number of those 
defending the media or presenting their work in 
a positive way is less than 5 percent. How much 
the impact of this massive assault has trickled 
down to the public is hard to say. But perhaps it is 
more than coincidence that the outpouring has 
occurred at a time when the media are under 
fierce and sustained attack from every quarter of 
American life, a time when the government and 
the courts between them are steadily narrowing 
the original meaning of the First Amendment 
until it promises soon to have little effect, and 
control will become a reality. 

Why this change in the public's perception of 
the media? Are they doing nothing worth de
fending? Or is there some deeper reason for the 
widespread, pervasive hostility on the part of 
both the general public and the articulate portion 
of it which creates and transmits opinion, ranging 
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from the academician to that new specimen the 
"media critic," who is paid to bite the hand that 
feeds him on the grounds that he is somehow 
fulfilling a responsibility and performing a public 
service. The hostility of the government and the 
courts is much more understandable. That is 
quite simply a power struggle, with important 
ramifications for all of us. 

There has never been a time, of course, when 
the media were universally beloved. That is not 
their nature. Newspapers, especially, were born 
out of controversy, out of the struggle for power. 
As soon as the printing press was invented, it was 
apparent to both the primary sources of power in 
that day, government and the church, that who
ever controlled what the new invention produced 
would be in a position to influence profoundly 
what people thought. Consequently the press was 
licensed at once by government, with the full 
approval of the church, and there was no 
semblance of freedom of the press from the fif
teenth century until the first pan of the 
eighteenth century when a few brave printers in 
colonial America risked their fortunes to defy the 
Crown and the provincial authorities. The print 
shop became the center for dissent in the eastern 
centers of population and carried the news of it 
inland to those removed from the daily spectacle 
of British rule. 

In colonial America, the press was only sec
ondarily a purveyor of news. Printers were gen
erally not editors but were only craftsmen used 
by partisans of both sides, Tory and patriot, to 
advance their causes. The issue in the celebrated 
case of John Peter Zenger was essentially the 
right of dissenters to attack corrupt public offi
cials. No one expected objectivity or responsibil
ity; those concepts were more than a century 
away. 

It is important to remember the totally parti
san nature of the press before and after the 
Revolution, when it was again in the hands of 
political zealots, in order to understand the cli
mate of opinion that produced the First 
Amendment. The delegates to the Constitu
tional Convention did not believe the press 
needed any special guarantee of freedom, but 
when the document they produced was sent to 
the states for ratification, that was foremost 
among the deficiencies which produced the 
grassroots revolt that resulted in the Bill of 
Rights. Remembering the vital role the press 
had played in helping to secure their freedom 
from tyranny, the people of the new nation, still 
distrustful of giving too much power to gov
ernment, insisted on a free press .as the best 
means of making their governors accountable. 
They did so notwithstanding that the press of 
that time was guilty of the wildest, most irre-

2 

sponsible partisan excesses. 
Jefferson and Madison understood the role 

that the First Amendment was intended to play 
better than anyone. When the Prussian ambas
sador strode into President Jefferson's office 
waving a Federalist paper full of abuse of the 
president and demanding to know why Jeffer
son did not have it suppressed and the editor 
punished, the president observed quietly, "Put 
that paper in your pocket, Baron , and should 
you ever hear the reality of our liberty, the free
dom of the press questioned, show them this 
paper-and tell them where you found it.'' It 
had been lying in the waiting room . 

When Madison was president during the War 
of l 812. and the nation was on the verge of 
disaster, papers in Boston and Georgetown ar
gued that New England should secede and 
make a separate peace with Britain . Many 
thought Madison should use his wartime powers 
to suppress these seditious gazettes, but this 
chief architect of the First believed in its abso
lute character and refused. He considered a 
~ountry without a free press hardly worth sav
mg. 

Thus a general pattern was set. People hated 
the newspapers that advocated ideas which were 
not theirs, but at the same time they supported 
those they agreed with. The same citizens who 
sacked Tory printshops before the Revolution 
continued to express their anger against oppos
ing views in the same way well into the 
nineteenth century. Shops were destroyed and 
editors shot or horsewhipped, as Mark Twain 
amusingly "documented" in his Journalism in 
Tennessee . As for government, presidents made 
no attempt to shut down newspapers even when 
provoked-and they were all provoked . In 1846 
many newspapers fought "Mr. Polk's War" with 
Mexico, the most unpopular American conflict 
until Vietman, but the president did not move 
against them. Lincoln , subjected to the greatest 
abuse from the Copperhead press-and even 
from papers of his own party-that any presi
dent had endured since the days of Washington 
and Jefferson, refrained from taking the meas
ures he could have taken and restrained his 
generals' attempts at suppression. 

Meanwhile, a great change occurred in the 
public's perception of the media between 1835 
and the close of the Civil War. The central fac
tor in this movement was the creation of a mass 
audience through introduction of the cylinder 
press. Newspapers, magazines, and books had 
earlier reached what was essentially an elite au
dience, but the cylinder press, the first major 
change in printing technology since Gutenberg, 
made it possible to reach millions with all kinds 
of printed materials. 
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The paperback revolution that began in 1842 
had reached such proportions by the Civil War 
that these volumes were shipped by the bale to 
the fighting fronts, and civilians were reading 
them just as avidly. The press acquired a new 
respectability in 1835 when James Gordon Ben
nett introduced the modern newspaper, with 
news and editorials strictly separated, and set up 
as the ideal the notion of getting the news first 
and accurately. From then until the end of the 
century, the nation's important newspapers 
would be in the hands of great editors, many of 
them well known nationally. For the first time, 
one heard that phrase so often abused later, 
"the power of the press." 

For they did have power. It mattered whether 
editors like Bennett, or Horace Greeley, or 
Charles Anderson Dana, or any of the others 
endorsed a presidential candidate or supported 
him after he was in office. A powerful news
paper could do much to swing an election. 
Moreover, in the midst of the most bitter parti
sanship before the Civil War, Henry J. 
Raymond introduced a new paper, the New 
York Times, which he declared would try to be 
o~jective. People turned to it with relief, and the 
concept of responsibility for news columns was 
introduced, or at least carried to a new level. 
Newspapers then and later were as partisan as 
ever, but people recognized that an effort was 
being made to report the news as fairly as possi
ble, despite many failures imposed by human 
limitations. 

As for magazines, their explosive prolifera
tion after 1825 was one of the phenomena of the 
century, and by 1900 they had become a na
tional habit. Civil War issues were argued chiefly 
in their pages. General magazines arose to re
flect literary and social tastes. Specialization 
began to give every kind of interest a printed 
outlet. After the war, magazines began to rival 
newspapers with their investigative reporting, 
and by the turn of the century, the ten-cent 
periodicals were in the forefront of the great 
reform wave that led Theodore Roosevelt to call 
their writers "muckrakers." People might quar
rel over what the newspapers did, but they re
garded magazines highly. Book publishing pro
liferated in much the same way and enjoyed the 
same kind of prestige. 

In the early years of this century, however, 
advertising was the prime factor in bringing 
about another major change. Slowly, newspap
ers became less dependent on circulation as ad
vertising increasingly became their main source 
of revenue. Magazines, too, changed in charac
ter as advertising also became their lifeblood. 
These media were, in fact, becoming in
stitutionalized and, as the century wore on, they 
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were no longer the product of individual en
trepreneurs who had to rely solely on public 
favor, expressed by circulation figures. They 
were now businesses themselves. and they were 
delivering specific markets to advertisers who 
wanted to reach those markets. As business in
stitutions, they were also becoming predomi
nantly conservative. 

The rise of radio and television completed the 
transformation. Here were mass marketers who 
reached far larger numbers of people, presum
ably had much more influence on them, and in 
the case of television, had the capability (as 
many people believed) to shape national tastes 
and affect the political process. 

All this has changed our perception of the 
media. We say "the media" do this and do that, 
and the "mass media" are endlessly analyzed by 
every kind of expert and nonexpert. We see the 
media now as sources of power, and in a di
vided, contentious, litigious nation, every politi
cal, social, and ethnic group wants them to serve 
its interests. If they do not, these groups are 
prepared to bring activist pressure against them 
to make them conform. As every editor knows, 
it is absolutely impossible to edit a newspaper or 
prepare a news broadcast that does not offend 
someone or elicit charges of bias. The cry from 
every group is that all it asks is fairness, but it is 
not fairness that is really desired. What all these 
groups want is advocacy, or news coverage that 
makes them appear as they want to be seen. 

The situation is further complicated by the 
inability of the public to separate the editorial 
pages from the news columns. Often when 
people complain about a particular newspaper, 
it turns out that what has offended them is 
something in an editorial, or more likely, a polit
ical column, and so they condemn the whole 
paper as being biased. Not many people are 
qualified to pinpoint bias in a news story, but 
those who go looking for it are certain to find it, 
by their own lights. Although three-fourths of 
the nation's press is conservative, there are 
many people who are convinced it is liberal. 
even leftish, because a few of the largest and 
best known papers are either liberal or moder
ately so. There are no major dailies in the 
United States that could be considered left wing 
by any sane measurement, but there are many 
that are far to the right. 

No one would think of telling a surgeon how 
to operate, or a lawyer how to conduct a trial, 

FOLL0\.\1NG PAGES: The first and last pages of the NUl/emhtr 25, 
1734 , issue of the New-York Weekly Journal. On NUl/l!TTlber 17, 
1734,John Peter Zenger was arrested for libel and so was not able 
to issue his paper that week. On the first page of the NUl/embtr 25 
Journal Zenger <U$cnbes his arrest and imprisonmml. Serial and 
Governmmt Publications Division. 
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Cont11ining 

To all my S11bfcriher1 nJ &ruf dt~1 
1Pbo taie "1.J u,eekly JournaIJ. 

M1". Zn,g,r; . . 
A6 theLibelty of'thePr~Js•juftiy 

efieeme-d and univerfally acltnowled-
G,,,t/eme", LAdier 11,.J Other,; ~ed by Englifhmen-, -to be the -grand. 

A
S you Iaft week were Dif-. Paladium of all their Liberties, which 

appointed of my Journa II Libe?ty of the Prefs, I have rejoyce~ 
I thick it Iocamf?ent up: to_ 1ee well defende~ in Sundry of 
on ~. ~o ~ubh!Jt my yo11r Papers, and pamcularly by your 
Apal1gy which 1s thi!'I. No. 2. ;. Io. 11. IS, 16. 17. 18. 

On the Lords Day, the Sevcntunth 'l4- & S'4-· and by ~n annooi01ou11 
of this Inllant, I was Arrefled, taken Authors Obrervation!'I oo the chiei 

· -and lmpr.ifoned in the common Goal JuAices Charge_ of J.crtfMry lall; pow. 
cf thi~-Citty, by VintM of .2 Wffl'llnt tar ~unucl, 35 It ma\1 nor only be of 
from the G11tJtrnour, and the Hono- prefect Uf•, but of foture Advantage. 
nble Fr.cncifa Harrifon, Efq; and others that fuch Mattffs - of ta~ . . that con-: 
ir. Councill of which (God willin~) cern the Liberty of the Pref!; ar,ry 
yo'l have a Coppy, wh_t-reupon I wa!I be f.airhfully recorded and tranfmitted 
put under fuch Re!lramr that I had to PC'lfleritv, thn-efore _I have feat yo.11 
not cheLiberry of Pen. Jn\c, or Paper, a Detail of foch particulars that con~ 
or to fee, or fpe:ik wi th Pe~p.Jc, :- 611 cern the Liberty of the Prefs within 
upon O:,Y Complai~tt6 ~~e Ho_i:,~ura~Ie ,.rbi! Colei,y~ and beciufe I vould · not 
the Chief Jull1ce, _at · mr ~PP~JlJ.n~ have.y.oti-or m·y fdf _charJ!;ed with the 
before him upon my Habias r~rpur.Qn ·p.aj,Ji'cuiOft of a Libel, . I £hall confine 
the Wednefrlay following. Wh<:> dif- my feJf to· a plain Narration of Faas 
countenanc<"ci · rhar Pi:oceetlirit, and without any comments. 
-'toerefore I hlVC had fince rht_ T;n~ . . . . . ' 
·the L i}>erty.of.Spealdn~ thro·.,'!h the . o~ -T~~f'd:1~1he rsth of oao. 173·~ 
Hule of the Door; :to rpy Wire and The-fttfJre,;,,, Q,,i;;t of N'ew-York. b,i 
Servum by whith I doubt· not yo'l r,an, n,hen tbe Honou'rtfble J~me5 Qe 
think Il)e fofficiently Exc~fed_ f<?r p9t iancey, Efq-; CIMif Ju/lie charged 
!indj_n¢:~~v 'lafi·~eelc;_7.,u,,i~ll~:. a~d . . . t~i; Grp..J-]ury. ··The Conclufo11 of 
J hope fer the futuT'e by .rhe ~!~tyaf which Cb11rge wttr 61 follo•r. 
,Speaking to _ my· _Serva~ts t~f~- th.e, ·· · . . ' J: :,. • · ' · · . • • ,. 

Holr of the Door _· of t~e · P~Jfoi;i, to - .. Ge,.tfemen; · I {foll · co·ncJude ··' wid~ 
e~tctt:iin yo1J_ ~irh my _weokly Ja11rn4, reacii n~ a Paragraph ·or two'out of th~
as"tormcrly. .And am .1ow oMfted, (amc-Book, -t concerning Libels; th~ 

Humble Serv41ft, :. . a.rt .arri,ved to that h•ight, that .th~ 
J. Pet,, Zu.t"• c-a11, 
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Publiihc'r._ It i, rberf ,,re (!,Jew/ IJ 
.1br&t1ri;That the f~1dYirule~, &11ir-
"'1l"otl1 2nd . Sediti()J,fl _ Sonv ot . Bal/ail, 
be burnd:dore the City-Hall, . •titting · 
the Coun, . by tbe hands of the ,o,,,
"'"' Hang-r,um, or '1Yhif>!er,· on Mon
·tJ.1 ted 21 H of this · Infiaot, at 1 2 · o• 
CJoc~ and t~at the High-Sheriff of 
tbis City and County do take Order 
accordingly. 

Per Ctt,.! J. _Hugh('s, 
Cl. in Cu,• •. 

On "Monday the 21H of 08oher. 
the Grand Jury of this City, adreffed 
his Excellency the . Governor to ilfue 
a Procbmation, promifin~ a Reward 
to difcover tht> Author, Printer and 
Publi<her, of the two Soo~s menti
oned in the above Order, -which is 
Printed in the z,.·n,.To,.! Gi1:::.ert6, 
No. 470, and on the . fame day the 
above Or.der of the Supream Court 
war. pm in Execution. 

From the Votes of the:\ffembr,·. 
Vie 1l'nrii1 9 ho . .A. M. n 08o/Jer, 

1734. 
.The Houfe according to · Order 

ptoceded to take. into Cormdcrarioa 
the· Regudl of a Commiuee of Coun
cilJ, deli,·ered to a Committee of this 
Houfe, on the 16th Infiant, as like
wife of the · feveral PJpers therein 
_ufrr.rrd to. and after. fc.veral Debate 
tipon the Snbj~a matters, · it was or
d_ered that the faid Papers, and Re
quefi Jye on the Table. 

Ntw-Yorl:., November 2~, 1734, 
We bear frorp Shrn,:fb,ry iu Nr.»

J,r[t1, that the Honour11blc Lr.vi, Mor
r i1, Efq; ]ate chief J ufiice· oft his Province, 
and one of the Members of the Genrral 
t\ffrinbly thercnf, ancl Prrfident 9f His 
Majdlieta' C..nuncil of 'Nn»·]rrfit, did on 
Saturday" !aft .(together with his Son J. ohfYt 
Mur.,-i1) ·Emb~ k from that pJ,.ce, 01i bo:.rd 
.of- Capt: P1i_,to• for Lo,.Ju11, to .fc,llicitt 
Matters of. great InportlllJCC at the · Cc.urt 

··~·•··-.;-~,r:.-,r 

ef Great Brittain; u wc:B relating to 
t)lu ,.as ·.ot~cr the Northern Coloruc:_1 in 
.Amir.in,~ He WU attcndea at hi, Depat
turc by fcvcral Gentlemen of tb,at·Colon1,.: . 
the News whereof gave grc~t Satis(.,ctioo -
to the l nhabi,tanta of this City, who hear
tily wifh him a good Yoyage, Health and. 
Surct"fs, and we bdei\fe it will he egu;l}y' 
great to the Budy of the Fcople .of.'tht!" 
Colony. ~ 

. And in all the -Chufchcr of thi1 Ci!y,. 
J>rayers were • jellcrday _pu&liq!l,1._otfp'd 
in their behalf: 

C'llflom Hoof,.Nrw-YMk, Inward E11trlu. · 
SIOQp Two Entl'lrra, Leonard John{c-n from V fr. 

1ri 11 i1, Sh ip P r i11cr Will iun, T. !ayfe from. J-
m,d ca. 

Ontw11'd Ent1'les': 
Sll)l)p W~el of Forrnnr;J . Bofcb for N -1.&ndon 

& R-ln• nd, Sloop C.tbarin, J. Jobnfon for St. 
C:hri /l ophcr, ·Sloop Mar.y, P. ?,;eaJCoa for Jamaic;a, 
Sh ip Beaver, T. S"' ith for Lonllod. 

Clea,.,d ·for D eparture. 
Sloop Rop• I Ranger , R . fow le, Slo•p ~o{t , F. 

!urrowr to Coratoa, Sloop Catharine, T . Wue 
to J•rnai ca, ·Slo11p John and Mary, J. Vanpelt to
N -Ca rolina. Sloop Wheel of lort.,nc,J. l!o{cb te 
Nc .. -Londou &. R -l llaad. 

AD V. E R T I S E M E N T S. 

••• There ut•bc S,,ld, en ·rea{on, ble .. TN'ms 
• Ccrt • in Mclruage or Tenement _and 300· Acr• 
of good Land, with two Qrlft ._MII\•, and a 6ftO 

Stre•m of Waret rbrrt 11nto b-.lon,in,: fc it1hte at 
the fifh -KiH, on d ie·. Ed Side or H•d/0•1-J<.~,.~ 
in Dut, hu c, •• ,,, ,DOW in tll• Pc-acSon of c,,;, ... 
rin, llrttt Wido,.., t'he r,wne i• very Convenirr.t 
for Trad•~ rnd hu bttn Sctkd for Near FiY< ant 
T.,..cnt)'-Ycau pdl. Whoever lu• a M \n d to pur
cl'laCc the fAmc mry • tpply to Mr. ']•fall, ~,.:f, 
in I~ City of fl,v-Yo,t M~dl'ant, OY- tc, rhc 

f•id C•tJccri•t Brttt, and be lllfor~d rftbc T1i1• 
and Conilir ~n• of Sale. 

t Th•ithe follo•ing Traet c.f .Land a..-d Lotri, 
••• to t>• fold by /(fr ~•_r, J'•• l>••• of the City. of 
New Yori,, •is.. >. certaic·Trae of Land, l•~·i~ 
,n. front ing Raritan R·fve~. _near lly ,Capt. Phi
lip Folltcrfon,, contah1l11t 313 A~rca.• 

One •pper Waler Lott of Ground, being •ltlt 
in the City .cfNn,-York, frcw,tl'?g Q.uetn-Str~ 
over •~•inll ftillij, Dayl1'1, broad about 2S foa'i, 
t11d inleni;t )r ti far in tlae &ft River u · to . IC." 
Wa ter M.rl. . · 

Three Lotr• of Gro1m• bring witbl.JI .the City 
af~rcfa ili fron~h'I Anne-Street, j~yning to· Cbc 
J! •·ew'h011fc, of - Holt; deu•fei; u•.111 .·,i
P•ff<1lio" of Ju .,b Tro_mbert,. each Loll, 't>r~, 
i ~ front 1bout 27 foot and, in ~ngr'h_ •'-oiit . 140 
F~: . 

One utr •f lliouf!ll' Ly Jnt- an&! bfc"C-necr rJo: 
C , .. .,plf !3UO., slid alfo· lite Houf<'. wh<n ~ 
nr,w Li~••. iato be for to t,c u\,t;_lnctuin if 
fa id .F.;,;,.,, J'•A ·D••· · 

NE.111-fORj(: Printeclanr1.Snld ~:r J oi::• P(ttr z,,,g,r: .Bj- .~•hn~ S~bfcriptio~ 
filr this Paper ate talc~n :il three .Shillings ptr Qoarter; · and "Advertifcnlcnts at thrsc· 
Shillir~s the firfi Wed:, .and one ShiUirig every Weck afier. 

5 

F 452e 



..... 
F.452f 

but there are any number of people ready to tell 
editors what news is and how to handle it. Many 
are the same people who regard writing as 
something they could do just as well themselves 
if they only had time. Newsmen and women 
make mistakes in their professional work
inevitably, when one considers the millions of 
facts handled every day-but they make no 
more th3n those in other professions, probably 
fewer. Doctors bury their mistakes, and lawyers 
write off theirs, but those that editors and 
reporters make are perpetuated in type, or pre
served on film or tape, to be criticized freely by 
anyone. 

Consider for a moment a few of the pressures 
from the public that the news media work under 
these days. Ethnic groups are perpetually dis
satisfied with the way they and their affairs are 
depicted in the med ia . Militant Italian
Americans want the media to make the Mafia 
nonexistent by ignoring it, in the quite errone
ous belief that media coverage leads the public 
to believe all Italians are criminals. Blacks com
plain that they are viewed only as lawbreakers or 
as welfare cases . J ewi~h organizations charge 
that the news from Israel and the Middle East is 
biased unl~ss it perfectly reflects the views of the 
Israeli government. Feminist groups assert that 
only IO percent of news content is about women 
and demand equal representation whether the 
content of a day's news justifies it or not. 
Homosexuals, Indians, and dissident political 
groups from Cuba, Puerto Rico, and European 
countries declare that the media either do not 
represent or else falsify their interests. 

All these groups, and others, charge the 
media with bias and bring every kind of pres
sure they can summon to make them change. 
The media resist, reacting only to the occasional 
legitimate complaint. What possible resolution 
can there be to this conflict? Some advocate what 
they call access, meaning that the columns of 
newspapers , the pages of magazines, and time 
on news broadcasts be open to citizens for com
plaints or advancement of their interests. Only 
someone without imagination could seriously 
advocate such a course. The resulting chaos 
would be indescribable , even if such access were 
physically possible, and the media would cease 
to function. 

\-\'hat else, then? Take away control of the 
media from those who now own them, or im
pose some kind of legislative control on behalf 
of the "public interest"? Obviously, that would 
mean scrapping the First Amendment, and if 
that seems unthinkable to those in the com
munications business and others who under
stand the structure of our government, it is not 
at all unthinkable to large numbers of people. A 
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recent Gallup poll showed that two-thirds of 
Americans cannot even identify the First 
Amendment, and repeated polls of high school 
students and young adults show a high percent
age (more than half, in some instances) who 
think all news about government should be 
monitored by public officials before it is printed 
and that controls of some kind should be im
posed on the press. 1984 is no farther away in 
many people's minds than it is on the calendar. 

This public hostility toward the media has not 
yet crystallized, but there is every indica tion that 
it would , given the proper circumstances and 
the right leadership by a president who shared 
these attitudes. The Nixon Administration was 
well on its way toward imposing comprehensive 
controls, especially on broadcasting, before its 
work was interrupted. 

The hostility of government and the courts is 
another matter. Although the Founders clearly 
intended the press to be the means of making 
government accountable to the people, gov
ernment has always resisted, since the time 
George Washington attempted to keep John 
Jay's treaty secret until he and Congress had 
discussed it and was frustrated because the story 
was leaked to a Philadelphia paper. In our time, 
now that technology has put the activities of 
government under a daily scrutiny that it has 
never known before, the resistance is greater, 
perhaps because there is so much more to con
ceal. 

The courts have come to believe themselves 
threatened by the media, primarily because of 
their conviction that the Sixth Amendment 
supersedes the Fifth, but also because the 
deficiencies of the criminal justice system are so 
often in the news that courts tend to be sensitive 
about their prerogatives and their conduct. 

Government and judicial pressures have come 
"together in the actions of the Supreme Court in 
recent times. The Court did not really begin 
ruling on First Amendment cases until 1919, 
when the media had become large enough and 
institutionalized enough to be considered a 
threat by some interests. llntil recently, most 
decisions favored the media, particularly during 
the days of the Warren Court and in the time of 
Justices Hugo Black and William 0 . Douglas, 
both of whom agreed with Jefferson and Madi
son that the First Amendment was absolu te. 
Those decisions produced a complacency that 
proved to be unwarranted. Many political writ
ers, lawyers, and even a few First Amendment 
specialists came to believe that no matter what 
the shifting ideological complexion of the Court 
might be, on balance the First Amendment 
\\ ould be preserved. 

Then came the Burger Court, four of whose 
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members were appointed by President Nixon. 
Chief Justice Burger was unabashedly hostile 
toward the media, and Anthony Lewis, of the 
New York Times, reporting on one session of the 
Court, noted that press claims in one case were 
greeted with "extraordinarily open expressions 
of scorn and hostility." A majority of the court 
appeared to believe that the press should have 
no "special privileges," that it had no rights the 
ordinary citizen did not have. 

The fruits of this philosophy were most evi
dent in 197 8, when a series of decisions shocked 
the communications industry, if no one else. In 
successive months, the Court made these deci
sions: 

That government agents could obtain a warrant to 
search a newsroom for photographs . notes. and research 
files if they were seeking criminal evidence. 

That radio broadcasters could be censured b,- the 
government-by "censured," they meant that the stations 
might get their licenses revoked-if they broadcast 
"indecent" words at times when children were likely to be 
in the audience. 

That a reporter could be jailed for contempt if he 
refused to turn over his notes to a defense attorney or 
a judge. 

Meanwhile , a U.S. appeals court gave police 
and government officials the right to secretly 
subpoena long-distance telephone records of 
reporters and news organizations. 

Since then, courts have ruled that reporters 
could be compelled to answers questions about 
their state of mind when they were writing a 
story. In the case of former CIA official Frank 
Snepp and his book Decent Interval, the Court's 
refusal to hear the case meant that the United 
States had created the equivalent of the British 
Official Secrets Act by establishing that any gov
ernment employee under contract who wrote 
about his work after he had left the job would 
have to clear it with the agency involved, 
whether or not classified material was involved. 

This ruling means that no one who has had a 
governmentjob, or who has one now , can write 
anvthing critical about his work or the govern
ment unless the government approves. The 
government can censor what he writes before it 
is published-prior restraint, by any measure
ment-and if it is published anyway, the gov
ernment can take all royalties involved . It was 
not simply Snepp's First Amendment rights that 
were mocked by this decision, but the right of all 
of us to make government accountable. The 
Court, apparently, believes that a government 
contract supersedes the First Amendment. 

There have been other dismaying decisions 
since then, but the net result of all of them is 
that it is now more difficult for the press to 
investigate the government and much easier for 
the government to investigate the press . If these 

7 

F 452g 

trends continue, the press will be excluded en
tirely from pretrial hearings, as they already 
have been in a growing number of cases. Gov
ernment officials will be able to withhold infor
mation on grounds of secrecy, privacy, or simply 
government contracts with employees. The 
press would become an investigative arm of the 
police and the courts, through search warrants, 
subpoenas, and contempt' citations. In Washing
ton and elsewhere, whistle blowers, from future 
Deep Throats on down, would be gagged. 

Serious questions are raised. Does the 
people's right to know have any meaning-and 
does anyone care? Does the right to gather news 
stop where government secrecy begins? Is the 
right to broadcast nothing more than a polite 
fi ction, dependent on what government decides 
can be broadcast? It seems clear that govern
ment and the courts, between them, are bring
ing print and broadcasting together under one 
large umbrella of control. In the talk about de
regulation , including the controls over broad
casting exerted by government through the 
FCC, not much is heard about removing the 
so-called Fairness Doctrine and the equal time 
provisions of the Communications Act-rules 
which, if applied to newspapers, would be pat
ent denials of First Amendment rights. 

With a hostile public, government, and court 
system, it would seem that the media's place in 
American society is under sufficient threat, but 
there is another large and powerful segment 
that has recently joined the attack. The business 
community has long regarded the press as its 
enemy. Having spent millions of dollars on pub
lic relations and institutional advertising, busi
ness sees its efforts to create a favorable public 
image blunted, if not negated, by newspaper 
and television reporting of its affairs. Like gov
ernment, business does not like to see its mis
deeds disclosed . When it cries for fairness, it is 
no different from the other pressure groups 
who really mean that they want the news written 
and displayed as they would have it. 

Business is in a position to do something 
about it, however, and it is bringing pressure to 
bear in various ways. Increasingly businesses are 
suing broadcasters, newspapers, and magazines, 
and they have now begun to hint at using their 
ultimate weapon, that is, withholding advertis
ing from a medium they consider unfair-a 
kind of refined blackmail. It has been getting 
results. Since advertising is the lifeblood o f all 
the media (except book publishing), without 
which they could not exist, some newspapers 
and television stations have already fired or 
rea_ssigned reporters and editors who have an
tagonized business interests with consumer
oriented stories. The Los Angeles Times, in a 
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recent report on this phenomenon, disclosed 
that the number of full-time consumer report
ers in the news media has already fallen from 
500 in 1974, the peak, to only 200 today . If this 
general campaign succeeds, the ability to alert 
the public to business abuses needing correction 
will be diluted to the point where laissez-faire 
will prevail. Business is already extremely effec
tive in blocking any kind of media investigation 
of its practices. 

Government has shown that it can and will 
censor books it doesn't like, but businessmen 
cannot retaliate in the same way. Consequently, 
book publishing emerges as the one remaining 
relatively free forum, tolerated by its enemies 
largely because of the relatively low circulation 
of individual books. Television, obviously , is a 
far greater threat to any institution which has 
something to conceal. 

It will do no good fo:- any of the media to cry 
mea culpa and swear that they will henceforth 
do their utmost to be fair and accurate. They 
will never be perceived as being so by govern
ment, business, or the public unless they convey 
images that reflect the way these elements want 
to see themselves. Nobody wants to read bad 
news about himself, which is why the press of 
authoritarian countries offends no one t:xcept 
those who want to know what is happening. As 
the old Moscow joke goes, referring to Pravda 
("truth") and Izvestia ("news"), "There's no news 
in the truth, and no truth in the news." 

What are the American media, in any case
that collection of institutions which we are 
forever asserting do this or that or should be 
doing something else? In spite of the fact that so 
many people see them as some kind of 
monolithic attackers of American values, they 
are in fact incredibly varied. They consist of 
1,744 daily newspapers, predominantly conser
vative; 8,000 or so weeklies or bi- or tri-weeklies, 
again almost entirely conservative if they have 
any ideological bent at all; 8,434 broadcasting 
stations, two-thirds of them without network 
affiliation and providing the greatest possible 
multiplicity of voices because the great majority 
(three-fifths) of news and public affairs broad
casts origin_ate with local stations (all but a small 
fraction of. radio stations are local); at least 
22,000 magazines and probably many more (the 
industry does nor keep accurate figures), repre
senting the most diverse array of interests and 

opm1ons on the globe; and several thousand 
book publishing houses, only a few of them 
"giants," and like the magazines, serving the 
widest possible spectrum of opinions and inter
ests . 

When we hear people complaining about "the 
media," then, it is certainly legitimate to ask 
them what media they are talking about. More 
often than not, it turns out they are thinking of 
something they have just read or viewed that 
runs counter to their own ideas. There is, 
plainly, a vast difference between the way the 
media are viewed in this country and what they 
really are. 

Americans like to talk about the freedoms 
they enjoy in comparison to other nations . But 
there is one area that history has proved over 
and over again is vital to freedo m, and that is the 
right embodied in the First Amendment, the 
right to print and broadcast, to gather news and 
opinions and disseminate them without hin
drance . We have seen repeatedly the brutal sei
zure and control of communications in au
thoritarian countries everywhere, and rightly 
deplore it. Democracies do it differently, by 
nibbling away through laws, through ideologi
cally motivated court decisions, and by pressure 
from groups who want to suppress what they do 
not like. It is one freedom that cannot be qual
ified without imperiling the whole; the opening 
of one door leads to the opening of a thousand 
others. 

There is another kind of control to which all 
the media, individually and collectively, are 
subject-and must be in a free society . Every 
citizen has the right to switch off his television 
set or change channels; to do the same with his 
radio; to not buy the newspaper he doesn't like, 
or the magazine or the book. It is utterly mis
leading to say that the choices are narrowing. 
Taken together, the media in America offer a 
diversity not even remotely equaled anywhere 
else on the planet-more than any individual 
can cope with. These choices are increasing and 
with the advent of new cable and satellite 
technology, they are going to multiply in a stag
gering way. Controls of any kind can only limit 
these multitudinous choices, especially if they 
are dictated by ideology or internal power 
struggles. 

At the moment, we still have the freedom to 
choose. 

Reprinted by permission of the author and The Library of Congress. 
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