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Introduction

A young Frenchman who came from a royalist family but
hoped to shape his country along more democratic lines spent nine
months observing life in the United States in 1831 and 1832. His origi-
nal intention was to focus on the prison system, but as he traveled and
talked and observed the young republic, his mind wandered much fur-
ther. He sought the reasons for the vitality and deficiencies of America’s
public sphere, and among his interests was an issue he considered crucial
to the future of France: the balance between liberty and equality. When
Alexis de Tocqueville returned home and wrote his insightful Democracy
in America, he described Jacksonian democracy in terms that still ring
true. He noted that although political liberty occasionally gives citizens
great pleasure, equality “every day confers a number of small enjoyments
on every man.” As much as democratic communities crave and cherish
freedom, he said, they harbor an equally ardent passion for sharing life’s
conditions. These communities “call for equality in freedom; and if they
cannot obtain that, they still call for equality in slavery. They will endure
poverty, servitude, barbarism, but they will not endure aristocracy.”!

If Tocqueville had been able to observe the mature republic a little
more than a century later, he would have seen his words still fitting
America like a well-tailored suit. The nation’s citizen army and navy,
under the direction of a citizen government, fought World War II with
dual motivations. Foremost, expressed in government-approved Holly-
wood films, armed forces training lectures and movies, and publicity
from the White House and the Office of War Information, was the be-
lief in the need to halt fascism and preserve democracy. But underneath
was an equally powerful reason that ordinary Americans chose to put
themselves at risk. Once they were in combat, they were not fighting for
their country and its ideals as much as they were fighting for a team. They
felt strong bonds of comradeship, and it was hard to let down the rest
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of the team’s members. Each person was expected to shoulder a portion
of the load, and as long as soldiers and sailors were willing to recognize
such a sharing of responsibility, they were willing to make the necessary
sacrifices of war.2

On the home front, Americans made sacrifices, too—willingly, as
long as the burdens appeared to be shared. Most ordinary Americans ac-
cepted rationing as necessary. Homemakers adjusted to cutbacks in the
availability of sugar, meat, and butter in order to do their part for the
war. Unfair advantages in obtaining scarce items were met with howls of
outrage by the have-nots, especially during mid-1942, when thousands
of drivers fraudulently obtained rationing cards entitling them to extra
gasoline. Those who willingly had sacrificed their automotive freedom
protested that others had placed their own selfishness above the needs
of the country, prompting renewed federal efforts to foster cooperation
and restore the feeling of equality.?

And in the news media that covered the war both overseas and domes-
tically, journalists also were willing to cooperate and do their part. The
public did not see journalists (and journalists did not see themselves) as
being against the team. Journalists were part of the team. Some, such as
roving correspondent Ernie Pyle, repeatedly visited combat zones even
though they did not have to do so, and they paid with their lives. Others,
such as Wisconsin State Journal publisher Don Anderson, were too old to
fight or cover the war in person but nevertheless felt compelled to vol-
unteer for war-related duty. In Anderson’s case, he monitored the news-
papers of his home state for compliance with the domestic censorship
code and tried to educate the rule breakers to work harder to comply.*
In the case of Associated Press (AP) executive editor Byron Price, war-
time service called him to abandon the business he loved and direct the
nation’s censorship system.

Voluntary domestic censorship was one of the shared sacrifices of war
for American journalists. On one hand, World War II was perhaps the
most newsworthy event of the century, offering opportunities for lucra-
tive and significant “scoops.” On the other hand, no nation can fight a
modern war by refusing to exercise some control of information. Jour-
nalists who wrote or broadcast stories about wartime secrets would, in
effect, be handing the enemy a weapon. To prevent the disclosure of sen-
sitive information during wartime requires a restraint that is distasteful
to democracies; but if successful, such censorship can become what one
memoir of World War I describes as a “weapon of silence.” The dynamic
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question of the war for American journalists was whether they would
agree to restrain themselves or report some of the biggest stories of their
careers.

This question embodies the same tension between liberty and equality
that Tocqueville documented more than a century earlier. Under the
rules of voluntary, domestic censorship in the United States during
World War II (as opposed to the army’s and navy’s mandatory censor-
ship in the combat zones), each journalist had the freedom to report an
especially sensitive news story, resulting in a short-term gain at the ex-
pense of others who suppressed the story or were ignorant of it. How-
ever, to violate the voluntary censorship code would have conflicted not
only with the needs of the military and government—which ostensibly
were fighting in defense of liberties such as free press and free speech—
but also with the value of equality. Journalists claimed the rights of the
First Amendment, and they demanded that censorship give no one an
advantage in exercising those rights. At least, they demanded that their
competitors enjoy no advantage over them. If they must sacrifice, they
reasoned, all must sacrifice to be members of the team.

“Itis an amazing fact to me to see the press and radio asking for rather
than standing solidly against such a thing as censorship,” presidential
press secretary Stephen T. Early said on the last day of December 1941.5
Even the Chicago Tribune, the metropolitan paper that most objected
to the politics of the man in the White House, was willing to submit
to the censorship system the president had helped establish. “We recog-
nized that you had to have a censorship code,” said Tribune reporter Wal-
ter Trohan ¢ It is curious today to realize the degree to which American
journalists abided by the voluntary rules of censorship. No print jour-
nalist, and only one radio journalist, ever deliberately violated the World
War IT voluntary censorship code after having been made aware of it and
understanding its intent. Thousands of violations did occur, but they
were ones of omission rather than commission. Journalists who had not
received a copy of the censorship code, or had not read it, or had not
understood it, violated it in many ways, from revealing the departure
of troop units to giving the location and nature of stateside war indus-
tries. What did not occur was a wholesale sabotage of censorship for per-
sonal or corporate gain. Journalists who possessed military secrets, kept
them. Liberal crusading columnist Drew Pearson knew about the devel-
opment of the atomic bomb many months before the bomb was tested
in New Mexico and dropped on Japan, but he never revealed that fact.
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The same is true for William L. Laurence of the New York Times, who
signed on with the Manhattan Project to chronicle the bomb’s develop-
ment but did not publicize it until after the bomb was dropped on Hiro-
shima. Journalists also agreed to comply with censorship prohibitions on
everything from publicizing President Franklin Roosevelt’s many trips
to Hyde Park, to the 1942—43 broadcast regulations that so severely lim-
ited weather news that baseball announcers were not supposed to say a
game had been halted by rain.

This book aims to explain why the Office of Censorship, which ad-
ministered voluntary censorship inside the United States and manda-
tory censorship of information crossing the nation’s borders, had so
many successes and so few failures. It examines the censorship of Ameri-
can newspapers, magazines, and radio, focusing on personalities from
the highest government offices to the smallest weekly journals and rural
radio stations. This book is the first to examine World War II censorship
in America by thoroughly analyzing the records of the Office of Cen-
sorship’s Press and Broadcasting Divisions at the National Archives, in
addition to the censorship director’s personal papers and many other pri-
mary sources. The only other histories of the Office of Censorship are
fragmentary or anecdotal, or they treat censorship of the press and radio
as a small piece of a much larger picture of information control.

Itis unfortunate that this book must rely so heavily on written sources.
Death has claimed all who staffed the Press and Broadcasting Divisions,
as well as Byron Price and his assistant, Theodore F. Koop. Fortunately,
the written record is rich and full. The Office of Censorship kept records
of every telephone, mail, and telegraph inquiry it received between mid-
January 1942 and August 1945, claiming a substantial portion of the 539
cubic feet of space occupied by World War II censorship records at the
National Archives. Yet, it is difficult to assess the full impact of censor-
ship. It remains impossible to describe the unrecorded impact of the
many censorship decisions reached independently in the early 1940s by
the nation’s 2,700 daily newspapers; 11,000 weekly newspapers; 7,000
magazines; 5,000 trade, scientific, and business journals; 14,000 commer-
cial and industrial house organs; and 9,000 miscellaneous publications
from newsletters to fraternal lodge bulletins.” The historian happily can
discover much of what the news media censors said and did, and what
was said and done to them. Almost without exception, journalists, mili-
tary leaders, and government officials considered domestic censorship to
have been wisely administered.
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President Harry S. Truman awarded Price the Medal for Merit on
January 15, 1946, congratulating him for “distinctive and complete suc-
cess” in his administration of censorship and his simultaneous defense
of freedom of the press.® After voluntary censorship expired in August
1945, Stephen T. Early told Price he should receive an award for “best per-
formance of service to Government and Country in time of war”® That
sentiment was echoed by the American Civil Liberties Union, which de-
clared in 1945 that wartime censorship “has raised almost no issues in the
United States.”!® And James F. Byrnes, who was in charge of war mo-
bilization, inscribed a book that he gave to the chief censor, “To Byron
Price, who did what I thought impossible—censored the press and made
them like it.” 11

Byrnes exaggerated, of course. No journalist likes being censored.
What the press and radio appreciated about the voluntary censorship
program was that it was better than the alternatives. Complete lack of
censorship would have helped the enemy. Complete government con-
trol would have been intolerable in a nation that had been born during
a revolution in which the press played an active role and that had ce-
mented freedom of expression in the First Amendment. At the very least,
the absolute control of media would have led to public distrust of the
news, as well as the recklessness of a democracy attempting to wage war
without the advantage of an open and robust discussion of its options.
In between these extremes lay a more acceptable path. American censor-
ship rules in World War IT had no built-in legal penalties for journalists
who violated the censorship code. If a newspaper or magazine broke the
rules, the censor could do little more than publicize the offense and sub-
ject the offender to ridicule and competitors® wrath. Fines and prison
time could be assessed only if the code violation were so egregious as to
cause demonstrable damage to the war effort. With one exception, in-
volving the Chicago Tribune’s reporting of the battle of Midway in 1942,
the government never considered any journalist’s code violation severe
enough to warrant prosecution under the Espionage Act. Army and navy
officers cringed at violations they considered dangerous, but journalists
tried to stay within the boundaries of the censorship guidelines they re-
ceived from the Office of Censorship. They knew that to do otherwise
could damage the nation’s security, lead to compulsory censorship, or
both. Even more compelling, being identified as a code violator could
hurt a newspaper’s circulation or the size of a radio audience, posing a
threat to profits and perhaps the paper’s or station’s survival.



6 : INTRODUCTION

Price had faith in most journalists. A former reporter and wire ser-
vice administrator, he knew hundreds of them. One key to his wartime
success was his belief that journalists were as supportive of the war as
other Americans, and that his role would be to help them censor them-
selves. As he sought their cooperation, he followed his rule “that you
could get more out of people by asking them to do something than by
ordering them” and that press and radio censors must be courteous.?
Price decreed that censors would suggest, not order, although some-
times the suggestions were pointed when journalists threatened to vio-
late the code.

On the wall of Price’s office in the Federal Trade Commission Build-
ing at Seventh and Pennsylvania Avenues in Washington, D.C., was a
framed quotation. The author was British publicist Owen Tweedy, and
Price considered his words as something of a “God Bless Our Home”
motto. Not only did he place the quotation in his own office, he ordered
copies displayed at the dozen censorship stations that read mail entering
and leaving the country and monitored cross-border telephone and cable
traffic. The motto listed among the virtues of a good censor “the Voice of
a Dove”—the soft attempt at persuasion, rather than the noisy threat.!3
That was Price’s way. A censor should speak softly, or even better, not
have to speak at all. At the end of the war, Price was happy to put a
quick and quiet end to his role as censor and leave the Fourth Estate as
he found it.

Of all of the federal offices created during World War II, none had
a corporate life so closely paralleling the period of American combat as
the Office of Censorship. It was born within days of the attack on Pearl
Harbor, and it expired when Japan announced it no longer would fight.
Thus, censorship existed no longer, and no shorter, than was necessary.
This was appropriate for Price’s administration. Strangely, it seems so
many decades later, the conduct of American censorship during World
War II is symbolic of the need for the news media to be as free as they
can, for as long as they can.



" Squarely in the Lap of
the Director of Censorship
The Origins and Scope of

World War II Censorship

Four months after the bombing of Pearl Harbor, as a for-
mality, Byron Price requested a ruling from the Justice Department on
whether as director of the Office of Censorship he could censor or close
America’s radiotelegraph companies. He unexpectedly received an invi-
tation to almost absolute power.!

Attorney General Francis Biddle agreed that Price not only had juris-
diction over the tiny transmitters that sent instructions to ships on the
Great Lakes and oil field roughnecks in the Southwestern desert, but he
also could control the nation’s 900 commercial radio stations. Price had
not sought an opinion about his authority over commercial radio. Never-
theless, Biddle had opened the door to a takeover of everything from the
NBC, Blue, cBs, and Mutual networks to the mom-and-pop indepen-
dent stations that spun records and broadcast cattle and hog prices. He
had offered Price the power to kill or alter any program. All Price had to
do to be dictator of radio was accept responsibility for his actions.

Could Price afford to decline the offer? He did not know. Ameri-
can broadcasting stations, which sprang up two years after the end of
World War I, had never been tested during wartime. There was no way to
predict how radio stations would perform if broadcasters followed the
course Price had advocated, censoring themselves with a minimum of
government interference. An error in his judgment might be disastrous.
A radio station might slip, accidentally giving secret military informa-
tion to the Axis powers. Or a German- or Italian-language announcer
might try to sabotage the Allied war effort by sending news about troop
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departures or secret weapons across the ocean, at the speed of light, to
the homeland —to the enemy. Or perhaps a spy might grab a microphone
at an announcer’s booth and broadcast a coded message. If any such sce-
nario occurred and American lives were lost, Price knew, according to
Biddle’s written opinion, who would get the blame. It would be the cen-
sor who had refused to take control.?

Price’s nature was to think and act deliberately even though he had a
hot temper. As director of the Office of Censorship since its creation in
December 1941, Price had deflected attempts by government and mili-
tary officials to cut into his powers. He had nudged stubborn newspaper
publishers and radio commentators into compliance with the censorship
guidelines his staff had developed. He privately had chastised the rule
breakers and admonished them to be more vigilant, but he had not brow-
beaten them. “Least said, soonest mended,” he often said.? He considered
censorship so distasteful that it should be practiced only by those who
were, by nature, “unspeakably profane” about it.# Yet, Price considered
his work crucial to winning the war. He hid whatever conflicting emo-
tions he felt behind blue-gray eyes and baby-fat cheeks. He might twist
or peel or continually relight one of his custom-made black cigars, and
when pressed too far might explode in profanity; still, he would never
rush into action without weighing the consequences.

Assistant Solicitor General Oscar S. Cox had drafted a response to
Price’s initial inquiry about radiotelegraphy and sent it to Biddle along
with a note stating that Price had been apprised of its contents and that
the opinion might “create a howl from the radio people”® When Biddle
endorsed the opinion and formally sent it to Price on May 18, the cen-
sorship director carefully plotted a course of action. First, he would call
for a meeting of the Censorship Policy Board, which advised him, and
inform the members of Biddle’s opinion. He would lay out the problems
of wartime radio and present the pros and cons of government seizure
of domestic stations. Only then, he decided, would he reveal his opinion
and call for a vote of support.

Price often had spoken about the problems of voluntary censorship
in radio broadcasts to the public, in closed-circuit talks to editors and
broadcasters, and in interviews with newspaper and magazine reporters.
He had even preached what he called “the gospel” of voluntary censor-
ship in a 1942 textbook explaining the war to high school students. That
message was a simplified version of the same argument he always used.
How, he had asked, could sensitive military information be kept from
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the enemy once it was published or broadcast in the United States? Even
if the nation built a high wall along its borders, patrolled its skies for
planes and carrier pigeons, and carefully monitored its gates, vital infor-
mation still could leave the country undetected in a traveler’s memory.
Printed materials could be smuggled out in diplomatic pouches. And
finally, there was radio. Walls were no defense against its invisible energy.

As he prepared a memo for the board, Price probably recalled his first
Sunday in office. Price and his wife, Priscilla, had dined in Virginia at
the home of Lowell Mellett, an old friend who had worked with Price
in newsrooms and relaxed with him at Washington’s annual Gridiron
Show. Mellett, who had been one of President Franklin Roosevelt’s ini-
tial candidates for the top censor’s job, told Price after dinner that radio’s
power was too great to be left unchecked. The federal government must
seize control, he said. Perhaps Price had heard Mellett make the same
argument in March 1941 at an off-the-record question-and-answer ses-
sion before the National Press Club, when Mellett told reporters that
in the event of war, “There will be definite control over radio.”” No re-
porters spoke out at that time, but at the private dinner Price made his
objections known. Control of radio would create a huge bureaucracy, be
difficult to administer, tend to linger after the war, and hamper the vol-
untary censorship of the print media, he said. Price knew, however, that
many people in Roosevelt’s administration agreed with Mellett. Another
group of Washington officials favored continuing the private ownership
and operation of radio but establishing some form of compulsory cen-
sorship that had legal penalties for violations. A third group, headed by
Price but largely silent, wanted to give radio a chance to prove itself early
in 1942. If a voluntary system failed, tougher censorship rules could be
imposed later, they reasoned.® But if it worked, radio would emerge from
the war as independent and lively as it had entered it. That was Price’s
goal, he once told a radio audience. War might not be worth winning if
the First Amendment had to be sacrificed.®

When the Office of Censorship released its guidelines for domes-
tic censorship on January 15, 1942—a seven-page, church-bulletin-sized
pamphlet for radio stations and a five-page version for newspapers and
magazines—many broadcasters were surprised that they had escaped di-
rect federal control. They had believed that the New Dealers who ex-
panded the government in the 1930s would invoke the Communications
Act of 1934, under which the president could seize radio in an emer-
gency.l? “Many of us thought the government would take overall the sta-
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tions and all of us station managers would become majors in the Army,”
one small-town station operator said.!! Broadcasters also were relieved
that one code had been devised for all stations. Some had expected one
set of guidelines for stations in the interior of the country and another for
stations near the borders, on the assumption that cross-border broadcasts
posed a greater threat to security. The Office of Censorship had vetoed
thatidea partly out of competitive concerns. It would be unfair if stations
operating under the more liberal code could attract listeners from nearby
stations that operated under the more conservative version.!? In addi-
tion, having one code for all would contribute to a feeling of wartime
unity. Enforcement of the code on all stations, large and small, would
promote the perception of fairness and equality and thus make any sta-
tion that sought exception appear to be selfish or opposed to national
solidarity.

Radio stations were not the only broadcasters, however. The Office
of Censorship policed six other forms of radio: backyard “ham” broad-
casts; wireless commercial communication across the oceans; interna-
tional radiotelephone; a small number of network and government-
sponsored shortwave broadcasts aimed at a global audience; a collection
of government and private point-to-point message services used by air-
lines, taxis, and police cars; and the tiny radiotelegraph services that com-
peted with companies using telegraph wires. Price decided to suppress
ham radio for the rest of the war, and he used a variety of controls and
requests to keep the next four categories on the air but subject to cen-
sors’ scrutiny. The final category presented a problem. Radiotelegraphy,
a business, involved the property rights of its owners. Some companies
were operating nationally at a profit. Smaller companies worked region-
ally. Naval officers and the Defense Communications Board, which over-
saw radio’s role in the wartime emergency, had alerted Price early in 1942
to the dangers of leaving uncensored the point-to-point radiotelegraph
broadcasts that were intended not for a mass audience, but rather for a
single listener.® They were concerned that spies near the borders and
coastlines could eavesdrop or use the radiotelegraph transmitters to send
messages. Price believed that the most effective way to prevent such es-
pionage was to halt all private radiotelegraphy.’* However, he hesitated
to close the companies during the war, depriving them of income, with-
out verifying his authority to do so. Therefore, he asked Biddle to rule
on the legality of seizing control.

Price had considered his request a minor one. But Biddle’s opinion
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answered a question Price had not asked and put the issue of censoring
every broadcasting station, in Price’s words, “squarely in the lap of the
Director of Censorship.” 15

The attorney general’s opinion said that Congress, in passing the First
War Powers Act in December 1941, clearly had intended to grant the
power to censor radio communications “which could not practically and
with certainty be confined to the continental limits of the United States.”
Interpreting the act, along with Executive Order 8985, which established
the Office of Censorship, the opinion said that “practical and effective”
control must include all communications “which in fact can be received
outside the United States, even though the purpose of the sender was
solely to convey a message to other persons within this country” Apply-
ing this logic to broadcasting, the opinion drew upon a 1932 Supreme
Court decision in which Chief Justice Charles Evans Hughes said, “No
state lines divide the radio waves” Furthermore, the attorney general’s
opinion continued, “It is equally true that no national boundaries divide
the radio waves. The power of censorship over all international commu-
nication granted by Congress is illusory unless it is of a breadth commen-
surate with technological necessities. It must be assumed that Congress
intended the President, and thus in turn the Director of Censorship, to
exercise control over domestic broadcasting as is necessary to the prac-
tical and effective censorship of international radio communication” 16

Price noted in his memoir that Biddle made no direct statement, pro
or con, on whether the Office of Censorship could seize control of sta-
tions that aimed their broadcasts at many listeners instead of specific ones
through radiotelegraphy. However, Price had no doubt that he would
be blamed if a military tragedy resulted from too much caution. The
path of least resistance was obvious, he recalled: “pass through the door”
opened by the Justice Department and put all of radio under government
control.t”

Because his decision was so momentous, he felt he had to convene the
Censorship Policy Board. It consisted of the nation’s vice president; the
secretaries of war, navy, and treasury; the attorney general; the postmas-
ter general; and the directors of two government information agencies,
the Office of Facts and Figures and the Office of Government Reports.!8

Price sent each member a memo stating Biddle’s opinion as well as
his own arguments for and against a government takeover. The memo’s
argument for absolute, mandatory censorship was brief but pointed.
Such control would allow the government to stop worrying about
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FBI director J. Edgar Hoover, left, Office of Censorship divector Byron Price, center,
and Attorney Geneval Francis Biddle conferving in 1942. Hoover divected American
censorship immediately after American entry into World War 11, before turning
operations over to Price, who declined Biddle’s invitation to assume complete control
of radio. State Historical Society of Wisconsin, Negative WHi(X3)51975.

enemy reception of domestic broadcasts, end all subversive radio com-
mentary, and ease the problem of monitoring the 200 American radio
stations that carried programs in German, Italian, or twenty-nine other
foreign languages. The memo’s listing of possible objections was much
longer and more complicated. First, Price said that complete control
would require nearly 3,000 highly trained censors, roughly one for each
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eight-hour shift at each of the nation’s radio stations. Second, keeping
information from the enemy would mean not giving it to Americans as
well, and the limited value of such censorship might not offset the dam-
age of having a poorly informed public. Third, compulsory censorship
would probably cause resentment among broadcasters, who had been
cooperating with the voluntary codes, and such ill will in a vital national
industry would be unwise. Fourth, newspapers might interpret the take-
over of radio as an attack on free expression as well as an indication of
lack of faith in mass media as a whole. Finally, the public might suspect
that the government had instituted compulsory censorship to hide its
military blunders; people might become fearful or distrustful.!® In short,
Price believed that the benefits of total censorship were outweighed by
the disadvantages.

The board met at 4 p.M. on May 19 in the office of its chairman, Post-
master General Frank C. Walker.?® Price had invited a guest. Federal
Communications Commission (Fcc) chairman James Lawrence Fly, di-
rector of the agency that licensed domestic radio stations, had wanted to
be on the board but apparently had been snubbed because he was disliked
and distrusted by Roosevelt’s inner circle.?! Fly had a reputation as an
activist who believed that the Fcc should do more than issue permits and
occasionally punish misbehavior. Many thought Fly favored more direct
government control of radio.?2 In his defense, however, Fly had told the
American Civil Liberties Union in a speech early in 1941 that citizens
would be robbed of their birthright if free discussion were banned from
the radio dial.2® Price wanted him at the meeting because the group’s
eventual decision—whatever it was—would require Fly’s cooperation.
However, Price did not know Fly’s opinion on the issue.

Price opened the meeting by explaining that his memo to the board
members was meant as background for what he said next: He opposed
mandatory radio censorship not only for the reasons listed, but also be-
cause “if this sort of control once were established, the stations never
would be returned to private hands. . . . Compulsory censorship would
only prove a first step to government monopoly.” 24 In an interview three
decades later, Price said ironclad censorship would have led to postwar
American broadcasting being “completely under the thumb of the gov-
ernment [and] used for propaganda purposes.”25

Some board members appeared startled by Price’s conclusions, and
Price wondered privately if they had given the matter much thought.
The representatives of the War and Navy Departments said little. Sur-
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prisingly, the director of the Office of Government Reports supported
Price’s call for voluntary censorship of radio. Mellett, who headed that
information-monitoring office, apparently did not tell the board that
he had voiced the opposite conclusion in December. Mellett had a few
reservations, however. He thought any radio station being used to send
messages to the enemy should be subjected to compulsory censorship.
Nevertheless, he said radio should be as free as the press. Fly also agreed
with Price. The supposedly repressive radio chairman stoutly defended
the freedom to broadcast during the national crisis. In addition, he said,
it was not a good time to harass the industry, which was caught between
the rising cost of war news coverage and the short-term decline of adver-
tising revenue linked to the shift from a consumer to a wartime economy,
rationing, and the loss of advertiser-sponsored programs that ran afoul
of censorship codes.2¢

Given the agreement of Price and Fly, the two people central to any
broadcasting censorship plan, the board easily endorsed private owners’
control of radio. Fly and Price also were in agreement on ending radio-
telegraphy. The following week, Fly, as chairman of the Defense Com-
munications Board, announced the wartime closure of radiotelegraph
circuits, effective June 30.27

The Censorship Policy Board made one more decision: to censor
itself. According to the notes that Walker’s secretary made of the meet-
ing, Price asked if Biddle’s opinion should be made public along with
a statement that the Office of Censorship would not use the power it
had been offered. Fly objected that broadcasters would find such action
“definitely upsetting”2® That settled matters. Price typed in the note-
book journal he kept throughout the war that the members “agreed
. .. that the whole matter should be kept confidential, and that nothing
should be published about the Attorney General’s opinion because of the
widespread apprehension it would create” In pencil, Price inserted four
words, “for the time being,” indicating a willingness to change his mind
if pressed to do so. His notes referred to the opinion as a “club in the
closet.” He believed that although broadcasters might never learn how
close they had come to being servants of the state, they knew that their
performance was being watched by a keenly interested government.?®

No news about Biddle’s ruling apparently leaked during the war, al-
though a few dark hints appeared. Theodore F. Koop, an assistant to
Price who headed the Press Division of the Office of Censorship in 1945
before embarking on a career with CBs, revealed a year after the war’s
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end that “persons high in the administration . . . earnestly advocated that
radio stations should be controlled” and were in a position to press their
case with the president.3° Price believed that his secret was secure. At the
time he was working on his memoir in the 1960s, he must have thought
Biddle’s ruling had been swallowed by an archive and forgotten. A copy
of the ruling was declassified by the National Archives in 1971 as part of a
history of the Office of Censorship produced internally after the war, but
the records are so massive that it is no small wonder that one document
in them could remain obscure.3! Copies of the opinion also are on file at
the Franklin D. Roosevelt Library in Hyde Park, New York, and Price
gave his notes about the opinion to the State Historical Society of Wis-
consin in 1976, five years before his death. The revelation of Price’s refusal
to seize control of American radio, although he had legal authority to
do so, has reposed quietly in each archive.

It is surprising that historians have overlooked such a momentous de-
cision, involving an action not taken, like a road not traveled, and leading
to one construction of the future instead of another. And yet, historians
have been neglectful of the Office of Censorship and the voluntary cen-
sorship of domestic news media supervised by its Press and Broadcasting
Divisions. This is poctic justice. Not only does it seem appropriate that
historians should be relatively silent about the most bureaucratic ma-
chinery of censorship in the nation’s history, but the omission of much of
the Office of Censorship’s work from many standard histories of World
War II is also in keeping with the personal philosophy of the censorship
director. Price did not want to call attention to his office or to his work.
His reasons for keeping a low profile were not so much that his brand of
censorship could not tolerate the sunshine—he was proud of his orga-
nization and his methods—but rather that he believed he had a formula
for success and did not want others to ruin it. As a journalist, he hated
censorship, but he was convinced that if America had to be subjected to
it during World War I1, it had to be the right kind.

THE EXCESSES OF GEORGE CREEL

Price had learned from the excesses of World War I. His soft-pedaled
approach to censorship contrasted with the more visible forms of in-
formation management practiced during that war by the Committee on
Public Information. Its director, Colorado journalist George Creel, had
started his censorship operations from scratch in 1917. Organizing and
staffing a news and censorship committee was “like asking the Babylo-
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nians to build a threshing machine, for there was no chart to go by,”
Creel said in his autobiography.3? Yet, the lack of a blueprint had allowed
Creel to shape the committee much as he saw fit, and he gave it a power-
ful voice. Although the committee’s directors included the secretaries
of war, navy, and state, the agency informally assumed the name of its
fourth, and most visible, leader. The “Creel Committee” acted not only
as leader of voluntary censorship but also as government publicist and
propagandist.

The government needed to build public enthusiasm in 1917. Many
Americans had been indifferent about the European war they suddenly
were called upon to fight in 1917, and for eight million, Germany was
their land of origin. In the six weeks after the United States declared
war, only 73,000 men enlisted in the American armed forces. Creel re-
sponded to the need by mobilizing movie actors and directors, artists,
and speakers known as “four-minute men” —because of the duration of
their talks—to drum up support for the war. He also encouraged news-
papers and magazines to print news that would help the Allies but not
the enemy. He organized the Division of News, which distributed 6,000
press releases during the year and a half of American participation in
the war.3® Historians James R. Mock and Cedric Larson describe the
effect of Creel’s information management on a typical farm family in the
Midwest: “Every item of war news they saw—in the country weekly,
in magazines, or in the city daily picked up occasionally in the general
store —was not merely officially approved information but precisely the
same kind that millions of their fellow citizens were getting at the same
moment. Every war story had been censored somewhere along the line —
at the source, in transit, or in the newspaper offices in accordance with
‘voluntary’ rules established by the cp1.”34

The Division of News advised journalists about information that
should not be published, interpreted government requests for secrecy,
and referred tough questions to the War and Navy Departments.35 Writ-
ing three decades later, Creel said Washington correspondents worked
hard to comply with civilian censorship requests but that “chaos” reigned
outside the capital. Accounts differ on how often Creel’s voluntary cen-
sorship code was violated deliberately between its promulgation on May
28, 1917, and the end of censorship on November 14, 1918. Mock said 99
percent of the press observed the rules of voluntary censorship, and in
an article written after World War II, Creel placed the number of delib-
erate violations at “two or three.”36 Another time, Creel indicated that



ORIGINS OF WORLD WAR II CENSORSHIP? : 17

the total was far higher, lamenting “many bold and open breaches” of
censorship due to editors’ addiction to exclusive stories. He named the
Associated Press as being among the violators. It ignored one of Creel’s
occasional bulletins that supplemented the censorship code. Creel’s
memorandum had asked the press to print nothing about a series of
troop transports until the last four groups had reached France safely. Ac-
cording to Creel, the AP announced the arrival of the first while the other
three were still in transit. Not surprisingly, the Ap’s largest competitor,
United Press, sent Creel a telegram protesting the violation.3”

Beyond the bureaucracy of information management, the passions of
World War I curbed the press and other forms of speech with a series of
laws, some of which remained in effect at the beginning of the next war.
The first law, the Espionage Act of 1917, had broad applications to all
forms of expression. It established fines of up to $10,000 and prison terms
of up to twenty years for anyone convicted of willfully making or con-
veying “false reports or false statements with intent to interfere with the
operation or success of the military or naval forces of the United States,”
willfully causing, or attempting to cause, “insubordination, disloyalty,
mutiny, or refusal of duty” in the army or navy, or willfully obstructing
recruitment and enlistment.38 It added that any publication violating the
act would be declared unmailable. The government could use this provi-
sion to punish newspapers beyond the simple withholding of one issue
from mail delivery. Newspapers and magazines were entitled to a low-
cost, second-class mailing permit, according to the Mail Classification
Act of 1879. However, in order to qualify, periodicals had to be issued at
stated intervals at least four times a year. The postmaster general could
revoke the second-class permit of any periodical that failed to meet the
requirement, and there was no judicial review of the decision because he
was deemed to be the expert on the subject—just as an inspector has the
last word on the safety of a public building. If the postmaster general de-
cided to withhold just one issue of a publication, he could declare that
regular distribution had been interrupted and suspend the publication’s
special permit. The second-class rate was by far the cheapest, and pub-
lishers and government officials knew that its loss would prove disastrous
to offending publications.?® By mid-1918, Postmaster General Albert S.
Burleson used the 1879 law against about seventy-five newspapers, in-
cluding forty-five socialist ones. Not all had their second-class permits
suspended; many agreed voluntarily to stop commenting on the war.*

A second law, the Trading with the Enemy Act of 1917, allowed the
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president to censor any communications “by mail, cable, radio, or other
means of transmission” between the United States and any foreign coun-
try. The law formalized censorship and singled out foreign-language
newspapers and magazines. It required translations of foreign-language
articles “respecting the government of the United States . . . or the state
or conduct of the war” to be filed with the local postmaster on or before
the date the publication was offered for mailing. It declared that any non-
English publication that failed to conform to the law would be declared
unmailable; however, publications that did file such translations could
apply for a permit allowing distribution.*! Enforcement was carried out
with zeal. The elderly editor of the Herold, a German-language paper in
Eau Claire, Wisconsin, published an editorial critical of the army’s small-
pox vaccination program. He did not file a translation and was indicted
under the Espionage Act and Trading with the Enemy Act. Despite evi-
dence of senility, the editor was convicted and sentenced to a year at the
federal prison at Leavenworth, Kansas, where he died #?

A third law, an expansion of the Espionage Act known as the Sedition
Act of 1918, created the strongest restrictions in the history of the First
Amendment by punishing even casual and impulsively disloyal speech.#?
About 2,000 people were arrested under provisions of the Espionage and
Sedition Acts, and nearly 1,000 were convicted.#* The Sedition Act was
repealed in 1921, but the postmaster general’s right to revoke second-
class permits was endorsed that same year and could be used effectively
after the outbreak of hostilities.#> The original Espionage Act remained
on the books, its provisions inactive until brought to life by a declaration
of war.

These laws could only be enforced after the fact of publication or
broadcast. It was evident at the end of World War I that such federal laws
by themselves were inadequate to plan and coordinate wartime censor-
ship; long-range planning, including the creation of a civilian and mili-
tary bureaucracy, was needed.*¢ Before the Creel Committee was dis-
solved in 1919, it laid the groundwork for censorship for the next war. The
committee recommended that the director of censorship be a civilian and
have two military assistants: an army officer in charge of mail, telephone,
and telegraph censorship, and a naval officer in charge of cable and radio
censorship. The committee also recommended that the Post Office, State
Department, and War Trade Board have liaison officers on duty at the
censorship director’s office, to improve coordination of censorship de-
cisions and avoid inconsistencies. In 1921, the secretaries of the War and
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Navy Departments submitted a jointly written censorship plan, in accor-
dance with these recommendations, to the postmaster general, the secre-
tary of state, and the secretary of commerce. The recommendations were
based on the principle that the army and navy needed enough censor-
ship to ensure the safety of military and naval operations. The secretaries
of state and commerce agreed to the plan, which varied from the Com-
mittee on Public Information’s recommendation by giving most of the
responsibility for mail censorship to the Post Office Department. How-
ever, the postmaster general dissented. He offered an alternative—a cen-
sorship board similar to the one formed in World War I, which he would
lead. Neither plan was adopted. More proposals were drafted through-
out the 1920s and 1930s, but despite the growing tensions in Europe and
the Far East, none got beyond the planning stages.*”

CENSORSHIP BEFORE AMERICA’S ENTRY INTO WORLD WAR Il

When Germany invaded Poland on September 1, 1939, and Britain
and France declared war, the United States officially decided not to
choose sides. However, American censorship and other forms of influ-
ence on mass communication proceeded on four fronts: the tendency of
majority voices to overwhelm minority views, especially when financial
interests were at stake in the marketplace of ideas; the voluntary censor-
ship by sympathetic journalists acting on their own in support of Ger-
many’s enemies; the voluntary censorship by journalists responding to
requests from government officials; and plans for an official censorship
system if it should become necessary.

Roosevelt’s popularity with reporters and with the American public
contributed to the shaping of a majority view of news and public opinion
in the late 1930s and early 1940s. The president was skilled at promoting
his political agenda in the mass media as well as diverting unwanted
attention. Not only did Roosevelt have two press conferences a week,
totaling nearly 1,000 during his tenure, he also abandoned the existing
rule that required questions to be submitted in writing in advance. In the
relaxed, clubby atmosphere of his press conferences, which encouraged
journalists to believe that they had a close relationship with the presi-
dent, Roosevelt personally influenced the presentation of many major
news stories about his administration. Supplementing the news from the
Oval Office was the creation of a federal public relations machine that
was producing 1,000 press releases a month by the end of Roosevelt’s
first year in office. Washington journalists, most of whom supported the
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president’s political agenda (unlike their more skeptical or hostile pub-
lishers and editors), were made to feel important. Some, however, also
began to feel as if the Roosevelt administration was controlling the press
by creating a reliance on handouts. One reporter said that although rou-
tine contacts between journalists and the president’s administration were
the best in history, never before “had the door been shut so tightly against
information” other than what was written in the handouts or otherwise
officially approved. The president’s most notable success in controlling
the news kept most of the nation ignorant of the extent of the polio-
induced paralysis of his legs. A wire service reporter recalled that White
House reporters were engaged in “a friendly conspiracy which was based
on basic principles of American sportsmanship—not taking advantage
of a man’s physical infirmities” Press Secretary Stephen T. Early and the
Secret Service had an unwritten rule that photographers could not take
pictures of Roosevelt in his wheelchair or on crutches. Instead of pro-
testing the rule, the supportive Washington press corps willingly con-
formed to it in a sort of gentleman’s agreement. Photographers who did
not know the rule had their lenses blocked or cameras knocked to the
ground by fellow journalists if they tried to shoot a forbidden picture.
When Roosevelt fell full-length down a ramp at the speaker’s platform at
the 1936 Democratic National Convention in Philadelphia, not a single
cartoon or picture was published about it.#8

By acquiescing to the government’s publicity program and avoiding
an obvious physical deficiency, many journalists were well-heeled in a
form of self-censorship long before America’s entry into World War II.
The news media’s economic concerns sometimes made censorship less
subtle, and the most basic concern was survival. The Federal Communi-
cations Commission could revoke or refuse to renew the license of any
radio station, a fact not lost on broadcasters as they reported on the war
in Europe. The New York Times quoted one broadcaster as saying in June
1940, “Every word is being carefully sieved these days” Some stations
banned news analyses from Axis countries even though the federal gov-
ernment had no regulation against them.#° In July 1940, the Fcc ordered
all 100,000 broadcasters under its jurisdiction to provide proof of citi-
zenship, such as affidavits and fingerprints, as opposed to the previously
acceptable sworn statements. The Fcc also increased its monitoring of
radio broadcasts, and the American Legion voted to ask the Fcc to bar
subversive groups, including communists, from access to the airwaves.
Broadcasters got the message. They policed themselves and cooperated
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with army and navy requests to avoid many defense topics.5® Beyond
mere survival, however, the print press and radio, both privately owned,
were driven by the need to earn profits and believed they could ill af-
ford news and commentary that might antagonize their advertisers or
the audiences who supported them. Mutual Broadcasting System news
commentator Arthur Hale was censored by Transradio Press Service and
by his sponsor, Richfield Oil Company, when he attempted to inject his
moderately isolationist and anti-New Deal opinions into his scripts in
mid-1941.5! Radio commentators could even lose their sponsorship or
be kicked off the air if their commentary led to friction with sponsoring
advertisers.52

Another form of censorship involved journalists’ own initiative in
limiting what they wrote or broadcast about the nation’s defenses in
order to prevent Germany from exploiting such information. In early
October 1939, Elisha Hanson, general counsel for the American News-
paper Publishers Association, told journalists at a New Jersey convention
that no paper should publish information on the movements of troops,
ships, or planes that might endanger American lives in a national emer-
gency. An editorial in Collier’s magazine that month agreed that cen-
sorship of troop movements and plans of attack would be necessary if
America entered the war.53 In addition to calls for future restrictions,
some reporters actively censored themselves. The director of Canada’s
public information office, G. H. Lash, was surprised to find military se-
crets in the New York Herald Tribune newsroom in December 1939, about
the time the Canadian First Division sailed for Europe. A Tribune editor
pulled from his desk an unpublished story that included the date of the
division’s departure from Halifax, the number of troops and ships, and
various other secret details. The editor told Lash that he had been keep-
ing the story for several days, awaiting a time he could print it safely. He
added that the large papers in Boston and New York “had entered into
a mutual agreement not to print anything which they thought might
endanger the lives of Canadians.” 54

Some journalists who had balked at supporting the Roosevelt admin-
istration during the 1930s began to cooperate with the president’s news
management in the spring of 1940. The march of Nazi armies through
Denmark, Norway, and the Low Countries had changed their minds;
after that, some publishers who had opposed the New Deal, including
the Los Anygeles Times’s Harry Chandler, pursued ways to help prepare
the nation’s defenses. Chandler sought a meeting of government and
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newspaper representatives to discuss a press campaign to build interest
in European affairs, but the idea fell through when Roosevelt’s advisers
thought it might be misconstrued as a move toward press control.55 Two
other highly respected newspapers took stronger steps. In May 1940,
publisher Barry Bingham of the Louisville Courier-Journal told Lowell
Mellett, who monitored the news media for Roosevelt, that the Courier-
Journal was trying to stop other newspapers from comparing the emer-
gency powers enacted in Britain and France with the totalitarian abuses
of the Nazis. Bingham said he had told a dozen publishers that the two
were not alike, and comparing them misled the public. Even the New
York Times swung from ignoring the White House’s lectures in Decem-
ber 1940 about “the role and responsibility of the press™ to self-imposed
suppression of a story exposing low morale and deplorable conditions
in military training camps in September 1941.5

The administration’s open efforts to persuade journalists to censor
themselves began only eight hours after news of the German invasion
of Poland reached Washington. Roosevelt called a press conference at
10:40 A.M. on September 1, 1939. Many of the reporters who packed the
Executive Office were groggy, having been up since 3 A.M. writing and
broadcasting the news that had arrived from Europe. The president had
little news about the invasion, but he urged the press corps to be careful
in reporting anything it uncovered. “I hope particularly that there won’t
be unsubstantiated rumors put out, whether they originate here or else-
where, without checking,” he said.5” He hoped that reporters would turn
to his administration for confirmation of stories and refuse to publish
rumors. Since most government officials are reluctant to speak on the
record about secrets or events that cast the government in an unfavorable
light, Roosevelt’s request served to limit information that the adminis-
tration disliked.

Roosevelt wooed the public in a fireside chat two days later, telling
a national radio audience, “You are, I believe, the most enlightened and
the best informed people in all the world at this moment. You are sub-
jected to no censorship of news, and I want to add that your Government
has no information which it withholds or which it has any thought of
withholding from you. At the same time . . . it is of the highest impor-
tance that the press and the radio use the utmost caution to discriminate
between actual verified fact on the one hand, and mere rumor on the
other”58

In the next few months, army and navy officials made a series of re-
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quests for voluntary censorship of defense news, some of them general
and some concerning specific topics. News sources dried up at the War
and Navy Departments. All the while, the president, his press secre-
tary, and members of his cabinet insisted that there would be no con-
trol of publications in wartime. The New York Times reported on June 14,
1940, that the War Department had ordered its top administrators and
officers not to talk to reporters unless the department’s press section,
staffed by officers, gave its approval. Similar restrictions also were under
way at the Navy Department. Questioned by reporters, Early said that
no news denied by the White House should be published. The White
House was aided in its attempts to control news by recent expansions
of the federal laws of security classification of sensitive information. A
law passed unanimously by Congress in 1938 had forbade unauthorized
photographs, sketches, or maps of bases, and gave the president the au-
thority to define military and naval information that he believed needed
security protection. Roosevelt had cited the law in issuing Executive
Order 8381 on March 22, 1940, which asserted presidential control of
the classification system of “all official military or naval books, pam-
phlets, documents, reports, maps, charts, plans, designs, models, draw-
ings, photographs, contracts or specifications,” and explicitly gave him
discretion to expand the classification to other “articles or equipment”
as needed.%®

Secretary of the Navy Frank Knox took the most dramatic step in the
campaign to get the press to adopt censorship voluntarily. He prepared
5,000 copies of a not-for-publication letter to newspapers, magazines,
radio stations, and photographic agencies on December 31, 1940, ask-
ing for restrictions on naval news. Too much information was reaching
the Axis powers about the U.S. Navy’s preparations for national defense,
the letter said. As the publisher of the Chicago Daily News and a Republi-
can whom Roosevelt chose partly out of a desire for bipartisan support,
Knox called upon his fellow journalists to avoid publicity about ship and
aircraft movements, secret weapons and their development, new ships
and planes, and onshore naval construction projects. He promised that
the navy would release as much information as it considered “conso-
nant with public interest and with the effectiveness of the Navy’s prepa-
rations.” 60

Knox asked for Treasury Secretary Henry Morganthau’s opinion of
the letter. Morganthau passed the letter to three of his assistants for com-
ment. The opinion of Assistant Secretary Herbert Gaston, who often
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represented the Treasury in interdepartmental meetings, was short and
to the point. Knox’s letter was “unwise,” Gaston said on January 13,
because it taxed reporters’ goodwill. Too many appeals for voluntary
censorship would “weaken [the government’s] authority when a real
emergency occurs.”¢! His analysis was too late; Knox’s secret letter al-
ready had been mailed. Soon it became public. Uncensored, a mimeo-
graphed weekly publication in New York City, printed the letter that
month. Time magazine, considering that the leak had freed it to com-
ment on Knox’s list of prohibited information, noted the letter encom-
passed nearly everything newsworthy about the navy. The magazine said
Knox was particularly upset about a story that had appeared in October
1940 in the Congressional Record. Representative Carl Vinson of Georgia
had placed in the Record a table of naval construction projects, including
seventeen battleships, twelve carriers, and fifty-four cruisers, all of which
a spy could learn for the $1.50 a month it cost to subscribe.2

Although reporters harbored some reservations, Knox secured the
endorsement of the American Newspaper Publishers Association, the
American Society of Newspaper Editors, and nine other newspaper
groups. All agreed to seek and accept news about sensitive naval mat-
ters only through the navy’s press office because they believed they had
an obligation to national defense.®® Knox announced that the nation’s
press almost unanimously accepted his requests and curtailed coverage
of the navy. However, he said, “Nothing is further from my mind” than
peacetime censorship. “The Navy has nothing to hide from the American
people.” 6+

But the navy, in fact, wanted much to be kept secret. So did the army.
Less than two weeks after Knox’s declaration that the navy was not
covering up information, Roosevelt admonished Washington journalists
for their reporting on the closed-door testimony of General George C.
Marshall to the Senate Military Affairs Committee. The panel’s members
had leaked details to reporters, who publicized Marshall’s comparisons
of American planes with those of the Axis. At a press conference on Feb-
ruary 21, 1941, Roosevelt was asked to comment on Marshall’s statement
to the committee that the United States was strengthening its forces in
Hawaii.

Who quoted him? the president asked. Members of Congress, a re-
porter replied.

Roosevelt shot back, “In what kind of meeting?”

“In a secret meeting,” the reporter said.
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Roosevelt said he thought that “ethically, morally, [and] patriotically”
Marshall’s testimony ought to have stayed confidential. Yet, while he
considered the story to have damaged America’s defense, he did not
blame reporters for ferreting it out. “It is perfectly all right for the re-
porter to take the story to his office, because that is part of a reporter’s
business . . . but the printing of the story or putting it on wires by press
associations or newspaper offices in Washington presents another very
different, very difficult problem,” Roosevelt said. When reporters pressed
him to define a national defense secret, he replied that the definition was
up to the army, navy, and president. Reporters tried to pin him down,
but Roosevelt sidestepped a pointed question about the press’s consti-
tutionally guaranteed freedom. The president closed the conference by
agreeing with a reporter’s comment that papers should find their own
way to suppress sensitive defense stories.

In March 1941, Knox issued a letter containing a second request for
press secrecy. He asked that nothing be published or broadcast about
British ships being outfitted or repaired in U.S. ports under the Lend-
Lease program, which aided Britain’s defense without technically com-
mitting America to war.5¢ The political issue of helping one belligerent
while remaining neutral was a sensitive one, and it even was possible
that news stories could provide valuable information to German spies.
The first test of Knox’s request came on April 6, when the EMS Malaya
limped into New York Harbor after being torpedoed in the North Atlan-
tic. Thousands of New Yorkers—and any foreign agents who might be
in the city, including those at the German consulate at Battery Place—
could look out their windows and see the battleship with a hole in its
side. Worse, the ship’s identity was easy to verify. British sailors attended
Broadway shows in their uniforms, complete with caps bearing the word
“Malaya” in big letters.6”

Two New York newspapers defied Knox’s request. The Daily News,
owned by Joseph Patterson, a cousin of the publisher of the anti-Roose-
velt Chicago Tribune, printed an aerial photograph showing a collision
mat covering a twenty-six-foot break in the ship’s portside armor plate.%8
The New York Herald Tribune, which advocated aid to Britain but chafed
at Knox’s order, reported the presence of the ship but published an old
photograph.®® Knox protested that the papers had given military in-
formation to the Germans, but the Daily News and Washington Times-
Herald, owned by Patterson’s sister, published a joint statement defend-
ing their decision to print the news.”® The Malaya story did result in one



26 : ORIGINS OF WORLD WAR II CENSORSHIP

concrete change: the U.S. Navy “emphatically” urged Britain to hide all
distinguishing marks and silence all crew members when its ships docked
at American ports.”!

The army also tightened its news operation. Undersecretary of War
Robert P. Patterson announced on April 10, 1941, that all news stories
about army operations outside the United States would be subject to
“censorship at the source,” meaning the army expected reporters to clear
such stories before filing them. Eleven days later, the army reduced the
flow of information to reporters by ordering its officers not to give out
news of the arrival, departure, or presence of U.S. troops outside the
forty-cight states.”? Roosevelt tried to calm fears of official censorship
by sending a letter to the American Society of Newspaper Editors on
April 16. Suppression of opinion and censorship of news “are among
the mortal weapons that dictatorships direct against their own peoples
and direct against the world,” he wrote. “As far as I am concerned there
will be no Government control of news unless it be of vital military
information.”73

Further requests for voluntary censorship in 1941 included an army
ban on photographs of new equipment, especially in airplanes;”# the
president’s suggestion that reporters ask themselves whether publicity
about Allied factories would provide valuable information to Axis mili-
tary intelligence;” and an extension of the requested ban on shipping
news to movements of mail boats and merchant vessels.”® Knox told re-
porters at a news conference on June 11, one week after he halted press
releases about navy contracts, that he expected all reporters to follow one
rule: “If you can’t confirm it, don’t print it.” Without using the word
“censorship,” he added that his office would be the sole judge of what
should be confirmed about the navy.”” It soon became evident that the
navy would not clear much information about the danger to American
ships helping the British move war supplies from East Coast ports. Knox
had little to say when Senator Burton K. Wheeler of Montana revealed in
July that American troops would embark for Iceland. When sixty report-
ers attended a Knox press conference after Roosevelt ordered the navy to
guard sea lanes serving American defense outposts, the secretary ducked
questions about the navy’s authority to fire its guns. Instead, he read the
presidential order aloud three times.”8

In September 1941, Knox tried to clarify his requests on naval news
after the Bainbridge Review, a weekly paper published near Seattle, re-
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ported early that month on the British battleship Warspite undergoing
repairs in the Bremerton Navy Yard. Brashly, the paper wrote a headline,
“Review Violates a National Censorship,” and sent a copy to the Navy
Department’s Public Relations Office in Washington, D.C. According to
Time, the paper reasoned that the United States was not at war, and there
was no secret in Bremerton to keep because the entire town knew the
British had arrived. The editors of the paper were independent-minded
enough to ignore peacetime requests for cooperation that originated in
the federal government and to protest publicly what they considered to
be unnecessary and overly intrusive attempts at censorship. In addition,
the Review was less prone to hysteria about combat in the Pacific than
most newspapers because it served a large and loyal Japanese American
community on Bainbridge Island, which included many of the editors’
friends. In a second incident in September, Time said sailors at the Sand
Point Naval Air Station at Seattle fired four warning shots at a reporter
and a photographer who had strayed too close to a hangar to get pic-
tures of Russian aviators in training. On the next day, the publisher of the
Seattle Post-Intelligencer— John Boettiger, who happened to be Roose-
velt’s son-in-law —accused Knox of stupidity and attempting to alienate
the press.”? Within a week, Knox adjusted his restrictions on news of
British ships by agreeing to distribute press releases that would give no
information about ship damage or combat but would identify ships in
port seven days after their arrival 8

The government had accomplished little throughout the 1930s on a
comprehensive plan for censorship after a declaration of war. The army
and navy drafted several censorship proposals similar to the one designed
by the Joint Army-Navy Board in 1921, but none was formally submit-
ted to the president. Discussions began again as early as 1935 but were
not carried out in earnest until early 1940. In April of that year, an inter-
departmental board, including military, State Department, and FBI offi-
cials, debated the form censorship should take in the event of American
entry into the war. By June 10, a joint board approved and sent to Roose-
velt a $50 million “Basic Plan for Public Relations Administration” that
would have authorized complete censorship of all mass media, including
motion pictures and radio broadcasts, as well as international communi-
cations. The plan languished. Lowell Mellett recalled years later that the
president feared political repercussions if it were discovered, and Mel-
lett asked Early to bury it. According to historian Richard W. Steele, the
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Joint Army-Navy Public Relations Committee, puzzled by the silence
that the plan received, resubmitted it on February 1, 1941. Roosevelt
flatly rejected it and chastised the board for its political naiveté 8!

The president instead ordered work to begin on a plan for the cen-
sorship of international communications only. A board of three army
officers and three navy officers submitted such a plan, which won Roose-
velt’s approval on June 4, 1941.82 The board’s report called for the draft-
ing of legislation that would permit the creation of a censorship office
by executive order, and the beginning of army and navy training of per-
sonnel for censorship of international messages. The report did not ad-
dress domestic censorship of the mass media other than an initial “re-
quirement” that journalists cooperate voluntarily.83 The army and navy
moved quickly after receiving Roosevelt’s support. On June 19, 1941, the
War Department expanded its G-2 intelligence division by creating an
office to prepare for censorship of international mail, international land-
based telegraph, and communications carried by travelers crossing U.S.
borders. Named as the head of the Censorship Branch, as the office be-
came known, was W. Preston Corderman, an army major whom Secre-
tary of War Henry Stimson also designated to be the acting chief postal
and wire censor in case of war. Corderman set up a school in the Old
Dominion Building in Clarendon, Virginia, where he and infantry cap-
tain Gilbert S. Jacobus, who had studied British postal censorship in
Bermuda, taught 187 officers and 43 civilians the art of censoring land-
based communications. Classes began on August 15, 1941, and ended on
September 20. Corderman also drew up a plan for mail censorship that
identified prospective postal censorship sites and estimated that 10,000
to 12,000 people would be needed to read the mail entering and leaving
the country.84 In the navy, Commander (and later, Captain) Herbert K.
Fenn began plans for cable censorship shortly after Roosevelt had de-
clared a national emergency in September 1939. He picked five officers to
help him train censors for control of cable communications outside the
United States, and they trained more than 300 reserve officers through
December 7, 1941.85

In February 1941, Collier’s magazine examined the possibility of peace-
time censorship of the news media to stop what Roosevelt considered
“irresponsible” disclosures on military preparedness. Author Walter
Davenport noted that the State, Navy, and War Departments wanted
immediate censorship of the news. He said the government aimed to
use censorship and propaganda to get the country excited about the war
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W. Preston Corderman, right, and Byron Price, left. Corderman trained postal
censors in the summer of 1941 and then divected the Postal Division of the Office of
Censorship. Price had authority to censor communications leaving the United States
as be saw fit. State Historical Society of Wisconsin, Negative WHi(X3)51976.

in Europe, and predicted that Mellett, director of the Office of Govern-
ment Reports, would be named censorship director. Journalists should
prepare their own censorship plan, Davenport suggested, because other-
wise one would be imposed upon them.3¢ Mellett sent letters to Collier’s
and prominent newspaper publishers repudiating Davenport’s “prepos-
terous dreams,” but he did not ask for a published correction.3”
Davenport may not have been the greatest prognosticator—in June
he touted the defenses of “impregnable Pearl Harbor”$8—but he
touched a nerve in his identification of Mellett as the likely censor. Mel-
lett had become a key White House adviser in the previous months, re-
porting on the attitudes of the public and the press toward Roosevelt’s
policies, and distributing press releases in response. His background as
former editor of the Washington Daily News and Collier’s, along with his
job in press relations, made him a logical candidate to be chief censor.
But he was disliked. White House reporters considered him too aloof,
too scholarly, and too much of a New Deal cheerleader to rule objec-
tively on censorship questions.®® A congressional committee examining
the Office of Government Reports’ proposed budget on February 26
took the opportunity to question Mellett closely, seeking evidence that
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he planned to turn his office into a censorship agency. The committee
voted along party lines to keep his office operating, but only after he as-
sured its members that the Roosevelt administration had “absolutely no
plans” to censor the news media in peace or war.??

Nevertheless, in the summer and fall of 1941, Roosevelt attempted
to consolidate his administration’s various plans for the censorship of
the news media. His publicized statements on the need to avoid a com-
pulsory domestic censorship of news were in conflict with the army’s
and navy’s concerns that too much information about America’s de-
fenses was leaking to the Axis powers. After the president had approved
the joint board’s report on June 4, army and navy officers had drafted a
censorship bill that emphasized military administration. Attorney Gen-
eral Biddle had given an unfavorable opinion of the bill to the War and
Navy Departments, arguing for the superiority of civilian-run censor-
ship. When the draft of the army-navy bill was discussed at a cabinet
meeting on November 7, Roosevelt appointed an ad hoc committee to
study the issue and report to him. The group was comprised of Walker,
the postmaster general, who served as chairman; Archibald MacLeish,
the director of the Office of Facts and Figures, a government publicity
agency; Biddle; and representatives of the Treasury, Navy, and War De-
partments.®!

The group quickly polarized over the central issue of ultimate au-
thority. At the committee’s first meeting, representatives of the War and
Navy Departments argued for a news media censorship organization
staffed by officers and filled with employees drawn from the reserves.
The navy, the nation’s first line of defense against overseas powers and
therefore the more immediately vulnerable of the two armed forces, also
pressed for “full censorship” as soon as possible. The Justice Department,
under Biddle’s civil libertarian leadership, and the Treasury Department
opposed the army-navy proposal as being too strict. Morganthau had
told Knox on October 30 that any censorship organization ought to be
staffed and controlled chiefly by civilians. In addition, Biddle believed
that Congress was not ready to pass a compulsory censorship bill during
peacetime.®? Biddle wrote in his private diary, in a cramped, telegraphic
style, that he suggested to Roosevelt, “no bill now, ultimate control in
civilian, preferably newspaper man.”3

The ad hoc committee considered three possibilities in November:
complete news media censorship after a declaration of war, complete
news media censorship without delay, or an immediate form of censor-
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ship that inspected information in the media but did not delete anything
objectionable. “The first possibility does not meet the present need, but
the subordinates of all the Departments considering the matter agree that
it is desirable,” Treasury Department lawyer Edward Foley wrote in a
memorandum to Morganthau. He said the second possibility, immedi-
ate and complete censorship, “is considered desirable, but it is alleged by
Justice that it is not politically feasible at the present time.” That left the
third choice, which the Justice Department wrote into a draft of a bill
that would let the president adopt any system of censorship he desired
and later make changes without consulting Congress.** It would give
Roosevelt considerable room to shape prewar or wartime censorship in
response to rapidly changing foreign events.

WARTIME CENSORSHIP BEGINS

The Japanese attack on Pear] Harbor on December 7 transformed cen-
sorship from a proposal to a pressing necessity. Hawaii was placed under
martial law, and within the week the islands’ press and radio were sub-
jected to licensing and censorship. The damage to the Pacific Fleet was
considered so devastating that military censorship quickly silenced com-
munications out of Hawaii to protect morale and prevent the Japanese
from learning the full extent of the destruction. The Office of Naval Intel-
ligence cut off a United Press reporter’s radiotelephone call from Hono-
lulu to San Francisco shortly after the Japanese planes that bombed Pearl
Harbor had begun returning to their aircraft carriers.®> The army initi-
ated its own censorship the next day, when Stimson ordered officers to
listen in and, if necessary, cut off communications carried by interna-
tional telephone and telegraph wires. Telephone and telegraph compa-
nies immediately began setting up the necessary equipment to route calls
through the army censors’ offices.?® Radio stations in California, Ore-
gon, Washington, and Idaho cooperated with the requests of the Fcc and
the army’s Eighth Air Interceptor Command and went off the airat s p.M.
on Monday, December 8, out of fears that their signals could act as hom-
ing beacons for enemy planes. They were permitted to air one-minute
news flashes every fifteen minutes until midnight, when they shut down
until 9:30 A.M. Tuesday and then were permitted five-minute newscasts
every half hour. Normal broadcast routines resumed on Friday.®”

Roosevelt set the tone for the news coverage of the war in which
America suddenly found itself. He told reporters at a press conference
on December 9 that he placed two conditions on news stories about
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the war: they must be accurate, and not help the enemy. The journalists
asked for instructions on how they could be sure their stories would pass
both tests. The president suggested that accuracy should be verified at
the highest levels—“We can’t leave that determination in the hands of
a third assistant . . . captain or major in the Army”—and that the army
and navy would decide what gave aid and comfort to the enemy.?® In a
fireside chat that week to a nationwide radio audience, Roosevelt asked
listeners to question the truth of any news story that lacked an identi-
fied, official source. He then addressed the nation’s journalists directly:
“If you feel that your Government is not disclosing enough of the truth,
you have every right to say so. But—in the absence of all the facts, as re-
vealed by official sources—you have no right in the ethics of patriotism
to deal out unconfirmed reports in such a way as to make people believe
that they are the gospel truth.”#®

While urging the news media and the public to beware of rumors,
Roosevelt also had begun preparing to keep sensitive facts from the
enemy. At a cabinet meeting that Roosevelt called at 8:30 p.M. on De-
cember 7, Biddle suggested that ¥BI director J. Edgar Hoover be given
temporary control of censorship.1°® Roosevelt agreed and gave Hoover
oral instructions to keep reporters from revealing any military secrets. He
then sent memos notifying his cabinet of the temporary appointment.1%

Hoover called a meeting on December 8 of officials from the State,
War, Navy, Justice, and Post Office Departments, as well as the Office
of Facts and Figures and the Fcc. When the group met, Hoover divided
it to attack two separate problems—one to shape censorship policy, and
the other to act as a “clearing pool” to receive information and make
immediate decisions about its release. The first group, which Hoover
called the Policy and Principles Committee, was headed by MacLeish
and included Hoover.1°2 In its first meeting, the policy committee dis-
cussed problems that should be addressed by censorship. On Decem-
ber 9, Hoover sent Roosevelt a list of subjects, compiled by the com-
mittee, that he said should be banned altogether from international
communications, including news of Allied shipping, troop movements,
munitions production, and economic matters that would benefit the
enemy.'%3 The committee also recommended federal background inves-
tigations of all radio station employees who were “Axis aliens” It en-
dorsed German- and Italian-language broadcasts as an asset to national
defense but said they should be monitored by the Fcc. The committee
also urged an end to Japanese-language programs on the radio, without
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noting for the record why the language of one enemy posed a greater
threat than the language of two others. The three American radio sta-
tions that carried Japanese-language broadcasts dropped them volun-
tarily in the weeks after December 7, and the Japanese language remained
off the air for the remainder of the war.1%4 The 81 and the Radio Intel-
ligence Division of the Fcc began monitoring the airwaves for trans-
missions from enemy agents. According to historian David Kahn, fed-
eral agents found only one “bona-fide Axis station” in the United States
during the entire war: The German embassy in Washington, D.C., tried
to contact Berlin on December 19, 1941. FCC personnel in radio trucks
near the embassy detected the shortwave broadcast and jammed it.105
However, a history of German espionage based on captured Nazi intel-
ligence documents details other clandestine radio broadcasts that aired
after America entered World War I1, including a German double agent’s
apparently undetected shortwave transmissions from Rochester, New
York.106

The second group formed by Hoover, called the Technical Committee
and headed by FB1 assistant director Hugh H. Clegg, met frequently after
the Japanese attack. Its first major decision was to suggest to Hoover,
on December 10, that mail to and from foreign countries be censored
at once. Hoover issued the order on the next day, placing responsibility
for postal censorship in the War Department. Meanwhile, military cen-
sors began arriving at posts that had been designated by the earlier army-
navy plans. The first mail censorship office opened in New York City
at 2:29 p.M. on December 12. Offices in eight other cities opened on
the next day, and federal agents began spot-checking communications
carried across the Mexican border one day after that.107

Hoover’s committee formed a plan for nationwide censorship of press
and radio. According to Ralph de Toledano, a Hoover biographer, the
FBI director wanted to end his association with censorship to free his
organization to catch spies and subversives.1?® When the committee sent
Roosevelt its recommendation, it called for the creation of an agency
under a civilian administrator who would be shielded from the control
of the army, navy, and other government offices.1%?

Washington journalists speculated on whom Roosevelt would select
for the monumental task of overseeing all existing censorship as well
as extending some form of control to domestic press and radio. Four
names were mentioned most often. Mellett still was considered a pos-
sibility. So was MacLeish, but he had the same strike against him as
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Mellett. His record of publicizing the Roosevelt administration’s activi-
ties had reporters wondering if he would focus on the public’s informa-
tion requirements rather than the president’s political agenda. Also men-
tioned in the gossip mill were Jonathan Daniels, a newspaperman and
contributor to Fortune magazine whom Roosevelt had suggested as his
choice in a private talk with Biddle in November, and Ulric Bell, who
covered Washington for the Louisville Courier-Journal and whom Mel-
lett and Harold Ickes, secretary of the interior, had championed in May
1941 as a likely candidate to run a government propaganda office during
a national emergency.!1°

In a move that surprised the Washington press corps, the job went to
Price, whom Biddle and Walker had recommended to the president at a
cabinet meeting on December 12.111 Mellett, who later became the gov-
ernment’s liaison to the motion picture industry, seemed to express sour
grapes in a letter to Early shortly after Price’s appointment. He said that
“Byron, with all his admiration and respect for the President, does not
share the President’s whole political philosophy,” but this did not alter
Early’s high opinion of Roosevelt’s choice.}1? In a letter to Kent Cooper,
general manager of the Associated Press, Early called Price “ideal” for
the job.113

Price got a hint of his nomination when the phone rang in his New
York City apartment at 10:30 P.M. on December 12, shortly after he had
returned home with his wife from seeing a movie. An Associated Press
editor read him the text of a telegram that had arrived at the news desk
during the dinner hour. In it, Walker asked Price to meet him and Biddle
the next day in Washington. Price had heard rumors that week that he
would be asked about his availability for government service, so the sum-
mons was not unexpected. He was inclined to agree to whatever was
asked, having been a soldier in World War I and knowing the impor-
tance of duty in wartime. In meetings with Price on the afternoon of
December 13, Walker, Mellett, Early, and Biddle confirmed that Roose-
velt wanted Price to direct the nation’s censorship during the war. Price
recorded in his memoir that before he made a decision, he wanted the
answers to three questions: Who would be his boss? How much would
he be insulated from outside interference in censorship decisions? Did
Roosevelt expect voluntary censorship to continue? The responses were
heartening. The chief censor was to have broad powers, unchecked by
anyone except the president, who did not want a compulsory system of
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press and radio censorship. Given these assurances, Price asked fora week
to get his affairs in order before beginning his new job.114

Price sat in his Associated Press office in New York and typed an an-
nouncement while reindeer imported for the Christmas season stomped
in the snow of Rockefeller Plaza below his window. When he finished,
he sent the statement via airmail, special delivery to Early in Washing-
ton. Early placed it in Roosevelt’s hands just before the start of his press
conference at 4:10 P.M. on December 16.115 The president glanced at the
words, announced off the record that Price was the author, and then read
aloud:

All Americans abhor censorship, just as they abhor war. But the ex-
perience of this and of all other Nations has demonstrated that some
degree of censorship is essential in wartime, and we are at war.

The important thing now is that such forms of censorship as are nec-
essary shall be administered effectively and in harmony with the best
interests of our free institutions.

Itis necessary to the national security that military information which
might be of aid to the enemy be scrupulously withheld at the source.

Itis necessary that a watch be set upon our borders, so that no such in-
formation may reach the enemy, inadvertently or otherwise, through
the medium of the mails, radio, or cable transmission, or by any other
means.

It is necessary that prohibitions against the domestic publication of
some types of information, contained in long-existing statutes, be
rigidly enforced.

Finally, the Government has called upon a patriotic press and radio to
abstain voluntarily from the dissemination of detailed information of
certain kinds, such as reports of the movements of vessels and troops.
The response has indicated a universal desire to cooperate.

In order that all of these parallel and requisite undertakings may be
coordinated and carried forward in accordance with a single uniform
policy, I have appointed Byron Price, Executive News Editor of the
Associated Press, to be Director of Censorship, responsible directly
to the President. He has been granted a leave of absence by the As-
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sociated Press and will take over the post assigned him within the
coming week, or sooner.116

When Roosevelt came to Price’s title, he mumbled. A reporter asked
him to repeat. In a loud voice, Roosevelt said, “Director of Censor-
ship!”117

The choice was applauded, as was the candor with which Roosevelt
described Price’s duties. Business Week said Roosevelt “could not have
picked a better man 118 The Quill agreed, saying Price enjoyed the con-
fidence of both government officials and journalists.!*® And privately,
former president Herbert Hoover told Price, “You could censor me any
time and I would know you were right”12 A rare negative note was
sounded in the liberal New York newspaper PM, which said Price was
unfamiliar to young journalists and as an AP executive had been reluctant
to bargain with newspaper unions.12!

Price’s appointment became official on December 19, one day after
Congress approved the First War Powers Act, which authorized the
president to censor international mail, cable, radio, and other means of
cross-border communication.’?? Under the new law, Roosevelt issued
Executive Order No. 8985 establishing the Office of Censorship. The
order gave Price the power to censor international communications “in
his absolute discretion,” issue censorship rules, and set up two advisory
panels to assist him. The first group, the Censorship Policy Board, served
as a sounding board for proposed regulations, such as the takeover of
domestic radio. The second, the Censorship Operating Board, was to
help Price carry out his task in censoring international communications.
Membership was left to Price’s discretion, and he filled the roster with
representatives from the FBI, State Department, Treasury, army, navy,
Post Office Department, and other federal agencies that might be af-
fected by censorship decisions.1?3

Price was sworn in on December 20 in Walker’s office by Ugo Carusi,
executive assistant to the attorney general. Price told reporters that his
first job would be to clear up the “muddle” over voluntary censorship
of press and radio.1?# The executive order that established his office had
given him no guidelines about the domestic news media, which had been
following the various military and government requests as well as their
own common sense about national security. Price intended to clarify
the issue but did not indicate his specific plans. Since he lacked legal
authority to supervise domestic censorship—the War Powers Act ad-
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dressed only international communications—his reticence was prudent.
Price wrote in his wartime notebook that as he took office he realized he
stood between two perils. One was the possibility that journalists would
revolt against further censorship requests. The other was that other gov-
ernment departments would refuse to cooperate with his new agency and
perpetuate the confusing prewar censorship system.!25

Who was this man facing such serious concerns? Oddly enough for
a censor, Price was known for his wit and for playing the role of a baby
in the capital’s annual Gridiron Show.126 His unpretentious nature was
captured in a newspaper food column when he agreed to pose, hoist-
ing a giant drumstick for a photographer. He recalled for the writer how
he had caught and cleaned chickens for the family dinner when he was
a boy.1?” His hobbies included poker, which he played badly, and golf,
which he played abominably, seldom breaking 100. Other pastimes sug-
gested refinement and patience. He enjoyed growing bearded irises and
collecting first editions of books by his favorite authors. He had many
works of poetry by E. A. Robinson, fellow Hoosier James Whitcomb
Riley, and Walt Whitman, including seven copies of Whitman’s Leaves
of Grass. But Mark Twain was his favorite. Price was a charter member of
the Mark Twain Association and had sixty rare editions of Twain’s books,
many of them autographed. His skill at bridge brought praise from his
wife, Priscilla Alden Price, a descendant of the John and Priscilla Aldens
of Plymouth Colony.!28

His family always had expected him to work hard. His father, John
Price, and mother, Emaline Barnes, farmed in the northeast corner of
Indiana, near the Michigan border. Byron was born March 25, 1891, at
home near Topeka, in LaGrange County, and did farm chores before and
after school. He had his first experiences in both journalism and censor-
ship while he was a boy. He used leftover bits of slick wrapping paper
and a lead pencil to start a newspaper about his family in 1901, but his
father eventually stopped him. He edited a monthly periodical at Topeka
High School, and attended Wabash College in Crawfordsville, Indiana,
paying his way by delivering newspapers. He worked in both the news-
editorial and the circulation departments of the Crawfordsville Journal,
writing stories about Wabash at night and then delivering the papers that
contained them to subscribers the next morning. He cooked at the Ben
Hur Dairy Lunch, served as janitor for one of the college’s buildings, and
was secretary to the college president. In his senior year he edited The
Bachelor, Wabash’s twice-weekly newspaper. Shortly after graduating in
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1912, he joined the United Press in Chicago for $16 a week. He stayed
with the UP for a few months, established a bureau in Omaha, Nebraska,
and then leaped to the Atlanta office of the UP’s larger competitor, the
Associated Press.12?

Except for two years as an infantry officer in the United States and
France during World War 1,130 Price stayed at the wire service for the next
twenty-nine years. “Associated Press is a religion with me,” Price told the
newspaper PAM. No one could criticize the AP within earshot of Price
without eliciting “a flicker of deep hurt,” the newspaper said.!3!

Price spent the summer of 1920 in Marion, Ohio, playing nickel-a-
point hearts after dark with reporters Raymond Clapper, Samuel W.
Bell, and George R. Holmes, along with the publisher of the Marion
newspaper, Warren G. Harding, who ran a front-porch campaign as the
Republican presidential nominee and was elected in November.132 He
covered the Washington Arms Conference of 1922 and that year became
news editor of the AP’s capital bureau. Five years later he had risen to
the rank of bureau chief, a job that allowed him to write a twice-weekly
column, “Politics at Random,” and supervise a stable of reporters that
included Early and another future Roosevelt aide, William D. Hassett.
The prestigious wire service job also gave Price the opportunity to attend
cleven national political party conventions as a journalist.133

The 1932 Democratic convention gave Price a close look at the politi-
cal skills of Roosevelt, the New York governor whom the party picked
to oppose President Hoover in the fall. Price professed to be apolitical.
Still, he admired Roosevelt’s skill at establishing rapport with an audi-
ence. Price admired his mental agility, his warm style of speaking, and
his “almost uncanny” faculty of sensing public sentiment.!34

Price left Washington in 1937 to become executive news editor of the
Associated Press in New York. The job put him in charge of the news
produced by the AP and in contact with journalists around the country.
His boss, Cooper, gave Price the freedom to try new things. One was
Price’s announcement that he had terminated all Ap rules of writing. His
new rule was that as long as stories were accurate, impartial, and free of
libel, writers could do nearly anything. “If you can write, write!” Price
told the AP’s employees.135

He was offered a government job early in February 1941, and had he
taken it, the experience might have blocked him from becoming director
of censorship. Stimson had asked Price to leave the Associated Press and
take a post in army public relations during the months when reporters
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were asked to avoid certain military topics despite the nation’s official
neutrality. The secretary of war considered Price “a man of high charac-
ter” In return, Price had special fondness for Stimson, who had helped
him weather a storm over an inaccuracy in one of Price’s AP stories.
Despite their mutual admiration, they could not agree on the scope of
Price’s duties. Stimson recalled that he wanted someone to be the civilian
assistant for publicity under the supervision of an army general, while
Price remembered being offered a free hand. After three days of nego-
tiations, Price was told that if he took the job, he would share responsi-
bility for army publicity with a general. “I am afraid I exploded,” Price
said, recalling his rejection of the offer. “There is no such thing as joint
responsibility.” 136

Price favored full responsibility coupled with full authority. Oddly
enough, considering Roosevelt’s usual preference of dividing authority
among subordinates while retaining ultimate control himself, Price had
been given both—limited, in theory at least, only by the president’s own
powers. It is a measure of the man that having received such power, Price
chose to let the nation’s journalists try to be their own censors.



" The Censor Has Written Me
aVery Stern Letter
Establishing Voluntary Censorship

“Kansas City Bombed to Ruins” read the banner headline in
the March 2, 1942, edition of the Kansas City Journal. “Terror and Death
Stalk Throughout Widespread Area. Three Waves of Japanese Bombers
Devastate Heart of America” In twenty stories that began beneath the
inch-high type, the Journal described a surprise attack on the apartment
buildings, homes, businesses, factories, warchouses, and public utilities
at the center of the nation’s breadbasket. Sabotage added to the misery.
Enemy agents in boats blew up the intake tower of the municipal water
works on the Missouri River. Seconds later, a series of explosions—
whether from sabotage or bombs dropped in the air raid, no one could
be sure—destroyed the A.S.B., Hannibal, and Milwaukee bridges. The
United States Cold Storage building, the largest refrigerated plant west
of Chicago, disappeared in a roar. So did the Kansas City Gas Company
on Indiana Avenue. Citizens who bought the newspaper knew that it
was a fake. They could wander the streets of Kansas City and see nothing
but an ordinary, late-winter’s day. No bomb craters. No fires. No shrap-
nel wounds. No loss of pressure in pipes connected to the supposedly
ruined water works and blast-vaporized natural gas tank. Besides, news
of the destruction began on page 13, not where one would expect to find
the news of Armageddon. And, if there still were any doubts, each of the
stories ended with the same wake-up call to the city’s residents: “It could
happen here any day.”!

Bad taste, perhaps. But that was not what concerned the Oftice of
Censorship, which learned about the Journal’s vivid imagination when a
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reader complained about the stories. John H. Sorrells, assistant director
of censorship, wrote the Journal’s publisher that “some questions valid to
the aims and purposes of this office can be raised about this issue.” He did
not mention the improbability of Japanese planes striking undetected
near the geographic center of the nation. From what base would they
stage the raid —Texarkana? Wichita? Aircraft carriers on the Platte River?
Instead, he noted that if saboteurs were at large, for the price of a single
copy they could learn that Kansas City stored much of the nation’s food,
produced North American Aviation bombers and Remington arms, and
had an unguarded water and gas supply. “No doubt a lot of the above
information is common knowledge in your community,” Sorrells said in
the letter, one of 1,065 sent to publications that violated the voluntary
censorship code in 1942. “But this information is pointed up in a way to
illustrate the strategic value. . . . In the aggregate, doesn’t this constitute
a pretty clear blueprint for sabotage?”?2

He did not ask for a reply, and if publisher Harry Newman bothered
to make one, it did not find its way into the fat folders of correspondence
between the Office of Censorship’s Press Division and the nation’s news-
papers and magazines. In the end, it did not matter. The Journal quietly
died on March 31 after eighty-cight years of publication, driven out of
business by the dominance of the rival Kansas City Star, the mounting
costs of production, and an unpaid bill of $216,000 for newsprint.? Per-
haps it had hoped that sensationalism would prolong its survival and that
the paper’s fanciful report on Kansas City’s demise would ward off its
own.

The voluntary censorship code that Sorrells accused the Journal of
compromising was an imperfect document imperfectly followed. It was
issued on January 15, 1942, to give guidance to the nation’s newspapers,
magazines, and radio stations on how to avoid publishing or broadcast-
ing news that would help the enemy during the war. The code required
four substantial revisions and was supplemented by dozens of memo-
randa on specific issues that had not been foreseen. Journalists often
stumbled in trying to follow its suggestions. About 7,000 complaints of
possible code violations filled a Press Division file folder of 200 single-
spaced pages ending with one by the Paris (Kentucky) Daily Enterprise
on June 28, 1944.* There is no indication why the folder’s list stopped in
mid-1944, for code violations continued until the end of the war thirteen
and a half months later. Despite the many revisions that kept the code in
flux, and despite its many violations, an examination of the records of the



42 . ESTABLISHING VOLUNTARY CENSORSHIP

Office of Censorship and the private notes of its director, Byron Price,
reveals an amazing record of compliance. No print journalist and only
one broadcast journalist ever deliberately defied the code, after having
been told the reasons for its provisions.

Most surprising, perhaps, is that the Office of Censorship obtained
such obedience through a voluntary agreement. The codes asked the
nation’s journalists to censor themselves and provided guidelines to help
them. Civilian censors could cajole, suggest, argue, and threaten but had
no authority to punish beyond publicizing the names of violators. They
did not need such power. The vast majority of journalists endorsed the
codes as well as the administration of them. Price and his assistants get
much of the credit for shaping this attitude. Beginning shortly after the
first codebooks were issued, they answered questions about the code and
offered suggestions in a swift, evenhanded manner that encouraged co-
operation. During 1942, the Press Division fielded 7,814 questions from
journalists before they published items that might transgress the code,
and in each case the inquiring journalist complied with the censors’ re-
quests.5

Censorship’s early months were disorganized and sometimes difficul,
which was to be expected for a newly created government agency seek-
ing to administer a nationwide program. However, by the end of 1942,
the Oftice of Censorship had proved itself successful. It had established a
pattern of compliance, cemented a respectful relationship with the press,
and weathered its first major crises over the possibility of failure. After
such a strong beginning, successful censorship continued forward on its
own inertia.

America’s rush into the war gave Price little time to develop a detailed
censorship plan. That proved to be a blessing, he wrote in his unpub-
lished memoir. In the winter of 1941—42, he had to answer questions
and solve problems quickly, and he fell back on common sense. In the
week before Christmas, he had barely settled into his first headquarters,
a borrowed room next door to the postmaster general’s office, before
the Department of Agriculture phoned with a request for his first ruling
as censorship director. Would he give his approval for the release of a
crop report? He replied that the caller must have a wrong number, for
he was no expert on food policy. Government officials were in the best
position to know what news about their departments would benefit the
enemy, he said, and they should make their own decisions about releas-
ing it. His first major challenge came soon afterward, and it presaged
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the difficult task of mediating the views of press and government. On
his first day of work, he chatted with President Franklin Roosevelt about
the general need for censorship, left the White House, and was startled
a short while later when Attorney General Francis Biddle gave him a
warning. “The boss is not clear in his mind about all of this,” Biddle said.
“He seems to think he has some mandatory power to control the press
in spite of the fact that I have told him he has none. We may get into
difficulties about this.”¢ Biddle had reached that conclusion at a cabinet
meeting on December 19, after which he noted privately that Roosevelt
seemed to believe that Price would censor newspapers before publica-
tion. In fact, Biddle wrote, not even the president had that power. His
notes did not say whether he had tried to explain that the Espionage Act
imposed penalties only after publication, and then only for stories nar-
rowly defined as assisting the enemy or harming America’s war effort.”
Biddle’s warning to Price proved prophetic. Thirty-six hours after
their conversation, Price was awakened by his hotel room phone. On the
other end of the line was presidential press secretary Stephen T. Early,
who said British prime minister Winston Churchill was about to arrive
in Washington to confer with Roosevelt. Earlier that night, radio sta-
tion woL in Washington, D.C., had hinted that Churchill would meet
with Roosevelt within twenty-four hours, but the information appar-
ently was not picked up by other news media.® However, the president
had learned that the New York Times was preparing a story about Chur-
chill’s scheduled arrival and wanted Price “to order the Times to print
nothing,” Early said. Price asked for clarification. Did Roosevelt really
use the word “order,” he asked? Early chuckled and replied, “That’s what
he said” Price called the Témes, which indeed had the details of Chur-
chill’s trip to the Unites States on the battleship Duke of York. The edi-
tors told him they had no plans for immediate publication because of the
possible security risk. He then took the precaution of phoning the Asso-
ciated Press, the United Press, and the International News Service to ask
them to look for any leak of the Churchill story. Nearly every newspaper
in the country subscribed to a wire service, and therefore one of the three
ought to know if the story was published somewhere. All agreed to help.
Although many reporters had heard rumors about Churchill’s trip, Early
had asked them not to speculate, and the story was not published until
after the White House issued a press release at 7 p.M. on December 22.°
Price’s decisions involving the Agriculture Department and the Tiémses
contained the seeds of two key elements of the administration of vol-
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untary domestic censorship. First was his willingness to let government
and military officials decide for themselves what information under their
jurisdiction might benefit the enemy, whether it concerned foodstuffs or
a foreign dignitary’s visit. Out of this trust grew a censorship doctrine
called “appropriate authority,” allowing government and military offi-
cials to release any information in their areas of expertise without inter-
ference from the Office of Censorship. Price’s endorsement of authority
simplified his work, for without it he would have had to create a broad
bureaucracy of censors to act as second-guessers. It also reflected his trust
in official sources, just as his confidential talk with the Témes and the wire
services reflected his trust in journalists.

Censorship had to produce confidence, both in the government and
in the news media, in order to be effective. The office’s internal history,
produced in the fall of 1945, said, “We had always on the one hand the
possibility that some powerful government department would lose faith
in the virility of our program and would initiate a broad-gauge censor-
ship crusade on its own account in a zealous effort to fill the gap. We
had always on the other hand the possibility that some individual news-
paper or magazine, or group, would lose faith in our honest intentions
and our reasonableness and would decline to have any part in the ex-
periment.” Price’s trust-based approach to his first two issues as director
began a pattern for the administration of voluntary censorship of press
and radio. As he began working on regulations for domestic censorship,
he kept the importance of trust in mind. He wanted a system in which no
government agency would have a right to make unreasonable requests,
and publications would be willing to follow any requests that could be
defended as reasonable.1?

During his first two weeks in office, Price sought advice on censorship
from the army, navy, ¥FBI, Weather Bureau, War Production Board, Mari-
time Commission, and other government agencies.!t On December 23,
he convened the first meeting of the Censorship Policy Board in the office
of its chairman, Postmaster General Frank C. Walker. The board’s powers
were merely advisory and not well defined under the executive order that
founded the Office of Censorship. Walker told Price, “I don’t know what
the Policy Board is for, but you can be sure that it never will meet unless
you ask it to.” 12 The board discussed censorship in broad terms and gave
Price a free hand in shaping its organization. Roosevelt also kept his dis-
tance from Price’s decision making. Although the president asked Early
on January 26 to schedule a chat with Price, more pressing business evi-
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dently intervened and efforts to arrange a private meeting were dropped
after four months.13

Price split the Office of Censorship into six divisions: Postal, Cable,
Press, Broadcasting, Reports, and Administration.

As a result of the army’s and navy’s prewar training, the Postal and
Cable Divisions already were operating, albeit understaffed. Postal cen-
sorship, run by W. Preston Corderman and a small staff of army officers,
examined printed matter entering and leaving the country.1* The Cable
Division, led by Herbert K. Fenn and staffed by naval reserve officers,
censored cables, telegrams, radiograms, and telephone calls across the
borders. Price had the option of taking over these operations and placing
civilians in charge, but he decided it was wiser to retain Corderman’s and
Fenn’s trained staffs, which soon became supplemented with civilian re-
cruits. The two divisions’ army and navy employees formally were trans-
ferred to the Office of Censorship on March 15, 1942.15

The Reports Division collected and distributed military information
of benefit to the Allies that had been intercepted by the cable and postal
stations or shared by the British and Canadian censors. The Administra-
tion Division oversaw personnel and budgets.’¢ An additional, secret,
division of censorship soon began supplementing the work of the other
branches. Hiding behind a name chosen intentionally to be bland and
nondescript, the Technical Operations Division searched for clues to the
identity of spies. Led by Colonel Harold R. Shaw, the division super-
vised the efforts of postal and cable censors to unearth hidden messages
in ordinary-looking communications.'”

The Press and Broadcasting Divisions were by far the smallest. Each
had a staff of sixteen at the end of 1942, compared with more than 3,000
workers in the Cable Division and more than 10,000 in the Postal Divi-
sion.!® Despite the small size of the radio and press staffs, Price gave them
most of his attention during his first weeks in office because while vol-
untary censorship of press and radio had been discussed before the war,
it had never been organized.

Complicating Price’s task was the lack of clear instructions from the
president as well as confusion among federal agencies on the Office of
Censorship’s role. Several public relations officers in government depart-
ments sent Price drafts of proposals announcing that his office would
take control of their publicity apparatus. But Price had decided after his
first weekend in office not to combine publicity and censorship. He re-
turned the proposals with a note that he would not censor the govern-
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ment. He did not want the responsibility. Also, he feared that it would
prove difficult to separate publicity from propaganda, which he believed
had compromised George Creel’s work in World War 1. Censorship’s
reputation and effectiveness “should not be jeopardized or weakened by
involvement with propaganda,” an administrative report on the Office
of Censorship said after the war.1

Price had concerns about fairness in mind when he chose his assis-
tant to run the Press Division. He picked the executive editor of Scripps-
Howard Newspapers, a nationwide chain that owned the United Press
news service. Since the UP’s main rival was Price’s Associated Press, the
choice balanced the office’s leadership.

Sorrells, a forty-five-year-old native of Pine Bluff, Arkansas, had spent
his entire career in newspaper work. After playing football at Washing-
ton and Lee University and serving in World War I, Sorrells returned to
Pine Bluff, where he became the city’s newspaper editor. He worked at
papers in Oklahoma, Ohio, Tennessee, and Texas before becoming presi-
dent and publisher of the Memphis Commercial Appeal in 1936. He was
filling those jobs and the executive editor’s position at Scripps-Howard,
which he had assumed in 1930, when Price asked him to join the Office
of Censorship. His extensive professional background in all aspects of
newspaper production helped him understand the concerns of publica-
tions operating under the code, but no less important in winning co-
operation was his personality —part metropolitan suave and part coun-
try boy, suggested by the polka-dot bow tie he wore for a formal portrait.
He put generals and admirals at ease.2°

Price had little knowledge of radio and wanted help in picking a
broadcasting aide who commanded respect. He turned over the prob-
lem to the directors of five of the nation’s radio trade associations, in-
cluding the National Independent Broadcasters, a group of non-network
stations led by interim president George B. Storer. The associations
were meeting on December 22 and 23, 1941, at the Mayflower Hotel in
Washington to consider the industry’s wartime problems. They accepted
Price’s invitation to visit his temporary office to hear his pitch for vol-
untary censorship. He then asked them to deliberate until they had a
candidate 2!

They emerged with a unanimous endorsement for Storer’s brother-
in-law, a man whom Price had never met. Price did not hesitate to offer
the job to J. Harold Ryan, who accepted over the phone from his home in
Toledo. Like Price, Ryan had an excellent memory, played a crackerjack
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game of bridge, and collected first-edition books. The fifty-six-year-old
Phi Beta Kappa graduate of Yale University was general manager and
cofounder of the Toledo-based Fort Industries, which owned five radio
stations. Fort, in turn, was owned by Storer. The two men had started
their company in 1928 as a cut-rate gasoline service. Storer had the idea
to open filling stations at railroad sidings, where gasoline could be deliv-
ered cheaply in tank cars and sold at a discount. Storer and Ryan bought
radio airtime to promote the venture, which proved so successful that
Storer purchased station WTAL. From there, Fort Industries blossomed
and eventually became Storer Broadcasting.?

Price, Sorrells, and Ryan were joined by Theodore F. Koop, direc-
tor of the National Geggraphic news service and onetime news editor on
Price’s Associated Press staff in Washington. On Christmas Day, Price
invited him to join his staff, and he became Price’s special assistant four
days later. Koop began by answering a stack of mail, including many
public requests for strict censorship.23

CREATION OF THE RADIO AND PRINT CODEBOOKS

Price, Sorrells, and Ryan drew up codebooks for voluntary censor-
ship. The codebooks’ principles had come from Roosevelt’s executive
order, which said that censorship must be an instrument of war, be ad-
ministered effectively, and be in harmony “with the best interests of
our free institutions”2* Meeting the requirement of effectiveness was
difficult because the law that established the Office of Censorship said
nothing about domestic control of press and radio. The lack was appar-
ently not an oversight, Sorrells told a curious editor. “Since it is a vol-
untary censorship, it probably was not necessary to include it in the ex-
ecutive order,” he said.2 Price, Sorrells, and Ryan focused on the need
for national security as a guideline for shaping the code. They reviewed
Creel’s original code from World War I, and then edited and updated it
after consultation with government and military officials, thus giving the
code a gloss of approval from the White House and armed services.2¢

Creation of the codes was guided by the censorship office’s desire to
be as comprehensive as possible, tempered by the need for haste. News-
papers and radio stations needed guidance before America’s combat role
escalated. Sometime in January 1942, Price looked across a desk and told
Sorrells, “We can’t let this go on forever; let’s go to press.” Sorrells re-
plied “Right,” and put on his hat to carry the press and broadcasting
codebooks to the Government Printing Office.?” Publication was de-
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layed briefly until Sorrells and Price promised to get legal authority in
writing for their voluntary domestic censorship plan. Twelve days after
the publication date, Roosevelt made good on that pledge. He sent Price
a letter on January 27 that closed a loophole in the First War Powers
Act and Executive Order 8985 by specifying the Office of Censorship’s
duty “to coordinate the efforts of the domestic press and radio in vol-
untarily withholding from publication military and other information
which should not be released in the interest of the effective prosecution
of the war.”28

On January 15, the day 50,000 copies of the codebooks were pub-
lished, Sorrells’s first assistant joined the Press Division staff. When Na-
thaniel R. Howard, a Columbus, Ohio, native who had been granted a
leave from his job as editor of the Cleveland News, arrived at the Office
of Censorship’s new headquarters at the Federal Trade Commission
Building, Price explained his plans for voluntary censorship based on
common-sense rules. Howard leaned against a door frame until Price had
finished speaking. He then joked that before the war was finished, “the
only ones who will be against us will be the newspaper and radio people,
the Military and the rest of the government, and the general public.”2°

The Code of Wartime Practices for American Broadcasters was two pages
longer than the five-page Code of Wartime Practices for the American Press.
The extra pages addressed issues unique to the swiftness with which
radio signals disseminated information. Radio stations were asked not to
broadcast current weather conditions or unauthorized forecasts, either
of which might help enemy naval officers in planning attacks on ships
and coastal installations. In addition, the radio code urged an end to un-
scripted programs in which the public had access to microphones, be-
cause of the risk that the citizens unfamiliar with the code would vio-
late it accidentally, or that spies and saboteurs would broadcast secret
messages.30

The codebooks’ introduction asked journalists to use common sense
and follow a rule of thumb. They should ask themselves, “Is this in-
formation I would like to have if I were the enemy?” and act accord-
ingly. The press code then described eight categories of news to avoid:
troops, ships, planes, fortifications, production, weather, photographs
and maps, and a “general” category that included instructions on casu-
alty lists and the travels of the president.

First on the list, and perhaps the most sensitive topic, was the clause
on troops. It included the location, movements, and composition of
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army, navy, and marine units inside and outside the United States but
did not apply to troops in training camps.

Second, the ships clause applied the same injunction to all movements
of U.S. naval and merchant ships, and to enemy ships in or near Ameri-
can waters. The regulations extended to ships under construction and
their launch dates.

Third, the clause on planes applied to news about the disposition,
movements, and strength of army and navy aircraft.

Fourth, the fortifications clause included the location of forts, bomb
shelters, antiaircraft guns, and other defenses.

Fifth, the production clause asked for a ban on specific information
about war contracts, including the type of production, schedules, and
dates of delivery, plus estimated supplies of strategic materials, and other
factory information that would aid saboteurs.

Sixth, the weather clause asked newspapers to avoid forecasts other
than those officially issued by the U.S. Weather Bureau. Routine forecasts
printed by any single paper were to be limited to the state of publica-
tion and not more than four adjoining states, if those states were within
a radius of 150 miles of the publication site. News of current conditions
was limited to one state.

Seventh, the code asked for restrictions on pictures and maps that re-
vealed sensitive information covered by the code.

Finally, a general roundup included requests for no news about the
location of national archives and art treasures; the movements of the
commander in chief; the transportation of munitions of war; and enemy
propaganda reprinted without careful attribution. It raised no objection
to publication of casualty information from a newspaper’s “local field,”
which it did not define, but urged that exact information about military
units and locations be omitted from such stories.3!

The code placed the burden of censorship on journalists themselves.
Two clauses were inserted to give them guidance. One encouraged jour-
nalists to contact the Office of Censorship if they had questions about
the code or wished to challenge any “unreasonable” restrictions on their
reporting the news. As censorship director, Price could instruct the press
and radio to ignore officials’ domestic censorship requests that ran coun-
ter to the code, except for those that came from the president.32 The other
clause, set in italics, said journalists could publish any story officially re-
leased by an appropriate authority, regardless of whether it violated the
code. The clause had a huge impact. Journalists who wanted to publish
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or broadcast information that might hurt the Allied war effort had to
find an official source to release it, and this restriction helped combat the
spread of unattributed wartime rumors and helped reduce recklessness.
Conversely, sources had to agree to take responsibility for the news they
released, which promoted caution and restraint—or, in a worst-case sce-
nario that Price hoped to avoid, might silence justified criticism of mili-
tary inefliciency or decision making. A reporter for the Buffalo Evening
News quickly noted that the members of Congress, whose speeches on the
floor of the House and Senate were constitutionally protected, were “531
holes in the code,” but Price said few lawmakers abused the code once
they were held accountable for the information they released.3® Speaker
of the House Sam Rayburn authorized a code violation in April 1942
when he responded to war mobilization critics at the Dallas Morning
News by revealing that the nation was producing 3,300 airplanes a month.
Time magazine said reporters had known the figure but had refrained
from publishing it until Rayburn released it.34

The codes lacked a requirement that only truthful information be
broadcast or published. Accuracy often is difficult to assess, especially in
news analysis, and demanding it would have been suicidal fora voluntary
censorship system built on cooperation. The Office of Censorship some-
times told journalists that official sources had expressed doubts about a
story’s veracity, but if the story did not violate the code it offered no ob-
jection. The code also made no mention of published or broadcast opin-
ions. When confronted with depressing news and caustic editorials, the
censors followed Price’s instructions that in a democracy the people are
best able to judge what to believe and how to react to it.35

Price recalled after the war that Roosevelt hoped his critics in the
press would be punished, although the president never suggested that
he favored amending the code to silence opinions. However, Price said
the president did not discourage his assistants who wanted to find a way
to punish the Chicago Tribune, one of the papers most critical of the
Roosevelt administration. While Price was out of town on April 16, 1942,
Archibald MacLeish of the Office of Facts and Figures suggested to Sor-
rells that a clause on criticism be inserted into the code or placed in a
congressional bill. Sorrells responded that nothing would be more likely
to destroy voluntary censorship than abridging an American’s right to
express an opinion. He said that any proposed law would fail after a
fight that would make the 1937 Supreme Court reorganization conflict,
in which Roosevelt tried to pack the court with his supporters, “look like
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a pink tea party.” When Price returned, Sorrells told him that MacLeish
wanted to discuss the matter with him personally, but he never did so.
Restrictions on opinions stayed out of the code.3¢

Price also decided that because the purpose of censorship was to deny
information to the enemy, he would permit domestic publication or
broadcast of nearly any story that originated overseas and thus was avail-
able to the Axis powers. Early in the war, he said that the Office of Cen-
sorship should not create rigid rules defining which newspapers could
print a story and which could not. In response to an army request in
mid-1942 that news of defense production contracts be authorized for
publication only in the contractor’s city, Price said, “You could no more
publish a story in Minneapolis and expect it to be kept out of publica-
tion in St. Paul than you could have a foot of water in one corner of a
room and expect the opposite corner to be dry”’3” He preferred a more
general rule that allowed newspapers to print information about defense
work that was readily apparent to their readers but asked them to avoid
specifics that might help saboteurs.38

The codebooks did not affect military censorship in the combat zones.
Journalists could not travel on a navy ship or visit territory under army
control unless they were accredited, and to get accreditation they had
to sign an agreement to submit all of their stories to army or navy
censorship. The Office of Censorship joined the navy, army, and State
Department in issuing a May 29, 1942, memorandum that said each cor-
respondent in a war zone was subject to the censorship rules of the the-
ater commander. Army and navy censorship in the combat zones varied
according to the commander’s personality. In the Pacific, the image-
conscious General Douglas MacArthur threatened to expel reporters
who did not get permission to conduct interviews, but in Europe and
North Africa, General Dwight D. Eisenhower gave journalists far more
freedom, treating them as quasi staff officers.3® The censorship memo
merely affirmed a policy that Price had followed since taking office. In
January, for example, he had objected to the New York Daily News’s at-
tempt to print details of the damage to the fleet at Pear] Harbor. After
reporter John O’Donnell and publisher Joseph Patterson had examined
the wreckage in Hawaii that month, O’Donnell submitted several stories
to the Press Division. Price looked at them and asked O’Donnell if he
recalled signing a commitment to submit his dispatches to the army or
navy. He was not sure, so Price inquired and verified that the reporter had
signed the standard forms. Meanwhile, Patterson was constantly press-
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ing O’Donnell to get his story released. To explain the binding commit-
ment, Price wrote a letter for O’Donnell to give to Patterson. “The au-
thority of the Office of Censorship does not extend to dispatches from
combat zones,” he said. “Under the law and the regulations, the Army
and Navy do their own censoring both of news and other dispatches
in those zones.” In signing his accreditation forms, O’Donnell had “as-
sumed an obligation to the War Department which I do not see how
you can honestly escape.”4? O’Donnell submitted his articles to military
censors, who deleted nearly all of the news that had been previously un-
published.

AtaJanuary 1942 news conference after publication of the codebooks,
Price said that “ninety-nine and ninety-nine hundredths percent” of the
nation’s newspapers and radio stations approved of voluntary censor-
ship. If the rest opposed it, “we will just have to cope with the situation
as it arises,” he said. The code did not specify actions that would be taken
against violators, and Price seemed reluctant to explore that subject with
reporters. “We are not crossing that bridge until we come to it—if we do
come to it,” he said. “There are bound to be slips and inadvertencies. No
one can avoid these. But as for defiance of the code, I doubt if we will
come to that”#!

He was more forthcoming when pressed for clarification in a radio
interview three days later. In a roundtable discussion sponsored by the
University of Chicago, Price said he assumed that the Justice Depart-
ment, “which is supposed to do the enforcing,” would carry out the Es-
pionage Act if it ever became necessary to do so. “We are not telling the
newspapers what to print or the radio stations what to broadcast. We
originate no news,” he said.#2

The New York Times called the code “sensible” and said that if properly
observed it would keep military secrets from the enemy while not in-
fringing upon the freedom of the press. The paper argued, however, that
common sense required identical rules for press and radio because border
censorship could not keep published secrets from leaving the country,
just as borders could not contain radio waves. It did not specify whether
the radio code should be eased or the press code strengthened.#3 Editor &
Publisher said the rules would not impose hardships if everyone obeyed
them, and that all journalists were disposed toward cooperating with
the government.** That contention seemed to be borne out two weeks
later when the magazine reported that the Virginia Press Association had
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endorsed the code and expressed its willingness “to invoke further self-
censorship restrictions that may become necessary in the interests of the
nation’s safety.”4> cBs hailed the radio code as “reasonable and intelli-
gent.” NBC said it would have a “salutary effect” on small stations that
had overlooked the importance of common-sense censorship.+

“MISSIONARIES” AND JUDGMENTS

Price and Sorrells invited representatives from five newspaper asso-
ciations to counsel the Press Division and to help instruct newspapers,
magazines, and other publications about compliance with the code. The
group called itself the Editorial Advisory Board, and its initial members
were Cranston Williams, general manager of the American Newspaper
Publishers Association; W. L. Daley, Washington representative of the
National Editorial Association; John W. Potter, acting president of the
Inland Press Association; Charles P. Manship Sr., president of the South-
ern Newspaper Publishers Association; and Dwight Marvin, president
of the American Society of Newspaper Editors (ASNE).#” The board met
on February 26, 1942, and its first action was to urge Price to ask the
press to downplay stories about prisoner-of-war broadcasts from Japan,
which he did the next day. The members also decided to use their news-
paper associations to informally ask editors to beware of the danger of
coded messages being placed in classified ads. The board grew to have as
many as thirteen members during the war and met seven times to give
the Press Division advice on censorship problems.*® Between meetings,
Williams helped the Press Division by distributing censorship bulletins
to the nation’s daily newspapers through the newsletter of the American
Newspaper Publishers Association.*®

Price asked the board to consider the wisdom of opening regional cen-
sorship offices. The California Newspaper Publishers Association, meet-
ing on April 30, 1942, urged the creation of a San Francisco branch,
and the Hartford (Connecticut) Times endorsed having regional offices
throughout the country. However, the board rejected the idea on May
14. The Washington office could be reached at any hour by telephone or
telegraph and thus was readily accessible. In addition, there were con-
cerns that expanding the bureaucracy might lead to different branches
rendering different decisions. Besides, the advisory board already had
endorsed its own alternative for disseminating censorship information
throughout the country. On February 26, it had asked the Press Divi-
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sion to teach a class on the censorship code to a group of editors and
publishers, who would act informally as liaisons to small papers in their
regions.5°

The first class met on April 14 and 15, 1942, in Washington. Its mem-
bers, whom the nation’s publishers’ and editors’ associations had helped
select, received a colorful nickname when Price thanked them for vol-
unteering. “I look on you as ‘missionaries, with the mission of helping
to get this thing straightened out as best you can in your communities,”
he said. The members totaled forty—two from Minnesota, Michigan,
Illinois, and one from most other states.>!

On the first day of class, Chairman Donald Nelson of the War Pro-
duction Board, General Alexander D. Surles of the War Department’s
public relations office, and two navy public relations officers, Admiral
Arthur J. Hepburn and Lieutenant Commander Paul Smith, gave off-
the-record briefings on the need for censorship.52 The missionary from
Louisiana, managing editor George W. Healy Jr. of the New Orleans
Times-Picayune, wrote in his autobiography that the group saw films of
the damage at Pear]l Harbor.5 Missionaries also heard Sorrells, Price,
Howard, and Ryan talk informally about the voluntary code, which Price
called the heart of wartime censorship. “We are not naive enough to sup-
pose we could ever have a 100 per cent effective border censorship. . . . The
only effective way to keep information from the enemy is to keep it from
circulation at home,” he said. In particular he urged greater vigilance in
enforcing the code’s production clause, which he said had been violated
too often by newspapers quoting boastful contractors and chamber of
commerce officials.5*

When the missionaries returned home, they helped spread censor-
ship information in many ways. Healy recalled that his territory was
several states in the Deep South, although he did not specify them.
He visited and wrote hundreds of editors and broadcasters who had
questions about the codebooks. “When provisions of the code were ex-
plained, no editor of my acquaintance questioned a single clause,” he
said.55 Tom Keene, the missionary who published The Truth in Elkhart,
Indiana, performed a special service for the Office of Censorship in the
fall of 1942. The aircraft carrier Wasp sank on September 15 in the South-
west Pacific, after Japanese torpedoes hit amidships and touched off the
magazine. The navy wanted to keep secret the ship’s sinking, believing
that the attackers might not have remained long enough to verify the kill.
The sinking still had not been announced by October, when sailors who
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USS Wasp, background. The sinking of the aivcraft carvier Wasp was considered

a naval secret in late 1942. A censorship “missionary,” an unofficial linison who
promoted “the gospel” of voluntary censorship, in Indiana helped smother a news story
published in a weekly paper that bad interviewed survivors of the sinking. National
Archives.

survived the disaster returned to the States. Two of them, Estel McKim
and Chester Hall of Clark Township, Indiana, gave an interview to their
hometown paper, the Tell City News, describing the Wasp’s destruction
and their rescue. On October 30, the paper printed the story undera ban-
ner headline about the “ill-fated Wasp.”5¢ The Office of Censorship called
on Keene to try to prevent other papers from reprinting the story and
having it spread eventually to radio. Keene in turn explained the problem
to editors in nearby towns. At least four daily newspapers knew about
the Wasp story in the Tell City paper before being contacted by Keene
or phoning the Office of Censorship directly to inquire about it. None
reprinted it.57

One of the most practical missionaries in encouraging code compli-
ance was Charles M. Meredith, the publisher of the Quakertown (Penn-
sylvania) Free Press. In the summer of 1943, Meredith sent galley proofs
of stories supporting voluntary censorship to all of the papers in Penn-
sylvania. Editors could easily drop them into their pages to explain to
their readers why some of the wartime news stories seemed incomplete.
One of Meredith’s stories, headlined “One Simple Fact Was All That Was
Needed.,” told of a sailor who refused to disclose naval secrets while he
was home on leave .58

The Office of Censorship asked the missionaries in the summer of
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1942 to bring small, weekly newspapers into compliance with the code.5®
Rural papers were the most common violators for three reasons. First,
small weeklies were less well organized than metropolitan papers, which
usually belonged to national associations such as the ones represented on
Price’s Editorial Advisory Board. Thus, small papers had fewer contacts
with nationally prominent journalists who were knowledgeable about
the code. Second, like the larger papers, weekly publications were inun-
dated with mail from agencies in Washington, but the small papers did
not have a staff large enough to digest the material. As a result, they may
not have read, or thoroughly read, the codebooks.® Third, some small-
town editors distrusted anything that smacked of federal bureaucracy.
One missionary, whom Price identified only as “Bill,” reported that one
stubborn, small-town editor chose to ignore the Office of Censorship’s
registered letters because she hated President Roosevelt. The missionary,
possibly William M. McBride of the Herald News in Passaic, New Jersey,
eventually reached a compromise with her. She told him, “You tell those
bastards down in Washington that I’ll do what they want me to, but I
won’t answer their damn letters.” 6!

Many of the missionaries took on the Office of Censorship’s request
as a crusade. Don Anderson, publisher of the Wisconsin State Journal in
Madison, sent a note to 350 of the state’s rural editors explaining the need
to adhere to the code, describing his volunteer status as a “missionary,”
and offering to field censorship questions from his peers or to pass them
along to Washington if necessary.? He also regularly read many of the
state’s small weekly papers and quietly pointed out violations. His low-
key approach resulted in swift corrective action by the offending publica-
tions, with few hard feelings. The publisher of the Vernon County Censor,
for example, cheerfully agreed to change the way he identified military
units in combat zones, and offered —in the best of Wisconsin peacemak-
ing traditions—to drive to Madison to drink a beer with Anderson and
discuss the issue that had set them at odds. When Anderson pointed out
a similar code violation to the publisher of another rural paper, who ap-
parently had never read the code, he recalled that she initially was “fright-
ened by the enormity of the offense, but I patted her on the shoulder
over the telephone the best I could and explained that if she followed the
code, she would have no trouble.”¢3

The radio industry did not have a missionary group. The Broadcast-
ing Division staff thought it might be difficult for missionaries from in-
dependent stations to approach network affiliates, and vice versa.** In
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addition, the small number of stations compared with the thousands of
publications allowed for closer contact with the Office of Censorship
and reduced the need for go-betweens. Ryan and two of his assistants,
Robert K. Richards and Eugene Carr, often spoke at conventions and
sometimes with individual broadcasters to explain the radio code and
seek support. In February and March 1942, Richards gave talks on vol-
untary radio censorship at regional meetings of the National Association
of Broadcasters in the South, Southwest, and Midwest. In a marathon
of driving and talking, Carr traveled 40,000 miles between October 18,
1942, and August 11, 1943, and met 1,954 broadcasters.®> The low point
of his travels occurred during the autumn of 1942, when a broadcaster in
a small Texas town revealed that he thought the censorship codebooks
were confidential and had kept them locked in his desk. He asked Carr’s
permission to call a staff meeting and read the code to his employees.

Introduction of the code hit magazines the hardest. While the day-
to-day print cycle of newspapers allowed them to adjust their reporting
and editing literally overnight, the longer publication routine for weekly
and monthly magazines found some in the middle of production when
the codebook arrived in the mail. At the Saturday Evening Post, the edi-
tors and reporter Richard L. Neuberger read the code and visited the
censorship headquarters to ask about a story scheduled for release in the
February 14, 1942, issue, which already had been put on the presses. Neu-
berger had spent six weeks in reporting and writing “Wilderness De-
fense,” an examination of military preparedness in the Pacific Northwest.
It included extensive information that previously had appeared in news-
papers and War Department press releases. Its color and black-and-white
photographs had been taken under army supervision. Yet, Sorrells asked
the magazine to stop the presses and delete all but seven paragraphs on
the grounds that “the enemy has not yet assembled such a well-organized
picture of the situation.”¢” In retrospect, Sorrells’s decision seems exces-
sive; but, under the fears of the time that the attack on Pearl Harbor
might lead to an assault on the West Coast, he considered it prudent to
err on the side of caution. The editors agreed to substitute another story
at the last minute.

Because the responsibility for censorship rested on individual journal-
ists, each exercising judgment, it is not surprising that shortly after the
Post censored itself after conferring with the Press Division, one of its
competitors published an uncensored version of a similar story that it
had researched independently and had decided did not violate the code.
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Although the story in Collier’s assessed coastal defenses in general terms
and mentioned the new censorship code, it identified the Aleutian island
of Attu as the northernmost military outpost and said “hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars’ worth of Jap-repellents” were hidden along U.S. High-
way 101. Nevertheless, it gave no information that would help target
Japanese torpedoes, naval guns, or air strikes.53

Possible violations of the code came to the attention of the Office
of Censorship through complaints by citizens, journalists, and govern-
ment agencies and the military, as well as the office’s own monitoring of
newspapers, magazines, and broadcasts. By the end of 1942, the Press
Division was reading 112 newspapers daily, as well as newspaper and
magazine stories, books, almanacs, and corporate reports that were sub-
mitted voluntarily before publication. It also was receiving fifty to sixty
inquiries a day about the code.®® For the entire year, the division had
spot-checked 29,140 issues of daily and weekly papers, 794 copies of
weekly and monthly magazines, 624 trade and industrial magazines, and
3,019 newsletters, house organs, and miscellaneous publications.”®

Many people reading their papers in 1942 thought they saw evidence
of subversion. Among the early letters from readers to the Office of Cen-
sorship was one that complained about the Kansas City Journal stories
detailing the ease with which the city’s utilities could be sabotaged.
Another letter came from a reader in New Jersey who grew alarmed when
Arpad, the cartoon weather-forecasting rooster of the New York World-
Telegram, “was a little too cryptic” in his announcement of the spring
equinox. Arpad’s musings that “at 2: 11, a brown rabbit ran across Home-
lawn St. in Jamaica” and “squirrels sat in Grand Central Pkwy., near
Jamaica Estates, and looked pretty sore” apparently seemed too much
like a secret message for the reader’s peace of mind. Her letter found its
way to Sorrells, who passed along her concern to World-Telegram city
editor B. O. McAnney. The city editor explained, “Please tell our reader
Arpad is going to reform . . . [and is not] a spy. We’re going to try to get
him back to simple language.” 7!

The appropriate-authority clause proved to be a continuing problem.
Managing editor Fred M. McLennan of the Buffalo Courier-Express re-
ceived a letter from Sorrells shortly after the paper printed on Febru-
ary 15, 1942, that “it is no secret that the Curtiss plant is tooling to con-
vert for the building of the Republic Thunderbolt.” In fact, Sorrells said,
the army insisted that it was a secret, at least from the Axis, and he asked
for McLennan to cite his appropriate authority for the story.”> When
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McLennan wrote back to argue that the story was being discussed openly
on the streets of Buffalo, Sorrells, again ruling on the side of caution,
replied, “An agent may hear all sorts of talk, or discussion, or even word-
of-mouth assurances concerning a given piece of information, but he
doesn’t know definitely . . . until he sees it in print”7® McLennan took
the lesson to heart. That fall, the Courier- Express killed a story about radar
at the Office of Censorship’s request, but McLennan cried foul when he
discovered that the Buffalo Evening News printed a similar story without
having submitted it first for an opinion. “Your office said ‘no’ to us and
thus the paper that plays the game according to the rules is again the
one that suffers,” he said. Nathaniel Howard, who had become head of
the Press Division on May 1 when Sorrells became assistant director of
censorship, tried to calm McLennan by praising his conscientiousness
and saying the Office of Censorship would be “taking action immedi-
ately” against the News—presumably, sending a letter pointing out the
code violation and asking for greater vigilance, which was the standard
procedure.”*

Price acknowledged the inexact science of censorship in an address
to the ASNE that was broadcast over the Blue Network on April 16. He
told the editors that they would never like censorship, and that a volun-
tary system based on cach editor interpreting a codebook would con-
tinue to result in a story being published by some papers and spiked by
others. Despite these flaws, voluntary censorship would be better than
the “chaos” of total newspaper freedom, he said, adding that the success
of censorship was up to each journalist.”5

VIOLATIONS AND THREATS

When a journalist violated the code, his or her editor received a con-
fidential letter from the Office of Censorship pointing out the mistake.
Many of the mistakes were attributed to ambitious but inexperienced
reporters and society writers eager to publicize the presence of military
officials at parties; others could be traced to journalists who had not
read or understood the code. According to his rule of equal treatment
for all, the Office of Censorship admonished everyone from reporters
for small-town weeklies to nationally known columnists —including the
president’s wife.

“The censor has written me a very stern letter about my remarks on
the weather,” Eleanor Roosevelt told the readers of her “My Day” news-
paper column on August 17, 1942, “and so from now on I shall not tell
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you whether it rains or whether the sun shines where I happen to be”7¢
Actually, Price recorded in his wartime notebook, her code violation was
treated with a routine letter from Howard to the editor of the United
Features Syndicate, in keeping with the Office of Censorship’s policy
of dealing with managers, as titular administrators of the code, instead
of individual journalists. The editor passed along the letter, which Price
said “politely called attention to her habit of discussing the weather and
said we hoped she would do as other columnists were doing.” The first
lady’s revelation that she had agreed to silence herself prompted the Dan-
ville (Virginin) Register to recommend Price for a Distinguished Service
Medal.””

By announcing her mistake, the first lady became one of the few jour-
nalists to be identified publicly as a code violator. In mid-1942, the Office
of Censorship came under pressure from editors and publishers to crack
down on competitors who were getting scoops by inadvertently violat-
ing the code. In nearly six months of the war Price had never named a
violator. That changed shortly after the Press Division received dozens of
inquiries in May from Washington journalists about the arrival of Soviet
foreign minister V. M. Molotov to confer with Roosevelt about the pos-
sibility of a second front in Europe. Price’s staff answered all callers by
invoking the voluntary code and asking for a news blackout. On May 22,
Price typed a one-sentence memo that his staff phoned to the offices of
Washington newspapers, news bureaus, and columnists. The confiden-
tial note said, “The White House will be the sole appropriate authority
for any information on movements within a short time of a Russian
diplomat.”78

Jeft Keen of the Philadelphia Daily News, who was only vaguely aware
of the censorship code, did not see the special note. After speaking with
Philadelphians working for Soviet relief efforts, he reported in a June 6
gossip column that Molotov was in the country on “a secret mission of
vast importance.””? Competing papers in Philadelphia and New York,
which had known of Molotov’s visit but suppressed the news, alerted
the Office of Censorship and Early about Keen’s column. They asked if
“that took the lid off” the story. Early and William Mylander, a press
censor on loan from the Toledo Blade and Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, agreed
not only that the story should continue to be censored but that also, in
Early’s words, “this might be a case to make an example”#° After Molo-
tov departed with a vague American promise to open a second front
against Germany in 1942, Price thanked the American press and radio
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for withholding information about Molotov’s visit but issued a news re-
lease identitying the Daily News as having violated the code. It was the
only time in the Office of Censorship’s forty-four-month history that
anyone in the Press or Broadcasting Divisions named a violator. On one
hand, the decision to do so was curious because the Molotov item was a
less serious breach of security than news stories that appeared later about
the atomic bomb. On the other hand, it fit Price’s management style of
“least said, soonest mended.” He apparently had been looking for a clear-
cut, narrowly focused case to demonstrate the power of public opin-
ion and competitive pressures by identifying a code violator early in the
war, in order to warn reporters nationwide of the possible consequences
of any recklessness. In selecting a minor case, the Office of Censorship
could illustrate the problem without harming the income of a publica-
tion or radio station, harm that might have been done if the violation
had been both deliberate and significant. He softened the blow in his
news release about Molotov by including a statement from the Philadel-
phia paper’s publisher, Lee Ellmaker, that the columnist’s violation was
unintentional, and by emphasizing the “patriotic self-discipline” of the
many journalists who knew of Molotov’s visit but did nothing about it.
Thus the power to punish, by naming the code breaker, was given the
context of unity of national purpose. Headlines on newspaper versions
of the Price news release that were collected by the Office of Censorship
highlighted this positive spin—“Reporter Integrity,” “Price Praises Co-
operation of Newspapers,” and “Press Thanked for ‘Hiding’ Molotov.”8!

While the incident may have helped strengthen the working relation-
ship of the Office of Censors and the nation’s news media, it set back
Keen’s career. Although he had twenty-five years’ experience, he had
made similar code violations ecarlier in 1942, and Ellmaker suspended
him from the staff in mid-June. He still was secking reinstatement three
months later.32

After the code had been in operation for six months, Price asked for
areport on its impact. His staff found that during April, May, and June,
1,882 stories had been submitted to the Office of Censorship before pub-
lication, and according to Price’s personal records, the censors’ advice
was followed in every instance. Submissions came from 497 sources.
Atop the list was the Associated Press, with 276 inquiries, followed by
the United Press and International News Service.83 Among individual
newspapers, the Chicago Tribune, which Price called “the bitterest of
the big dailies opposing the Roosevelt policies,” had the most submis-
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sions with fifty-six. Walter Trohan, Washington correspondent for the
Tribune, attributed his paper’s ranking to the diligence of his managing
editor, J. Loy Maloney. Trohan said Maloney asked his reporters to get
censorship approval of all stories about the war—not because the anti-
Roosevelt paper feared the political consequences of breaking the code,
but rather because Maloney was “super-cautious” and “a great pain in
the neck” about getting facts correct. In addition, Trohan described him-
self as “a bit of a devil” in requesting the Press Division’s judgment on
stories that he knew violated the code. “I knew I couldn’t print it,” he
said. “T just teased them.”84

Behind the Tribune on the list were the New York Herald Tribune with
forty-five inquiries, the New York Times with twenty-six, and the Wash-
ingiton Times-Herald with twenty-two. Price probably had expected to
have concerns about the Tribune, owned by Robert McCormick, and the
two papers owned by his cousins, Cissy Patterson’s Washington Times-
Herald and Joseph Patterson’s New York Daily News. “As a professional
newspaperman I despised McCormick’s egotism and arrogance,” Price
wrote in his memoir, and he told Tribune reporter Arthur Henning
that the paper’s anti-Roosevelt editorial policies were prolonging the
war.8% Trohan suggested that part of Price’s animosity stemmed from
McCormick’s membership on the Associated Press board of directors,
which would have brought the two men together before the war, when
Price was executive editor of the Ap. “Maybe Price considered him bossy
and difficult,” Trohan said.8¢ Although the Tribune apparently respected
Price—it hailed his appointment in December 1941 as suggesting that the
government did not intend to abuse censorship 87 —the paper’s editorial
cartoonist repeatedly hammered the government’s news policies in the
following few months.

The first possibility of what Price called a “public show down” arose
when the Office of Censorship challenged the notoriously strong-willed
Cissy Patterson.88 Early had given Price a clipping of Igor Cassini’s
“These Charming People” column in Patterson’s paper on May 29, 1942,
along with a note explaining that he had been asked to send it to the
Oftice of Censorship. Who had asked him, he did not say, but he fash-
ioned the note in a more formal manner than one would expect for a
communication between two old friends, and below his name he affixed
his title, “secretary to the president.” It is likely, then, that Roosevelt
or one of his top aides read the column and complained. “I have been
asked to . . . say, if this publication does violate censorship rules and
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regulations, that appropriate action be taken,” Early wrote.®® Attached
to the note was a clipping of the column with an ink mark identifying the
paragraph that Early felt violated the censorship clause on movements
of military forces: “Uncle Sam is planning to open a branch of the War
Department in London very soon. Two thousand one hundred U.S. offi-
cers will leave, in three shifts of 700 each, from the middle of June to the
middle of July, to start their duties at their new desks. Evidently our high
command is making all necessary preparations for the great invasion of
the continent.”?°

Price wrote a confidential, formal note, informing Early that he had
written Patterson and proposed to publish the correspondence unless
she explained the code violation with “a satisfactory answer”! Although
Patterson, a savvy journalist who called herself “a plain old vindictive
shanty Irish bitch,”2 would have made a formidable opponent if she
had chosen to challenge censorship, Price pulled no punches in his let-
ter. Quoting the Cassini column, he said, “Unless this news was given
out officially for publication, which I understand it was not, the state-
ment quoted is a plain violation of the voluntary censorship regulations
which have been accepted generally by the newspaper industry. . . . Will
you please advise me whether the Times Herald published this informa-
tion through ignorance of the Code, through carelessness, or because
the Times Herald has no intention of observing the requests made by the
Government?”93

Patterson apologized, responding by telegram that her paper had
every intention of following the censorship code. She blamed the code
violation on an inexperienced city room, in which journalists with little
training had replaced twelve staff members who had joined the armed
services.?* In the end, there was no showdown. Price wrote in his note-
book that he could not get in a scrap with an opponent who refused
to fight back.s But, there was more to the Cassini column than Price
acknowledged in his private writings. Three days after Price received
Patterson’s telegram that defused a possible confrontation, Times-Herald
managing editor Frank C. Waldrop wrote Price to accept the blame for
the oversight and to underline his support for the censorship code. An
editor spotted the Cassini item before the end of the day’s press run and
yanked it from the late editions, he said. As a result, more than 100,000
copies appeared without the violation. Furthermore, he had questioned
Cassini about the violation and was told, “I printed the item only be-
cause it was told to me by responsible officers of the United States Army,
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in a public place. Since none of these officers warned me not to repeat it,
I didn’t think it could be a guarded military secret. The story was pub-
lic knowledge before I printed it” Waldrop appended a note to Price,
pointing out that “if traps had been kept shut news could not have es-
caped”96

The year’s gravest threats to the voluntary censorship code did not
come from the Patterson-McCormick press. Instead, two formidable
opponents, Time magazine and the New York Times, served notice that
they were considering deliberately violating the censorship code. Price
was more concerned by the threat from the newspaper, which carried
more prestige among journalists than T%me, which he characterized as
a “parasite and Pariah” As a former wire service reporter who valued
short, clear prose, Price disliked what he called Time’s “glib manipulation
of words to make harmless facts appear as startling disclosures.” And he
had doubts about the magazine’s publisher, Henry Luce. All other major
publishers, including the sensationalizing William Randolph Hearst,
had expressed their support of voluntary censorship, but Luce, the cre-
ator of Time, Life, and Fortune, had not. He did not know why. Luce’s
March of Time newsreel initially had included footage of a sinking U.S.
tanker in a documentary film carly in 1942, despite the navy’s objections
and Price’s concerns that it would discourage enlistments. However,
after Price threatened to use his powers over international communica-
tions to deny the film a lucrative export license, the footage was removed.
Luce’s magazines had flirted with the code repeatedly but actual viola-
tions always were followed by apologies. Price believed that few jour-
nalists would support Time if it chose to challenge the Office of Censor-
ship. Still, he felt a twinge of guilt when Téme’s editorial vice president,
Eric Hodgins, became the first journalist to warn the office that he might
ignore the code. When the Office of Censorship issued the first com-
prehensive revision of the Code of Wartime Practices, on June 15, 1942,
it added a clause asking for a ban on news of “premature disclosure of
diplomatic negotiations or conversations.” Price said the clause was in-
tended to protect news of wartime planning, but critics found the word-
ing too inclusive and accused the office of trying to protect secret diplo-
macy. Price blamed himself for not recognizing the clause’s poorly con-
structed phrasing. Cranston Williams, a member of his advisory board,
told him to ignore the criticism and let the storm blow over.®”

But Hodgins seized the issue and refused to drop it. He wrote Price on
July 1 to take exception to the clause and put the Oftice of Censorship on
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notice “that if in this particular we were to encounter a conflict between
Code and conscience, we would feel bound to follow our conscience” 98
Censorship was a hot topic at the magazine. In the previous week, it
had attacked military and voluntary censorship as excessive, complain-
ing that the government was “fighting World War II without taking its
own people into its confidence.”?

For once, Price was on the defensive. His response to Hodgins ac-
knowledged that the diplomatic clause was “broad and inclusive,” but he
said the same criticism could be made of the rest of the censorship code
if it were badly administered. Anyone who had worked with the Office
of Censorship would know that it was not interested in covering up mis-
takes or stifling criticism, he said. He offered a suggestion: “Instead of
undertaking to break down and destroy the Code and substitute a code
of your own, perhaps at the expense of bringing about a national diplo-
matic defeat which would be as costly as a national military defeat, why
not give us a ring in any specific case which may arise.” 100

The letter had the intended result. Hodgins backed off. He had merely
wanted to go on record as protesting the clause in advance, in the ab-
stract, before any situation arose to test it for real. While pledging not to
act arbitrarily in the future, he reiterated his “plain dislike” of the one-
sentence diplomatic clause. “I thought you would want me to state that
dislike openly rather than conceal it until such time as a first class Incident
might arise,” he said.10!

Price said the censors “kept our fingers crossed” to see if Time would
stay within the code. It did. In fact, the Office of Censorship’s judicious
handling of its relations with the press converted Hodgins to a vocal
supporter by October. “So far as the Office of Censorship is concerned,”
he stated in a speech in Boston, “as administered by Byron Price and
his deputy, John H. Sorrells, I think it is almost beyond reproach in the
understanding it displays of the necessity for keeping the American press
as unfettered as possible within the limits of true security” 102 In a private
letter to Price, Hodgins said his remarks “came from the heart.” 193 Price
followed up on his contacts with Hodgins by seeing that the diplomatic
clause was rephrased in 1943 to apply only to news of military opera-
tions.104

The New York Times posed a greater challenge. Its protest of the cen-
sorship code represented a broad-based belief among journalists and the
public that the navy had covered up its losses to conceal weakness and
error. At the Times itself, sentiment had been building since early 1941
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that censorship should be clarified and enforced with some form of pun-
ishment for transgressors. Initially, publisher Arthur Hays Sulzberger
had been cooperative with the navy and the president about voluntary
censorship. In early 1941 he had prevented the Times from printing a
United Press story about the shipment of planes to Hawaii, after he per-
sonally had tried to call Roosevelt to ask about it. Advice from the Navy
Department settled the question for Sulzberger, but other papers printed
the dispatch.1°5 He also had directed his staft to observe Frank Knox’s re-
quest for voluntary censorship over damage to British ships, only to see
competitors do the opposite and “scoop” the paper.1°6 Journalists at the
Times complained to each other and to officials in Washington about the
problems of voluntary censorship in 1941 and 1942, but without much
effect. A typical sentiment was expressed in mid-January 1942 by man-
aging editor Edwin James. In protesting the bungled naval censorship of
news about the sinking of American ships off the East Coast, in which
the Times lost a competitive edge in breaking the stories, he told Wash-
ington bureau chief Arthur Krock, “The idea I am trying to put over is
that the newspapers deserve a better break than this if they are expected
to cooperate willingly and with enthusiasm.” 197 Throughout 1942, Sulz-
berger pushed Price to try to get more details about the Pearl Harbor
attack in print. Price failed, at first, to pry more cooperation out of the
navy. Meanwhile Sulzberger directed his restless staff to wait for official
approval of any story that ran afoul of the censorship code.1%8

Patience wore thin in the fall of 1942. Témes military reporter Hanson
Baldwin, a former naval officer, visited Price on October 8. Four days
earlier the Times had published his account of combat in the Solomon
Islands.10? He filled Price in with facts he had left out of his story, includ-
ing revelations that three American cruisers and the Wasp had been sunk
by the Japanese.

According to Price’s memoir, Baldwin, whose reports from the Pacific
would win him a Pulitzer Prize, said many navy officers thought inefhi-
cient commanders were being unfairly protected from criticism. Baldwin
had shared his views with Sulzberger, who had asked the reporter to de-
liver a message to Price: “If official secrecy became too great, the Times
might feel that it should lead the way in breaking the Code in the hope,
perhaps, that a bold stand would force a change in command”110

Public hints of the depth of the Times’s dissatisfaction with censor-
ship appeared in the same issue as Baldwin’s report from the Solomons.
The lead editorial on October 4 urged the president to give more facts
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and fewer lectures about the war. Although it focused on Roosevelt’s
just completed, two-week tour of military bases and defense plants, after
which he had criticized wartime pessimists, the editorial’s broad appeal
for less censorship may have reflected Baldwin’s and Sulzberger’s con-
cerns. It asked Roosevelt to discipline the members of his administra-
tion who were trying to sell the war to the public “as though it were hair
tonic.” The editorial added that sometimes information might be worth
little to the enemy, but its release might have far greater value in stimu-
lating American citizens toward support for the war.11!

Four days after Baldwin’s visit, the navy announced the sinking of
three cruisers, the Quincy, the Astoria, and the Vincennes, but said noth-
ing of the other losses in the Solomons. Sulzberger visited Price, who
reported that he and Office of War Information (owr) director Elmer
Davis were planning to talk on October 14 with Admiral Ernest King,
chief of naval operations. They hoped to persuade the navy to release
more information, he said, but in the meantime he asked Sulzberger to
warn the Office of Censorship if the Times decided to break the code
deliberately. Sulzberger replied that he would not violate the code with-
out consulting Price first.112

The crusty King, whom his daughter had called “the most even tem-
pered man in the navy” because “he is always in a rage,” disliked naval
publicity because he saw it as a security threat. Washington journalists
joked that if he had his way, King would issue one press release about the
war: It would appear at war’s end and say who won.113 At the meeting,
King sparred with Davis about the government’s information policy but
finally admitted that Roosevelt recently had asked him to give out more
facts about the navy. Historians have noted the president’s skill at read-
ing the public mood, so perhaps he had foreseen the crisis, or had learned
independently of the Tiémes’s uncase and had spoken with King in hopes
of assuaging it. owT historian Allan M. Winkler suggested that Roose-
velt’s concern partly was political; he and Knox wanted to silence rumors
that losses were being covered up to affect the congressional elections.!14
In any event, King said he would comply with the request. He said that
whenever possible, he planned to balance news of losses with news of re-
placements, but the Wasp’s demise would have to stay secret temporarily
because he had evidence that Japan was uncertain of its fate. When Price
spoke, he underscored the need for more candor by the navy. He said the
censorship code faced direct defiance because of naval secrecy, and that
the navy would not want the code to fail. The three men parted on good
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terms, and the navy’s new information policy apparently prevented any
rebellion. Price heard no more from the Témes about breaking the code,
although Krock and James continued to grumble privately for the rest
of the war.115

There was more to the Times’s change of heart than Price admitted.
On October 28, Price and Davis appeared at a public forum on war news
and censorship sponsored by the New York Times and broadcast by radio
station WMCA. Krock interviewed both men and passed along questions
from the audience. The Tiémes’s account of their remarks did not say how
or why the nation’s chief censor and war publicist had been chosen for
the forum at New York Times Hall. The story said Knox was preparing
a detailed report on the damage at Pearl Harbor. Price emphasized the
need for censorship and publicity to work in harmony, telling Krock that
“unless ample war news is given out by the government, our voluntary
undertaking with the press and radio will collapse.” The Times’s editorial
page followed up by praising the remarks of both men.!1¢

Two years earlier, in December 1940, Biddle had written in his diary
that Sulzberger was “honest & conscientious. . . . I think he could be edu-
cated, and that we neglect educational opportunities.”!1” It is possible
that when the government and military learned of Sulzberger’s concerns
in October 1942, someone highly placed in the Roosevelt administration
saw an opportunity to try to “educate” the publisher. Perhaps Price and
Davis asked the Tiémes to let them go on record in favor of greater open-
ness. Or perhaps Sulzberger had issued invitations out of his own con-
cerns about censorship. The evidence is difficult to assess, particularly be-
cause the Témes’s archives do not contain any records about Sulzberger’s
threat to violate the code at the time. In any event, the size and promi-
nence of the paper’s account of their speeches, which began atop the front
page and filled three columns inside, indicated its extreme interest in the
topic.

The Office of Censorship considered its day-to-day interactions with
the nation’s journalists at the heart of its operation. Price’s staff believed
that editors’ and broadcasters’ routine restraint, based on their reading
of the Codes of Wartime Practices, saved “countless” American lives by
keeping information from the enemy.!'® An objective assessment of the
codebooks’ contribution to the war is impossible because the number of
ships that were not sunk or factories that were not sabotaged, thanks to
control of the news, cannot be measured. However, the record of com-
pliance with the code, which became cemented into journalists’ routine
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by mid-October 1942, suggests the establishment of trust. Or, to use a
word Price would have preferred, faith. Krock meant his comment to be
derogatory when he observed that voluntary self-censorship by the press
in World War II “came to have the force of an imposed one” ! And he
was justified in questioning whether any difference existed between jour-
nalists who censored themselves according to a list of “requests,” backed
by the unmentioned laws of espionage, and journalists who followed
some form of compulsory regulations. The products of the two forms
of censorship no doubt would have looked much alike. But they would
have differed in the degree of enthusiasm with which they were followed.
Krock was rare among World War II reporters in his publicly aired, ex-
treme distaste for voluntary censorship; scores of notes of support ar-
rived at the Office of Censorship when it issued its first code revision in
June 1942, and none suggested changing the code 120

The Office of Censorship’s desire for the code to succeed through faith
and trust is manifest in the religious imagery its staff adopted. As early as
May 20, 1942, Howard asked editors to assist in “spreading the gospel of
voluntary censorship.” 12! Liaisons who learned the details of the censor-
ship code were “missionaries,” while codebooks sometimes were called
“Bibles” in Office of Censorship memos. In addition, Price’s staff gave
him the nickname “Bishop.” 122 Such faith has no power independent of
the willingness of its followers to abide by it. Likewise, the church com-
mands no armies yet has a powerful influence on the faithful. Whether
journalists would have given equal support to compulsory censorship
cannot be known. However, journalists and civilian censors greeted with
anger and dismay most efforts by the government and military to gain
control over the news.



Miscellany of Volunteer Firemen
Censorship and the Army, the Navy, and
the White House

Associated Press teletype machines in newsrooms around the
nation clattered to life on December 11, 1942, with an unusual story of
sedition charges against an officer at Fort Lewis, Washington, accused of
attempting to “vilify President Roosevelt” and set up a right-wing sub-
versive cell in the army. The wire service had picked up the story from the
Seattle Post-Intelligencer, which had published a report on that day about
the young, unidentified army officer’s arrest. “It is understood,” the tele-
types tapped out, “that the officer mailed seditious literature to members
of the one-time America First Committee and to William Dudley Pel-
ley’s Silver Shirts.”! Those two groups had advocated keeping America
out of war, with the former boasting the Nazi-admiring aviator Charles
Lindbergh as its most popular speaker and the latter espousing a vicious
hatred of Jews and blacks before its founder, Pelley, succumbed to con-
gressional and legal pressure and disbanded it in 1941.2

The account of a sedition investigation against an army officer was
startling, but even more newsworthy in the eyes of the nation’s editors
was the confidential note that the AP had added at the top. It said that
army authorities at Fort Lewis had approved the story for publication
under the condition that its headline was only one column wide.? Many
of the nation’s newspapers saw the request as an affront to journalistic
independence and integrity. Editor & Publisher reflected their tone in an
angry editorial: “It is indeed an anomaly that the story of the detection
of an American officer doing the devil’s work should have been released
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under a restriction that sounds terribly reminiscent of the press tech-
niques of Germany, Japan, and Italy”#

What the original AP story did not say was that a Post-Intelligencer
reporter had submitted his account of the arrest to the army’s censors
in accordance with censorship regulations governing news originating
on military bases. The army, concerned that publication might inter-
fere with its continuing investigation at Fort Lewis, agreed to cut a
deal with the newspaper. It would stand as appropriate authority for
the story if the paper did not display the news in an “alarmist” manner.
The Post-Intelligencer and General Kenyon A. Joyce of Fort Lewis then
agreed that a one-column headline would meet both their needs. The
AP learned of the paper’s arrangement with Joyce when it picked up the
story for national distribution. It interpreted the restriction as applying
to all papers nationwide and passed along the headline restriction, even
though Joyce had not asked to make it universal.5

At the other end of the continent, censorship office director Byron
Price began receiving calls from editors wanting to know whether he
supported the army’s interference with their decisions on displaying the
news. He did not have to think hard. The Press Division already had dealt
with a similar issue. Cable censors in Tucson, Arizona, had complained
to the Washington office when they saw the May 1 and 2, 1942, editions
of the Raton (New Mexico) Daily Range. The paper’s banner headlines on
an army plane crash were too big and sensational, they said. Press cen-
sor Nathaniel R. Howard replied that the Office of Censorship “has not
yet ventured into the field of passing judgments on size and character
of headlines¢ Price reached the same conclusion on the Seattle story.
He canceled the Ar’s headline restriction, which he privately called “fool-
ish,” and told editors that they could display the story in whatever man-
ner they chose. “No authority exists to order any restrictions of press
headlines or typographical arrangements of any kind,” he said. General
Ernest DuPuy of the army’s public relations office issued a concurring
statement.”

The episode was one of many during the war in which Price fought
military and government efforts to reduce or remove his authority.
“Somehow everybody condemns censorship but everybody loves to be
in it!” he observed in an interview twenty-five years after the war.® That
was especially true in 1942 and 1943, when army and navy officers often
attempted to interpret the censorship code for editors and broadcast-
ers and enforce compliance, even though domestic censorship by law
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was voluntary and under civilian authority. Under decisions that Price
made early in the war, government and military officials could agree to
release information that violated the codes. Journalists, often backed by
the Oftice of Censorship, pressed authorities to release more news about
the war and opposed restrictions that they considered abuses of censor-
ship.

Military officials and journalists often reached different conclusions
when they assessed the security value of news. “The military mind . . .
easily confuses security with secrecy, while the publicist yearns for disclo-
sure even in matters which he is in no position to understand,” Price re-
called.? General Dwight D. Eisenhower recognized that perfect coordi-
nation of press and military could never be achieved. In his memoir of
World War I1, he wrote that military commanders considered secrecy a
defensive weapon, while journalists objected to it.X

In addition to his tangling with the military, Price jousted with the
government. He nullified the White House’s attempt to consolidate cen-
sorship and publicity functions in his office, and he opposed plans for a
punitive secrecy law.

President Franklin Roosevelt usually was Price’s ally despite having
reservations about an unfettered press. Roosevelt enjoyed good relations
with most reporters even though many publishers opposed his New Deal
policies.!! However, the burdens of war strained the relationship be-
tween the president and the press. Roosevelt tried to belittle his irritation
with humor, but serious undertones to his jibes and jokes testified to the
depth of feeling. On January s, 1942, he performed an elaborate hoax
on Attorney General Francis Biddle, whom he summoned to the White
House. Biddle found Roosevelt writing a message and talking with presi-
dential aide Harry Hopkins, legal adviser Samuel I. Rosenman, speech
writer Robert Sherwood, and private secretary Grace Tully.1? With a
face that Rosenman described as “serious—almost solemn,” Roosevelt
earnestly began asking Biddle for legal support to curtail “all freedom
of discussion and information.” When Roosevelt paused to ask Biddle’s
opinion, the attorney general replied, “I think not, Mr. President,” and
began a defense of civil liberties. The crowd, participating in the charade,
roared because he had believed Roosevelt. Rosenman said Biddle took
the joke well but stayed at the White House for most of the afternoon.
“Maybe,” Rosenman said, “he thought there might be a germ of truth in
itafterall” 13 At a press conference on December 18, 1942, the president’s
joking assumed a cruel edge. Roosevelt shocked the White House press
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corps when he handed radio commentator Earl Godwin an Iron Cross, a
German military decoration, and asked him to give it to the absent John
O’Donnell of the New York Daily News. Two days before, the Daily News
had published O’Donnell’s satirical column on military censorship.#

“Roosevelt was not a strong civil libertarian,” one of his biographers,
James MacGregor Burns, said. “Like Jefferson in earlier days, he was all
for civil liberties in general but easily found exceptions in particular”15
Biddle’s war memoir reached a similar conclusion, portraying Roose-
velt as oversensitive to press criticism and too eager to take legal action
against the war’s most vocal critics. In February 1942, the president
began sending him memoranda attached to anti-administration news
clippings and asking, “What are you doing to stop this?” Biddle re-
sponded that it would not be wise to prosecute seditious speech or pub-
lications unless they could be shown to be directly connected to the Axis
war aims or to have interfered with recruiting. But, he said, Roosevelt
was “not much interested in the theory of sedition. . . . He wanted this
anti-war talk stopped.”1¢

Price could not tell how much of what he called Roosevelt’s “pin
pricking” of the press was serious and how much was playful. Press Sec-
retary Stephen T. Early told Price that he had tried to get Roosevelt
to stop his teasing because it demeaned the presidency. Early once had
asked the president to be “Mr. Big” and ignore his critics, but Roosevelt
merely responded with a wry face. In his personal contacts, Price got the
impression that the president hoped his detractors somehow would be
punished.'”

Twice in early 1942, Price was asked his opinion of proposed bills
that would have toughened domestic censorship. He declined to en-
dorse either one. The first came from an unexpected source. Biddle sent
him a copy of a sweeping war-secrecy bill that had been drafted by law-
yers in the Justice Department. He told Price that he had not seen the
bill’s final wording until after it had been introduced in the House of
Representatives by Judiciary Committee chairman Hatton Sumners of
Texas on February 18. The bill, modeled on a British law, sought to
prosecute anyone who permitted public access to secret government
files. Price accepted Biddle’s assurances that his lawyers had intended the
bill to simplify the procedure for punishing government workers who
showed secret documents to unauthorized persons. Biddle did not in-
tend to apply the bill to voluntary censorship of press and radio, but the
broad language left open the possibility that it could be used as a weapon
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against inquisitive journalists.’® It proposed maximum fines of $5,000
and prison terms of two years for anyone who, without authority, will-
fully furnished, communicated, divulged, or published copies or origi-
nal forms of “any file, instrument, letter, memorandum, book, pam-
phlet, paper, document, manuscript, map, picture, plan, record, or other
writing in the custody of the United States, or of any agency, officer, or
employee thereof, declared to be secret or confidential by statute, or de-
clared to be secret or confidential by any rule or regulation of any de-
partment or agency of the United States” Price wrote Biddle on Febru-
ary 26 that passage of the bill would not serve the nation’s best interest.
While the bill’s penalties would relieve the Office of Censorship of the
responsibility of seeking compliance with the Code of Wartime Practices,
he said, passage would imply that voluntary censorship had failed. Jour-
nalists would consider the bill a rebuke, he warned.'®

He was right. Harsh criticism of the bill appeared in newspapers and
magazines nationwide. United States News warned on March 6 that the
“Official Secrets Bill” would give the army and navy more freedom from
press and presidential oversight and would place every federal depart-
ment chief atop his own independent censorship system.2? Arthur Krock
of the New York Times editorialized that the proposed law was “an invi-
tation to tyranny” and “evil.”2! Price rejoiced privately that the Judiciary
Committee never took action on the bill, and it expired when Congress
adjourned in December. The uproar over its introduction had proved
discouraging to those in government who favored mandatory censor-
ship, he said.2?

The other proposed bill that passed across Price’s desk was produced
by the Office of Naval Intelligence. Price’s notes did not record the date,
but sometime in the spring of 1942 Lieutenant C. G. Burwell gave Price a
copy of the navy’s plan to outlaw nearly all newspaper references to spe-
cific troop units and ships. Like the Justice Department’s bill, the navy’s
plan would have relieved the Office of Censorship of some of its responsi-
bilities in policing the voluntary code, but Price found the bill flawed. He
suggested that by listing only two news topics as illegal, the bill would
encourage journalists to publish other stories that contained sensitive
military secrets but did not fit either outlawed category. Price said he pre-
ferred the broader, existing system of informal censorship codes, which
could be updated at a moment’s notice and expanded to fit any contin-
gency. Burwell then suggested a law empowering the Office of Censor-
ship to enact restrictions with the force of law behind them, instead of
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asking for compliance with voluntary ones, but Price doubted that such
a law would be constitutional. The navy’s bill quietly died.23

The government and military made other attempts to get a greater
measure of control over the press. Roosevelt pressured Biddle at a cabi-
net meeting on March 20, 1942, to take vigorous action against “sub-
versive sheets,” and the entire cabinet endorsed the suggestion.2* Biddle
suggested revoking some second-class mail permits, prosecuting “one
or two” possible violations of the Espionage Act, and seeking new anti-
sedition laws. According to historian Patrick S. Washburn, Biddle un-
doubtedly cringed at his acquiescence to the president’s request, but he
probably believed his answer would lessen the pressure from the White
House. It did not. On April 1, 1942, seven days after Biddle held a press
conference to announce that sedition charges soon would be filed in
three or four cases, Roosevelt again talked with Biddle and Postmas-
ter General Frank C. Walker about ways to restrain “isolationist” pub-
lications.25

Biddle called a meeting in his office on April 13 to discuss the problem.
He invited Walker, Fred A. Ironside Jr. of the Post Office Department,
Archibald MacLeish of the Office of Facts and Figures, and the Office of
Censorship’s Price and John H. Sorrells. At the meeting, Biddle asked for
opinions on shutting down Charles Coughlin’s anti-Soviet, anti-British,
and anti-Semitic magazine Social Justice and other reactionary publica-
tions. Biddle said he had talked to several Supreme Court justices and
felt that the Court would uphold restrictions on the publications as long
as due process was observed. Everyone at the conference supported the
plan, and Biddle expressed confidence that mainstream papers would
back him, too. The group agreed to act against only those publications
that were violating existing laws. According to Price, the group discussed
not only Social Justice, ran by Coughlin, a priest of the Shrine of the Little
Flower Church in Royal Oak, Michigan, but also Pelley’s Galilean, Court
Asher’s X-Ray, and a few “lesser publications,” which he did not identify.
The group agreed to take five possible actions against seditious publica-
tions. First, the Office of Censorship would monitor the publications for
violations of the Code of Wartime Practices, but because the code did not
apply to opinions, its impact would be limited. Second, the postmaster
general would decide whether to bar the publications temporarily from
the mail. Third, a hearing at the Post Office Department would decide
whether to make the mail ban permanent. Fourth, MacLeish would be
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consulted about the propaganda value of the legal action. Finally, Biddle
would decide whether to prosecute under the Espionage Act.26

Sorrells left no notes of the meeting, but apparently he had mixed
feelings about suppressing Social Justice. Only three weeks earlier, he had
written a libertarian defense of the First Amendment in response to a
citizen in Ohio who had complained about Coughlin’s magazine. Sup-
pressing the magazine probably would do more harm than good by driv-
ing it underground or increasing interest in what it had to say, Sorrells
said. Furthermore, “I don’t believe Coughlin or anyone can reason the
American people into a belief that our system is wrong, ideologically;
they will become convinced that the system is wrong when it fails to
work. Democracy will have failed when it becomes necessary to preserve
itself by making criticism of the government a crime”2” Whether Sor-
rells’s letter was heartfelt cannot be known. It is possible that he changed
his mind in three weeks, but it is more likely he was a bit disturbed about
suppressing publications and decided not to speak up at the meeting.

Many mainstream journalists attacked their extremist cousins. The
Christian Science Monitor reported on March 10, 1942, that the United
States was harboring ninety-five pro-Axis publications, although it iden-
tified only seven.?® cBS broadcaster William Shirer then issued a call
to arms over the Monitor’s findings in Atlantic Monthly. The ninety-
five subversive publications were spreading defeatism and treason, Shirer
said, and few Americans would object to a government crackdown on
“the enemy within the gate.”2?® The Post Office Department helped di-
rect attention against some of the administration’s favorite targets by
providing Life magazine with information on seditious publications and
speakers that appeared in an eleven-page article, “Voices of Defeat,” on
April 13. The article mentioned not only fascist magazines but also the
Chicago Tribune, which Life said “is widely quoted and mention of its
name is cheered at meetings of pro-Nazi and defeatist groups throughout
the country.”3¢

Amid rising pressure from the administration and the mainstream
press, Biddle took his first steps in a sedition case. On April 14, he wrote a
letter to Walker identifying similarities between Social Justice and enemy
broadcasts monitored by the Federal Communications Commission.
He singled out sixteen articles that had appeared in the magazine since
December 15, the date of the first issue to be printed after the attack on
Pear] Harbor. Among them was an editorial on February 23 in which the
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magazine asked if the Japanese sneak attack had been planned with in-
siders’ help. He also cited an article three weeks later that said, “We are
becoming more and more convinced that the radicals who have seized
our Federal Government care not one whit about driving Hitler from
the face of the earth.”3! Biddle asked Walker to withhold distribution
of the magazine and to consider revoking its second-class mail permit on
the grounds that it violated Section 3, Title 1, of the Espionage Act by
obstructing the war effort. He said it had helped the nation’s enemies by
conveying false information. Walker agreed and notified the postmaster
at Royal Oak not to distribute the magazine’s next issue. According to
the Trading with the Enemy Act, it was illegal to transport material de-
clared unmailable, and so Walker’s action allowed copies of Social Justice
to be seized at newsstands.32

Walker scheduled a permit revocation hearing for April 29. Coughlin,
who appeared deceptively benign with his apple-checked oval face, wire-
rimmed glasses, and clerical collar, reacted by dragging the fight into
the public arena. He protested in Social Justice and sent letters to Biddle
and the news media stating his eagerness to testify in his magazine’s
defense.3® He was denied the chance. Biddle arranged for a Catholic
friend, former Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation chairman Leo T.
Crowley, to have the Catholic Church silence the priest. Crowley spoke
privately with Edward Mooney, archbishop of Detroit, who ordered
Coughlin to give up ecither the priesthood or his platform in the mass
media. Coughlin made his choice. His magazine ceased publication with
the April 20 issue, and he did not defend its second-class permit, which
was revoked as a precaution at a rescheduled hearing on May 4. An in-
dictment, which the administration feared would stir up hatred between
Catholics and Jews, was avoided.3* Newspapers hailed the magazine’s
demise. A cartoon in the liberal New York daily PM portrayed Social Jus-
tice as a dead rat swept up by the broom of public opinion.35

Based on information from the Justice Department, the Post Office
Department barred three weekly newspapers from the mail by May 8—
the German-language Philadelphin Herold, which had reprinted articles
from Social Justice; X-Ray, of Muncie, Indiana, which had crowed on
January 31 that the Japanese victory at Pearl Harbor had “sunk the hopes
of Jewry in this country—and the world forever, Amen and Amen”;
and Elmer J. Garner’s Publicity, of Wichita, Kansas, which had called on
March 12 for the destruction of the “Mongolian Jew Controlled Roose-
velt Dictatorship”3¢ By June 8, all three had lost their permits. Two other
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publications, the Boise Valley Herald, of Middleton, Idaho, and the Mili-
tant, of New York, lost their permits in the next nine months, but the
Post Office Department restored them in 1944. Thus, counting Social Jus-
tice, six publications lost their second-class privileges during the war, but
two had them reinstated. In addition, Pelley’s Galilean had voluntarily
suspended publication in March 1942 after being investigated by the Jus-
tice Department.3”

Although the government’s crackdown affected only a handful of
journalists, leaving, according to Shirer and the Christian Science Moni-
tor, nearly ninety seditious publications in operation, Washburn found
no evidence that Roosevelt ever complained again to Walker about sedi-
tion.3® The president apparently was satisfied that the most extreme pub-
lications had been silenced. Biddle continued to consider the Tribune to
be as seditious as Social Justice but not as anti-Semitic or “rabble-rousing”
Several times during the war he was tempted to bring legal action against
the Tribune, but he did so only once, after the battle of Midway.3?

CENSORSHIP AND THE NAVY

Problems began after Chicago Tribune reporter Stanley Johnston wit-
nessed the battle of the Coral Sea on May 7 and 8, 1942, aboard the air-
craft carrier Lexington. The ship was hit by Japanese dive-bombers and
torpedoes, caught fire, and sank eight hours later. Johnston was rescued,
taken to New Caledonia, and put aboard the naval transport Barnett,
bound for San Diego.*® While killing the long hours of the journey across
the Pacific, Johnston, whom Tribune coworker Walter Trohan described
as “persuasive and very charming,”#! struck up a friendship with a naval
officer. The unidentified officer apparently shared with the reporter the
most sensitive of secrets, a dispatch detailing the makeup of a Japanese
task force en route to Midway Island. The information had been based on
the navy’s breaking of the Japanese fleet’s operational code.#? Johnston
carried a copy of the dispatch with him from San Diego to the Tribune
newsroom in Chicago. Later, when the Associated Press flashed word
of a naval victory on June 3 through June 6 near Midway, he realized
he had a scoop that rivaled his first-person account of the sinking of the
Lexington*3

“Navy Had Word of Jap Plan to Strike at Sea,” the Tribune’s front-
page headline said on June 7. Johnston’s story, which carried no byline
and deceptively had been given a Washington dateline, said the strength
of the Japanese attack force at Midway “was well known in American
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circles several days before the battle began.” It named the enemy ships in
the pivotal Pacific battle and identified their tonnage and some of their
armaments.** Although the story did not say that the United States had
broken the Japanese code, any intelligent enemy agent would infer that
fact. It also was apparent that Johnston had seen the secret naval dispatch
because he had copied its uniquely identifiable spelling of the Japanese
ships.

In Washington, the navy reacted with shock and anger to the story,
which had been picked up by the Washington Times-Herald. “1 came
down to the Navy Department . . . and my goodness, the place was
shaking,” staff officer Arthur H. McCollum recalled.#5 Roosevelt’s ini-
tial reaction was to consider a Marine occupation of the Tribune Tower
in downtown Chicago, and possibly charges of treason against Tribune
publisher Colonel Robert McCormick.#¢ More moderate opinions pre-
vailed. Aside from the eventual preparation of a criminal case against the
Tribune, Roosevelt proposed that all correspondents except members of
the three major wire services be excluded from army and navy “expe-
ditions.” Secretary of War Henry Stimson considered the proposal too
drastic and talked with Secretary of the Navy Frank Knox about either
replacing all civilian combat correspondents with navy and army public
relations officers, or gradually reducing the size of the accredited press
corps to weed out all but “reliable” reporters.#7 As the buzz in Washing-
ton died down, however, all of these proposals were abandoned in favor
of the status quo.

According to Trohan, Johnston’s account of the Midway battle was
the only major war story that the Tribune did not submit to the Office of
Censorship. If managing editor J. Loy Maloney had submitted the story,
Trohan said, the censors would have passed it, for the first edition of the
Code of Wartime Practices said nothing about the movement of enemy
ships in enemy waters—an oversight that was corrected in the code-
books’ revision.*® Maloney had read Johnston’s story over the phone to
his paper’s Washington bureau chief, Arthur Henning, and asked if it
conflicted with the code. Henning, who knew the code well, said it vio-
lated no censorship restrictions, and he did not inform the Press Division
about it#°

Knox, at Roosevelt’s request, asked Biddle to prosecute the Tribune
on suspicion of violating the Espionage Act by willfully publishing secret
naval information during wartime. In his memoir, Biddle said he told
Knox, whose Chicago Daily News was a rival to the Tribune, that the crux
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of the issue was whether the Midway story had damaged national secu-
rity. After consulting with the navy’s top admirals, Knox gave his assur-
ance that the navy would provide enough evidence for a conviction. On
this promise, Biddle arranged for William D. Mitchell, who had been
President Herbert Hoover’s attorney general, to prosecute.>® Many ob-
servers in the government considered the legal action a perfect oppor-
tunity to punish the newspaper and its publisher, McCormick, for their
years of criticism of the Roosevelt administration.5?

On June 19, Biddle forwarded to Price a letter he had received from
Mitchell suggesting that the censorship code be tightened. Price noted
that Mitchell evidently wanted a direct link between the code and the Es-
pionage Act, even though the former attorney general realized the volun-
tary code had no legal authority. Price’s reply to Biddle said any attempt
to formally connect the code and the Espionage Act would create “in-
voluntary censorship” and render obsolete the original code. He held up
the distribution of the first revised edition of the censorship codebooks
until he could talk with Biddle. When they met on June 23, Price said he
could not see how the Tribune story could be any concern of the Office
of Censorship. The story had never been submitted for review and was
not covered by the code. It should have been submitted to naval censor-
ship because Johnston had gathered his information in the Pacific combat
zone, Price said, but the navy had neglected to get Johnston’s signature
on an accreditation agreement and therefore could not challenge him for
evasion of naval regulations. Biddle appeared satisfied with the explana-
tion and urged Price to release the updated codebooks. He did so but
agreed to Biddle’s suggestion that he send a memorandum to the nation’s
editors and broadcasters to clarify the combat zone rule. Accordingly, on
July 10, Price issued a note to editors and broadcasters reminding them
that the army and navy controlled combat zone censorship.52

Meanwhile, Biddle proceeded with his investigation. He told Price
that he was reluctant to try a case that he might lose because it would
turn McCormick into a “martyr” persecuted by the government. Never-
theless, Biddle announced on August 7 that “upon the recommendation
of the Navy Department,” he had ordered a grand jury in Chicago to
investigate the publication of “confidential information concerning the
Battle of Midway.” He asked the panel to investigate a possible violation
of the Espionage Act.>?

When the grand jury met to consider charges, the navy suddenly re-
neged on its pledge to provide evidence that Johnston’s story had re-
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vealed a sensitive war secret, because that would lead to the public release
of information that the navy still hoped to keep hidden. Without evi-
dence, the grand jury refused to indict the Tribune. I felt like a fool,”
Biddle admitted twenty years later.5+

Ironically, some of the published reports of the grand jury’s deci-
sion alluded to widespread knowledge of the supposed secret. Newsweek
said the topic “had been bandied about for weeks in Washington clubs,
pressrooms and cocktail bars”; Time reported that scores of people in
Washington knew the nature of the unspoken evidence.5> On August 31,
Representative Elmer J. Holland of Pennsylvania said on the floor of
Congress that the public knew the Tribune had tipped off Japan that its
naval code had been compromised.5¢ Assistant Attorney General James
Rowe lamented to Biddle, “It seems that everyone in the United States
except the grand jury knows the facts.” 5 Japan, however, did not learn of
the extent of the navy’s code-breaking ability. American cryptographers
continued to read Japanese radio messages and used the intelligence to
shoot down Admiral Isoroku Yamamoto’s airplane in the Pacific in April
1943.58

Many army and navy officers initially greeted voluntary, civilian cen-
sorship with skepticism. They had numerous reasons for doubt early in
1942, when confusion reigned over the appropriate-authority clause. The
censorship codes issued on January 15 had given the army and navy the
right to act as such authorities in releasing information but did not spell
out which officers could speak for the armed forces. The lack of clarity
became evident when torpedoes began slamming into ships off the East
Coast. A German submarine sank the British tanker Coimbra near Long
Island on January 14. The three wire services had assembled the bones of
the story by the next morning. The United Press had a statement from
the police chief of Quogue that the ship had been sunk and officials on-
shore were awaiting the arrival of survivors. The Ap knew that an army
bomber had flown over the tanker’s last known position and seen an oil
slick on the water’s surface and that whiskey and food had been dropped
to fourteen people in a lifeboat. The International News Service knew
that rescue planes and ships were en route to the scene.® None released
the story that morning. They had just received the Code of Wartime Prac-
tices and frantically sought an appropriate authority who would agree to
supersede the code. When they asked Price to define such authority, he
replied that they would have to do that themselves. All three took the
story to Paul C. Smith, the head of the navy’s public relations press sec-
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tion. The AP was the first to arrive in the race to put the news on the wire.
Smith approved the AP’s version of the story because it said its source
was reliable. But when the other two wire services asked Smith to clear
their stories, they said they did not know if their sources were appropri-
ate authorities. Smith, the former general manager of the San Francisco
Chronicle, kept them from filing their dispatches while he called the Office
of Naval Operations, the Bureau of Navigation, and the headquarters of
the Third Naval District in New York City seeking confirmation of the
sinking. All of the naval officers he contacted said they had no confirma-
tion.5® Admiral Adolphus Andrews, commandant of the Third District,
later explained to Editor & Publisher that he did not want to give out in-
formation about the sinking until the facts had been verified and until
the navy was convinced that the enemy submarine had escaped. In addi-
tion, he said he wanted to clear the information that he had with the
navy’s public relations office in Washington.®! The delays imposed on the
United Press and International News Service helped the AP score a clear
scoop. The irony was that the Ar’s source was a Coast Guard captain for
the Port of New York, who only released the details of the torpedoing
in exchange for a promise that the wire service would verify the story
with the navy.? Smith apologized to the nation’s editors on January 17
and said news of future sinkings would be released simultaneously to
the three wire services at the navy’s public relations office in the capital.
Smith’s statement also asked journalists not to publicize a sinking until it
had been cleared for release. “This rule applies even though the incident
may be within the view of shore observers, and even if the information
has been given by local officials, naval or otherwise,” he said.63

He said nothing about survivors. This flaw became apparent as the
submarine attacks continued and victims began floating or swimming
ashore. The Office of Censorship and the navy tried to control breaches
of security that might arise from interviews with surviving sailors. Early
in February, Smith and Commander R. W. Berry presented Price with a
draft statement that aimed to end the confusion and overlap. It said the
navy would take charge of survivors and warn them about national secu-
rity before they were interviewed by the press. The statement also said
the navy would expect reporters to print nothing beyond the authorized
disclosures. For news of enemy attacks, the Navy Department’s press
office in Washington would be the only appropriate authority. While
Price agreed to the naval officers’ rationale, he objected that their state-
ment read too much like an order. He talked the two men into allowing
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the Office of Censorship to reword the request and issue it under civilian
authority. The February 4 memorandum to the nation’s journalists was
the office’s first clarification of the code.5* In it, the Office of Censor-
ship took part of the blame for the confusion but did not elaborate on its
error. Press censor Nathaniel Howard later told the “missionaries” that
in his zeal, he had tried to kill a submarine sinking story after it had been
on the wire for three hours—an impossible proposition, considering the
odds that some papers already had printed the item before receiving an
order to kill it.5

Defending the policy to Krock, Sorrells said, “It might appear silly to
make newspaper reporters cool their heels while a navy officer examines
survivors of a sunken ship, but usually there is a good reason for that:
i.e., the necessity of obtaining whatever information possible for use in
a military way, and the bottling up of this information until such time
as action might be taken to use this information in a military way.”¢¢

It might also appear silly to censor newspaper articles about enemy
submarines. U-boat commanders were not in the habit of surfacing,
docking in enemy ports, and buying the local paper. However, printed
news of German attacks would be hard to keep off the radio, which
enemy ships and submarines monitored. The Press Division knew that
the chance of a submarine commander receiving useful information in
this manner was remote, but it decided not to gamble even at such odds.
Identical restrictions on press and radio had the added benefit of seeming
fair.67

While Sorrells was writing to Krock, voluntary censorship of news of
submarine attacks was being tested at the tip of Florida. On the evening
of February 21, people in and around Palm Beach heard a series of explo-
sions and saw flames light up the dark Atlantic sky. Survivors arrived on
shore before dawn Sunday. Reporters from the Miami Herald and the
Palm Beach Post and Times interviewed them on the beach. The stories
did not appear in print until February 24, when the navy agreed to release
news of the first of three sinkings. In the interim, the only mention of a
submarine attack in the Post and Times was a front-page editorial, which
said in its entirety, “If it’s anything WE can’t print, YOU shouldn’t be
talking about it.” 63

On the day the first stories appeared, the Palm Beach and Miami
papers wired the Office of Censorship to protest the three-day delay.
John D. Pennekamp, managing editor of the Herald, obviously had the
facts before the navy’s release. His telegram identified the three sunken
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ships as the tankers Republic, Cities Service Empire, and W. D. Anderson,
even though the navy had not released the names of the last two. “Sink-
ings public knowledge along coast since survivors already landed, explo-
sions heard ashore, one derelict visible,” he wrote. “Countless rumors and
gossip doing more damage than facts would. We have adhered rigidly
to regulations but feel this instance undermining public confidence in
newspapers.”®® Don Morris, editor of the Palm Beach paper, wired that
“every bootblack and streetwalker for 100 miles” knew the details. Local
naval censors apparently wanted to release the story but were dissuaded
by the new policy that releases had to originate in Washington.”® Howard
replied that U-boat commanders have imperfect knowledge of their at-
tacks. Prolonging any doubts they might have about the damage that
they inflicted might affect their next decision, to stay or depart. The navy
also customarily notified next of kin of those killed in the attack be-
fore releasing the news to the public, he said.”* That was all well and
good, Morris responded, but while his papers and the Ap followed regu-
lations and withheld the story, another news service distributed its report
nationwide and also broadcast it over a chain of radio stations. “We are
still a new and untried bureau,” Howard candidly responded. “We make
mistakes daily. We need your patience.” 72

The navy continued to announce only those sinkings that it could be
sure the enemy knew about, or were apparent because of physical evi-
dence such as wreckage. The sinking of the aircraft carrier Lexington on
May 8 was not revealed until June 12 because the navy was uncertain
whether Japan knew the ship had caught fire and sunk after the battle of
the Coral Sea. If Japanese intelligence believed the carrier still was steam-
ing through the Pacific, it might have altered its battle plans to defend
against a ship that no longer existed, thus giving the Americans a tactical
advantage.”?

Delays in identifying ships that had been sunk began to accumulate.
On July 19, Admiral Arthur J. Hepburn, director of navy public relations,
told Price that 600 American merchant ships had been sunk in the Atlan-
tic, but only 400 sinkings had been announced.”* The slow pace struck
many journalists as a cover-up and helped lead to the New York Times’s
threatened showdown with the Office of Censorship in October 1942.

CENSORSHIP AND THE ARMY
The Office of Censorship’s relationship with the army also had a rocky
start. Price and his staff stood up to army officers several times when
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they gave conflicting or ill-advised instructions to journalists. The first
showdown with the army occurred on January 20, 1942, when General
Alexander D. Surles accused the Associated Press of ignoring War De-
partment instructions to kill a report the Ap had distributed on its news
wires. The AP had picked up a story from Canada that said about 100
American servicemen had arrived in England after leaving a Canadian
port. Surles, chief of army public relations, complained to Price after see-
ing the story in that day’s Washington Evening Star. When Price investi-
gated, he discovered that the wire service had notified all subscribers at
2:56 P.M. that the War Department urgently requested that the story not
be published. That was two hours after the story had been transmitted
over the news wires, and in the interim, papers nationwide, including
the Star, had printed it in good faith. Price pointed out these facts and
added that the War Department had not consulted the Office of Cen-
sorship before asking the AP to kill the story. If it had, Price would have
approved publication. “This dispatch was released by the Canadian cen-
sorship, which certainly is a competent authority,” he told Surles. “The
fact that it was so released doubtless meant that it was broadcast over
Canadian stations and heard in this country and at sea; and that it also
was sent to England where, in all probability, it was published in news-
papers and broadcast by the BB¢.” He suggested that the only effect of
suppressing it would be to keep Americans ignorant of a story that the
rest of the world knew.”5

Army censorship suffered the same disparities as the navy’s in 1942
as the services sought a consistent definition of appropriate authority.
Efforts to report on the shelling of California illustrated the inconsisten-
cies. A Japanese naval attack on the mainland occurred on the evening
of February 22, 1942. Callers in California dialed Jack Lockhart at the
Office of Censorship’s late-night news desk to report a submarine firing
shells onto the coast near Santa Barbara. The first call came from the AP,
at 11:45 P.M., asking who would be the appropriate authority to release
news of the attack, which caused no casualties and little damage. Lock-
hart directed the caller to the navy, but the navy’s public relations office
refused to accept responsibility. It named the army as appropriate au-
thority because the target of the attack was on land. By 12:05 A.M., CBS
radio was carrying the story, apparently without attributing it to an ap-
propriate source; the AP still was waiting for an official to endorse the
story, as spelled out in the voluntary code; and the United Press had put
the story on its news wire after deciding to quote the Santa Barbara Police
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Department as an appropriate authority. The first word that Lockhart
received of the army agreeing to release the story came from the Interna-
tional News Service. It obtained permission of the Fourth Army Head-
quarters at 12:1I A.M., but the permission inexplicably was withdrawn
during the next half hour. Finally, the AP called to point out that it had
followed the censorship rules to the letter and wound up beaten by the
competition. At that point, Lockhart considered the story “out of con-
trol” and freed all journalists covering it from code restrictions.”® The
Office of Censorship addressed the confusion on February 25 by confi-
dentially telling journalists they would not need appropriate authority
for stories about enemy attacks on the continental United States if they
avoided details about military objectives, routes of ships and planes, and
defensive responses.””

Price had the confusion at Santa Barbara in mind when he drafted a
domestic air raid censorship policy after consulting with Surles, Hep-
burn, and representatives of the Federal Communications Commission,
the Office of Civilian Defense, and the Federal Security Agency. His plan
called for the army to shut down radio stations in the region threatened
by attack, in order to deny the enemy the use of radio signals as a hom-
ing beacon. Taking radio off the air meant a greater responsibility for the
news wires, which would become the quickest channel of mass commu-
nication about the raids. The army, which needed maximum control of
information during a raid, would issue communiqués to the news media.
Papers would be allowed to print them during the raid, but radio stations
were to wait until after the raid to broadcast the news unless the War De-
partment authorized immediate release. Price’s plan became part of the
revised codebooks for press and radio published on June 15, 1942.78 The
books said that after a raid had begun but before the army had issued
any announcement, newspapers and news wire services should limit their
stories to the fact that a raid was under way. They were not to estimate
the number of planes or bombs but could say antiaircraft guns had begun
firing. The codes to be followed by radio and the press after the conclu-
sion of the raid were substantially the same, asking journalists to avoid
sensationalism, rumors, and details that would compromise defenses or
counterattacks if known by the enemy.” The effectiveness of Price’s and
the army’s preparations was never tested; no planes ever bombed the
mainland.

Of all of the clauses in the press code, none was trampled so often
as the ban on identification of army and navy units going overseas or
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already stationed there. The revised press code expanded the original re-
quest to avoid news of troop movements by specifying that names of
sailors should not be linked to ships or bases. In addition, the code said
soldiers and sailors should not be linked to combat areas outside the
United States unless that information had been released officially.83° The
rationale for the ban was to deny intelligence to the enemy, who conceiv-
ably could assemble enough information from leaks to assess the Allies’
strength on a particular front. The Office of Censorship reinforced the
need for secrecy on military units by distributing news releases in Decem-
ber 1942 and posters in February 1943 for editors to tack up in their news-
rooms.8! Scores of newspapers had asked for help in explaining the ban
on military addresses to the parents and friends of servicemen who did
not understand the need for silence. In bold, black letters, the poster
said that the name and number of a company, regiment, division, ship,
or squadron could not be published. “Careless talk costs lives,” it con-
cluded.®?

Hard hit by the ban were the nation’s black publications, which took
pride in every milestone achieved by black servicemen in the segregated
armed forces. Early in 1942, officials of the National Negro Newspaper
Association and the Chicago Defender pledged to Price that they would
cooperate with voluntary censorship, and Price assured them that the
black press would play a vital wartime role by offering counsel to black
readers “sanely and wisely”83 Relations between the black press and cen-
sorship occasionally were tested during the next two years. The Asso-
ciated Negro Press, a Chicago-based news service for black newspapers
nationwide, and the Defender, the nation’s second-largest black news-
paper behind the Pitzsburgh Courier, were asked in April 1943 to print
virtually nothing about long-awaited combat assignments for the all-
black 9g9th Pursuit Squadron, known as the Tuskegee Airmen. The Office
of Censorship responded to their requests for leniency concerning news
about the Tuskegee fliers by saying they could publish nothing more than
astatement that Representative Frances Bolton of Ohio had placed in the
Congressional Record announcing the departure of the first squadron of
black aviators for overseas assignments. It also forbade any speculation
about the squadron’s Army Air Corps unit identification.8* The Asso-
ciated Negro Press confidentially told its clients that it expected details
on the fliers’ combat roles to be released when they reached their over-
seas stations in May 1943. “No paper may publish any information about
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the departure of the 99th until that time,” the agency said in a memo-
randum 83 The army released news of the Tuskegee Airmen’s kills in the
Mediterranean in 1943 and 1944 to an appreciative black press. During
the entire war, censors lodged only one major complaint of a code vio-
lation by the black press, involving the Associated Negro Press and the
Defender. The wire service inadvertently released details about the depar-
ture of the black 332nd Fighter Group for Europe in January 1944. It
asked its client newspapers to spike the story, and all did so except the De-
fender. The paper modified the story in an attempt to make it acceptable
for publication, believing it would give black Americans a needed morale
boost. However, the Office of Censorship objected that the story still
said too much, and it gave the Defender a measured reprimand.86 Overall,
black papers violated the censorship code no more than any other types
of publications.

PROPAGANDA AND PUBLICITY

The Office of Censorship carried out its duties silently. Unlike the
army, navy, and many government agencies, Price kept his office out of
the publicity business. The Office of Censorship had only four press con-
ferences during the war, preferring to issue notes, most of them con-
fidentially, to editors and broadcasters. This aversion to publicity was
rare in wartime Washington. When the Oftice of Censorship was estab-
lished, many government agencies were producing a whirlwind of infor-
mation for public consumption. The Office of Facts and Figures, under
Archibald MacLeish, delivered war reports to journalists throughout the
United States. The Office of the Coordinator of Information, led by
William J. Donovan, gathered information relating to national security
and, through its Foreign Information Service, dispatched propaganda
overseas. Outside Donovan’s jurisdiction was Latin America, the fiefdom
of Nelson Rockefeller’s Office of the Coordinator of Inter-American
Affairs, which combined propaganda, publicity, and censorship aimed
south of the border. The Office of Government Reports monitored the
nation’s news media and partially duplicated the function of the Office of
Facts and Figures by distributing news as well. Many other government
agencies also produced their own publicity.

Conflicts among the many agencies jeopardized the entire informa-
tion system by early 1942. Demands arose for stronger propaganda to be
dispatched overseas and more information to be released domestically,
but federal officials could not agree on a program. Historian Allan M.
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Winkler quotes one observer who characterized the government’s infor-
mation system as chaos: “It all seems to boil down to three bitter com-
plaints: first, that there was too much information; second, that there
wasn’t enough of it; and third, that in any event it was confusing and in-
consistent.”” In his notebook, Price described the government’s system
of communicating war news during the first three months of combat as
wasteful, contradictory, and counterproductive to effective censorship.38

He said the confusion was so widespread that he made an appoint-
ment to talk to Stephen T. Early on March 13, 1942. Before going to
the White House, he discovered that Samuel Rosenman already had
begun work on a plan to consolidate the government’s many informa-
tion offices. Price invited Frank Walker, the head of his Policy Board, to
join him at the White House, and they then talked with Early and Rosen-
man for an hour. Rosenman and Harold D. Smith, director of the Bu-
reau of the Budget, had drafted an executive order to create a war news
agency.?? Walker and Early examined the draft and proposed that the di-
rector of the Office of Censorship also lead the new information office
and censor government press releases. Price rejected the idea. While it
might be possible to combine news policy and censorship, any attempt
to combine propaganda and censorship would reproduce the unpopular
conditions of the Creel Committee in World War I, he said.”°

Price took a copy of the draft back to his office, studied it, and decided
to write his own version. He sent it to Early on March 18, suggesting
that the new agency be called the Office of War Research and Educa-
tion. It should have the same authority over war news distribution that
the censorship director enjoyed over war news restrictions, he said, and
it should operate separate divisions for news and propaganda to avoid
tainting the “sacred” and “factual” qualities of the army’s and the navy’s
communiqués.!

The president preferred to call the new agency the Office of War In-
formation (owt). He created it by executive order on June 13, 1942.
Rejecting advice that Price be put in charge and Sorrells elevated to
censorship director, Roosevelt instead followed Rosenman’s suggestion
and selected Elmer Davis, the broadcast newsman, as director.®? Under
Davis, the ow combined the Office of Government Reports and the
Office of Facts and Figures and absorbed the foreign news—gathering and
propaganda functions of the Office of the Coordinator of Information.
Conspicuous by its absence in the executive order was any mention of
censorship.”?
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In ajoint interview with Price and Davis that appeared in August, the
New York Times’s Arthur Krock elicited from them a simplified descrip-
tion of their relations with journalists. Davis told him, “We give them
stuff we hope they will print,” and Price said, “We tell them what they
cannot print”%4 In practice, the division was not so cleanly defined. The
owT’s field offices received many journalists’ requests for advice on how
to present news of the war, because the name of the agency suggested
such a function and because the agency had many branch offices, unlike
the Press and Broadcasting Divisions of the Office of Censorship. ow1
employees sometimes asked journalists to suppress information, a re-
quest that should have come from Price’s office. In addition to quarreling
about censoring the domestic press, the ow1 and Oftice of Censorship
clashed over the authority to shape messages for foreign-language audi-
ences, both in the United States and overseas. The owT considered the
censors’ interpretation of their duties to be too broad, wrongly expand-
ing from security matters to the exercise of final authority on matters of
international, political, and broadcast policy. The censors, while never
having killed an ow1 press release, narrowly interpreted their authority.
In particular, Sorrells and Broadcasting Division director J. Harold Ryan
were reluctant to let the ow1I release information without subjecting it to
censorship, while Price and Howard were more willing to compromise.
In October 1942, Sorrells suggested that the two agencies spell out their
responsibilities in a formal agreement.® The resulting five-page, single-
spaced ow1-Office of Censorship agreement appeared on November 15.
In it, the two agencies promised to share information but to keep their
functions separate along the lines suggested in the Krock interview. The
accord recognized Price’s office as the sole authority for censoring all
domestic news media, including foreign-language radio, but prevented
censors from suggesting news themes and topics that would promote
the war effort. The agreement reserved that role for the owr and granted
it status as an appropriate authority able to supersede the censorship
codes.%®

Yet, some people outside the Office of Censorship—including owr
employees—continued to act as censors. In the spring of 1943, Davis and
Early, apparently with Roosevelt’s blessing, tried to discourage report-
ers from covering an international conference on postwar food distri-
bution, raising cries of unnecessary censorship. The trouble began when
three members of the American Society of Newspaper Editors (ASNE)
talked the society’s board of governors into letting them form a Wash-
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ington committee in late 1942. It was to act as a liaison between the
federal government and the association’s members, collecting and dis-
tributing insiders’ information. David Lawrence of United States News,
Ben McKelway of the Washington Evening Star, and Alexander F. Jones
of the Washington Post called themselves the ASNE’s Washington com-
mittee, and they issued a bulletin to ASNE members on March 19, 1943,
that undercut censorship. It said Early and Davis had informed the Wash-
ington committee of plans for an International Conference on Food
Problems. The two officials had asked for journalists’ cooperation in not
reporting on the talks, allowing the delegates to work without interrup-
tion. The bulletin, signed by Lawrence and Jones but not McKelway,
who was out of town, said: “It is hoped by Mr. Davis and Mr. Early that
the handling of this particular conference will not be misinterpreted as
any desire to exclude the press from knowing what is happening, but it
is a plan decided upon in order to enable the conference to study and
discuss the problems involved without having the conference impaired
by piece-meal articles or by the premature disclosure of items which
could be used in Europe and elsewhere to stir up antagonisms against
the United States and its policies in handling the food problem.”°”
Technically, the request to refrain from publicizing the conference
was in accord with the Code of Wartime Practices, which restricted “pre-
mature disclosures of diplomatic negotiations or conversations,”®® but
the source of the request bothered many journalists as well as the cen-
sorship director. Reporters asked Price whether he had abdicated some
of his responsibilities to Davis, Early, and the AsNE. They protested that
closing the conference, which was scheduled to begin May 18 at Hot
Springs, Virginia, would hide important news. Throughout the contro-
versy, Price kept a low profile. The Office of Censorship’s sole response
was to tell inquiring reporters that it had never made any requests for
limiting coverage of the conference, and to add that Price had not relin-
quished any of his responsibilities.”® However, the Office of Censorship
quietly signed an agreement with the owr on April 10 that reaffirmed the
two agencies’ commitment to avoid overlapping jurisdiction. The accord
was prompted not only by the Hot Springs conflict but also by the cen-
sors’ discovery of an owI attempt to censor a small New York magazine,
She, for morale purposes.’?® The offending article explored the feelings of
American women toward Jews. Although the writers emphasized that 75
percent of women whom they surveyed disapproved of anti-Semitism,
they quoted respondents who characterized Jews as “prone to take ad-
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vantage of their customers,” “ruthless and devoid of . . . compassion,”
“aloof)” and “arrogant.” 19! Such candor was at least a political embar-
rassment and at most a useful weapon for Nazi propagandists. However,
such opinions could not be censored under the Code of Wartime Practices
and could be punished only by the confiscation of copies of the magazine
addressed to recipients outside the country.

When reporters ignored the Washington committee bulletin and ar-
rived at Hot Springs early in May, they initially were barred from the
delegates’ building by guards. However, the Roosevelt administration
reversed its policy and allowed reporters access to the delegates’ quar-
ters after receiving protests from the Ohio Farm Federation and Moses
Koenigsberg, the former president of the International News Service,
who had arrived to cover the conference.l%? Perhaps Roosevelt sensed
that secrecy had too high a price if it antagonized hundreds of journalists.

Throughout the war, the ow1, the army, and the navy continued to
exercise information control within their jurisdiction regarding the re-
lease of military information, including the censorship of photographs
and news stories that might ignite racial, class, and ethnic troubles.
Photographs from the combat zone were submitted to compulsory mili-
tary review, and many deemed too gruesome for public consumption
were kept hidden by the War Department’s Bureau of Public Relations.
America’s fortunes of war had suffered early in 1942, yet Roosevelt,
Henry Stimson, and other government officials believed that morale
could be sustained if images of war released for public consumption re-
mained upbeat. Consequently, for the first twenty months after the at-
tack at Pearl Harbor, the government did not release for publication any
photos of dead American soldiers from the combat zones. Hollywood
did its part, too. The owr’s Bureau of Motion Pictures reviewed scripts
and often worked to make changes, emphasizing the need for an earnest
prosecution of the war. But early war films were rose-tinted. From May
to November 1942, only five out of sixty-one feature films that contained
war scenes depicted American combat deaths. Davis fought the sanitized
view of the war, in both fact and fantasy, as being counterproductive. An
owI memo of 1943 suggested that the whitewashed images of war that
appeared in print were creating the danger of Americans thinking that
“soldiers fight [and] . . . some of them get hurt and ride smiling in aerial
ambulances, but . . . none of them get badly shot or spill any blood.” 103
Hollywood movies gradually added more physical and emotional pain
to their depiction of combat, although the owr asked producers in 1943
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to “minimize the bloody aspects” To keep the home front motivated
and to prepare Americans for even greater combat death counts, the mili-
tary released the first news photographs of dead soldiers for publication
in September 1943. The image of corpses in New Guinea appeared in Life
magazine to readers’ generally supportive and understanding reactions,
and pictures of dead Americans appeared regularly afterward.14 Despite
the more lenient rules, photographers in the combat zones sometimes
refrained from wasting film on scenes they knew would never see publi-
cation, and according to novelist and war correspondent John Steinbeck,
combat reporters avoided too much of war’s awful realities in their dis-
patches out of the fervently held belief that it was the best thing to do.105

Except for an occasional protest when he considered combat zone
censorship too severe, Price was content to let the ow1 and military
agencies shape information within their jurisdictions and suggest themes
in movies, advertisements, newsreels, and other media that would pro-
mote the desired response from the audience. Concerning actual cen-
sorship of the domestic press and radio, however, he fiercely defended
his authority. His last major turf battle occurred in the winter of 1943—
44. General George Strong, chief of the Military Intelligence Division,
phoned Price on Christmas Eve to say he was preparing to seck an end to
civilian authority over domestic censorship. Price noted in his memoir
that Strong disliked journalists reporting about military affairs in war-
time and thought the best way to control them was “a stern command to
mind their own business and a swift kick in the rear”19¢ In 1943 Strong
had become convinced that the press and radio would have to be placed
under strong censorship controls. He believed journalists were writing
too much about radar, which he considered to be a military secret, and he
disliked the rule that an appropriate authority could override the code.
What had prompted his concern was the nation’s military buildup for
the invasion of Europe. Strong, who headed an office established by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff to safeguard the secrecy of the 1944 invasion plans,
considered all speculation about the date and place of the landings to be
a security violation.1%7 Strong’s office had pressured the army’s public re-
lations officers to release less and less information, resulting in both an
increase in military secrecy and a more militaristic tone in attempts to
dictate details of news coverage to reporters. Price noted the crackdown
on December 9, 1943, which was one day before the Oftice of Censor-
ship planned to announce completion of its third revision of the Code
of Wartime Practices and two weeks after broadcaster Drew Pearson ex-
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posed the three-month cover-up of General George S. Patton’s assault
of two shell-shocked soldiers in Sicily. Price issued a public statement
urging broadcasters and editors to get more news to the public, and not
to allow others to censor for them. He warned of a “dangerous psychol-
ogy of overcensorship” that could be created by “a miscellany of volun-
teer firemen.” 198 At an Office of Censorship press conference introducing
the revised Code of Wartime Practices on December 10, journalists asked
Price to identify the “volunteer firemen” who were overstepping their
authority. He grinned and refused, saying his memo spoke for itself and
that “anyone whom the cap fits could wear it Price did not wish to insult
the War and Navy Departments by identifying them publicly.’® How-
ever, Time said Price’s comments were directed at army and navy security
officers as well as press agents for domestic war plants.}1? Strong privately
asked Price to elaborate about the statement, and Stimson wrote in his
diary on December 21 that the general was troubled by censorship regu-
lations, particularly “a recent edict” by Price.!!!

In his yuletide call, Strong read Price excerpts of a letter he was pre-
paring to send to the Joint Chiefs. Price felt relief after the call because
the behind-the-scenes sparring between the Office of Censorship and the
military was over. An assault on civilian censorship would lead to a de-
cision at the White House that he hoped would clarify the lines of au-
thority. Price passed along Strong’s objections to Admiral William D.
Leahy, a member of the Joint Chiefs who also was Roosevelt’s chief of
staff. Leahy considered Price’s work “excellent” and preferred Price’s vol-
untary censorship to Strong’s military version. He recorded in his mem-
oir that several times during the war he had investigated military com-
plaints about the ineffectiveness of voluntary domestic censorship, only
to discover that civilians compromised national security no more often
than the military. The Joint Chiefs later discussed the issue and decided
to support Price. Leahy noted that not long after being thwarted in his
takeover bid, Strong lost his job at military intelligence to General Clay-
ton L. Bissell, who did not share his predecessor’s concerns about civilian
censorship. Leahy did not indicate whether there was a connection be-
tween the two events.!12

The defeat of Strong’s attempt to take over the Office of Censorship
left the decisions about censorship in civilian hands at a crucial time of
the war. But Price still had one more battle to ensure that his role as cen-
sor would not be compromised. In January 1944, Roosevelt asked Price
to assume control of an agency combining the owr and the Office of
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Censorship. Price was reluctant to do so for two reasons. First, as a jour-
nalist he disliked press agents, considering them akin to salesmen. Sec-
ond, he considered the owT to be an administrative mess because of a
personality clash between Robert Sherwood, who was in charge of the
overseas branch in New York, and his boss, Elmer Davis.!’® Both men
were better suited to literary pursuits than administration. Davis told
Roosevelt on January 8 that Sherwood’s office was ineffective, poorly
organized, and compromised by political intrigue. He had ordered Sher-
wood to discharge three subordinates, but Sherwood refused and de-
clared that Davis himself was incompetent. The two men submitted their
dispute to Roosevelt, with Davis threatening to resign unless he received
the president’s backing.1* Roosevelt wanted more options and thought
he had settled on a solution when he asked his legal adviser, Rosen-
man, to draft an executive order combining censorship and war infor-
mation.!® Meanwhile, Early told George W. Healy Jr., the censorship
missionary from New Orleans, that the reorganization would make Price
the supervisor of all war information policy and the Press Division’s
Nathaniel Howard the director of the subagency of censorship.!1

While Price did not want a job combining censorship and publicity,
neither did he want to resign. He stalled for time by requesting amend-
ments to Rosenman’s executive order, asking for the same “absolute dis-
cretion” that the president had given him at the Office of Censorship. In
a memorandum to Roosevelt, Price said it was essential that if he took
over the combined ow1-Office of Censorship, he must have the power
to fire any employee of either agency. Given his harmonious relation-
ship with his own staff, that request meant he had reservations about
some of Davis’s staff members. He also asked for control over army and
navy publicity. In short, while Price disliked the Creel Committee’s com-
bined censorship, publicity, and propaganda functions in World War I,
if he took the new job he wanted to avoid the interference that had hurt
Creel’s effectiveness. He probably knew he was asking for the impossible
from Roosevelt in hopes of forestalling the appointment. “My sugges-
tion would be that no attempt be made at the present time to combine
Censorship and ow1,” he told Roosevelt in the same memo in which he
spelled out his conditions.}t”

Rumors of the proposed reorganization leaked, catching Davis by sur-
prise. Davis told Roosevelt he had no intention of resigning; Sherwood
feared that a shakeup would hurt the president politically. Roosevelt told
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Davis and Sherwood to patch up their differences. The former continued
in office and the latter moved to the owI branch in London.!8

With the death of the proposal to merge the ow1 and the Office of
Censorship, and with the defeat of military attempts to assume control
over domestic censorship, by the end of January 1944 Price had estab-
lished clear lines of authority and responsibility. He knew how he wanted
to run censorship and defended that vision. He would continue to have
differences with the army, the navy, and the White House throughout the
war, but none would threaten the foundation of voluntary censorship.



" Umpires Have Called the Game
for Reasons | Cannot Speak Of
Radio Censorship

The sky was gray and getting grayer at 9 P.M. on August 28,
1942, when Lee Artoe, a tackle for the Chicago Bears, kicked off to start
the annual Chicago Tribune charity game at Soldier Field between the
defending National Football League champions and the College All-
Stars. The college squad ran three plays, gained seven yards and punted,
giving Chicago the ball at its thirty-nine yard line. Fullback “Bullet” Bill
Osmanski and halfbacks Ray Nolting and Hugh Gallarneau then reeled
off fifty-seven yards on eleven carries. Gallarneau capped off the series of
plays by taking a quick handoff and slashing four yards into the end zone.
The game looked like business as usual for the Bears, who had won two
consecutive professional football titles as well as three previous games
against the nation’s best college players. But this game would be anything
but ordinary.!

The air on that night was a muggy 71 degrees. Unexpectedly, fog from
Lake Michigan began rolling over the stadium. During the second quar-
ter, the white, wet blanket descended from the highest seats and settled
on the grass. It lifted a bit at halftime, when 2,500 sailors marched from
their seats in the north end zone to midfield and held aloft colored card-
board squares to form a giant American flag, a reminder that the United
States had been at war for eight months. But afterward, in the third quar-
ter, fog obliterated everything once more. “From the top tiers, only the
blazing lights were visible across the field and the contestants were ob-
scured except for infrequent glimpses of reflected light from silver or
white pants of the players,” the Tribune said.2
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Sitting in radio station WGN’s booth high above the football field,
play-by-play announcer Bob Elson could not see well enough to describe
the game. Shortly after 11 P.M., Elson told a nationwide audience listen-
ing over a Mutual Broadcasting System hookup that he would have to re-
lay information from the public address loudspeakers. At 11:32, he said,
“Remember, we have to depend entirely now on field announcers. We are
far from the field” Among the listeners that night as the Bears blanked
the All-Stars, 21—-0, was the staff of the night radio news desk at the Office
of Censorship in Washington. Someone jotted down a rough transcript
of Elson’s commentary, which included the following: 11:41 P.M.—“The
All-Stars, I presume, are by now in a huddle. By now they OUGHT to be
out of it.” 11:43 P.M.—“There’s the gun. Well, you could hear that any-
way. We know that much.” 11: 53 p.M. —“This game is being played under
the strangest circumstances that I've witnessed in 15 years of being on
the sport scene. I’ve never seen anything like it>3

Oddly, Elson never explained why the game was unique. He never
used the “F” word —“fog”—or alluded to the weather. Instead of a rep-
rimand for incomplete reporting, however, Elson received a letter of
thanks. F. W. Reichelderfer, chief of the U.S. Weather Bureau, wrote, “I
wish you would accept our very sincere congratulations upon the most
adroit and, at the same time, satisfactory piece of radio reporting.” He
told the radio censor who had sent him a copy of the wGN transcript
that he had read it aloud to four meteorologists and was delighted when
they tried to guess the cause of Elson’s difficulty. Two said rain, one said
snow, and one said a failure of the lights.#

Meteorologists and censors approved of radio announcers who said
little about the weather during the first twenty-two months of American
participation in World War II. Even better, according to the editions of
the voluntary censorship code in effect from January 15, 1942, to Octo-
ber 12, 1943, were broadcasters who said nothing at all about rain, snow,
fog, wind, air pressure, temperature, or sunshine, unless authorized to
do so by the Weather Bureau. Military authorities had asked the Office
of Censorship to severely limit weather information on the radio, be-
lieving that too much would help the enemy attack ships and coastal in-
stallations.

Although the censorship codes for publishers and broadcasters were
substantially the same, the radio code included unique sections on
weather, live-microphone ad-libs, quiz shows, phonograph-record re-
quests and dedications, “man in the street” programs, and foreign-
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language broadcasts. All were severely curtailed or knocked off the air
during the early war years. The restrictions upset many broadcasters until
they devised new programs that served their listeners without running
afoul of the code. Little did they know that much stronger controls over
radio, including a ban on broadcasts of major-league baseball games, had
been discussed and rejected.

Radio, which had been taken over by the navy during World War 1.3
was facing its first domestic broadcasting test during wartime, and not
everyone was as confident as censorship director Byron Price that it could
walk the narrow line between revealing too much about the nation’s de-
fenses and not revealing enough to keep listeners informed and their
morale high. On the one hand, the army and navy voiced concerns that
radio’s freedom posed a security risk. Signals from 9or commercial sta-
tions filled the air on the first day of 1942, and only about s10 of them
were affiliated with a network. Radio’s size, independence, and decen-
tralization made it difficult to monitor, much less control, and the speed
with which it might send information to the enemy was frightening. On
the other hand, three-quarters of the stations had no more than 1,000
watts of power, too weak to consistently reach Axis ears, causing some
small stations to complain that radio’s censorship code was unfair.6

Within two weeks after America entered the war, the Weather Bu-
reau began asking radio stations to minimize the meteorological infor-
mation they broadcast. Unrestricted broadcasts would give the German
and Japanese navies tactically valuable knowledge of the weather along
the American coastlines. Reichelderfer feared that an enemy commander
would “shop around” on the radio dial and assemble a weather map by
listening to weather broadcasts from several cities. On December 16, he
responded to a letter of inquiry from radio stations WRC and WMAL in
Washington, D.C., by urging them to limit their weather news to warn-
ings of serious conditions such as hurricanes and floods.” He relayed the
same message to all of the nation’s stations three days later. Only an-
nouncements intended to prevent death and serious damage to crops or
transportation were advisable, he said, and those statements would be
provided by the government. Reichelderfer made his request “for mili-
tary reasons,” and although published reports did not cite his authority,
broadcasters knew that the Communications Act of 1934 subjected their
stations to government licensing and gave the president the right to con-
trol radio during wartime.®

Reichelderfer’s request came with a price tag. Before the war, many
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stations had sold airtime to allow advertisers to sponsor the weather
news. At wor in New York, for example, Breyers Ice Cream sponsored
the daily forecast.® Nevertheless, all stations apparently complied with
Reichelderfer’s request and dropped their routine weather programs.
Radio’s most influential professional organization, the National Asso-
ciation of Broadcasters, prepared the way, having asked stations during
the week after the attack on Pearl Harbor to cooperate completely with
the war effort. After listening to President Franklin Roosevelt include
a plea for objective wartime journalism in his December ¢ fireside chat,
N.A.B. president Neville Miller had wired all American radio stations to
urge “unusually careful judgment in selecting news” 10

Price and his two chief assistants, John Sorrells of the Press Division
and J. Harold Ryan of the Broadcasting Division, conferred in early Janu-
ary with Reichelderfer and a group of army and navy public relations
officers about the wording of a short weather clause to be included in
the first press and radio editions of the Code of Wartime Practices. On the
night of January 11, four days before the codebooks were to be issued,
Sorrells learned that some of the meteorologists at the Weather Bureau
and another group of army and navy officers had been writing their own
weather regulations and planned to distribute them to newspapers. Price
tried to reach Reichelderfer by phone but failed. He then called Post-
master General Frank C. Walker, the chairman of the Censorship Policy
Board, to argue that no plan for weather news censorship should be
issued without Price’s approval. Walker called the Commerce Depart-
ment and halted the work of the freelance censors until Price could exam-
ine their proposed code the next day. “It was about 9oo words in length,
extremely complicated, and entirely mandatory in tone,” Price noted.
The Office of Censorship’s History was more succinct: “No editor could
understand it, much less follow it.” 11

Price convened a conference on January 13 at the Weather Bureau and
noted that a “great deal of gold braid” arrived to represent the armed
forces’ viewpoint. He said that the proposed document’s militaristic tone
would antagonize journalists. When a colonel suggested that the army
and navy edit the document, Price reminded them that his authority
came from the president.1?

The army, navy, and Weather Bureau agreed to recognize Price’s au-
thority, although they no doubt were keenly interested when the Office
of Censorship issued its twin codebooks for press and radio on Janu-
ary 15. The weather clause consisted of about 100 words in both books
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and constituted the only major difference between the suggested treat-
ment of news stories by the two media. The press code allowed news-
papers to print temperature tables for as many as twenty cities, news
of existing weather conditions, and Weather Bureau weather forecasts,
whereas the radio code asked stations to avoid all references to weather
except for reports authorized by the Weather Bureau specifically for
broadcast, and those would be to warn of storms and other weather
emergencies.'® A few drops of rain at El Paso, high winds at Kansas City,
and snow in Detroit might tell submarine commanders which part of the
East Coast soon would have rough weather or fog.1#

REGULATING “AD-LIB PROGRAMS”

The broadcast code also included special entries for entertainment and
informal talk shows, which it called “ad-lib programs.” They fell into
four categories: quiz programs, forums and interviews, commentaries
and descriptions, and request programs.

The code defined a “quiz show™ as any program in which people were
asked questions and gave unscripted answers. These included question-
and-answer game shows, man-in-the-street programs, and interviews
with travelers arriving at airports and train terminals. The code asked for
a halt to all such shows originating outside radio studios, unless the par-
ticipants were carefully screened and supervised. The censors feared that
if unsupervised groups had access to open microphones, an enemy agent
in the crowd might try to send a coded message over the airwaves. The
quiz-show section concluded, “In all studio-audience type quiz shows,
where the audience from which interviewees are to be selected numbers
less than so people, program conductors are asked to exercise special
care. They should devise a method whereby no individual seeking par-
ticipation can be guaranteed participation.” The section on forums and
interviews applied to programs in which people were given the chance
for extemporaneous comment, including panel discussions and inter-
views by broadcasters. The code urged caution in seeking comment from
audience members, although it did not ask for a ban. The commen-
taries and descriptions section was intended to prevent journalists from
giving attackers valuable information about the success of any raids on
the American mainland, and to avoid details about war installations that
might help the enemy plan future offensives.!s

The codebook’s section on request programs called for safeguards to
ensure that no one could send a coded message by requesting a song on
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the radio. No requests for specific dedication times should be accepted,
the code said. Many stations had been accustomed to playing musical
numbers requested over the phone, with the announcer broadcasting
the dedications. Censors feared that spies could inform submarine com-
manders of the hour of departure and other details of naval movements
by keying the message to a clever code consisting of names and song
titles. For example, “Don’t Sit under the Apple Tree,” dedicated to Sarah,
might tell a U-boat commander of the departure of a troop transport
from Boston at midnight.!¢ Broadcasters also were cautioned to accept
only written notices of lost dogs and lost property. The possible abuses
of lost-and-found advertisements struck Price at an unspecified date early
in the war as he listened to his radio while eating breakfast at his Wash-
ington home. “Mrs. John Jones has just telephoned me that she has lost
a dog,” Price heard the announcer say. “It is a black bulldog of medium
size, having three white spots on its back. It wears a leather collar with
seven brass rivets. The tag number is 897362. Repeat 897362. The dog
was last seen at 4:34 P.M. yesterday at the corner of Fourteenth Street
and Florida Avenue” He had no doubt that Jones and her dog were real,
but he knew that a spy could hide secret information in the combination
of colors and numbers that made up the spotted bulldog’s description.
Price “made such a nuisance” about the story, apparently repeating it to
broadcasters and warning them of its dangers, that the bulldog became
legendary in American radio. The weather and ad-lib provisions repre-
sented financial setbacks for radio. According to Price, ending man-in-
the-street interviews hurt the broadcasting industry more than any other
Office of Censorship decision. The shows were inexpensive and popular,
and killing them cost radio stations, Price estimated, “tens of millions
of dollars” in advertising during the war.}” That may have been true in
the initial months of the war, but an advertising boom more than made
up for the loss. Wartime production brought high profits to manufactur-
ers, many of whom used advertising as a convenient way to avoid taxes
on those profits. Treasury secretary Henry Morganthau Jr. ruled in May
1942 that advertising bearing “a reasonable relation to the business ac-
tivities in which the enterprise is engaged” was tax deductible.!® He did
not define “reasonable,” leaving the gate open for companies to adver-
tise as a means to alter their tax bills. Morganthau announced in August
1942 that ads focusing on the sale of war bonds, conservation, or other
government objectives related to the war would be considered institu-
tional or goodwill advertising of the manufacturer and thus deductible.
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That ruling led to large increases in war-themed advertisements and ad
revenue. Money spent on national spot advertising rose from $58.8 mil-
lion in 1942 to $91.8 million in 1945; in the same period, local advertising
expenditures nearly doubled.®

In the first week after the censorship code was released, many radio
programs were modified or dropped. wyyD in Chicago killed the pro-
gram “What’s Your Opinion,” and wIND, also in the Windy City,
stopped accepting telegrams for musical requests on “Night Watch” In
Nashville, Tennessee, wLAC dropped the interview program “Air Trav-
eler” and moved “Curbstone College,” in which pedestrians gave their
opinions, indoors into a studio.2?

The code’s issue prompted the cancellation of the Peabody Award—
winning “Mail Bag” program on shortwave station WGEO in Schenec-
tady, New York. The station halted the show to avoid the risk of reading a
letter from an Axis agent.2! But that was a comparatively minor sacrifice.
On November 1, 1942, the federal government began leasing the nation’s
fourteen privately owned shortwave transmitters for the duration of the
war. The Office of the Coordinator of Inter-American Affairs, which cre-
ated programs specifically for Latin American audiences, broadcast in
shortwave for eight hours each day, while the Office of War Information,
which targeted the rest of the world, broadcast for sixteen.??

At a news conference on January 19, 1942, Price said that “because
of its international aspects,” radio must be more severely censored than
the print press, but, Price and Ryan emphasized equal treatment for all
stations, large and small2® A month later, Ryan told broadcasters that
the power of a radio station’s signal was irrelevant to the code. Freakish
atmospheric conditions sometimes sent even weak radio signals halfway
around the globe. A merchant vessel radio operator had reported that
he had tuned in 287 American radio stations one night off the coast of
China in 1934, Ryan said.2#

Not all broadcasters accepted censorship readily. A committee of the
National Association of Broadcasters chaired by John Shepard I11, presi-
dent of the New England-based Yankee Network, appealed in late Janu-
ary 1942 for a continuance of man-in-the-street programs. He asked the
censors to police such shows and complained that about $3 million in
local advertising contracts would be affected immediately by the code.
Ryan answered that the stakes of warfare were too high to allow open
microphones in crowds.2s

The four national networks did not complain about the code. Com-



RADIO CENSORSHIP : 107

pliance with the live-microphone provisions was relatively easy for big-
budget programs that originated in studios.2¢ The Code of Wartime Prac-
tices for American Broadcasters allowed quiz shows in large theaters where
“the danger is not so great”?” Price told a closed-circuit nationwide
hookup of NBC stations on January 21 that the Office of Censorship had
no intention of killing the network programs “Information, Please” and
“Doctor I1.Q.” because they were closely supervised.?8

At small stations that had no network affiliation or that broadcast
their own quiz and ad-lib programs, producers found ways to maintain
their live-microphone broadcasts with the censors’ blessing. A Cincin-
nati station, WKRC, replaced its man-in-the-street program with “Mike’s
Luncheon Party,” in which several women, who were selected from the
many women who wrote in, participated in a lunchtime game show.2® A
Kentucky station moved its man-in-the-street program into a studio and
called it “man-off-the-street.”3° However, no ad-lib program could gain
approval until the broadcaster described all precautions it was taking to
the censors and obtained written permission to proceed.3!

In its first six weeks of operation, the Broadcasting Division wrote
500 letters to radio stations. Four-fifths of them contained opinions that
broadcasters had requested on whether their programs complied with
the voluntary censorship code.3? For the first six months of 1942, the
Broadcasting Division’s only direct contact with the airwaves was via a
receiver at the Federal Trade Commission building that was not power-
ful enough to pull in every major station. Aside from the limited number
of programs that the staff could hear, the division learned about code
violations through stories in trade journals, letters from the public, and
letters from stations, some of which contained complaints about com-
petitors’ transgressions. When Charter Heslep, the former night news
editor of NBC in New York, joined the division in June, he recommended
that censors monitor the national networks by installing direct lines from
the four affiliates in Washington. Listening to the networks would give
censors the pulse of radio nationwide. Monitoring of networks began
on July 15, 1942, and by August the Broadcasting Division’s news desk
was listening to an average of more than thirty broadcast programs
per day. Through an agreement with the Fcc, the division began spot-
checking broadcasts from individual radio stations in November 1942.
It also began asking stations to submit foreign-language scripts for re-
view, starting with Italian- and German-language programs in Septem-
ber 1942.33
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Most of the violations uncovered by the Broadcasting Division in-
volved the weather code. The censors were not surprised; they real-
ized that avoiding news about the weather presented unusual challenges,
especially in sportscasts. In January 1942, censors and Weather Bureau
meteorologists had several discussions on the special problem of sports.
If a storm broke during a baseball game between the Yankees and the
Red Sox, how could the announcer explain the reason for the game
delay to the radio audience? And, if enemy agents had a complete sched-
ule of major-league baseball games, couldn’t they form a crude national
weather map by listening to the radio or reading a paper and noting
which home games had been “postponed”? One possible solution was
to ban broadcasts of outdoor sports events for the duration of the war. It
was discussed and quickly rejected. The staffs of the Broadcasting Divi-
sion and the Weather Bureau agreed unanimously that the intangible
costs of banning baseball broadcasts outweighed the benefits.3* When
the Thirteenth Naval District in Seattle warned in August 1942 that the
Japanese received valuable weather information whenever radio stations
gave a baseball roundup, Ryan replied, “The assistance to enemy agents
offered by the deductions that there has been rain in a certain city be-
cause a baseball game has not been played as scheduled, or has been dis-
continued during the playing, etc., is very slight indeed, whereas if no
mention were to be made of the game so scheduled, either on the airorin
the press, the disappointment and deterioration of public morale might
be very great indeed.”3% He suggested that the Seattle naval officer who
objected to the broadcasts was no baseball fan. In a letter a few months
later to Fcc chairman James Lawrence Fly, who had raised the same issue
but did not suggest a solution, Price said that baseball had to stay on the
radio for the good of the country.3¢

The first radio censorship codebook asked sports broadcasters to take
special care to avoid “inadvertent references” to the weather.3” How-
ever, it offered no suggestions for dealing with broadcasts in progress
when weather affected a game. In a March 20 memorandum to play-by-
play announcers in preparation for the 1942 baseball season, Ryan said
that if bad weather canceled a game, stations were to announce the can-
cellation without giving a reason.?® The weather clause’s sportscasting
restriction proved difficult to enforce. Weather plays a key role in ath-
letic performance, and sportscasters were accustomed to talking about it
without much thought. Furthermore, the ban on weather news extended
to everyone who had access to a microphone, including athletes being
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interviewed who might not know the censorship code. Dozens of such
violations were flagged by the censor. Station wcFL in Chicago apolo-
gized to Ryan for the remarks of sportscaster Hal Totten, who techni-
cally avoided mention of the weather but left no room for doubt about
a major-league game on July 3, 1943. According to the field office of the
FCC, which monitored the broadcast, Totten said, “The umpires have
called the game for reasons I cannot speak of, but whatever has caused
the delay is also making the spectators go back for cover, and yes, here
come the ground keepers with whatever is used to cover the ground so
whatever is causing the delay won'’t affect the ground too much.”3°

The Fcc sent a transcript to the Office of Censorship. Ryan accused
Totten of “nibbling” at the code, and wCFL general manager Maynard
Marquardt agreed that Totten’s remarks were ill-advised. He promised
that whenever weather halted a future game, the broadcast would be
switched to the studio without comment except a brief announcement
that the game had been “called.” Marquardt vowed to fire sportscasters
who disobeyed the broadcasting codebook’s weather regulations.*

By the time of Totten’s broadcast, the censorship code had been
amended to offer broadcasters guidance on how to end a sportscast with-
out calling attention to rain, snow, or other adverse weather conditions.
The third edition of the radio code, issued February 1, 1943, suggested
that announcers use one of the following phrases: “Game called because
of weather,” “wet grounds,” or “muddy field” The censors had decided
the preceding February that broadcast descriptions of ground condi-
tions, such as flooding, and fishing forecasts were permissible if no men-
tion were made of current conditions in the sky#!

The ban on weather news had a serious side. Tornadoes that struck
near Memphis, Tennessee, on March 16, 1942, killed 125 people in three
states. Radio stations WREC and WHBQ broadcast an appeal at 6:57 P.M.
for doctors and nurses to report for hospital duty but did not describe
the location or nature of the tornado damage. That was in accordance
with the broadcast censorship code, which asked radio announcers to
avoid all weather news— past, present, and future —unless authorized by
the Weather Bureau or Office of Censorship. (Newspapers, on the other
hand, were free to print news of current or previous weather conditions
as long as the story did not report on more than one state. This press
clause was relaxed in June 1942 to allow papers to publish stories about
weather conditions in their home states as well as territory in other states
within 150 miles of the city of publication.) The Comamercial Appenl, a
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Clifford K. Berryman cartoon. Until October 1943, weather news was severely
restricted in the United States because of concerns that it could aid enemy attacks
along the coast. The lifting of most of the vestvictions shortly before state elections in
November, the subject of this political cartoon, cheeved radio stations that had
sometimes had difficulty complying with the code. Copyright 1943, Washington
Evening Star. Reprinted with permission of the Washington Post.

Memphis newspaper, was on the streets at 9:30 P.M. with details of the
tornadoes. Radio stations did not receive Office of Censorship approval
to broadcast the complete story until 11 P.m.42 This led to a curious turn-
about in which the slow medium of print had a competitive advantage
over the quicker medium of radio.

The code revision published on June 15, 1942, added a clause that clari-
fied what to do in a weather emergency: “Stations should refrain from
broadcasting any news relating to the results of weather phenomena such
as tornadoes, hurricanes, storms, etc., unless it is specifically authorized
for broadcast by the Office of Censorship. . . . Confusion and inequali-
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ties of competition can be avoided if stations will consult the Office of
Censorship promptly in all such cases, directly or through their news
service”#43

The codebook granted an exception for emergency warnings specifi-
cally released for broadcast by the Weather Bureau. To be in compliance
with the code, radio stations were expected to wait for approval before
warning listeners to take cover from severe storms. The delay might con-
tribute to casualties, but that apparently was viewed as one of the costs
of war. In May 1943, the Broadcasting Division set up a teletype near
its news desk that let the staff monitor Weather Bureau emergency an-
nouncements. Censors then knew what forecasts and warnings had been
officially released, and that information helped them answer stations’
questions.##

Meanwhile, the ban on ad-libs, requests, and dedications continued.
“Will you please play ‘Moonlight Becomes You’ at exactly 1:30 Satur-
day morning?” a Marine wrote in February 1943 to Ed Fitzgerald, an
announcer at WOR in New York City. “That’s my girl’s favorite song and
I'want to tune it in soft and sweet at exactly that time. Then I’m going to
propose to her” Fitzgerald rejected the request, favoring censorship over
romance.*> Even kids letters to Santa were subjected to censorship, as
Fort Worth, Texas, radio station KFJz asked the Broadcasting Division
how to put such letters on the air without violating the code. The censors
replied that although they could not believe that spies had found a way
to “draft kiddies as espionage agents,” they asked K¥Jz to alter the letters’
phrasing, stagger their broadcast times, and not mention addresses.*

In April 1943, Price said he was impressed with radio’s compliance
with the censorship code. “We have asked much and received much,” he
told the annual convention of the N.A.B. He also noted that code vio-
lations had become rare.#” The Broadcasting Division monitored more
than 11,000 newscasts and commentaries in 1943, passed judgment on
4,600 radio scripts (including 4,400 submitted for postbroadcast exami-
nations), and handled more than 2,500 inquiries from broadcasters. Only
169 code violations were confirmed during the year.*3 (By war’s end, the
Oftice of Censorship reported that it had monitored 17,435 broadcasts
and found 310 code violations.) 4®

Infractions of the censorship code’s weather clause constituted half
of all of the print and radio code violations by the time the provision
was relaxed at 12:01 A.M. on October 12, 1943.5° Ryan sent a message
to broadcasters saying they could resume reports of current and previ-
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ous weather conditions as well as official Weather Bureau forecasts but
should continue to delete references to barometric pressure and wind
direction, which were among the most sensitive of forecasting tools.>!
The Office of Censorship had decided to alter the code after consulting
with the Weather Bureau and the Joint Meteorological Committee of
the army and navy.52 As the danger of attacks on the American mainland
faded, the benefits of the weather restrictions had become overshadowed
by the handicaps on farming, aviation, and shipping.5® Within a week of
the revision, most stations in Washington and New York City put regu-
larly scheduled weather programs back on the air. Stations across the
country raced to do the same 5+

After the defeat of Germany in May 1945, when the Code of Wartime
Practices was being updated to apply only to an enemy in the Pacific,
Price dropped all restrictions on weather news for both radio and pub-
lications. He reasoned that the Japanese already knew the weather pat-
terns headed toward the United States; furthermore, by mid-1945 the
Japanese navy was in no position to exploit that news to attack the main-
land. Gone, too, were the special injunctions against unrestricted quiz
shows, ad-libs, and other live-microphone broadcasts. The final censor-
ship code, issued May 15, 1945, merely asked that broadcasters “measure
all programs—special events, forums, interviews, and commercial conti-
nuity included—against the Code’s requests,” which focused on military
secrets.>s

The end to special restrictions on interview programs was a relief to
the censors, who had continued to monitor such programs throughout
1944 and early 1945. Stations were tempted to resume interviews when
they heard competitors’ programs, not realizing that the programs prob-
ably had been scrutinized and approved by the Office of Censorship.
Ryan asked broadcasters in March 1944 to confirm that they were follow-
ing the code on phone-in requests, quiz shows, and man-in-the-street
programs.>® The Broadcasting Division made a similar request in Janu-
ary 1945 but relaxed the rules for live broadcasts of the celebrations of
Germany’s surrender.5”

Radio had begun the war under a more restrictive code of voluntary
censorship than American newspapers and magazines. It had ended the
war on par with print, mainly because of the egalitarian application of
the code and its acceptance by radio journalists despite its quirks. The
knowledge of fog in Chicago and tornadoes in Mempbhis had little value
to the Axis navy because such news was vague, distant, and possibly out
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of date by the time it reached the coasts. However, the willingness of
midcontinent stations to submit to such rules bolstered their observance
by coastal and border stations, where broadcasts would have been more
likely to aid the enemy.

DEFIANCE IN NEW MEXICO

Price never imposed compulsory censorship on an American radio
station. He came close to doing so only once, when challenged by a
broadcaster objecting to the most restrictive part of the code—the con-
trol of foreign-language programs.

Each week during 1943, the 250-watt transmitter of radio station
KFUN beamed ninety-two hours of news, music, and entertainment pro-
grams into the thin, desert air of northern New Mexico. Listeners who
tuned their dials to 1230 kilohertz could hear the station broadcasting
Office of War Information bulletins and a fifteen-minute Spanish version
of “Uncle Sam Speaks,” but the global conflict still must have seemed
distant. Although atomic research secretly was under way about eighty
miles to the west, at Los Alamos, not much happened in the sleepy town
of Las Vegas, which was tucked more than 6,400 feet above sea level in
the Sangre de Cristo Mountains. The town supported a steady livestock
trade, the annual reunion of Theodore Roosevelt’s Rough Riders, and
tourism. KFUN’s stationery touted Las Vegas as a place to forget one’s
cares, “the land of vacation for the nation.”58

The station’s general manager, Ernest N. “Ernie” Thwaites, consid-
ered himself a “small fry” in the war. He believed that his transmitter, 275
miles from Mexico and three times that distance from the Pacific Ocean,
posed no threat to the nation’s security. Much of KFUN’s audience spoke
Spanish, a language that the Office of Censorship classified as foreign,
but Thwaites placed his listeners’ loyalty beyond question. Spanish tech-
nically was not “foreign” to New Mexico. The state’s courts and legisla-
ture recognized it as an official language. And KFUN, one of forty-four
American stations that carried Spanish broadcasts,> had an appreciative
audience. Eleven hours of Spanish programs accounted for twenty per-
cent of the station’s revenue but only twelve percent of its airtime.5°

In March and April 1943, Edward H. Bronson of the Office of Cen-
sorship visited dozens of Southwestern radio stations to determine if
they were complying with the voluntary censorship code. The most re-
cent Code of Wartime Practices for American Broadcasters, issued Feb-
ruary 1, had asked station managers to obtain advance scripts of all
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foreign-language programs and compare them with live broadcasts for
deviations. Foreign-language stations had to provide translators and
program monitors to comply with the code.®! Bronson found many
Spanish-language stations that did not have monitors, and one that al-
lowed an engineer to oversee the broadcast even though he did not speak
the language. In addition, many broadcasters were ad-libbing or play-
ing records upon request, which violated the code.$? When Bronson
returned to Washington, he told his supervisors, Robert K. Richards
and Ryan, that in his opinion the most efficient way to handle foreign-
language broadcasts was to end them for the rest of the war.53

That was never seriously considered. Price had decided before issu-
ing the first edition of the voluntary code on January 15, 1942, that
foreign-language radio stations were a key medium to inform foreign-
born Americans about the country’s war objectives.5* Shutting down
foreign-language radio would kill a messenger that could not be easily
replaced in the neighborhoods of recent immigrants. Nevertheless, in
the spring of 1943 the owT and Fcc were urging Price to end foreign-
language stations’ “irresponsible conduct,” he wrote in his notebook.%5

Price began by scolding foreign-language stations at the National As-
sociation of Broadcasters meeting on April 27, 1943, shortly after Bron-
son’s return to Washington. Foreign-language broadcasters in the South-
west probably had done no harm, Price believed, but he could not allow
some to continue their laxity on matters of censorship for fear that other
stations would drop their vigilance. “Oneleak. . . was too many,” he said.
Price privately told the foreign-language broadcasters that their com-
pliance with the code was “the worst in the industry,” and unless they
improved he could not guarantee that the Fcc would not take action
against them under its licensing authority. He also suggested that he had
the authority to censor foreign-language broadcasts without restraint.s¢
He based his argument on the observation that many foreign-language
stations were scattered around the nation’s rim and subject to his cross-
border censorship powers.

The broadcasters listened. By the summer of 1943, the Office of
Censorship was satisfied that foreign-language broadcasters had been
brought into line. Bronson found no code violations in monitored
foreign-language broadcasts in four of the weeks between May 22 and
July 17, telling his supervisors at the end of each error-free week that he
was hoisting “the white flag of purity and virtue”¢”

Only Thwaites defied requests to produce scripts and monitor Span-
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ish programs. Bronson, Ryan, and Price worked throughout the summer
to coax Thwaites to change his mind but had no success. In June, the
Broadcasting Division appealed to Harry Burdick, the manager of sta-
tion KGGM in Albuquerque, who formerly had worked with Thwaites.
Burdick visited KFUN but could not persuade Thwaites to follow the
code. In a letter, Burdick said the difficulty “appeared to be due to the
typical small station operation and limited staff”68 Thwaites had built
and opened the radio station in 1941, lived in an apartment in the same
building as the studio, and ran the operations with the help of his wife.
Proud of his accomplishments, he became defensive whenever anyone
questioned his character. Dennis Mitchell, the KFUN general manager
who succeeded Thwaites, described him as notoriously strong-willed, as
evidenced by his undertaking a successful, one-man crusade to have the
local government pave a road linking Las Vegas and Tucumcari.®?

On August 11, 1943, the Office of Censorship decided it could wait
no longer and told KFUN to observe the code or halt foreign-language
broadcasting. Thwaites refused, accusing Price’s agency of “hampering,
heckling and hamstringing a small station.” He said it would be “utterly
preposterous” for him to prepare scripts and monitor his broadcasts. To
do so might bankrupt him, he said, although Price thought KFUN could
be brought up to code for $s50 a week. In a defiant letter on August 19,
Thwaites accused Price of trying to be “judge-jury-and-executioner” and
concluded: “We know that our problem, in the light of world events, is
insignificant. Nevertheless, to us, whether we survive or not is 100% im-
portant! Moreover, there may be others who might feel as we do, that
your threatened action is an unwarranted infringement upon Freedom
of Speech and therefore a threat to our whole Democratic structure.”7°

The letter was unique. Never before had a publisher or broadcaster
refused to do what the Office of Censorship had asked.

Price faced a dilemma. KFUN’s unregulated broadcasts might inspire a
broader radio rebellion. If the code were relaxed on the claim that Span-
ish was a semiofficial language, other stations might seek code exemp-
tions for other reasons. On the other hand, if Price ordered mandatory
censorship of KFUN to enforce the code, he did not know how he could
justify withholding such censorship from the entire industry.”!

He proceeded cautiously. He began by ascertaining that the KFUN
transmitter’s modest power was far too weak to reach across the ocean
unless assisted by some atmospheric freak of nature. Under normal con-
ditions, the signal disappeared within 300 miles.”> However, the Mexican
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border was closer than that. Enemy agents theoretically could be listen-
ing there.

Before the Office of Censorship could act, Thwaites appealed to the
N.A.B., of which he was a member. He wrote a letter asking the group to
support his defiance of censorship. He could not have anticipated that the
strategy would backfire. The letter found its way to Willard Egolf, a law-
yer who was the N.A.B’s public relations director, who told the Office of
Censorship about Thwaites’s appeal on August 23. After speaking with
Richards, Egolf said that he “recognized and respected [the Broadcast-
ing Division’s| position and felt there was nothing he could do but ad-
vise Mr. Thwaites to conform.” On that same day, Thwaites’s lawyer ap-
parently reached the same conclusion, refusing to represent KFUN in its
battle against the censors.”?

Price recruited Egolf to tell Thwaites about the legal authority that
supported the Office of Censorship’s requests. Although Price failed to
record his remarks to Egolf, on August 24 he dictated a memorandum
for possible use in resolving the conflict.”# He noted that his talk with
Egolf had followed the substance of his memo, which included copies of
the First War Powers Act and Executive Order 898s. Price’s memo said
that if a broadcaster failed to conform to the Code of Wartime Practices,
he would consider taking one or more of the following actions:

1. Imposition of a mandatory censorship involving the placement of
censors in the offending radio station, with full power to act.

2. Enforcement of that clause of U.S. Censorship Regulations which
requires that communications going out of the country be submitted
beforehand to the Director of Censorship in Washington.

3. Recommendation to the Board of War Communications [techni-
cally called the Defense Communications Board, which Roosevelt
established in September 1940 under the authority of the Communi-
cations Act of 1934 and empowered with wartime control over radio
on December 10, 1941] that the Board exercise its power to modify or
suppress the activities of the station.

4. Recommendation to the Federal Communications Commission
that the station license be suspended.

In case either one or two above were applied, and the station failed
to submit all copy to Censorship, the failure might be construed as
an attempt to evade Censorship and the penalties specified in Section
303 of the First War Powers Act invoked.”s
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Anyone convicted of evading or attempting to evade Section 303 by
failing to submit cross-border communications to censorship faced a
prison term as long as ten years, a fine as high as $10,000, or both. If the
convicted person was the “officer, director, or agent of any corporation,”
the law authorized the U.S. government to seize “any property, funds,
securities, papers, or other articles or documents, or any vessel, together
with her tackle, apparel, and equipment, concerned in such violation.” 76

The next day, after Egolf spoke with Thwaites, the station manager
wired the Office of Censorship that “regardless of our personal feelings,”
he would stop all Spanish programming on August 25.77 Although the
telegram read like an admission of defeat, Thwaites conceded only the
battle, and not the war. He broadcast that he was being forced by fed-
eral bureaucrats to cancel Spanish programs. He and other Las Vegas
civic leaders urged New Mexico’s governor and members of Congress to
pressure the Office of Censorship into reversing its decision. Thwaites
apparently misrepresented the conflict to Governor John J. Dempsey,
or Dempsey misunderstood. He asked Price on September 1 to explain
a censorship rule that, in fact, did not exist. Why, Dempsey wrote, did
Spanish-language scripts have to be submitted to the Office of Censor-
ship for approval before they could be broadcast? 78 Price wrote back to
point out that the censors had encouraged broadcasters to act as their
own censors. As evidence, he enclosed a copy of the Code of Wartime
Practices and said that all other American radio stations had complied
with its requests.”®

As Thwaites tried to mobilize public opinion in Las Vegas, Price tried
to mediate the conflict with U.S. Representative Antonio Fernandez.
The New Mexico congressman said Thwaites did not want a solution
as much as he wanted to keep a political issue alive. Ryan had reached
the same conclusion after discovering that both Thwaites and his wife
could speak Spanish and easily act as KFUN’s monitors. Before Fernan-
dez’s visit, Ryan had told Price in a memo that “KFUN is not cooperating
because they are provoked by the Code’s regulations”#° The congress-
man urged turning the tables—in Price’s words, “to put Thwaites on
the defensive with his own listeners so that they would blame him in-
stead of us for having suspended Spanish language broadcasts.” ! Price
wrote Thwaites a letter, which Fernandez apparently released in New
Mexico, urging KFUN to resume Spanish broadcasts. The letter said the
station need only prepare and carefully follow scripts for any spoken pro-
gram and, like all of the English-language stations, avoid the sensitive
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news items listed in the Code of Wartime Practices. Price closed by saying,
“Please let me know at your carliest convenience whether you are willing
to resume the Spanish language service which has been so highly prized
by so many of your listeners.”82

Thwaites surrendered. He wrote to ask a few technical questions
about complying with the code and to explain that his protest had been
“premised largely upon the fact that we could not saddle any more duties
upon a key employee,” apparently a reference to his wife. However, he
said there was no question that he wanted to resume Spanish-language
broadcasts. After receiving a six-paragraph letter of instructions from
Price, Thwaites dropped his protest and said Spanish would return to
KFUN on October 4.83 Office of Censorship records do not indicate
whether Spanish programming resumed that day. However, it had re-
sumed by February 1944, when KFUN’s broadcasts were recorded and
sent to the Office of Censorship.3+

Through careful handling of its feud with KFUN, the Office of Censor-
ship solved one of the stickiest problems of voluntary censorship during
World War II. If Thwaites had pressed his case, Price would have com-
pelled the station to comply with the censorship code or go off the air. If
the dispute had gone to court, Price might have had to reveal, and use, his
“club in the closet” —the attorney general’s opinion that had given him
the authority to control domestic radio through the legal definition of
broadcasting as an international communication. The original opinion,
issued in response to Price’s request for guidance about radiotelegraphy,
had been expanded by the attorney general in September 1942 to spe-
cifically authorize the censorship director to suppress foreign-language
broadcasts, particularly those that “may have a harmful effect on domes-
tic morale” or pose a danger to the nation’s security or war effort.85

Instead of legal restraint, however, Price had used public and peer
pressure against KFUN. These two forces had changed the voice of radio
during World War II, reducing the number of stations carrying foreign-
language programs from about 210 in the spring of 1942 (up from 200 on
December 11, 1941) to 128 in the spring 0f 1943.8 Some had dropped Ger-
man or Italian programs out of fear of offending their English-speaking
listeners; others had stopped foreign-language broadcasts to avoid the
costs of preparing scripts and paying program monitors. Those that re-
mained on the air constituted the Broadcasting Division’s main problem
carly in 1943. Yet, by July 24 of that year, Bronson, who had favored elimi-
nating foreign-language broadcasting just three months earlier, said such
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broadcasts had been “cleaned up” and were “relatively quiet.” Aside from
the developing conflict with KFUN, he was correct. Foreign-language
stations, which had violated the voluntary censorship code five times as
often as other stations in September 1942, had policed themselves until,
by the summer of 1943, their compliance record was the equal of any in
the industry.8”

GERMAN- AND ITALIAN-LANGUAGE PROGRAMS

Foreign-language broadcasters had been subjected to wartime scrut-
iny even before the Office of Censorship was organized. James Lawrence
Fly, chairman of the Fcc, sent FBI director J. Edgar Hoover a partial
list of foreign-language announcers on December 16, 1941, and Hoover
shared the list with Price a week later.8® Price raised the issue on Febru-
ary 20, 1942, when he asked his Censorship Operating Board for opin-
ions on stopping all German- and Italian-language domestic broadcasts.
He volunteered to the group that he did not favor a shutdown. No one
else at the meeting commented, and the matter was dropped. Foreign-
language publications also continued printing. The Justice Department’s
Special Defense Unit read 650 foreign-language publications for sensi-
tive or seditious items in February 1942. Price did not want to shift this
huge task to the Office of Censorship. He urged the Justice Department
to keep monitoring the foreign-language press, which it did for the rest
of the war.®®

Price considered radio a greater security threat than the print press,
and his concerns about foreign-language broadcasting were reflected in
the differences between the press and radio codebooks. While the press
code had no special rules for foreign-language publications, an entire sec-
tion of the radio code provided instructions for foreign-language broad-
casters. The broadcasting code asked radio stations to keep full tran-
scripts, either written or recorded, of all foreign-language programs, and
to take precautions to prevent deviations from scripts.®® The precau-
tions aimed to prevent enemy agents from using commercial stations to
send coded messages and to prevent announcers from spreading anti-
American propaganda.

Radio stations’ response to the code varied. In Massachusetts, WSPR
in Springfield followed the code to the letter. However, wHYN in Hol-
yoke decided that rather than comply with the foreign-language code, it
would switch all of its Polish-language programs to English and heavily
edit them. In addition, Milwaukee stations WTMJ, WEMP, and WISN
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dropped their German-language programs in the first half of 1942. The
entertainment publication Variety noted that the “viewpoint of many
in Milwaukee is that speaking German is bad propaganda for Milwau-
kee” 1

When the code was updated in June 1942, the foreign-language regu-
lations were tightened. The Broadcasting Division added a request that
file copies of foreign-language scripts be accompanied by an English
translation, and that each station monitor its broadcasts to prevent de-
viations from the script.”?

The revised edition offered no explanation for the change, but it re-
flected concerns about code violations that had been raised at a meeting
of foreign-language broadcasters at the twentieth annual convention of
the National Association of Broadcasters on May 13. The war’s impact on
broadcasting had sent an electric charge through the convention’s usually
low-key discussions of issues facing the industry. A breakfast meeting of
foreign-language broadcasters began innocently enough, when Lee Falk
of the Office of Facts and Figures—which released government informa-
tion and also concerned itself with morale—urged station managers to
halt ad-libbing. Trouble started when broadcasters in the audience volun-
teered stories of their difficulties with Italian- and German-language an-
nouncers. One New York operator, unnamed in accounts of the meeting,
said he had caught one of his announcers dedicating records to the cap-
tain and crew of a steamship leaving New York that night. When others
at the breakfast meeting suggested reporting the announcer to the FBI,
a conventioneer interjected, “Well, I would have done more than report
him to the FBI. I would have killed him.” Another broadcaster revealed
that one of his foreign-language announcers had refused to read com-
mercials for war-bond drives, saying his listeners did not care about such
information. The revelations stunned the crowd. “It was so quiet you
could hear a station break,” a member of the audience later quipped.®®

Members of the N.A.B. who represented stations that carried foreign-
language programs formed a committee to address the laxity and indif-
ference in foreign-language broadcasting. The group called itself the For-
eign Language Radio Wartime Control Committee. It first met on the
day after the acrimonious breakfast and agreed to coordinate an investi-
gation of all foreign-language broadcasters in the United States. Arthur
Simon, general manager of WPEN in Philadelphia, was named chair-
man.** The group agreed to have the nation’s 5,000 foreign-language
broadcasters fill out questionnaires that included questions about their
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personal histories, citizenship status, employment history, membership
in organizations, and criminal history. There was a blank space for finger-
prints.®s

By June 6, 1942, the Foreign Language Radio Wartime Control Com-
mittee had printed its own code. It called on foreign-language broad-
casters to observe the “spirit and letter” of the Office of Censorship’s
Code of Wartime Practices. It repeated the censorship code’s statement
that broadcasters were responsible for their programs’ content and that
all foreign-language programs must be scripted and monitored to avoid
deviations. Then, Simon’s code added that foreign-language broadcast-
ers must submit their completed questionnaires to the committee for
distribution to government agencies and cooperate with prodemocratic
groups in selection of broadcast material. Furthermore, the code said,
“No person will be employed whose record indicates he may not faith-
fully cooperate with the war effort”°¢ Broadcasting magazine reported
in July that Simon had sent stations a letter urging them to take pre-
cautions against hiring “undesirable” workers who had been fired from
other foreign-language stations. The letter said that Falk, whose agency
had been absorbed on June 13 by the ow1, would give any inquiring sta-
tion manager a prompt answer on whether a potential employee had “a
clean bill of health.”®”

Completed guidelines were routed to the ow1. Simon later told a con-
gressional committee that the owI never had authority over American
radio personnel “and never should have had it,” but in the summer of
1942 “it was impossible to get any [other] government agency who said
it had responsibility of removing anyone from the air”?® The Office of
Censorship’s interest in foreign-language broadcasts was limited to pro-
gram content in mid-1942, and did not include the selection of appropri-
ate announcers. Several radio managers wrote to the OwI that summer
secking an opinion about the patriotism of particular foreign-language
broadcasters and the advisability of removing them from the air. Some
Italian- and German-American broadcasts seemed to be subtle propa-
ganda, they said, such as one Italian-language newscast that followed a
report of a British retreat in North Africa with the “Victory March” from
Verdi’s Aida. According to the owT’s internal history, only once did the
Foreign Language Division of the ow1 Bureau of Special Operations re-
quest a broadcaster’s ouster. “Our opinion was neither coercive, manda-
tory, or enforceable,” and the Fcc was not consulted about the option
of removing any broadcast license, the owr said.”®
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At the Fcc, Fly was pleased that the committee had begun regulat-
ing foreign-language broadcasts, according to Arthur Simon. But the
method of regulation was questionable. According to later congressional
testimony, two lawyers in the FcC’s legal division, Hilda Shea and Sidney
Spear, began cooperating with the ow1 to block the renewal of permits
at stations with foreign-language broadcasters whom the ow1 consid-
ered subversive. Simon discovered the connection when he tried to learn
why many foreign-language stations were operating under temporary
permits in 1942. He said that when the Fcc refused to share person-
nel records with him, he turned to Falk for an explanation. According
to Simon, Falk, the radio director of the owr’s foreign-language divi-
sion, had been telling station managers to fire broadcasters, even though
he lacked such authority. For example, Falk told Simon that newscaster
Stefano Luotto of wGEs in Chicago “was not the kind of person to be
broadcasting” When Simon asked for “something definite” that would
warrant Luotto’s dismissal, Falk reportedly replied, “This office can’t
give anything definite. You’ve either got to take our word for it or you
don’t.” 100

To clear the air, Simon met with owT director Elmer Davis and the
Foreign Language Radio Wartime Control Committee. Simon argued
that Falk had exceeded his authority, and Davis said he would ask the at-
torney general to decide who had the responsibility to remove subversive
foreign-language broadcasters.1°! Francis Biddle delivered that decision
at a meeting with Price, Ryan, Davis, and Fly on August 10, 1942. Only
the Office of Censorship had such authority, Biddle said, and Davis and
Fly concurred. They agreed that their agencies would provide pertinent
information about foreign-language broadcasters to the Office of Cen-
sorship, which could examine an announcer’s voice inflections and other
subtle evidence in deciding whether to remove him or her.192

At the time, Price and Ryan had mixed feelings about taking on the
new task. There were too many foreign-language broadcasters for any
one office to police, Ryan said. The Broadcasting Division had a half
dozen full-time employees, too few to monitor the 1,500 hours a week
that were broadcast in twenty-nine languages besides English.1°3 When
Ryan’s staff presented Price with a memorandum about trying to co-
ordinate supervision of foreign-language radio with other government
agencies, he returned it with his pencil-scrawled comments at the bot-
tom: “We want all the help we can get but the Atty. Gen. says it is our
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job and if we don’t move in on it radidly [sic], some one will take it away
from us104

Ryan assigned Robert Richards to lead a new section of the Broad-
casting Division devoted to foreign-language broadcasts. Its purpose,
Richards later wrote, was to “educate foreign language broadcasters to
the necessity of observing the Code, and to remove from the air those
who could not be so educated because of Fascist sympathies.” 105

After wading through the first batch of information the Fcc provided
to the Office of Censorship under their August 10 agreement, Richards
gave Ryan a memorandum outlining the steps he proposed for control of
foreign-language broadcasts. The Fcc documents indicated that Italian,
German, and Polish programs were the major part of foreign-language
broadcasts in America. “Since the Polish people presumably are sympa-
thetic to our cause, I believe we should concentrate our early efforts on
German and Italian [ programs] and limit those efforts to the cities which
show the largest proportion of foreign language programs,” Richards
wrote. Richards then recommended that the Office of Censorship begin
monitoring and analyzing foreign-language broadcasts and that the cen-
sors enlist the cooperation of the owI and the Fcc’s Foreign Broadcast
Intelligence Service, which prepared daily reports on overseas radio news
and propaganda and also listened to domestic foreign-language broad-
casts. He asked that the ow1 send the Office of Censorship reports that
formerly were routed to Falk. He also urged that the censorship codes be
printed in Italian and German, that the Office of Censorship hire Italian
and German translators, and that the FB1 be approached about sharing its
records on foreign-language broadcasters.1°6 Ryan agreed to these sug-
gestions and dispatched Richards on two fact-finding missions — the first
to other federal agencies, and the second to New York and Philadelphia
to interview the managers of Italian- and German-language stations.0”

Richards completed the first assignment in a marathon of interviews
that took him to three agencies in a single day. The first stop was the
Foreign Broadcast Intelligence Service, where broadcast analyst David
Truman agreed to share information with Richards’s new section. At
the time, in late August 1942, Truman’s service was monitoring do-
mestic foreign-language broadcasts only to obtain information for the
FcC’s legal department to use in broadcasting license renewal hearings.
Richards had one reservation, which he described in a memorandum for
the Broadcasting Division: “I believe there might be a tendency on the
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part of this section of the Fcc . . . to take its work too seriously. I thought
I caught a faint whiff of that old alley cat: government interference in
free enterprise. I don’t believe the Oftice of Censorship wants to be iden-
tified with any effort on the part of the Fcc to go beyond its legal rights
in supervising programming. . . . Briefly, the FB1s [Foreign Broadcast
Intelligence Service] is offering facilities and advice. I believe we should
use the facilities one hundred per cent, and file the advice.” 108

Next, Richards conferred with rcc attorney Spear, who Richards said
“analyzes the analyses made by Mr. Truman.” Richards found Spear both
talkative and frank. The lawyer said he appreciated the Office of Censor-
ship’s interest in the foreign-language broadcasters and noted that he and
Falk had been removing broadcasters on their own initiative. He said no
one else had seemed to want to do the job. In a memorandum, Richards
quoted Spear as saying:

We worked it this way. If Lee [Falk] found a fellow he thought was
doing some funny business, he told me about it. Then we waited
until the station applied for a [re]newal of license. Say the station was
wBNX and the broadcaster in question was Leopold Hurdski. Well,
when wBNX applied for a renewal, we would tip off Lee and he would
drop in on Mr. [W. C.] Alcorn, the station’s manager. He would say,
“Mr. Alcorn, I believe you ought to fire Leopold Hurdski” Then he
would give Mr. Alcorn some time to think this over. After a couple of
weeks, Mr. Alcorn would begin to notice he was having some trouble
getting his license renewed. After a couple of more weeks of this same
thing, he would begin to put two and two together and get four. Then
he would fire Leopold Hurdski and very shortly after that his license
would be renewed by the Commission. This was a little extra-legal, I
admit, and I had to wrestle with my conscience about it, but it seemed
the only way to eliminate this kind of person, so I did it. We can co-
operate in the same way with you.1%?

Richards said the Office of Censorship mainly needed the informa-
tion gathered by the Foreign Broadcast Intelligence Service’s monitor-
ing equipment. Spear agreed to provide it, along with copies of all Fcc
investigations that touched on foreign-language broadcasters.!1

The final stop was at the ow1, where Richards spoke with Falk. Falk
seemed reluctant to turn over the intelligence reports he had received
from the FBI on various foreign-language broadcasters, but eventually
he gave Richards the FBI’s dossiers on one German announcer, William
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Seuren, and four Italians—Giacomo Capozucci, Frank Polimeni, Mi-
chele Fiorello, and Raffacle Borrelli. He urged the immediate removal of
Fiorello and Borrelli, but Richards examined their files and said he did
not think the evidence—which he did not discuss in his accounts of the
meeting—warranted their removal. However, he quoted Falk as saying
that broadcasters whose backgrounds included suspicious associations
should be taken off the air.!!

Summarizing his meetings in a memorandum to Ryan and Price,
Richards said none of his three contacts had mentioned the Code of
Wartime Practices in discussions about removing broadcasters.!’?> And
compliance with the code was the censors’ main concern about foreign-
language broadcasting.

If Richards’s discussions with Washington bureaucrats had suggested
that Italian Americans and German Americans were being removed from
the air with little evidence of whether their broadcasts actually endan-
gered the nation’s morale or defense, his tour of foreign-language sta-
tions removed all doubt. He talked on August 27 and 28 with Alcorn
at wBNX in New York; Simon of wPEN in Philadelphia; Joseph Lang of
wHoM in Jersey City, New Jersey; Mario Ferrari-Hutton of wov in New
York; and Gritfith B. Thompson of wBYN in Brooklyn. Simon reported
that he had fired two Italian-language broadcasters, Fiorello and Arcan-
gelo Leopizzi, on August 24 on Falk’s recommendation. The next day, he
said, other employees of WPEN had told him that the two men were fas-
cists. Richards wrote in a memo that the men were taken off the air “not
because of what they broadcast, but because of what they were—or what
their backgrounds represented them to be. Personally, I don’t suppose
they should be broadcasting; but if they’re bad enough to be removed
from the air arbitrarily, then I think somebody ought to arrest them.” He
quoted Simon as saying that if the Office of Censorship did not support
WPEN and the owl in the firing of the two announcers, “I’'m going to
blat to the press at the top of my voice”113 Alcorn told Richards he had
been badgered by the Bureau of Immigration and ow1 into removing an
Italian broadcaster, Lido Belli, even though he was convinced of Belli’s
loyalty.114

Price responded to Richards’s findings in his careful manner. He set
up a meeting with representatives of the ow1, Fcc, and Foreign Lan-
guage Radio Wartime Control Committee. They talked for four hours
on October 27, 1942, in Washington and agreed that the Office of Cen-
sorship and the foreign-language radio committee would continue their
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roles, with the former maintaining primary responsibility for controlling
foreign-language radio and the latter continuing to act as an unofficial
liaison between the government and the radio stations. The Fcc accepted
the new task of investigating the background of foreign-language em-
ployees. It soon hired a staff of twenty-five to do the research and pro-
vide the Office of Censorship with reports. Lastly, the owr agreed to
provide more creative foreign-language programs to American radio sta-
tions. Before the interdepartmental agreement had cleared the air, both
the Office of Censorship and the Fcc had been checking broadcasts for
subversive content, but neither agency had accepted responsibility for
examining the personal histories of foreign-language broadcasters.115

The Broadcasting Division targeted twenty-one stations with heavy
schedules of German- and Italian-language programs for the startup of
its program-monitoring service. By late September, the Code of War-
time Practices had been translated into German and Italian and copies
had been distributed to the broadcasters; later the codebook was trans-
lated into Spanish, Yiddish, and Polish. Censors began receiving scripts
and program schedules from the stations and hired three translators who
could speak Italian, German, French, Portuguese, Spanish, Polish, Yid-
dish, and Russian.116

When the Broadcasting Division wanted to monitor a station, it sent
an order slip to the Fcc’s Engineering Division listing the station’s call
letters, the site of its transmitter, the name of the programs to be re-
corded, the languages used on the program, the days of the week to be
broadcast, and the times that the programs started and ended. During
one week, for example, censors asked the Fcc to record eight programs in
three languages on station wsAR in Fall River, Massachusetts, including
“The Voice of Portugal” and the “Polish Hour.” 17 The Fcc ordered its
nearest field unit—in Scituate, Massachusetts—to record the programs
and mail the recording cylinders to the Federal Trade Commission build-
ing.118 The translators compared the spoken word with its scripted ver-
sion, which the Office of Censorship had requested from the station.
Richards found the Fcc cooperative and the quality of its cylinders “ex-
cellent” 119

Richards’s foreign-language service began with the most suspicious
cases, including German-language programs on the East Coast. The Fcc
recorded the first foreign-language broadcasts for the Office of Censor-
ship on September 21, 1942.12° A recording obtained on that day started
the Office of Censorship on a trail that ended four months later with
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Price’s decision to remove the first broadcaster from the air under his
censorship authority.

REMOVING TWO BROADCASTERS FROM THE AIRWAVES

The translator for German-language programs noticed that Willie
Seuren’s script for September 21 did not match the recording of his
broadcast that day over wTEL in Philadelphia. The script had Seuren,
who broadcast twice a day, Mondays through Fridays, introducing a
commercial for American war bond sales by saying, “Here is an an-
nouncement I take more real pleasure in making than any which I have
ever made” The German-language broadcast lacked the statement en-
tirely. This was a minor deviation, but it violated the code. The Office
of Censorship notified station manager E. Douglass Hibbs, who inves-
tigated and explained that Seuren had deleted the phrase because he had
used it before and believed it was becoming too repetitious and boring.
Bronson was troubled. Seuren had admitted altering his script. How
many times had he done it before, and might he do it again? Bronson had
his answer soon. On October 19, he asked WTEL to submit more scripts.
Again, the scripted war bond announcement was missing. Bronson ac-
knowledged that its disappearance might have been an oversight. But
more curiously, Seuren’s script contained an announcement of a meet-
ing of the German American League for Culture that featured a talk
on “Underground Work in Central Europe.”12! It could be suspicious
or innocent. The Office of Censorship had to know: How strong were
Seuren’s loyalties to the United States?

To supplement the meager information the Office of Censorship
had received from the Fcc, it hired a private investigative agency, the
Hooper-Holmes Bureau, to check Seuren’s background and ask ques-
tions about him in a German American neighborhood in Philadelphia
called Olney. Bronson also received a confidential report from the FBI.
Together they portrayed a man who had a questionable past, but they
could find no hard evidence of pro-German sympathies since America
entered World War I1. According to the investigations, Seuren was born
on August 10, 1897, in a suburb of Cologne and had served in the kaiser’s
army in 1916 and 1917. He, his wife, and eldest child emigrated to the
United States in 1924 and settled in Philadelphia, where he began broad-
casting to the area’s German-speaking immigrants in their native tongue
in 1930, first at WRAX and later at WIBG. In 1935, one year after be-
coming an American citizen, Seuren began operating for himself, open-
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ing the German American Broadcasting Company in Philadelphia. It
placed programs on radio stations wTEL and WHAT. The latter station
eventually dropped German broadcasts, but WTEL continued its asso-
ciation with Seuren, who scheduled airtime, helped develop programs,
prepared scripts, and by 1942 broadcast his own programs between 7:30
and 8:30 on weekday mornings and 6:30 and 7:00 each weeknight.122
According to Simon, whose WPEN station competed with Seuren’s, he
opened his program on WTEL by playing the “Horst Wessel Song.”123

Hibbs called Bronson on November 17 to discuss wTeL’s difficulty in
complying with censorship requests concerning foreign-language scripts
and mentioned that the FBI was investigating Seuren. While Hibbs be-
lieved Seuren was “behaving himself” on the air, he nevertheless told
Bronson, “You know all of them Krauts’ hearts is back in Germany” and
said Seuren was no exception.12+

By December 9, Bronson had decided that Seuren’s background was
“most questionable.” In a confidential memo to Richards, Bronson pre-
sented his findings. The accusations against Seuren rested heavily on guilt
by association and hearsay that could not be corroborated, although
Bronson did not make this clear to his boss. According to a source in
the ¥FBI, whom Bronson did not identify, Seuren had joined the German
American Zentral Bund of Pennsylvania on August 1, 1936, and his name
had appeared on a June 6, 1942, membership list.125 The Pennsylvania
group, like other branches of the Bund nationwide, had expressed admi-
ration for the changes wrought in Germany by the Nazis. Fritz Kuhn of
New York City had founded the national Bund in 1936 by consolidating
various groups of Nazi sympathizers. He gave the Bund its Nazi-like uni-
forms, swastika armbands, and crude anti-Semitic and anticommunist
slogans. The German Nazi Party had repudiated it in 1938 as being “too
radical,” but Americans continued to link it with the Nazi philosophy.12¢
Seuren also was reported to be a member of the German-American Voca-
tional League, whose membership roll included two people who had
been convicted of Espionage Act violations and a third who had aided
a German spy. He also had testified as a character witness for the Rev-
erend Kurt Emil Bruno Malzahan, who had been convicted in August
1942 of violating the Espionage Act. Furthermore, one wTEL listener had
told the Office of Censorship that between 7:30 and 8:30 A.M. on June s,
1941, Seuren had advised his listeners to buy German bonds instead of
U.S. Defense Bonds because the former had a higher interest rate. The
listener said Seuren had urged Americans on the same program to align
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themselves with the Third Reich. Investigators could not prove the lis-
tener’s allegations, and even if true they would not have been treasonous
because America was neutral in the summer of 1941. Seuren maintained
his innocence, giving the FBI a sworn statement that he had been loyal
to the United States since his arrival in 1924. His post as a Bund delegate
and his defense of Malzahan had been business decisions, he said.}27

Despite Seuren’s denials and a statement from the FBI that it would
“go no further than to say he was at least a questionable character,” the
Broadcasting Division decided to take him off the air. Price said Seuren’s
associations were “all bad”128 Removing Seuren proved tricky. Price
conferred with lawyers for the Justice Department about the proper legal
procedure, as well as ways to stop Seuren’s broadcasts without publi-
cizing Francis Biddle’s opinion that commercial broadcasts were inter-
national communications that Price could censor without restraint. He
feared that releasing Biddle’s memo, even if he used it against a man sus-
pected of pro-Axis subversion, would frighten other broadcasters. The
solution reached by the Justice Department and the Office of Censor-
ship was patterned on the Post Office Department’s method of rescind-
ing second-class mail permits. Seuren would be allowed a hearing if he
desired one. The Oftice of Censorship would act as a court, and Price
would appoint three assistant directors to hear evidence from Seuren
and his accusers. The three would make a recommendation to Price,
which he would approve or reject. The procedure was designed to guar-
antee due process, but Price preferred to “avoid red tape if possible”
and ease Seuren off the air without making a fuss. Price wrote Hibbs
on January 18, 1943, to say his office had completed an investigation of
Seuren, supplemented by an extensive review of his broadcasts. Price
called Seuren’s continued broadcasting “contrary to the best interests
of the nation” and asked for Hibbs’s cooperation: “Specifically, we rec-
ommend that Mr. Seuren’s activity as an announcer be terminated and
that any other connection, direct or indirect, he may have with wTEL
which would afford him use of the station’s broadcasting facilities, be
concluded. . .. T know we can depend upon you for full cooperation, and
hope this matter can be disposed of in this informal way without further
action on the part of the Office of Censorship.”12°

Hibbs visited Price’s office in Washington on January 28 to ask what
evidence the Office of Censorship had against Seuren, who continued
to protest his innocence. The meeting was more of a formality than a
substantive exchange of information. Although Hibbs said he had re-
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quested the meeting to clear his conscience, in a September conversation
with Richards he had been enthusiastic about the possibility of removing
Seuren, saying, “If there is anything wrong with the guy, let me know. I
want to shoot the gun>130

Hibbs did not need much persuasion. According to Price’s account of
the meeting, Hibbs asked what evidence the censors had against Seuren,
and Price replied that it was sufficient to raise serious questions about
the advisability of permitting Seuren to broadcast in German. “I assured
Mr. Hibbs that if he was not willing to remove Seuren from the air on
the basis of my simple recommendation, he was entitled to a hearing and
could have one, but that meantime I did not propose to go into the evi-
dence in detail or to express an opinion beyond what I already had said.
I told Mr. Hibbs that I felt that in case of a question, national security
should be given the benefit of the doubt.” 131

Neither Hibbs nor Seuren asked for a hearing. Seuren signed off for
the last time at 8:30 A.M. on January 30.132

Perhaps in response to the difficulties with Seuren, the Office of Cen-
sorship codified its criteria for removing broadcasters from the air in the
revised Code of Wartime Practices for Amevican Broadcasters published on
February 1, 1943. The addition had helped swell the codebook’s foreign-
language section to thirty-eight lines, up from five a year earlier. It said
the president had given the Office of Censorship the responsibility to re-
move foreign-language broadcasters who, in the censors’ judgment, en-
dangered the war effort “by their connections, direct and indirect, with
the medium.” The censors’ judgment would be based on “current ma-
terial written for broadcast or broadcast over American facilities and past
and/or present conduct of the individual, including evidence substanti-
ating his sympathy with the regimes of our enemies.” 133 It was the most
restrictive rule in the code.

The Fcc reports on foreign-language broadcasters were nearly use-
less, according to the Office of Censorship. Studies that the Foreign
Broadcast Intelligence Service shared with the Office of Censorship re-
lied on quantitative and qualitative analyses but gave no hard evidence of
subversion or code violations. For example, a chart comparing German-
language broadcasts of weNX in New York with the cBs Radio network
scaled their individual news items on a favorable-neutral-unfavorable
spectrum and portrayed WBNX negatively. Broadcasting Division em-
ployee Charter Heslep, who said the analysis made him “groggy,” never-
theless pointed out the logical error of this Fcc evidence: The statistics
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compared a local broadcast aimed at a German audience with a nation-
wide network broadcast. Naturally, he said, the wBNxX broadcasts in-
cluded more news about Germany. The Office of Censorship informed
Foreign Broadcast Intelligence Service director Robert D. Leigh that his
reports were of little use because they focused on propaganda while the
censors were interested in national security. In April 1943, Leigh decided
on his own to stop sending them.!34

The Fcc’s investigations into broadcasters’ backgrounds also had
flaws. An FBI agent who evaluated the reports at Bronson’s and Rich-
ards’s request found two glaring weaknesses. First, they had no state-
ment by the accused—not one of the individuals who had been inves-
tigated had been asked to defend the charges against him. Second, the
reports were limited to the subjects’ immediate circle, not their older ac-
quaintances. The agent said petty jealousies and passions tended to be
overrepresented among the comments of coworkers.135 In addition, the
Office of Censorship complained that the Fcc was too slow in respond-
ing to requests for broadcaster background reports. Price had asked the
Fcc to send him background information on Raffaele “Ralph” Borrelli
of station WPEN in December 1942, but Fcc secretary T. J. Slowie did
not send it until April 7, giving no explanation for the delay.!3¢ When it
arrived, Price decided to ask for Borrelli’s temporary suspension while
his office completed its own investigation.!3” The Office of Censorship
archives do not include the Fcc’s report, which also could not be found
in the Federal Communications Commission’s extensive archives. But
the censorship records do contain the results of the independent inves-
tigation that Price commissioned by Hooper-Holmes. It said Borrelli,
born in Italy in 1896, had emigrated to the United States at age three,
joined the American army in World War I, and become a naturalized
citizen and accomplished pianist. He had broadcast in Italian for twelve
years, the last six of them at wPEN in Philadelphia. Informants had told
the Hooper-Holmes investigators that Borrelli had been profascist be-
fore the attack on Pearl Harbor and had been a close friend of the Italian
consul in Philadelphia.!38 Based on this report, Price told WPEN attorney
Horace L. Lohnes on April 21 that the suspension would continue for
the duration of the war.!3 By that time, Price’s decision was academic.
WPEN manager Simon had fired Borrelli on April 4, telling Richards that
he had done so at the insistence of Fcc attorney Hilda Shea.'*® Simon
tried to discover Shea’s evidence against the Italian American announcer,
but she refused to tell him, he said.14!
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Borrelli complained to his sponsor, the wine merchant L. M. Renault
and Sons; his union, the American Communication Association; and
members of Pennsylvania’s congressional delegation. He pointed out
that many Americans had shared his love of Italy and admiration of the
changes in the country before the outbreak of World War II. Since the
start of the war, he had proved his loyalty to the United States by so-
liciting purchases of war stamps and donations to the American Red
Cross.#2 His efforts came to naught. Price continued to insist that he had
“no doubt as to the desirability of discontinuing Mr. Borrelli’s broadcast
activities.” 143

Price probably had Borrelli and Seuren on his mind when he gave his
unvarnished, off-the-record talk with foreign-language broadcasters at
the annual N.A.B. conference in April 1943, in which he told them that
“their property [radio station] was in danger if they did not observe [the
code]” 144 Simon, who was in the audience, seized on Price’s remarks and
decided to give the Foreign Language Radio Wartime Control Commit-
tee a new task. He appointed an unofficial group of “field representa-
tives” to act as sectional liaisons between the Office of Censorship and
foreign-language stations, in much the same way that the Press Division
missionaries worked with publishers. The group voluntarily would help
educate broadcasters about the foreign-language censorship code. Ac-
cording to the plan, the field representatives would attempt to rectify
code violations on their own. If stations repeated the errors, the repre-
sentatives would notify the Foreign Language Radio Wartime Control
Committee. And, if the violations still were not fixed, the problem would
be passed along to the Office of Censorship. The Broadcasting Division
had the twenty field representatives visit all foreign-language stations in
the summer of 1943. At Bronson’s request, the representatives were to
determine if the stations employed censors for foreign-language scripts
and on-air monitors who understood the language being broadcast.!4
KGGM station manager Harry Burdick, who contacted Ernest Thwaites,
KFUN’s general manager, at Ryan’s request, was the field representative
for New Mexico. Another representative, Calvin J. Smith of station KFAC
in Los Angeles, managed to persuade a California station to mail the
censors its Spanish-language scripts after the Broadcasting Division had
tried and failed.14¢

Representatives lived in all parts of the country. Price said he found
the group helpful but not entirely effective—a comment he did not ex-
plain, although it may have been a reference to Thwaites’s rebellion. If
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he was sincere in wanting to keep foreign-language programs on the
air during the war, then he had to be disappointed during the summer
of 1943 when at least seven stations halted such broadcasts. Kwyo in
Sheridan, Wyoming, curtailed its Polish programs in July because it had
no one to monitor themy; it targeted its Polish-heritage audience with
English-language programs instead. wmTv in East St. Louis, Illinois,
dropped Greek and Hungarian programs in the same month because
it said it could not afford to pay a monitor, but Croatian and Polish
programs continued. KIEV in Riverside, California, ended all foreign-
language broadcasts on September 10, 1943, although the field represen-
tative filing a report gave no reason for the halt. Also ending foreign-
language programs that summer were KFXM in San Bernardino, Califor-
nia; KGER in Long Beach, California; Kr1s in Corpus Christi, Texas; and
KABC in San Antonio.14”

Code violations declined. Through the efforts of the field represen-
tatives and the Broadcasting Division, by October 1943 all foreign-
language stations were producing scripts and monitoring broadcasts.148

No major problems were recorded in foreign-language broadcasting
in 1944 or 1945. When the revised Code of Wartime Practices, issued on
December 1, 1943, retained the requirement for foreign-language scripts
and monitors, Simon phoned the Broadcasting Division to ask for its
cancellation. “Why can’t we trust our own people?” he asked. Ryan and
Simon discussed the issue four days before Christmas, and Ryan pro-
posed loosening the code after Germany’s surrender. Bronson had urged
Ryan to continue foreign-language monitoring until then because he
feared a return to poor compliance with the code and a rush of freelance
censorship by government and military officials to fill the vacuum left by
the Broadcasting Division.14®

Hostilities ended in Europe on May 8, 1945. One week later, the
final revision of the censorship code—the first in seventeen months—
appeared. Although by then Ryan had left the Broadcasting Division,
the new code incorporated his suggestions. Not only did it eliminate all
foreign-language radio restrictions, it also loosened radio restrictions so
the codes for radio and the print press were the same.150

Price, Ryan, and the radio industry had navigated through one of the
most difficult censorship tasks of the war without imposing mandatory
censorship. They had relied mainly on trust. In a democracy at war, trust
can be a powerful motivator if participants know what is expected of
them and believe the rules are fairly administered. Only once did Price
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appear to strain that trust, when he asked for Seuren’s removal without
presenting his case to the accused. Price noted privately that Seuren had
questionable friendships and a history of participation in the Bund, yet
little evidence exists in the archives that Seuren broadcast fascist ideol-
ogy. Apparently no one pressed for proof that justice had been served,
and Price devoted less than a paragraph to Seuren in his unpublished
memoir. The minimal attention suggested that he cither felt no need to
discuss Seuren because the reasons for his ouster were obvious, or, like
many autobiographers, he glossed over an episode that might mar his
reputation. Why would Price not want the evidence in print? An air-
tight case against a Nazi sympathizer would have boosted the vigilance
of other broadcasters. On the other hand, it might have embarrassed
Hibbs, a station manager who had a history of cooperation with cen-
sors, at a time when Price and Ryan needed the cooperation of foreign-
language radio.

Price seldom used his absolute power over foreign-language broad-
casting. His restraint was notable considering the radio industry’s reluc-
tance to provide scripts and monitors, as well as FCcc and OwI pressure
for more control over foreign-language radio.



i earson Said He Was Going to
Tell Things He Could Not Write

Drew Pearson and His Secrets

Investigative journalist Drew Pearson gave an inauspicious
after-dinner speech to a group of insurance agents at a New York City
hotel in the spring of 1942. He talked about the war against Japan and
outlined the damage to American ships and planes in the Pacific. He
asked the audience to keep his talk a secret, implying that he was revealing
information so sensitive that it should not leave the room. But it did. Re-
ports filtered back to federal officials in Washington. As a consequence,
Pearson was investigated by the Federal Bureau of Investigation on sus-
picion of violating the Espionage Act. He also was singled out as the
only journalist required to submit all of his radio scripts to prebroadcast
review by the Office of Censorship.

From this rocky beginning early in the war, Pearson and the Office of
Censorship developed a grudging, mutual respect. Pearson, who staved
off the espionage inquiry, came to understand and conform to the bu-
reaucracy of censorship—so much so that he defended the censors to
other journalists and “could rattle off the fine print in our rule book faster
than we could,” an assistant director of the Office of Censorship recalled.t
The censors, in turn, kept a watchful eye on Pearson but slowly gained
confidence in his ability to keep a secret. Pearson learned by mid-1944 of
the attempt to develop an atomic bomb; censors cautioned him about
the story, and he did not discuss the subject in print or on the radio until
after the bomb was dropped on Hiroshima in 1945.

Pearson’s relationship with the Office of Censorship demonstrates the
extent of the government’s effort to keep sensitive information out of
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the news media without compromising the First Amendment. The effec-
tiveness and wisdom of World War II censorship can be judged not only
by the relatively easy supervision of compliant journalists but also by
the censors’ more difficult handling of ones who were defiant or careless.
Pearson, one of the most significant journalists of the twentieth century,
sometimes was both.

Censors marked and filed copies of 145 of Pearson’s wartime radio
scripts, far more than for any other journalist. Those documents provide
the most detailed, long-term description of the kinds of news and com-
mentary that the government found objectionable. They are unlike most
archives of the Office of Censorship, which are devoted to a single issue
or contain a few documents relating to journalists who made inquiries
to the censors or were chastised for recklessness. If most files provide
snapshots of the censors in action, then the Pearson file is a photo album
documenting censorship’s evolution from the war’s early months to its
end.

Byron Price wrote in 1942 that he was having “a great deal of trouble”
with radio commentators such as Pearson and Walter Winchell, whose
syndicated newspaper column and Blue Network broadcasts were
known primarily for Broadway gossip but also included military and
government news stories.2 Wartime censorship placed tough restrictions
on Pearson’s and Winchell’s news-gathering and reporting techniques.
They specialized in cultivating anonymous sources. But the censorship
codes eliminated absolute anonymity for sources in news stories that
compromised military security. Only an appropriate authority could re-
lease information violating censorship regulations, and journalists abid-
ing by the code either had to name these authorities in print or on the
air, or had to share them confidentially with the Office of Censorship.
Since the appropriate-authority clause in the Code of Wartime Practices
was ill defined early in 1942, it was not surprising that journalists who
had built their careers on publishing leaks and rumors would cause cen-
sorship problems.

Pearson and Winchell met the challenge by couching some of their
stories as speculation instead of hard news, and by finding authorita-
tive sources in Congress and executive offices to give them scoops. “In
Broadcasting we have found quite often that both . . . have been able to
cite A.A. [appropriate authority] for stories which had been bottled up,”
John E. Fetzer, J. Harold Ryan’s successor as Broadcasting Division di-
rector, said.3 The Office of Censorship’s own history noted that neither
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commentator deliberately violated the code,* but that assessment was
based on a rather technical view of compliance.

Pearson respected the code but occasionally violated it when testing
its boundaries. Winchell violated the code through his inability to under-
stand it, telling the Broadcasting Division, “I can’t figure it out!”5 He
asked the Office of Censorship in July 1942 and again in March 1943 to
send him someone every week to screen his scripts shortly before his Blue
Network broadcasts, but the censors declined to do for him what they
believed they had to do for Pearson.® The decision was a pragmatic and
political one. Winchell was a vocal supporter of the FBI, the president,
and the navy, and he often received exclusive news leaks on important
stories, such as the prosecution of eight Nazi saboteurs captured in sum-
mer 1942. Pressed by the print and broadcast censors to cite his appropri-
ate authorities for stories that violated the code, Winchell once replied
that he was under “secret orders” and that his scripts were being written
by “government officials.”” The censors were incredulous about many of
his claims, such as the broadcast news story that American submarines
were prepared to rescue the pope and that “a new, secret flame-throwing
bomb” would create “acres of fire behind German lines,” and their doubts
were reinforced after he told them privately in 1942 that he fabricated his
letters from listeners as a way to introduce his radio editorials.® Neverthe-
less, the censors handled Winchell more delicately than Pearson. “Our
difficulty in the matter is the fact that Winchell finds himself in a posi-
tion of being a close friend of [FBI director] J. Edgar Hoover and a little
tin god as far as the Army and Navy are concerned,” broadcast censor
Eugene Carr told Winchell’s network and Ryan.” If the Office of Cen-
sorship edited his scripts, it risked second-guessing Hoover or the presi-
dent. In addition, the censors needed to avoid alienating the powerful
and popular broadcaster. Fortunately for the Office of Censorship, Win-
chell professed his support for the code, and his violations nearly disap-
peared after the Blue Network began scrutinizing his scripts more closely
early in 1943. Anonymous news leaks from the FBI continued to be aired
in Winchell’s broadcasts, but the censors were satisfied when the network
vouched for their having been endorsed by appropriate authorities.

Pearson also received news leaks, but they often came from the ene-
mies of Hoover, President Franklin Roosevelt, and other high-ranking
officials. Pearson specialized in finding disgruntled sources in the presi-
dent’s administration who were willing to share inside information, often
on the condition that it not be attributed to them. Many of the tips
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proved accurate, but some were embarrassing, as when Pearson and
Robert S. Allen, his writing partner from 1932 to early 1942, reported
six days before the attack on Pearl Harbor that the Japanese fleet had
steamed out to sea, destination unknown.!® That tip came from Pearson’s
friend Sumner Welles, assistant secretary of state. Other tipsters included
officials in the army, navy, and Congress who disagreed with policies
of the Roosevelt administration or wished to embarrass their enemies.
Often, however, these tips proved to be speculation or wishful thinking.

Pearson had powerful enemies during World War II, including two
at the very top. Roosevelt told Pearson in the summer of 1941 that “your
batting average has been near the bottom of the League” and called him
a liar in 1943.11 Roosevelt was notoriously thin-skinned whenever Pear-
son, often through a tip from Welles, Vice President Henry Wallace,
or Secretary of the Interior Harold Ickes, pointed out dissent within
the administration. Also harboring a grudge was Hoover, even though
Hoover’s staff routinely gave Pearson leaks from FB1 files in the 1930s in
return for favorable publicity in Pearson and Allen’s “Washington Merry-
Go-Round” syndicated newspaper column.}? Before America entered
World War II, Hoover, acting under orders from the White House, in-
formed Pearson on the activities of isolationists, whom Pearson exposed.
Hoover also wrote him courteous letters—all the while criticizing him
in private and calling his column “not . . . reliable.” Particularly irritating
to Hoover was a “Merry-Go-Round” item that said he used a distinctive
and powerful perfume; he issued an aggrieved denial of this slur on his
masculinity even though the item was true.!® Hoover also wrote a defen-
sive memo to the attorney general after the “Merry-Go-Round” accused
Hoover of being a headline-grabber.14

Pearson also had powerful friends. In addition to Wallace, Ickes, and
Welles, army chief of staft George Marshall supported Pearson’s inves-
tigative journalism. Publicly responding to the backroom maneuvering
of army and navy officials who complained about Pearson and discussed
ways of silencing him, Marshall praised him as “one of my best inspector-
generals.” 15

Officials in the navy and army attempted to learn his sources or catch
him in an illegal act during World War II. The Office of Naval Intelli-
gence shadowed Pearson in 1943 in attempts to end his secret contacts
with naval sources.!¢ In addition, the undersecretary of war told Pearson
in 1944 that the journalist’s phone conversations with Welles were being
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recorded, apparently at the order of the president.!” Pearson believed that
his phone was tapped and that the ¥BI kept him under surveillance dur-
ing the war years.!® Wallace wrote in his diary in 1944 that an authority
had told him that Pearson was shadowed by Hoover’s agents.®

Whether the FB1 actually “shadowed” Pearson is not clear. A 1943 FBI
memo denied that the bureau ever had placed Pearson under “technical
surveillance,” by which it meant a wiretap, but this left open the possi-
bility of listening devices, physical surveillance by agents, and burglaries
of Pearson’s files to remove or copy documents. Pearson’s FBI file in-
cludes memos that at one time had been locked away at his home. They
were subsequently “extracted” by a person or persons whose names re-
main blacked out in the photocopies of Pearson’s file that the FB1 released
in response to a Freedom of Information Act request.2° It is known that
agents in the bureau monitored Pearson’s broadcasts and sent excerpts
to Hoover, bcginning on January 25, 1942.

The evidence indicates that Pearson was the focus of intense inter-
est by federal agencies before and during World War IT independent of
any attempt to censor his newspaper column or Sunday radio broad-
casts. Office of Censorship restrictions on Pearson merely supplemented
a broad pattern of government scrutiny that occasionally bordered on
harassment. Even before there was an Office of Censorship, Pearson
clashed with federal officials who aimed to censor him, and censorship
conflicts continued on and off throughout the war.

On December 12, 1941, after the attack on Pearl Harbor but before
the creation of the Office of Censorship, Pearson and Allen distrib-
uted a “Merry-Go-Round” column in which they described details of
the devastation of the Pacific Fleet. In particular, they pointed out that
four heavy warships had been crippled and that most of the army’s air-
planes in Hawaii had been destroyed or damaged.?! Secretary of the
Navy Frank Knox and other federal officials had sought to suppress this
kind of information on the assumption that the Japanese pilots would
not have complete knowledge of the damage they had inflicted, and to
avoid damage to American morale.22 Martin Anderson, publisher of the
Orlando (Florida) Sentinel read the column, which was scheduled for pub-
lication on the following day, and informed White House press secre-
tary Stephen T. Early that he questioned whether it should be printed.
Early, with Roosevelt’s blessing, informed interim censorship director
Hoover. The press secretary said that “if they [Pearson and Allen] con-
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tinue to print such inaccurate and unpatriotic statements,” the govern-
ment would appeal to their subscribers and bar them from “all privileges
that go with the relationships between the Press and Government”23

What happened next is unclear; details of Hoover’s attempts to pre-
vent publication of the “Merry-Go-Round” report on Pearl Harbor dif-
feramong the available sources. Hoover, in a memorandum to Early, said
he shared information from the column with army and navy authorities,
who told him that publication would be “highly prejudicial to the secu-
rity and safety of the national defense.” Hoover then tried to phone Pear-
son. Unable to reach him, he talked with Allen, who would soon enlist
in the army and sever his connections to the “Merry-Go-Round.” Allen
agreed to ask the syndication clients to kill the column. About two hours
later, Hoover said, Pearson phoned the FB1. Hoover’s recollection of the
call is bureaucratically phrased, yet pointed: “Mr. Pearson stated that he
did not wish to be threatened in regard to this matter, and I pointed out
to him I was not endeavoring to threaten him, but I was acting in my
official capacity as temporary coordinator of censorship arrangements.
... Mr. Pearson stated that he would take steps to eliminate from the
article those portions giving the details of the losses in Hawaii”2* Ac-
cording to Hoover’s private memoranda, Pearson and Allen succeeded in
preventing all papers from publishing the column.25 Hoover’s accounts
of his talk with Pearson, which he shared with his FB1 staff and Attor-
ney General Francis Biddle, said he had cowed Pearson and “cut [him]
short” when he protested the “threats” of censorship.2¢

According to Pearson, however, the conversation went entirely dif-
terently, with Hoover on the defensive. In his diary, Pearson wrote that
Hoover called him, not vice versa, during the dinner hour, threatening
to jail him unless he killed the Pearl Harbor column. “I told Edgar that
he was nuts, that there was no law by which he could put me in jail. . . .
He admitted all this, said that Steve Early . . . had called him up and
asked him to throw the fear of God into me”?7 Although it is impos-
sible to determine whether Pearson’s or Hoover’s version is closer to the
truth, their conflicting accounts reveal both men to be self-confident if
not strongly egocentric. This personality trait would continue to color
Pearson’s relationship with censors.

A second brush with censorship before the censorship codebooks
were issued occurred in mid-December, when Pearson and Allen sent out
a column mentioning the construction of a bomb shelter for the presi-
dent’s use. Roosevelt had asked that the story be suppressed for security.
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As with the Pearl Harbor story, Pearson and Allen were able to prevent
publication of the item in most newspapers. However, it appeared in the
Philadelphin Record, specifying that the shelter beneath the White House
would be connected by tunnel to the Treasury Building.28 Early pointed
out the column to Price but did not suggest how he should respond to
it.2? Interestingly, the original draft of the “Merry-Go-Round” column
containing the story about the shelter had a veiled reference to the clash
over the Pearl Harbor column. Deleted from the version sent to syndi-
cation clients, possibly to avoid damaging Pearson and Allen’s relations
with the FBI, was the sentence “J. Edgar Hoover . . . is now threatening
newsmen regarding stories which the White House doesn’t want pub-
lished.”30

According to the censorship archives, Pearson’s first contacts with
the Office of Censorship occurred in February 1942. Press Division cen-
sors questioned a draft of a newspaper column about the United States
sending planes to China and the Philippines. Pearson agreed to rephrase
one item but defended another as having been cleared by the White
House and the army. When censor William Mylander objected, Pearson
“launched [into a] vehement argument. In addition to trying to justify
[the] story under the Code, he observed that if this office proposed to
do anything about it, he’d ‘get on your tail, ” and he dared the censors to
“cite” him. Mylander, declining the chance to argue, debated the content
of the Philippines story with an army colonel and other censors before
telling Pearson that he should revise it or kill it. Pearson agreed.3! That,
however, was not the end of the conflict. On February 26, Pearson met
with Price. According to the minutes of that meeting, Pearson was not
belligerent or defiant. He expressed a willingness to abide by the censor-
ship code but defended his stories as serving the “constructive purpose”
of deflecting unfair criticism away from Roosevelt over the lack of mili-
tary support for troops in the Pacific. Without giving ground, Price said
that Pearson’s column “was the type . . . which might be hit hardest by the
Code, because it presumed to be ‘inside’ stuff; that all manner of dodges
could be indulged in by any reporter who wanted to wreck the code”
Left unclear was what would happen if Pearson and the Office of Cen-
sorship continued to clash.32 Most likely, Price invited Pearson to call if
he had any censorship questions while writing his broadcast scripts and
newspaper columns. Pearson made such a request for guidance on three
news items on the day after the meeting, and the Blue Network delivered
a radio script two days after that.33 Pearson underlined his willingness
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to comply with the censorship code in a follow-up letter to Price stating
that journalists must, “no matter what happens, make the present code
work?”34

Still, material that the censors considered code violations continued
to appear in Pearson’s stories, including an account of sabotage at the
New York Harbor that presidential secretary Edwin Watson referred to
Price on March 6.3 Throughout March, the Office of Censorship and
Washington radio station WMAL, where Pearson’s nationwide Sunday
night broadcast originated, discussed establishing a regular review of
Pearson’s radio scripts but could not agree on details. Then came Pear-
son’s New York speech.

THE NEW YORK TIMES ACTS AS INFORMANT

On the evening of April 14, Pearson addressed about 700 to 8oo mem-
bers of the National Association of Insurance Agents at the Hotel Penn-
sylvania in New York City. In the audience that night, taking notes on the
back of a dinner program, was Russell B. Porter of the New York Times.
Later that evening Porter typed a memorandum paraphrasing Pearson’s
talk and addressed it to the “Desk,” presumably meaning his editors. The
memo accused Pearson of attempting to circumvent domestic censorship
regulations. “He told a lot of secret information, which the newspapers
and radio are not permitted to publish,” Porter noted. His two-page
memo listed the alleged secrets, including many details of the Japanese
attack on Pearl Harbor that were still being suppressed. He said Pearson
had revealed that nine battleships had been “crippled,” including six that
sank. “Accordingly we have no striking power to interfere with the Jap
navy in the Pacific,” Porter wrote. He added that, according to Pearson,
300 American planes had been destroyed on the ground in Hawaii, 300
more met a similar fate in the Philippines the next day, one million tons of
shipping had been sunk by the Axis during March, and the United States
was sending planes to Alaska and China with the intention of launching
bombing raids on Japan in midsummer. After detailing about a dozen
other allegations, Porter summarized his reasons for writing the memo:

At the beginning of his speech Pearson said he was going to tell things
he could not write in his column or say on the radio, and that the
newspapers could not print. He said he was sure anything he said in
that room would not be published, and therefore could not help the
enemy. . . .
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However . . . it would seem to me that no one should be allowed to
go around the country lecturing to large groups of people at public
dinners, or even at one such event, and revealing as “inside stuft” in-
formation so secret and so useful to the enemy that the newspapers
and radio are not allowed to publish it. It would seem that there is
only a difference in degree involved. Certainly, no one can be sure that
there was not an Axis agent or sympathizer in the room. Undoubtedly,
nearly everybody who heard Pearson will repeat everything he said to
show they have access to “inside stuff,” and their words are bound to
reach Axis agents somewhere, sometime. Even if the Axis already has
the information, he has no right to publish what the newspapers can
not publish, and he has no right to set himself up as the authority as
to what he can and can not use in the way of military information at
a public gathering.3¢

Porter conceded that much of what Pearson said had been the subject
of gossip. He was concerned, however, about the likelihood of Pearson’s
reputation as a journalist adding legitimacy to the rumors. Porter sug-
gested that the government either reveal as much information as it could
without aiding the Axis or muzzle Pearson.3”

The memorandum made its way to the publisher of the Times, Arthur
Hays Sulzberger. The Times had grumbled about, but scrupulously fol-
lowed, the voluntary domestic censorship regulations of the Office of
Censorship since they were first established. For example, Témes man-
aging editor Edwin James told Price in February 1942 that the paper had
obtained a detailed description of the losses at Pearl Harbor and wanted
to print it; however, he complied with Price’s request to suppress the
story for the sake of national security and morale and continued to do
so until the navy released its own version of the story ten months later.38
Competitive concerns thus figured into the Times’s animosity toward
Pearson—he was spreading, albeit by word of mouth, a story that the
Times grudgingly had suppressed. For his part, Pearson was “a little con-
temptuous of big, powerful papers” such as the Times, according to his
associate Jack Anderson, who was not surprised to learn of the Times’s
role in Pearson’s censorship troubles.3®

Price phoned Early on April 24 to announce that he was forwarding
Porter’s memo, which “a newspaper publisher in New York™ had placed
in his hands. Price said Pearson obviously had disclosed military infor-
mation, and he wanted Early’s advice on a proper response.#° Early left
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no record of whether he consulted with Roosevelt before responding;
however, the magnitude of the actions he requested suggests that such
a conversation took place. Early asked Price to send the memo to the
attorney general, with an eye toward criminal prosecution and possible
suspension or revocation of Pearson’s “press privileges,” which he did
not describe#! He probably meant the accreditation that gave journalists
regular access to the White House and other federal offices, such as the
War Department. Considering Pearson’s penchant for cultivating leaks
and anonymous sources, the loss of his White House pass would not
have hurt him significantly.

Price carried out Early’s instructions the day he received them, sharing
the memo with Biddle, privately naming Sulzberger as his source, and
asking to be warned if Biddle should ever need to publicly identify the
Times as the whistle-blower.#? Apparently he was concerned about the
damage to the Times’s reputation among the nation’s journalists if Sulz-
berger were identified as having given evidence to the government about
another journalist—even if that evidence suggested the possibility of an
Espionage Act violation.

Biddle ordered an investigation of Pearson’s remarks by the FBI. The
inquiry lasted eight months. FBI agents began by interviewing Porter,
who said he did not take complete notes because he had not planned
to write a news story about Pearson’s speech. The investigators then
interviewed other members of the audience, some of whom contradicted
Porter about Pearson’s overview of battle damage as well as his summary
of plans for a summer offensive. “It was indicated that Pearson’s state-
ments suggested only the possibility that such might happen and that
the statements could have been regarded as predictions rather than actual
operations contemplated by the War or Navy Departments,” the agents
wrote.*3

Two agents interviewed Pearson in early May at his home in Washing-
ton. Pearson, responding to the agents’ recounting of the speech point
by point, said that almost all of his statements at the Hotel Pennsylvania
previously had appeared in print or had been broadcast, the only excep-
tions being news items specifically cleared for release by the Navy De-
partment or reviewed and found unobjectionable by the Office of Cen-
sorship. For example, he said, he had pointed out that there were nine
battleships at Pear] Harbor and that all had been hurt and “some damage
done.” He did not say how many had been sunk, but he did reveal that
the striking power of the Pacific Fleet had been compromised. He criti-
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cized the unidentified whistle-blower for getting overexcited by the talk
and failing to gain a proper perspective. “With reference to allegations
he had said he was going to tell things he could not write in his column
or say on the radio, Mr. Pearson said he doubted he had said exactly that,
but that he attempted to use some showmanship and to avoid making
it look like a rehash of his writing and radio comments, which he ac-
complished by grouping incidents covering a considerable period of time
into one situation,” the agents told Hoover. Pearson “felt this was excus-
able” as a necessity to hold an audience’s interest. His motive for giving
the incendiary talk was to arouse the public to a wartime psychology, he
said.*+

The FBI gave Biddle the results of its investigation on May 14, 1942;
investigators closed the inquiry without taking any action on Decem-
ber 17.45 Neither the records of the FBI nor those of the Office of Censor-
ship indicate a link between the investigation and the subsequent censor-
ship of Pearson. However, one week after the attorney general received
the FBI report, Pearson was ordered by his network to begin submit-
ting scripts for his Sunday night radio news and commentary program
to the censors’ Broadcasting Division to have them screened on Sun-
day afternoon. Perhaps the idea was suggested by Press Division censor
William Steven on May 3, when he argued on the phone with Pearson
over several items in his script for that evening. After getting Pearson
to agree to delete or reword every disputed sentence, he wrote a note
to Press Division director John H. Sorrells: “Recommendation: That
we quit this damn foolishness with P and A [Pearson and Allen] on the
phone 46 Price agreed. Writing in his wartime notebook, he said Pearson
and Allen—who had left the partnership by that time—“were continu-
ally skating along the edge of the Code,” but the Office of Censorship
finally reached an arrangement with the Blue Network to let the censors
screen their broadcasts in advance#”

The censors worked with publishers, syndicates, networks, and sta-
tion managers to keep individual journalists in step with the censorship
code. High-level mass media executives felt economic pressures to com-
ply. If they were publicly identified as having violated the code or having
been charged under the Espionage Act, they faced the possible loss of cir-
culation or advertising revenue from readers who supported the govern-
ment’s prosecution of the war. These pressures were particularly acute at
the network that supervised Pearson’s broadcasts. NBC owned two net-
works at the beginning of World War I1, the Blue and the Red. In 1947,
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the Fcc, responding to Roosevelt’s concerns about the concentration
of power in the mass media, ordered NBC to divest itself of one of the
two networks no later than April 1944. The Red was stronger financially,
and so NBC began work in early 1942 to prepare the Blue for sale. The
Blue Network was incorporated separately in January of that year and
shopped to potential buyers. While trying to market the Blue as a strong,
moneymaking venture, NBC did not want any trouble from Pearson that
would drive away advertisers, listeners, or buyers.*8

The Blue told Pearson on May 22, 1942, that he would have to be co-
operative and submit a copy of his next script to the Office of Censorship
by 1 .M. on May 24, six hours before his broadcast. Pearson exploded
in anger. He called Broadcasting Division director Ryan and protested
that he was being unfairly singled out. Did the Office of Censorship hold
Winchell or other radio commentators to the same standard? No, said
Ryan, but the censors chose to look at some programs before broadcast
“because of the nature of the subject.” Pearson said he refused to submit
his scripts in advance, arguing that he no longer chose to abide by the
voluntary codes; Ryan countered that the network, not Pearson, was the
censor of his program, and that the voluntary nature of censorship for
radio was debatable. Ryan’s account of the conversation did not indicate
whether he mentioned licensing by the Fcc or hinted at the opinion that
Biddle had given Price four days earlier that authorized the Office of Cen-
sorship to take over any radio station. However, Ryan did tell Pearson,
without elaboration, “There have been such things as programs being
taken off the air”+°

The threat stopped Pearson’s defiance. He shifted his tactics, offering
to compromise. Pearson and the censors agreed that he could deliver his
script by 3 P.M. every Sunday. As promised, his next script arrived at the
agreed-upon hour from the wMAL studio, and he continued to submit
scripts throughout the war.5

The archived scripts begin in the first week of June 1942 and end on the
Sunday before V-] Day in August 1945. Although Pearson was supposed
tofile a script for each week, twenty-two are missing or incomplete. After
reviewing a script, a censor marked the items he found questionable and
phoned Pearson or a manager at WMAL to ask about the apparent vio-
lations. Some items in the scripts crossed the censorship code and were
removed or reworded to avoid the violation; others were acceptable be-
cause Pearson convinced the censors that the material was covered by
various exceptions to the rules in the Code of Wartime Practices. The cen-
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sor usually noted the applicable rule in the codebook for each item, Pear-
son’s or WMAL’s reasoning for including the item in the broadcast, the
negotiations about whether the item could be broadcast in some form,
and the final disposition of the item —whether it was deleted, reworded,
or allowed to stand.

Of the 145 scripts on file, only twenty-two passed through censorship
without objection. In one such instance, in January 1944, WMAL man-
ager William Neel responded with black humor to censor Lester Halpin’s
verdict that Pearson’s script was free from objections. Halpin noted, “He
[Neel] thanked me and said it was nice to have known me, apparently
insinuating that my lack of objection spelled the end of my censorship
career.”51

Censors objected to 11 percent of Pearson’s news stories as well as 10
percent of the predictions he made at the end of his broadcasts. They
sometimes objected to a statement presented as fact in the middle of
a prediction, or to Pearson’s predictions mentioning a subject that the
Oftice of Censorship specifically had requested to remain off limits, such
as speculation about invasion routes.

The percentage of items in Pearson’s scripts to which the censors
raised an objection decreased from 17.6 percent in 1942 to 11.8 percent in
1943. And it continued to drop, to 10.8 percent in 1944 and finally to 7.0
percent in 1945. The decline was the result of Pearson’s growing famil-
iarity with the code and the relaxation of the code’s toughest restrictions
beginning in late 1943, as the Allied armed forces began to gain domi-
nance. Still, Pearson’s continued submission of objectionable items until
the end of the war demonstrates his willingness to continue to test the
limits of censorship—and, sometimes, to continue to defy censorship
when he believed defiance to be appropriate according to a strict reading
of the code itself. When the censors insisted on deletions or revisions,
Pearson complied but continued to voice objections in about one-third
of the cases.

The news items and predictions that most commonly led to a cen-
sorship objection were those that dealt with war strategy —the future
movements of troops, ships, and planes, plus diplomacy, invasion plans,
and military intelligence. Such items would be especially sensitive to the
accusation that they might provide the enemy with valuable knowledge
in time to prepare defenses or countermeasures. Of the 300 objections
noted in the wartime scripts, 107 fit this description.

Pearson’s most common method of dealing with censorship objec-
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tions was to delete or recast a portion of the news item or prediction,
which he did in nearly half of the cases. In slightly more than 20 percent
of the cases, Pearson was able to persuade the censors that his news story
or prediction did not run afoul of the codebooks; the censors cleared
these items because they had been previously published, had been cleared
by appropriate authority, or upon further review did not actually vio-
late the code. Finally, Pearson had thirty-nine news stories or predictions
cleared by the censor when he revealed, in confidence, the “appropriate
authority” who had agreed to violate the code by providing Pearson with
the information in the belief that it would provide nothing useful to the
enemy. In twenty-six of these cases, the source was an officer in the army
or navy or an armed forces civilian such as the secretary of war or his
assistant.

LEAKS AND LOOPHOLES

Pearson’s network of military contacts enabled him to be the first to
provide details on some important news stories. One involved the first
raid on Japan. On April 18, 1942, sixteen army B-25s took off from the
aircraft carrier Hornet about 8oo miles east of Japan and bombed Tokyo
and four other cities. The raid caused little damage but much confusion
in Japan. In America, citizens speculated about how the raid had been
carried out. The army and navy declined to reveal many details because
they wanted to keep the Japanese guessing about America’s ability to
launch such attacks. Roosevelt added to the rumors by teasing reporters.
He said that the bombers had taken off from “Shangri-La,” the never-
never land featured in the 1937 motion picture Lost Horizon.>?

On October 25, Pearson received authorization from Assistant Sec-
retary of War John McCloy and General Alexander Surles to describe
where and how the bomber crews landed after the raid, although Surles
removed a line revealing that the planes had lifted off the deck of an
aircraft carrier. Surles, who was acting as appropriate authority for the
release, personally marked out nearly every phrase that violated the cen-
sorship code. Thus, when the script finally arrived at the Office of Censor-
ship, the only line that the Broadcasting Division asked Pearson to delete
was a hint that Surles had overlooked about the future movements of
Jimmy Doolittle, who had led the raid and returned safely to America.5

This episode illustrates the considerable cooperation among a jour-
nalist, the Office of Censorship, and two officials in the War Department
to release a news story—albeit six months after the fact—to the public
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without compromising security. The censors would have questioned the
entire story if Pearson had not obtained appropriate authority for its re-
lease, as journalists themselves were not deemed knowledgeable enough
about national security to make such decisions. Noteworthy also is the
degree of accord between Surles and the censors on which sentences in
the Hornet story should be recast or deleted. This is not surprising, since
the censorship codes were created with the input of military and govern-
ment officials—again, because the censors themselves were not experts
on national security.

If that was all Pearson had reported about the Shangri-La raid, his
contacts with censors would suggest the degree to which government
officials could exercise news management on a tough investigative jour-
nalist. However, Pearson was not content to end his reporting with only
those details that had been freed by appropriate authority. In the final
weeks of 1942, he pressed the army, which had carried out the Tokyo
bombing, and the navy, which supervised the naval logistics, for more
information. He had little success. The identity of the Hornet as the car-
rier remained secret until January 13, 1943, when Pearson finally revealed
it in a speech at a small Southern university. He prefaced his remarks to
an audience at Louisiana College in Alexandria by saying, “I think the
American people are entitled to know this [the identify of the aircraft
carrier| since the Japanese have known it all along” That was a refer-
ence to the announcement the previous day that Japanese radio, probably
basing its reports on interviews with captured fliers, had named the Hor-
net as the source of the planes. Whether Pearson was reprimanded for the
speech is not recorded in the censorship archives, but the editor of the
Alexandria daily newspaper, which reported it, was admonished to try
to follow the Code of Wartime Practices and not to accept Pearson as an
appropriate authority. News of Pearson’s speech reached the Associated
Press desk in Washington, which killed the story after asking the Office
of Censorship and Office of War Information about it. At about the time
that the story was called to the censors’ attention, Pearson tried to reprint
the gist of his speech in the “Merry-Go-Round.” Despite his attributing
the story to Japanese radio, the Office of Censorship objected. The cen-
sors said that no military authorities in the United States had agreed to
release the news, and besides, the Japanese possibly were unsure of the
facts and were fishing for confirmation. The Office of Censorship asked
Pearson’s syndicate to kill the column item on the Hornet, and United
Features did so. But the message could not reach all papers before pub-



ISO : DREW PEARSON AND HIS SECRETS

lication deadline. A handful, including the paper in El Dorado, Kansas,
printed the item; perhaps more damaging, however, hundreds of other
syndication members learned of the details in the column and questioned
why it had been suppressed.>+

Why did Pearson try to tell the Hornet’s story? The most obvious
answer is the one he gave in his lecture—that if censorship were intended
to keep sensitive information from the enemy, the bureaucratic rules
about the mechanism for the release of information became moot once
the enemy demonstrated its knowledge. Furthermore, the sinking of the
Hornet in September had been announced by the navy in October; thus,
any Japanese interest in the ship as a potential platform for future raids
had been eliminated. Pearson also cited, in memos to Price, his belief that
the story had been cleared by appropriate authorities and that its phras-
ing was vague enough to warrant the label of acceptable speculation.

Pearson can hardly be blamed for utilizing the rules of censorship to
his advantage, particularly when the information in question was already
known to the enemy. The censorship code urged a ban on rumors that
were spread “in such a way that they will be accepted as facts” and thus
render aid and comfort to the enemy. The press and radio codebooks also
requested that foreign military claims be carefully attributed. However,
the codes did not forbid journalists from announcing other unsubstan-
tiated stories as long as they were not presented as facts.55

Pearson exploited these rules to the fullest by sometimes taking stories
he knew to be factual and spinning them to make them seem as if they
were merely speculative. Such methods undoubtedly increased the per-
centage of predictions that later turned out to be accurate. For example,
Pearson seized on this regulation on November 21, 1943, when he broad-
cast that “rumors have shot round the world” of an Allied summit meet-
ing of Roosevelt, Winston Churchill, and Josef Stalin. “My own predic-
tion is that they will go to an African town outside Cairo,” he said. News
of the president’s travel was banned unless released by appropriate au-
thority, but the Broadcasting Division cleared his story because it pre-
sented the information as a rumor and a prediction. Other journalists, in-
cluding broadcaster Hilmar Robert Baukhage of the Blue Network, also
had received censorship approval to speculate about Roosevelt traveling
overseas.5¢ “We had unobjected all along to speculation that a conference
would be held,” Jack Lockhart, the third director of the Press Division,
wrote in a memorandum to Price on December 1, 1943. “What we had
tried to sit on was the where and when of the conference. The Pearson
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broadcast gave the when only as the future and presented the where on
the basis of personal opinion and prediction—which could be wrong 57

Price might have complained that this broadcast nevertheless gave
out too much information about the movements of the commander in
chief, or that the mention of the Hornet as the carrier that launched the
Tokyo raid was a fact and not an opinion. However, what is fact and what
is opinion can itself become a matter of opinion. Pearson benefited by
stretching the interpretations of the rules right up to the point that secu-
rity might be compromised. If he ever demonstrably crossed that line, of
course, he would have to pay the penalties according to the Espionage
Act.

The Hornet story also illustrates the potential for bureaucratic con-
fusion in a system of self-censorship. Pearson followed further Office of
Censorship requests to restrict news of the Tokyo raid in the spring of
1943, but he became upset when the Cleveland Press printed a detailed
story on the first anniversary of the attack, which was followed by a gen-
eral news release by the War Department on April 20.58 Press Division
censor Nathaniel R. Howard explained to Pearson that the censors had
been “powerless” to halt the Press’s story because it had been cleared
by a navy public relations officer in Cleveland, “a matter now giving
the [Navy] Department Public Relations Office some annoyance”5° In
other words, the Press had interpreted the appropriate-authority clause of
the censorship code to mean that alocal naval official could release a story
of national significance, whereas the Navy Department had reached the
opposite conclusion. When thousands of journalists nationwide reached
their own conclusions about how to apply the code, such confusion was
inevitable. It had been foreseen early in the war. John Sorrells, the first
Press Division director, had told Pearson in March 1942: “In the final
analysis the only thing a newspaperman can do in wartime is to do what
he thinks is right. If he gets scooped doing right by someone doing
wrong, it is unfortunate, but in many instances, virtue is its own reward.
Further, I think that all these things will balance out. You may kill some-
thing that another chap thinks is all right and you will get scooped; on
the other hand, since all men do not see all things alike, you will publish
something which another chap will kill out.”¢°

And what of the cases in which the conscientious journalist brought
a censorship question to Price’s staff before deciding whether to pub-
lish or broadcast it? Bureaucracy again had the potential to work in favor
of the censor, and against the journalist. If the story violated the cen-
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sorship code and lacked an on-the-record source to act as an appropri-
ate authority, the story would receive an unfavorable ruling. The censor
might ask for the reporter’s authority, confidentially receive the name,
and then call that person for verification. The confidential source then
might waver when confronted by a censor asking whether he or she was
willing to take responsibility for violating the code. In another scenario,
the censor might call his own contacts in other government offices to
see if a questionable story had been freed for publication. Again, such
efforts to verify authority for a story could lead to official denials. A cen-
sor “could call up various government departments and secure . . . de-
nials, whether based upon fact or not, which could easily knock the guts
out of a broadcast,” Pearson wrote to the Office of Censorship in June
1942.51 However, the Office of Censorship declined to censor stories that
were known to be inaccurate. Accuracy often is difficult to assess, espe-
cially in news analysis, and demanding it would have damaged a vol-
untary censorship system built on cooperation. The Office of Censor-
ship sometimes told journalists that official sources had expressed doubts
abouta story’s veracity, but if the story did not violate the code, it offered
no objection.62

ATOMIC SECRETS AND SHATTERED PRIVACY

The complexity of Pearson’s relationship with the Office of Censor-
ship can best be demonstrated by examining two extraordinary news
stories. In one, the biggest story of the war, he cooperated fully and did
not attempt to publish or broadcast what he knew. In the other, he re-
vealed sensitive information despite pleas from Price.

It is evident from documents released in 1998 by the Lyndon B. John-
son Library that Pearson knew about the development of the atomic
bomb long before President Harry S. Truman revealed its existence to the
American public in August 1945. Pearson filed with his private papers a
vaguely worded 1943 Office of Censorship memo about atomic research.
The evidence that he understood the gravity of the memo appears in two
letters—one filed in the Office of Censorship’s archives, and the other
in Pearson’s papers at the LBy Library. On June 6, 1944, Lockhart, who
succeeded Howard as chief press censor, sent Pearson a registered letter
acknowledging that Pearson knew of “several secret projects of major
security importance” around the country and asking him to check any
information about any such project with the Office of Censorship before
mentioning it. The letter did not refer to atomic energy, but the implica-
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tion is clear.9® Direct evidence is provided in a follow-up letter in Decem-
ber 1944. Lockhart told Pearson, “You will recall . . . that I talked to you
about the secrecy which must surround the Clinton Engineer Works near
Knoxville, Tenn., and the Hanford Engineer Works near Pasco, Wash.
We would like to see in advance of publication anything you write about
these two projects” 6+

The Office of Censorship’s archive on Pearson shows that he never
attempted to violate its trust. The only hint that Pearson used his knowl-
edge of the atomic bomb to his advantage can be found after the detona-
tion of the first atomic device at Alamogordo, New Mexico, but before
its use against Japan. On July 29, 1945, after the Trinity test but before the
destruction of Hiroshima, Pearson broadcast a prediction that in retro-
spect seems too prophetic to have been simply an educated guess. After
stating his opinion that Japan might suddenly develop a desire for peace,
he reiterated previous predictions that the war in the Pacific would end in
1945. “I can’t go beyond that,” he added, “except to say that when peace
with Japan comes it will come just as suddenly and unexpectedly as Pearl
Harbor.”¢5 Pearson knew about the Manhattan Project, the plan to de-
velop the bomb; given the text of his broadcast, it seems likely that he
also had obtained a tip about its actual detonation in the New Mexico
desert and had deduced its impact on the outcome of the war.

In another instance, Pearson defied Price’s requests that he not use
information from private mail that had been intercepted by postal cen-
sors and leaked to him. The letters were written by Vivian Kellems of
Westport, Connecticut, co-owner of Kellems Products, which made a
patented gripping device that simplified the installation of underground
cables. A Republican and fierce opponent of Roosevelt’s New Deal poli-
cies, she announced in January 1944 that she refused to pay her income
taxes and urged other American business owners to do the same. Pear-
son, asupporter of Roosevelt despite his occasional criticism of the presi-
dent’s prosecution of the war, challenged her in his radio program by an-
nouncing that she had met Count Frederick Karl von Zedlitz in Buenos
Aires, Argentina, and they had become engaged to be married. Von Zed-
litz, Pearson revealed, was “an alleged Nazi agent” whom the British gov-
ernment listed as an operative for German business interests in neutral
but German-sympathizing Argentina. “I suggest that the Justice Depart-
ment investigate this strange love affair,” Pearson said, “especially Miss
Kellems’s belief that the count is a man destined to become a leader of
Germany after the war.”%¢ The Office of Naval Intelligence believed von
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An aerial view, top, and the main entry gate, bottom, of the Ok Ridge plant, where
work in developing the atomic bomb was done. Drew Pearson knew about the project
as early as 1943, but be did not veveal the secret in his newspaper column or network
broadcasts. National Archives.
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Zedlitz to have been in contact with Nazi agents in the United States
and to have formerly supervised the German propaganda office in Bra-
zil.67 U.S. postal censors read his mail to try to learn his intentions,
and they shared summaries of his letters with the ¥B1, the State Depart-
ment, and the Office of Strategic Services through an intelligence system
established early in the war for just such a purpose. Pearson continued
to harass Kellems by broadcasting personal excerpts from her letters.
Although the Press Division found no objection to Pearson’s Kellems
broadcasts in the Code of Wartime Practices, Price began an ultimately
futile inquiry to find the source of the embarrassing and illegal leak, writ-
ing to the heads of government agencies that received the intelligence
summaries from intercepted letters. Such a leak violated the Office of
Censorship’s security regulations, which were designed to protect pri-
vacy yet gain valuable information for the conduct of the war. Despite
the censorship office’s personal appeals to Pearson to stop using the pri-
vate information, however, he continued to do so until the source dried
up that spring.%8

GENERAL PATTON AND THE SLAPPING INCIDENT

Of all the stories that Pearson reported during World War 11, the one
that defines his place in wartime journalism was the revelation that Gen-
eral George S. Patton had slapped two American soldiers in Sicily in
August 1943. Although the story was known to dozens of reporters in
southern Europe and northern Africa in late 1943, they had censored
themselves to prevent the story’s circulation in the States. They feared
that the story might damage morale, provide fuel for German propa-
ganda, and possibly reduce Patton’s effectiveness in future combat as-
signments. Pearson revealed the story in his Sunday night broadcast on
November 21, 1943, after having shown the story to the Office of Cen-
sorship and the War Department. Neither office attempted to block it.
Thus, some of the credit for one of the biggest scoops of the war must
go to civilian and military censors who declined to oppose a story that
had little to do with military security.

Patton, the flamboyant West Point graduate who carried pearl-
handled revolvers and relished his “Blood and Guts” nickname, led the
American portion of an Allied invasion of Sicily on July 10, 1943. The
capture of the island took thirty-eight days and cost 20,000 Allied casu-
alties.®> On August 4, Patton dictated a diary entry to a sergeant that
described a visit to the 15th Evacuation Hospital near Mistretta, where
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he had gone to visit some wounded men. He said that he had found a
man “trying to look as if he had been wounded. I asked him what was the
matter, and he said he just couldn’t take it. I gave him the devil, slapped
his face with my gloves and kicked him out of the hospital. Companies
should deal with such men, and if they shirk their duty they should be
tried for cowardice and shot.” As the sergeant later recalled, Patton re-
mained calm during the dictation and later edited the transcript to add
the line, “One sometimes slaps a baby to bring it to.” The soldier, Private
Charles Herman Kuhl of Mishawaka, Indiana, had no evident physical
injuries. Kuhl confirmed the details of the assault in a letter to his father.”°

A week later, a similar incident occurred at the 93rd Evacuation Hos-
pital near Sant’Agata di Militello. Finding another soldier suffering from
combat fatigue, Patton asked the shivering man what was the matter.
“It’s my nerves,” said the soldier, Private Paul G. Bennett of South Caro-
lina, who had begun to suffer from nervous tension in the front lines
after his wife had given birth back home. “Your nerves, hell. You are just
a goddamn coward, you yellow son of a bitch,” Patton said. He slapped
Bennett and said, “Shut up that goddamned crying. I won’t have these
brave men here who have been shot seeing a yellow bastard sitting here
crying” Bennett was struck so hard that his helmet liner flew oft.”!

The first slapping incident had been silenced. The hospital’s medical
staff did not report it to the chain of command, and no reporters were on
hand to witness it. News of the second assault, however, quickly spread.
Journalists Merrill Mueller of NBC and Demaree Bess of the Saturday
Evening Post visited the 93rd Evacuation Hospital a day after Patton
struck Bennett and learned the story from nurses and doctors who had
been present. The story then circulated among the Allied armies in Sicily
and the island’s civilian press corps.”?

Twenty Allied correspondents gathered at their camp for a discussion.
Since they were accredited to cover military operations in a combat zone,
any information they gathered and wished to send to the States would
have to be submitted to military censors. But instead of trying to file a
story on Patton’s assaults, they decided to take up the matter with Gen-
eral Dwight D. Eisenhower, Patton’s superior officer. The press corps
respected Eisenhower for his candor and his willingness to keep journal-
ists informed about the conduct of the war; journalists therefore found
it “natural” to discuss the story with Eisenhower, according to CBS re-
porter Quentin Reynolds. Bess and Mueller wrote what they had learned
at the hospital and appended the signatures of fourteen witnesses. They
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took the story to Eisenhower, who seemed appalled and said he had al-
ready heard another version of the story from a colonel at the hospital.
A few days later, Reynolds, Bess, and Mueller talked with Eisenhower
and were satisfied with the punishment he had imposed on Patton—a re-
quirement that he apologize not only to the soldiers he had slapped but
also to all of the witnesses and all of the officers and soldiers on hand. Pat-
ton carried out these instructions, and thus revealed to several thousand
people an incident that the Allied correspondents had agreed to keep
secret. Reporter Edward Kennedy of the Associated Press warned Eisen-
hower that the news would leak, and he asked permission to write a fac-
tual account in the press as an alternative to the inevitable gossip.”® Eisen-
hower did not support Kennedy’s plan. In his memoirs, he recalls telling
reporters to “use their own judgment” on the Patton story.”+ However,
he does not mention that he also had shared with reporters his belief
that publication would embarrass the army and contribute to Axis pro-
paganda. The correspondents treated Eisenhower’s opinion as if it were
a request to suppress the story, which they did.”> Reynolds recalled that
the approximately sixty journalists at army headquarters at Algiers be-
lieved they should follow the request for patriotic reasons. Every journal-
ist agreed that publishing or broadcasting the story would only benefit
Nazi propagandists, Reynolds said.”¢

For three months, nothing was published or broadcast about Patton’s
slapping of the two hospitalized soldiers. The self-imposed silence with-
stood rumors that circulated in America as soon as soldiers who had
heard Patton’s apology were sent home to recover from their wounds
or had finished their combat duty. The New York Times heard a rumor,
investigated it, and discovered it was true. However, the paper’s editors
did not submit a story to the Office of Censorship because they felt it
would be suppressed.””

The rumors also reached the ears of Pearson. In November 1943,
he was searching for a story that would uphold his reputation, which
had come under attack in Washington. Roosevelt had called Pearson “a
chronic liar” after he had published an attack on the policies of Secretary
of State Cordell Hull and a spirited defense of Hull’s assistant, Sumner
Welles, who had been forced to resign.”®

Pearson publicly defended what he had published and broadcast about
Welles and Hull, but privately he fretted about some of his audience
abandoning him. He conferred with Ernest Cuneo, his radio lawyer, who
served the government as a liaison among British intelligence, the ¥BI,
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and the Office of the Coordinator of Information. Cuneo said a big, ex-
clusive story would make people forget the president’s criticism. And
since his government job gave him access to military intelligence, he sug-
gested Pearson broadcast a Patton story he had heard.”

Pearson apparently had no doubts about the story’s authenticity. He
discussed the details with the War Department, which declined to issue a
denial 8¢ Pearson’s radio network took the story to the Office of Censor-
ship. On the afternoon of November 14, 1943, wMAL’s Neel sent Pear-
son’s script to the censors’ Broadcasting Division. The sixth and seventh
pages included the following item:

Algiers—General George Patton, nicknamed “Blood and Guts,” will
not be used in any European war theatre anymore. He was a bit too
bloody for the morale of the Army. Inspecting an American hospi-
tal in Sicily, General Patton noticed several soldiers listed as “fatigue”
patients. Fatigue means a case of nerves or shell-shock. Patton ordered
one man to stand up. The soldier, out of his head, told the General
to duck down or the shells would hit him. Instead Patton struck the
soldier, knocking him down. The commanding doctor rushed in, told
Patton that in the field Patton was in command of his troops, but
in the hospital he, the doctor was in command of his patients. He
ordered General Patton not to interfere. General Patton started to
draw a gun, but was disarmed. He will not be used in important com-
bat anymore 8!

Censor Edward H. Bronson, who checked the script for possible vio-
lations of the Code of Wartime Practices, stopped when he read the Pat-
ton item. The Office of Censorship had a skeleton crew on Sunday after-
noon duty, and Bronson engaged the other five employees on duty in a
discussion of whether Pearson’s story violated the voluntary censorship
code. They disagreed, although Bronson did not record which of them
favored eliminating the item. All agreed that the code had only a “some-
what tenuous” application because the story appeared to threaten morale
but not military security. Bronson, who probably received the script at
3 P.M., had to reach a decision before the broadcast began at 7 p.m. He
phoned Neel and a colonel in the War Department to ask their opinions.
The former said the Blue Network was “very much upset” by the Pat-
ton story but had taken no action; the latter said the story was untrue
and hoped the censors would suppress it. (In fact, much of the detail of
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General George S. Patton, right, and General Mark Clark in Sicily in 1943 en route
to the Tebran Conference, shortly after Drew Peavson vevealed in o national radio
broadcast that Patton had slapped American soldiers suffering from battle fatigue.
The Office of Censorship did not object to Pearson’s broadcast. Franklin D.
Roosevelt Library.

the Pearson story was false, or at least unsupported by other evidence.
Official documents do not mention a soldier cautioning Patton about
incoming shells or Patton reaching for his gun. Furthermore, Pearson
had left out one of the two slapping incidents entirely, and his predic-
tion that Patton would be removed from combat command proved to
be false.) Bronson finally called Price at home. Price felt no code applica-
tion existed. He asked that the censors tell the network that they didn’t
personally like the story but that nothing in the code would block it.82
Despite receiving tacit approval, Pearson did not use the item in his
broadcast that evening. The next script he submitted, for his broad-
cast the following Sunday, also did not include the item. However, at
6:45 P.M. on November 21, fifteen minutes before Pearson was to go
on the air, Neel alerted the censors that the Patton story had been in-
serted in the script at the last minute. Halpin, on duty that night, asked
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Neel to read the story over the phone. It differed slightly from the pre-
vious version, including a new introduction containing the words “I
think,” making it speculative. “On the basis of last week’s action by this
office, I had no choice but to clear it, which I did,” Halpin told Ryan.33
Since the final script of Pearson’s broadcast of the Patton slapping inci-
dents was never submitted in writing to the Office of Censorship, it was
never placed in the agency’s archives. Strangely, the FBI, which moni-
tored Pearson’s broadcasts and sent transcripts of interesting items to
Hoover, also did not include a copy of the Patton story among the items
it transcribed from the November 21 broadcast.8* No verbatim transcript
of the Patton item as Pearson read it over the air has been located.

Pearson had wanted a sensation to make the public forget Roose-
velt’s criticism, and his Patton broadcast produced one. Reporters in
the United States swiftly sought confirmation. Secretary of War Henry
Stimson decided that it would be best to minimize public comment,
although privately he fumed that Pearson’s report was “inflammatory”
and “may do an enormous amount of harm.” He dictated a three-point
memorandum to the War Department to direct its response to reporters
who tried to follow up on the broadcast. First, he said, the War Depart-
ment had no official information. Second, if the story were true, it would
be up to Eisenhower to decide on a response, and the War Department
would endorse any action Eisenhower decided to take. And third, the
rumors that Patton had been relieved were false 85

When reporters were given this information, they turned to Eisen-
hower’s headquarters for more answers. Eisenhower’s press aides at first
imposed a blanket of censorship over the story. Then, a staff officer gave
military correspondents an official statement but refused to let them
cable anything other than the facts it contained. In the statement, the
army denied that Patton had been reprimanded, as Pearson had reported.
The army’s announcement was a half-truth—although there had been
unoficial criticism of Patton, no formal “reprimand,” as the army defined
it, had been filed.8¢ Finally, two days after Pearson’s broadcast, Eisen-
hower told his chief of staff to “tell the full truth,” and the journalists in
Europe and Africa who had kept their silence since August wired con-
firmation and details to their papers.3”

In the United States, reaction in the news media to confirmation of
the gist of Pearson’s broadcast was supportive. The Cleveland News ap-
plauded the journalist for “prying out a story which never should have
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been hidden,” while the Mobile, Aln., Press denounced the military cover-
up as “conduct unbecoming an officer and a gentleman 38 The Waterioo
(Iowa) Courier editorialized that Pearson’s record of repudiating official
denials of his stories was building his reputation at the cost of public trust
in government officials.??

Among the news organizations that initially had suppressed the story
were the Associated Press and the New York Times. Kent Cooper, the
AP’s general manager and Price’s former boss, complained that at least
two of his correspondents had recited details of the slapping incident in
confidence but had said a military “honor code” prevented publication.
Cooper said it was unfair that “a radio commentator who has not bared
himself to the privations and dangers of getting the news at its source,”
and thus has avoided the restraints of the “honor code,” was able to break
the story. Price replied that the Office of Censorship offered opinions
about security but not ethics. “When a dispatch is presented to us, we
ask ourselves one question only: Would publication or broadcast vio-
late security,” he said. “I do not mean to criticize in any degree General
Eisenhower’s censorship in the field in the case of the Patton incident.
He was dealing with one set of facts and we were dealing in November
with another set of facts”?° The Times made a more pointed criticism in
a confidential letter to Price. Managing editor Edwin James argued on
November 23 that the paper’s patriotism had kept it from breaking some
of the biggest stories of the war, but Pearson apparently did not have the
same motivations. James told Price:

On February 8, 1942, we received the full story of Pearl Harbor. We
asked you if we could publish it and you replied in the negative. And,
so we sat on the story until some ten months later when the Navy
gave it out. On every story we have received from a combat zone, we
have carefully and meticulously referred it to Censorship. Now, Drew
Pearson picks up a story that has been batted around for ten days or
more. We did not even bother about submitting it to you because we
thought you would say we should not publish it. And, if you had done
so, we would have thought that you would have been right. . . . Aren’t
the newspapers being suckers?” !

Price replied by analyzing the Code of Wartime Practices. Technically,
the clause on combat zone stories applied only to interviews and service-
men’s letters, he said, and was never intended to apply to information
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that traveled through official channels to the War Department and leaked
out in the United States, as the Patton story did, unless the news vio-
lated another part of the code. Nothing in the press or radio codebooks
requested suppression of news about the shortcomings of military offi-
cers, and he would oppose such a clause if it existed. “I would be sorry
. . . to have American newspapers under any restraint as to the expo-
sition of wrongdoing or fancied wrongdoing in high places. I am not
currently in the newspaper business, but it seems to me that a part of
the responsibility of newspapers in wartime is to expose official short-
comings so that they may be corrected,” he said. If the Times had sub-
mitted the story to censorship, Price said, he would have passed it. The
story’s only major revelation, of Patton’s character flaws, would be nearly
useless to enemy propagandists because most American soldiers already
knew about them.?? James gave thanks for the censorship clarification,
which he said would help guide the Times in reporting future stories.
However, he noted privately to the paper’s Washington bureau that he
would keep a copy of Price’s memo as ammunition for future conflicts
over censorship.3

In the end, Pearson’s story helped establish his reputation as an inves-
tigative journalist to be reckoned with; no simple denial would spell the
end of a Pearson story. For this success, he owed a debt to the Office of
Censorship, which chose not to interfere with a story that caused distress
in the government and army but did not breach the censorship code.
Price’s decision not to keep the story from the American public ranks
among his best as censorship director.

For Patton, Pearson’s broadcast altered the arc of a brilliant military
career. Outcry over the slapping incidents led to Patton playing a lesser
role in the 1944 invasion of Europe than he might have otherwise had—
commanding an army instead of an army group. Counterfactual recon-
structions of history are dangerous but sometimes stimulating. Histori-
ans can only wonder where the Germans’ surrender line separating Allied
forces in the west and Soviet forces in the east—the line that eventually
split Europe into two Cold War encampments—would have been drawn
at the end of the war if Patton had supervised the assault along the entire
western front, instead of just one section. However, it is pointless to ar-
gue that Pearson’s broadcast was a turning point of the war in Europe.
If the Office of Censorship had objected to Pearson’s story in November
1943 and persuaded him not to broadcast it, the story almost certainly
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would have been released by some other source, with or without the cen-
sors’ blessing, or become common knowledge through the gossip of sol-
diers who were rotated home from Europe. In a democracy that lacks
a compulsory method of prior restraint, such a significant news story
about a top general could not have remained secret forever, and Patton
eventually would have been exposed.

In retrospect, Pearson presented one of the toughest challenges to
wartime censorship and confounded easy distinctions between the two
forms of censorship that Roosevelt established in December 1941 —man-
datory for certain types of information and voluntary for others. The
censors’ difficulty was to persuade Pearson to comply with censorship re-
quests he found onerous. Short of threatening to invoke the FcC’s ability
to remove a radio license, seizing control of stations, or asking the Jus-
tice Department to initiate an investigation into possible violations of
the Espionage Act—all drastic steps when aimed at a broadcaster whose
radio and newspaper audience numbered in the tens of millions—there
was little that the Office of Censorship could do other than appeal to
reason and patriotism. Despite initial reservations, Pearson was willing
to comply with the censorship code because the censors treated him in-
telligently. He was singled out among all World War II journalists, but
he believed that, on the whole, the attention paid to his reporting was
governed by the same rules that the censors applied to all other journal-
ists. The censors realized that application of the Code of Wartime Practices
must be evenhanded or it would jeopardize the willingness of journalists
to comply with censorship requests. The same rules applied to the largest
metropolitan daily papers and the smallest of weeklies, as well as to the
national networks and the tiny radio transmitters in the remote corners
of the nation. Pearson was savvy enough to realize that the best way for
him to maximize his freedom to report during the war was to learn the
codebook inside and out and to exploit its loopholes. More than three
years of discussions about the censorship code gave Pearson and the cen-
sors an understanding about each others’ work, even if the two sides did
not always applaud the messy details. A rigid application of the censor-
ship code gave Pearson a break by allowing him to scoop the world with
his revelations about General Patton. It also allowed him occasionally
to be scooped, as other journalists exploited the same rules to free their
own sensitive news stories.

Occasional flare-ups between Pearson and the Office of Censorship
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left no lasting animosity. When Howard retired from the Press Division
in June 1943, he congratulated Pearson for his record of compliance with
censorship requests.”* And Pearson returned the compliment. In a Sep-
tember 29, 1943, speech to the Overseas Press Club in New York City, he
said the Office of Censorship was administered intelligently and “doing
an extraordinary job.>95



" The President Is Making a Trip
The Press and the President’s Travels

Byron Price received an urgent message on September 15,
1942, to report to the White House. Waiting for him in an upper hall-
way were the president’s close friend and aide, Harry Hopkins, and Press
Secretary Stephen T. Early. They appeared agitated and said they were
having trouble making President Franklin Roosevelt listen to reason. He
had decided to take a two-week trip across the country to examine the
pace of wartime production and the quality of wartime morale. They
knew that critics would attack the journey as politically motivated be-
cause it was slightly more than a month before the November 3 congres-
sional elections. But a bigger concern, which had led them to summon
Price from his office a few blocks away, was Roosevelt’s plan to travel
without reporters and to ask the nation’s editors and broadcasters not to
publicize his trip until he had safely returned to Washington. Early and
Hopkins feared that the press would consider the request unreasonable
and ignore it.!

Roosevelt’s plan placed wartime democracy in a classic dilemma.
Weighed against the president’s need to be safe from enemy sympathiz-
ers, saboteurs, and spies was the citizens’ right to monitor their elected
leader. Only the mass media could provide the country with detailed,
timely information to evaluate his performance. Roosevelt’s decision to
ask reporters not to publicize his trip created a rift in his normally friendly
relationship with the press corps that continued until his death two and
a half years later. Some reporters, including Walter Trohan of the Chi-
caygo Tribune, believed he abused the censorship code to cover up the fre-
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quency of his visits to his home on the Hudson River and his meetings
with Lucy Mercer Rutherford, a former lover.? Yet as much as Roosevelt
stretched the fabric of voluntary censorship, it did not tear.

As director of censorship, Price had control over communications
crossing the borders. He also had the president’s instructions and influ-
ence to help him coordinate voluntary censorship of radio, newspapers,
and magazines. The single absolute check upon Price’s powers was the
commander in chief. When Price was summoned by Hopkins and Early,
Roosevelt appeared ready to exercise his authority. Early told him that
he and Office of War Information director Elmer Davis “have had our
cars pinned back for suggesting that newspapermen go along, even if
they do not write about the trip until it is ended. I hope that you can do
something.”3

Price and Early found the president in his study, plotting his route.
His mood seemed less combative than Price had been led to believe.
With a trace of his famous humor, Roosevelt said he might be recog-
nized as he dropped in unannounced at defense plants, and Price’s job
would be to ensure that nothing was published or broadcast about his
trip while he was away from Washington. Technically, this request was
in accordance with the Office of Censorship’s Code of Wartime Prac-
tices. Its predecessor, the World War I voluntary censorship bulletins of
the Committee on Public Information, had asked newspapers to avoid
stories about the movements of visiting diplomats and about threats
to President Woodrow Wilson, but they did not take the extra step of
banishing stories about the president’s travels.# The extra precaution in
World War IT seemed necessary after the Japanese air raid on Pear]l Har-
bor and the German submarine patrols off the East Coast had dem-
onstrated America’s vulnerability to attack. Roosevelt’s trip would be
the first major test of the censorship code’s restriction on “movements
of the President of the United States, or of military or diplomatic mis-
sions of the United States or of any other nation opposing the Axis
powers—routes, schedules, or destination, within or without the conti-
nental limits of the United States”5

As Price listened to Roosevelt’s plans, he looked for an opening to
compromise. He waited until the president nearly had completed his rail-
road schedule before asking innocently if journalists were to accompany
him. Roosevelt replied as Early had said he would: He wanted none.
Why not? “If I took newspapermen along they would write that it was
a political trip, and I am not going to see any politicians,” he said. Price,
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picking up the thread of logic, replied, “If you are not seeing any poli-
ticians I certainly think you should take some disinterested reporters
along so that they can testify to the facts afterward” Roosevelt agreed
and started to say that Early would travel with him and report everything
to the press afterward on October 1. But Early interrupted to decline.
He said political enemies would not trust a presidential aide to report
objectively. Reluctantly, Roosevelt conceded the point. Along with four
navy photographers, he said he would accept one representative of each
of the nation’s three major wire services if they would agree to let him
censor their stories personally. This compromise required the press corps
to make greater concessions than the president, and Price feared that
the plan would severely test voluntary censorship. As he left the White
House, Price told the president, “If this one works, I won’t worry about
anything from now on.”¢

Early gave few details of the trip when he informed A. Merriman
Smith of the United Press, Douglas Cornell of the Associated Press, and
William Theis of International News Service on September 16. He said
Roosevelt planned to leave Washington the next day, tour war plants
and military installations, and return on October 1, and they would be
the only reporters along for the ride. Pressed for details, Early revealed
only that the first stop would be the Chrysler tank manufacturing plant
in Detroit; beyond that, he did not even tell the reporters what type of
clothes to pack.”

That night, the Secret Service took the three reporters to the base-
ment of the Bureau of Printing and Engraving, one of the unpublicized
railroad boarding stations Roosevelt used in Washington, Maryland,
and Virginia. At the end of the waiting train was Roosevelt’s personal
car, the Ferdinand Magellan, which had been fortified for protection
against enemy attack. The windows were bulletproof, the sides hardened
to withstand the impact of an artillery shell, and the bottom reinforced
with a foot of concrete and steel to absorb the detonation of any explo-
sives that might lie in the railroad bed. The car also had the comforts
one would expect for a traveling president. It had an office, a lounge,
a bedroom, and a galley, as well as two elevators for a wheelchair. Be-
tween the Ferdinand Magellan and the engine were accommodations for
the Secret Service, the president’s staff members, and radio operators,
a club car, a diner, and a room that before the war had been filled by
about a dozen members of the traveling press corps. Settling into their
nearly empty quarters, the three wire service reporters must have con-



168 : THE PRESS AND THE PRESIDENT’S TRAVELS

cluded that Roosevelt had stretched the truth when he told Early that if
other journalists had been allowed to join the inspection tour, “the train
would need more sleeping cars and it would be impossible to maintain
any secrecy.” More likely, the president was wary of a large press contin-
gent making his information-gathering tour look like a political stunt.®
Precedent was on his side. During World War I, President Wilson also
had limited the press corps that traveled with him to three wire service
representatives.’

Roosevelt liked to stay on good terms with journalists. Although he
had many clashes with conservative publishers, he liked most reporters,
who tended to be more liberal. As a young man, he had made the most of
the opportunity to watch his distant cousin Theodore Roosevelt use his
charisma and his bully pulpit to build favorable press relations, and he
had tried his own hand as a journalist by editing the student newspaper
at Harvard. When young Franklin went to Washington as Wilson’s assis-
tant secretary of the navy in 1913, he conducted his own news conferences
and gained the favor of the national media by leaking information on the
inadequate state of national defense.!® Throughout his public career he
continued to make himself available to reporters; as president, Roosevelt
had 998 news conferences, an average of two a week. He often did not
say anything noteworthy in answering pointed questions, but his readi-
ness to banter with the press endeared him to journalists. However, the
first months of 1942 had brought strains into the relationship. Since the
start of the war, Roosevelt had used the censorship code to hide his fre-
quent weekend train trips to Hyde Park, his home on the Hudson. The
first secret retreat began on January 6 and ended five days later. William
Hassett, one of Roosevelt’s secretaries, recorded fourteen off-the-record
trips to Hyde Park in his diary before the start of the September inspec-
tion tour.!! Reporters familiar with the censorship code had ignored the
trips. However, Smith’s memoir of his travels with the president listed
two violations early in 1942 by journalists unfamiliar with the censor-
ship regulations. The student newspaper at Catholic University in Wash-
ington printed a story on February s that said the president had quietly
boarded a train at the university station during the previous week. The
editors promptly received a visit from the Secret Service and a lecture
on protecting the president’s safety. On another occasion, a New York
Post columnist mentioned one of Roosevelt’s trips, delighting in his mis-
taken belief that he had written a story unknown to the Washington press
corps.12
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Actually, the journalists who covered the White House knew when
Roosevelt left his presidential home to head for his ancestral one. They
knew the location of the out-of-the-way railroad sidings where Roose-
velt entered and exited the Ferdinand Magellan, and they knew about his
vacation retreats to Shangri-La, a camp in northern Maryland. Despite
their self-censorship, rumors spread quickly in the small-town atmo-
sphere of wartime Washington, and even the taxi drivers knew within the
hour when Roosevelt had departed.!3

The weekend journeys to Hyde Park lasted three to five days, and the
president spent most of the time in seclusion. The September inspection
tour would last fourteen days, and Roosevelt would be seen by thou-
sands of Americans. Surely, if they saw the president they would expect
to read about him in the paper or hear the news of his visit on the radio.
Nevertheless, Price sent the nation’s editors and broadcasters a confiden-
tial note on September 17 to ask them to avoid the story: “The Presi-
dent is making a trip to a number of war plants and camps. He plans
to make no speeches or public appearances. He will be accompanied by
representatives of the press services who will report on the trip in due
course. Until they do, your attention is called to the code restriction that
for reasons of safety nothing is published, locally or otherwise, about the
president’s movements or whereabouts except on authority.” 14

The note did not mention that the only appropriate authority for
news of the president’s movements was the president.

The next day, Roosevelt’s train made its first stop, in Michigan, at the
world’s largest manufacturer of tanks. In a year’s time it had sprung up
amid a cornfield, spreading out to cover the equivalent of ten city blocks.
Shortly after noon on September 18, Roosevelt took his accustomed seat
on the right-hand side of his automobile, which had been unloaded from
the train, and the driver started slowly down the length of the Chrysler
building. The tank construction crews were startled when they glanced
up from their tools and benches. “By God if it ain’t old Frank!” a smudge-
faced worker announced. The president smiled, waved, and asked ques-
tions.15

Roosevelt rode outdoors to the arsenal’s testing grounds to witness
a demonstration of a new all-welded tank. To the consternation of the
Secret Service, the driver of a thirty-two-ton M-4 Sherman tank headed
straight for the president’s car before braking ten feet short. Roosevelt
was unfazed. “A good drive!” he said.}¢ He then inspected the Ford
Motor Company’s Willow Run bomber plant and chatted with two
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President Roosevelt, in the car at far vight, tours an Alcoa plant in Vancouver,
Washington, during his secvet inspection tour of war production in September 194.2.
Press Secretary Stephen T. Early is at left in the white hat. Next to him, left to right,
ave Admival Ross MclIntire; Roosevelt’s dawghter, Anna Boettinger; and Secret
Service agrent Frank J. Wilson. Franklin D. Roosevelt Library/U.S. Navy.

midgets whom the company had hired for assembly work in the B-24s
cramped tail sections.'” At the end of the day, not a word had been broad-
cast or printed about the president’s arrival.

The Secret Service, in charge of presidential security, established a pat-
tern to prepare each day’s schedule. At 3 A.M. an agent would place two
calls—one to the governor of the state where the president’s train would
stop, and the other to the owner of the factory the president wanted to
inspect. The train would arrive without fanfare, the president would con-
duct his tour while seated in his car, and the three wire service reporters
would write and file their dispatches for later publication.1®

A security leak occurred on the second day of the journey, which in-
cluded tours of the Great Lakes Naval Training Station near Chicago and
the Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Company in Milwaukee. The presi-
dent of Allis-Chalmers, Walter Geist, met the presidential party and told
Early that the wire services had phoned the factory the night before to ask
about the president’s arrival time. Early “hit the ceiling” but later learned
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through the Secret Service that railroad employees were the source of
the security breach. Roosevelt’s transit of the Midwest also was noted
by two weekly papers in Michigan, one weekly in Ohio, and one daily
in Woodstock, Illinois, but censorship records do not indicate how the
Office of Censorship discovered these code violations or responded to
them.t?

From state to state, the president’s train chugged along. Roosevelt
visited a night shift at the Federal Cartridge Corporation plant in New
Brighton, Minnesota. On September 21, he dropped in on a thousand
naval officers, sailors, and recruits at the nation’s newest naval train-
ing station, which had been established at a lake in northern Idaho to
case congestion at coastal naval bases. He inspected battle-tested war-
ships in Washington State and tried to swear the 5,000 workers at the
Puget Sound Navy Yard to secrecy. “I am not really here . . . my cruise
is not published in the papers, so just remember that for about ten days
you haven’t seen me.” Roosevelt then drove through downtown Seattle,
effectively putting his appearance before thousands of civilians “off the
record.”20

Radio stations ignored the story.2! Only one newspaper took note.
The Aero Mechanic, a weekly publication of the Boeing Aircraft Com-
pany union, printed thousands of copies on September 24 headlining
Roosevelt’s visit to the Boeing factory in Seattle. The editor, W. N.
Mahlum, had received the Code of Wartime Practices in the mail but had
overlooked its restrictions about the movements of the president. He
said he had not received Price’s special memo about the ban on pub-
licity of the president’s tour. A navy public relations officer accompa-
nied Mahlum to the post office to prevent the mailing of 14,000 copies.
More than 4,000 already had been distributed among workers inside the
Boeing plant, and Nathaniel R. Howard of the Press Division asked the
union president to appeal for their return.22 The Secret Service, the FBI,
the post office, and the army also helped round up copies. Howard told
the editor he could release the edition after Roosevelt had returned to
Washington 23

A day after leaving Seattle, Roosevelt was in Portland, Oregon, to
study Henry Kaiser’s rapid ship construction methods. At the Oregon
Shipbuilding Corporation’s yard on the Willamette River, Roosevelt
observed the launching of a 10,600-ton Liberty freighter, the joseps N.
Teal, ten days after its keel had been laid. After the ceremony, the cry of
“Speech! Speech!” went up from the crowd of shipbuilders, and a micro-
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phone was placed in the president’s hands. The politician in him could
not resist. “You know, I am not supposed to be here today,” he said. “You
are the possessors of a secret which even the newspapers of the United
States don’t know. I hope you will keep the secret because . . . like the
ship that we have just seen go overboard, my motions and movements
are supposed to be secret.”2* The shipbuilders laughed. But the wire ser-
vice reporters, who stood a few feet away while Roosevelt was talking,
disliked being the butt of a joke and powerless to respond.

Roosevelt’s timing could not have been worse. The day before the
president’s visit to the Kaiser shipyard, twenty journalists in the nation’s
capital had submitted a petition to Early, Price, and Davis. They de-
manded to know why only three of their peers had been permitted to
accompany the president and suggested that a larger press corps would
pose no safety threat. The petition acknowledged the danger of publi-
cizing Roosevelt’s itinerary in advance but suggested that reports about
cities he already had visited should be acceptable and could boost public
morale. It expressed outrage at the imposition of “involuntary censor-
ship25

When the petitioners visited the Office of Censorship, Price said he
disagreed with them, stressing the paramount importance of protect-
ing the president. He said their complaint about the size of the travel-
ing press pool was beyond his jurisdiction because he did not accredit
journalists. Furthermore, he said he could not see much difference be-
tween their request to delay stories of Roosevelt’s actions by a day or
two and the president’s request for a two-week blackout.26 That ended
the discussion. Privately, however, Price sympathized. In notes that he
never placed in his wartime notebook or his memoir, Price said Roose-
velt “greatly abused” the immunity from press coverage that he could
invoke at will when he traveled.?” A kinder analysis appeared in Price’s
memoir, which said the president gave unyielding support to the Office
of Censorship except for his “blind spot” and “nonsense” about his own
movements. “I never thought that FDR really wanted to wreck it [the
censorship code], as nearly as he came to doing so,” he wrote. “I think
he was only having fun according to the complicated pattern of his con-
genital inconsistency.”28

Roosevelt’s remarks at the Kaiser shipyard aggravated the petition-
ers’ already foul mood. After being rebuffed by Price and teased by the
president, they began seeking recruits to increase pressure on the White
House. They rounded up additional signatures in Washington but tried
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without success to get signatures from managing editors outside the
capital. Eventually, the petition contained thirty-five signatures.?

Meanwhile, the Ferdinand Magellan continued its descent of the Pa-
cific coast. On September 24, Roosevelt inspected a submarine at the
Mare Island Navy Yard, on the north end of San Francisco Bay, and spoke
with a wounded Marine who had killed thirty-six Japanese at Tulagi.
Moving to a naval supply depot and embarkation station in Oakland, the
president greeted thirty-three men in wheelchairs who were recovering
from wounds suffered in major Pacific battles. At Long Beach, he toured
the Douglas Aircraft factory, a producer of bombers and the giant C-54
cargo planes. Workers were stunned when Roosevelt’s green car slowly
passed through the building, but they recovered to cheer and wave.3°
“Why doesn’t someone tell me these things?” one of the plant’s execu-
tives asked about the visit.3!

The president spent the next evening with his son John, a junior lieu-
tenant in the navy, at his home near San Diego. Then, Roosevelt headed
east. His train stopped at Uvalde, Texas, allowing him to chat with John
Nance Garner, his vice president from 1933 to 1941. The president visited
airfields and army bases and inspected the new Consolidated Aircraft
bomber assembly plant in Fort Worth. The plant manager told the travel-
ing wire service reporters that the factory building, so huge that it was
difficult to stand at one end and see the other side, probably contained
the longest straight assembly line in the country. Just how long they were
not told; the plant manager said the length was a military secret.3?

The nation’s papers and radio stations continued to censor themselves
while Roosevelt’s train headed home, and Price began to prepare for the
petitioners making their protest public. He started by speaking at the
Southern Newspaper Publishers Association annual convention in Hot
Springs, Arkansas. He complained that editors “have done a poor job
of informing the people why some information has to be withheld.”33
Off the record, Price polled the assembled editors on whether they sup-
ported his office’s restrictions on news of presidential movements. In a
memo to Early, Price reported the results: “Every publisher to whom I
talked supported completely the position of the Office of Censorship.”
Some had helped keep the story of the presidential inspection tour out
of the smaller papers and the weeklies in their regions, Price said, and
were proud of their success.3*

Criticism of the press ban finally surfaced publicly, but in a veiled
way. Two days before the end of Roosevelt’s journey, the Buffalo Evening
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News reported that the voluntary censorship “honeymoon” was nearly
finished. The News did not disclose the subject of discord but said report-
ers soon would be free to publish the details. The unnamed censorship
conflict was “ridiculous,” it added, and unless rectified could kill volun-
tary censorship.?5 Arthur Krock, chief of the Washington Bureau of the
New York Times, alluded to the controversy on the next day. Under a head-
line that said an important news item had been banned, Krock said many
Washington reporters considered the suppression “unnecessary as well as
unfair”3¢ Despite the grumbling and the hints, no journalist publicized
Roosevelt’s trip prematurely.

A rebellion appeared likely at the president’s next press conference,
scheduled for the afternoon of October 1, when the protesters planned
to present their petition. Having gauged the mood of journalists outside
Washington when he had spoken at Hot Springs, Price urged Early to
have his boss take the initiative and open the press conference by praising
journalists’ cooperation.3”

Roosevelt’s routine before his biweekly press conferences was to meet
Early to discuss the questions he should expect. On October 1, Early told
him that reporters would attack the censorship imposed on his tour. He
apparently also mentioned Price’s suggestions about commending the
nation’s press. While they chatted, the announced starting time for the
press conference passed.3® A few reporters pounded on the door to be
let in. When the door finally opened at 5:05 P.M., the press corps found
Roosevelt in shirtsleeves at his desk. Davis, “looking glum,” occupied
one of the chairs at the rear of the room, according to the Press Divi-
sion’s William Mylander, whom Price had sent to monitor the meeting.
The crowded room was hot and smoky.3® But reporters had no opportu-
nity to begin the conference by pressing Roosevelt with questions about
their letter of protest, which Roosevelt had received from Early or Davis.
At the cry of “All in,” signaling that the last of the reporters had come
through the door, Roosevelt launched into a statement summarizing his
tour, “which you can now print because obviously I am here” At the
end of the summary, which provided little news beyond what the wire
service reporters were preparing to release in stories that Roosevelt had
reviewed but had decided not to censor, the president lauded the jour-
nalists whom he had left behind for “the fine way in which they have
cooperated in delaying the publication of the news about my trip until
it was over.” He addressed congressional criticism that the trip had par-
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tisan political undertones and then deftly shifted the focus to the press.
He implied that some reporters were under orders from their editors to
sabotage his administration. Most reporters, he said, wrote the wartime
news objectively, but “there is an unfortunate minority of news stories
which just ‘ain’t so’ They just are not based on fact. And more than that,
they tell people in the country things that are not in existence. Some of
them are honestly written. Some of them are written for other reasons,
which perhaps we need not go into. They represent a minority, but at
present they are doing infinite harm to the country. . . . The greatest of-
fense of course is . . . among the commentators, and the columnists, in
both the press and the radio.”4°

Elizabeth May Craig, the Washington correspondent for a group of
Maine newspapers, tried to get the president to specify who had hurt the
war effort and how they had done it. “Mr. President, I am not quite clear
in my mind. What is the complaint about the press?” she asked.

“May,” Roosevelt responded, “ask the press.”

“I mean your complaint about us. . . . I mean it quite seriously.”

“I would ask the press,” Roosevelt said. “They all know.”

“Well,” Craig said, “I don’t.”

“I think it’s very simple. I am saying that about certain elements in
press and radio that are hurting the war effort. And we all know. . .. You
people know better than—even better than I do who the fellows are, who
the owners of the papers are. You know far better than I do”4!

Comparing Roosevelt’s two statements about the press made the im-
plication clear. Journalists who had cooperated with the voluntary cen-
sorship ban deserved praise, but a few —unnamed —were harming the
war effort.

Fifty-five minutes after the news conference began, reporters who had
expected to give their petition to the president walked away mumbling
and angry, never having presented their formal complaint. They settled
for releasing it in the next morning’s newspapers, expecting that it would
run alongside the belated coverage of the president’s inspection tour.*?
It said the protesters did not question the desirability of keeping Roose-
velt’s itinerary a secret but questioned “whether, and why, the national
interest required that nothing concerning the trip be published until it
had been completed.” In addition, it asked why only three wire corre-
spondents had been allowed to accompany the president and warned of
the danger of a news blackout:
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We believe this kind of suppression undermines confidence, not alone
in the newspapers, but in the government. When so many people have
personal knowledge of such an important event as the visit of their
President, and see nothing about it in the newspapers until along time
afterwards, doubts are inevitably raised as to the consequences and
authenticity of other news emanating from the government. . . . In
short, we are disturbed at what appears to be, intentional or not, a
creeping censorship, and we respectfully request a reconsideration of
this policy as it might apply to any situation in the future.#?

Commenting editorially on the two-week tour and subsequent press
conference, the nation’s newspapers split into two camps. The first, and
larger, group congratulated itself for supporting the president’s ban on
premature disclosure of his movements, albeit with some grumbling
over the need for it. Los Angeles Times managing editor L. D. Hotch-
kiss said, “The president is entitled to and must have absolute protection
under all circumstances. But preventing millions from learning what tens
of thousands already knew does not seem to fit in with sound protec-
tion measures.” David Lawrence, editor of United States News, added that
whenever the president’s life is involved, “the customary rule is to err on
the side of suppression”#* The second group of papers expressed emo-
tions ranging from surprise to outrage. The Richmond Times-Dispatch ran
an editorial cartoon of “John Q. Public” reading a newspaper and wear-
ing a huge pair of black blinders. The caption said, “All I Know Is What
I Read in the Papers”+® A Chicago Tribune editorial likened Roosevelt
to a fictional Arabian prince who visited his kingdom incognito, but it
pointed out that the undercover president traveled with a “brass band.”
The Tribune sarcastically described the tour as “the biggest secret in his-
tory” because “probably less than half the people in the communities
thru which he passed have been talking about it>4¢

Price received two significant showings of support, from reporters
and ordinary citizens. First, thirty-three Boston journalists wrote to
Roosevelt and Price on October 4 to endorse the censorship restrictions
on presidential travel.#” Second, the Blue Network asked its listeners to
phone in their opinions on whether secrecy surrounding the president’s
trip had placed free press and radio in jeopardy. Although the poll had
no statistical validity — people who are most agitated about a subject are
more likely to respond—the results heartened Price and his staff. Out
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of 1,395 respondents, only 91, or 6.5 percent, disapproved of the ban on
reporting the president’s just-completed tour.*8

Realizing the public’s mood, the White House press corps dropped
its protest. No reporter raised the issue at any subsequent presidential
press conference. Roosevelt sealed the matter, at least in the public arena,
when he addressed the American people directly in a fireside chat on
October 12. Without mentioning the Tribune—a paper he despised yet
read every day—Roosevelt rejected the brass-band image of his trip. He
said his critics found it easy to say that a president should travel “with
a blare of trumpets, with crowds on the sidewalks, with batteries of re-
porters and photographers.” But, he said, “I can tell you very simply that
the kind of trip I took permitted me to concentrate on the work I had
to do without expending time, meeting all the demands of publicity. . . .
One of the greatest generals of American soldiers, Robert E. Lee, once
remarked on the tragic fact that in the war of his day all the best gener-
als were apparently working on newspapers instead of in the Army. That
seems to be true in all war”4°

Similar blankets on news coverage attended Roosevelt’s trips out of
the country, to conferences in Casablanca and Tehran in 1943, and Yalta
in 1945. The White House controlled the release of news originating
overscas from the president’s meetings with Allied leaders; the Office
of Censorship’s role was mainly to police the “embargo”—the informal
agreement under which the news stories were distributed simultaneously
to media outlets around the country but were held from publication or
broadcast until a stated time.5°

Throughout the war, Roosevelt continued his trips to Hyde Park.
After his September inspection tour, he allowed wire service reporters
to accompany him only once before the end of 1942, when he returned
to his official residence to vote in the November congressional elections.
During that trip, he decided to go on the record for the five minutes it
took to be carried up the steps to the town hall, vote, and leave.5! The
reporters, who had no need to check with the Office of Censorship about
astory Roosevelt had cleared, promptly dispatched a short report saying
Roosevelt had voted at Hyde Park. At 12:35 P.M. on election day, Bill
Neel of wMAL radio in Washington called to alert the Office of Censor-
ship thata story on the Associated Press wire said the president had voted
at Hyde Park. According to an in-house memo, the call sent three people
scurrying for an authoritative confirmation: James Warner, the office’s
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liaison to the Washington press corps; Charter Heslep, the Broadcasting
Division staff member who previously had served as night news editor
for NBC in New York; and William P. Steven, a Press Division aide who
formerly was managing editor of the Tulsa Tribune. Within ten minutes
they had traced the story to the three wire service reporters in Hyde Park,
ascertained that the president personally had approved its release, and
cleared it for broadcast on wmAL.52 If it seems ludicrous that three men
would rush to confirm a story that said the president had voted in his
hometown, it nevertheless underscores the censors’ attempt to be con-
sistent. Price’s strictest rule was that no exceptions should be made to the
comprehensive coverage of the censorship code—no matter how seem-
ingly innocuous—without an official acting as appropriate authority.

That was the last presidential trip to include reporters for four
months. When the wire service correspondents protested their exclu-
sion and asked to tag along on more visits to Hyde Park, Roosevelt told
Early to relay a reply: “What do you want to do—watch me take a bath
or go with me to the toilet?”53 Brief automobile rides in the Virginia
and Maryland countryside and even journeys that took Roosevelt a few
blocks from the White House were blacked out, as if he had traveled to
a combat zone. Washington radio stations that announced plans to dedi-
cate the Jefferson Memorial in April 1943 were asked not to mention that
the president would attend.>+

“YES, THE ADVERTISER KNOWS THAT HE WAS HERE”

Early in 1943, the White House press corps had heard rumors that
Roosevelt was planning a long trip that would include a visit to Warm
Springs, Georgia, the spa where he relaxed and received treatment for
the paralysis of his legs. The wire service reporters composed and sent
Roosevelt a poem asking to be included in the entourage. Roosevelt
agreed and, not to be outdone, replied in verse:

Your touching deep desire
Arouses in me fire

To send a hasty wire

To Warm Springs in the mire
To scrape the roads,

Break out the corn.

The gals is waiting

Sho’s yo born.
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to the press associations only. none other need
55
apply.

The Office of Censorship sent out a confidential memo about the up-
coming trip and asked the Press Division missionaries to ensure that the
weekly papers saw it. The note said not only that the president soon
would begin another off-the-record journey, but also that the press pool
had been expanded beyond the representatives of the three wire ser-
vices.5¢ Two New York reporters, Bert Andrews of the Herald Tribune
and William H. Lawrence of the Times, had asked Roosevelt and Early
to open the train to all White House correspondents who normally trav-
cled with the president before the war. Roosevelt and Early suggested a
compromise to the two reporters: Let the White House Correspondents
Association select six members for the journey. Andrews and Lawrence,
both members of the association, quickly picked themselves. Then they
chose William C. Murphy of the Philadelphia Inquirer, Roscoe Drum-
mond of the Christian Science Monitor, Raymond P. Brandt of the St.
Louis Post-Dispatch, and Dewey L. Fleming of the Baltimore Sun.57 All
six reporters had signed the petition protesting Roosevelt’s censorship
of his September tour.

The selection angered some reporters who had been passed over. One
threatened to violate the voluntary censorship code. Warren Francis of
the Los Angeles Times’s Washington bureau called the Office of Censor-
ship at 8:08 p.M. on April 8, 1943, to say he was writing and sending
to his paper a dispatch reporting that Roosevelt soon would leave the
White House for another cross-country inspection tour. “We are going
to disregard the code for tonight, and I want to know what the penalty
is and who will suffer, the correspondent who writes the story or the
paper which prints it or both,” he told Frank C. Clough of the Press Divi-
sion. Clough gulped and said he would have to reach Price or Howard,
his immediate supervisor, for such a ruling. Clough phoned Howard at
home—he did not know where Price was at that hour—and told him to
expect a call from Francis about violating the prohibition on publicizing
the movements of the president. When the phone rang, Howard, who in
the meantime had found and spoken with Price, listened while Francis
explained the Times’s reason for its plan of deflance. He said the man-
aging editor, Hotchkiss, was upset that his paper had not been chosen
to fill one of the extra six correspondents’ seats on the president’s train.
Twice, in September and April, the Los Angeles Times had been excluded
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from the president’s train, and Hotchkiss was threatening to retaliate
for the snub by announcing Roosevelt’s secret trip. Howard, recalling
the conversation in a memorandum for the Press Division’s files, said he
asked Francis to deliver a personal message to Hotchkiss: “[I]f the Témes
went out to sabotage voluntary press censorship over a single incident
like this we would sock the Times with everything we had.”58

What constituted “everything” that the Press Division could throw at
an offending newspaper? There is no way to know with certainty, for it
never had to confront a deliberate violation by a newspaper that had been
asked to avoid a story. The print press had been free from licensing since
the eighteenth century and was more powerfully protected by the First
Amendment than radio. The main weapons policing voluntary compli-
ance were public scorn and competitors’ wrath. If the Témes had pressed
the issue, the Office of Censorship could have done little more than pub-
licly cite it, warn it that any news that violated the Espionage Act might
result in prosecution by the Justice Department, and urge the rest of the
nation’s news outlets not to destroy voluntary censorship by following
the violator’s lead. Fortunately for the censors, the Times backed down,
although no details of its decision making exist in the Office of Censor-
ship’s records. Francis contented himself with writing a story describ-
ing the “injustice in hand-picking six special reporters for an impend-
ing White House assignment.” He showed the story to Howard, who
rephrased six sentences to delete references to “developments involving
President Roosevelt” that would allow “opportunities [for six journal-
ists] to be first-hand witnesses.” He then cleared the story, along with
a similar one prepared by the New York Daily News, another paper that
would not have a reporter on the train.5®

Roosevelt’s train left Washington on April 13 and headed south to-
ward Parris Island, South Carolina, where the president witnessed sol-
diers training with Garand rifles. Further stops occurred in Georgia,
Alabama, Tennessee, and Arkansas. In a departure from the rules of his
September inspection tour, the president allowed the traveling press
corps to file day-old dispatches, datelined “Aboard the President’s Train.”
The president made an on-the-record visit to Mexico on April 20. In
addition, the silence about his movements was broken twice. The gov-
ernor of South Carolina, ad-libbing on April 14 into a microphone over
station WSPA in Spartanburg, said, “By the way, I have just talked with
the president of the United States and it will interest you to know that
he is now within the boundaries of your state” The Broadcasting Divi-
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sion thereupon asked the Secret Service to tell governors and other high
officials who might see the president that any communication about his
movements would be subject to censorship unless Roosevelt cleared its
release .50

The other leak occurred on April 16, the day after Roosevelt’s train
swung through Montgomery, Alabama. He visited Maxwell Field to
watch an overhead formation of 108 training planes from Gunther Field
and the synchronized takeoff of eighty-four advanced training planes
from Craig Field. The presidential party then watched 4,000 cadets per-
form calisthenics and play volleyball, basketball, and other games.6! In a
front-page story, the Montgomery newspaper said: “Yes, the Advertiser
knows that he was here yesterday. . . . Nearly everybody else in Mont-
gomery knew he was here—when he arrived and when he departed. If
the details of all that are still interesting when the lords of free speech in
Washington decide to let the news be printed, the Advertiser will print
such part of the details as it may remember at the time.”¢2 Price wired a
complaint to the paper; the ensuing explanation persuaded him that the
story was an editor’s attempt at humor while the publisher was out of
town.63

Considering the Office of Censorship’s problems with censorship of
Roosevelt’s movements, it is understandable that Price confided in his
notebook that the 1944 presidential campaign made him nervous. De-
spite unanimous endorsement by the Editorial Advisory Board in Janu-
ary 1943 of censorship of presidential trips,* no president could cam-
paign for reelection and remain off the record. Some freedom to report
Roosevelt’s movements would be necessary. Price’s job became more
complicated when Roosevelt, five months after he privately had revealed
his plans to some members of the press, revealed at a press conference on
July 11, 1944, that he would seek a fourth term.® Shortly after the confer-
ence, the representatives of the Ap, United Press, and International News
Service as well as a radio “pool” reporter, Carlton Smith of NBC, were
told to pack fora five-day train trip to San Diego, where Roosevelt would
broadcast his acceptance of the Democratic Party’s nomination before
sailing for Hawaii to confer with General Douglas MacArthur.®® Price
sent a confidential memo to editors and broadcasters on July 13 stating
that Roosevelt soon would leave on a trip and reminding recipients of
the appropriate clauses in the press and broadcasting censorship codes.
Four days later, Roosevelt sent a note to the convention in Chicago, stat-
ing his preference for Harry S. Truman as a running mate. The note said
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he expected to be “away from Washington for the next few days.” On the
basis of this information, the Chicago Tribune asked the Office of Censor-
ship if it could “speculate” in print that Roosevelt would be in Chicago
soon.%” The Press Division said no. The president never appeared at the
convention. His train stopped briefly in the Chicago switching yards on
July 15 to allow him to confer with Democratic Party chairman Robert E.
Hannegan, but that fact was not reported until six days later.8

When the president reached San Diego, Roosevelt’s naval aide, Admi-
ral Wilson Brown, informed the four traveling reporters that they must
use a Washington dateline on their stories about the nomination accep-
tance speech the president planned to give on the next evening, July 20.
They protested that it would be a lie to imply that Roosevelt had spoken
from the capital. A. Merriman Smith told presidential secretary Grace
Tully that he would not misinform his readers. Tully ushered Smith into
the president’s bedroom, where Roosevelt chuckled at Brown’s order
and said, “Oh, damn, that’s a lot of nonsense. I say in the first paragraph
of my speech that I am speaking from a West Coast naval base. Why not
use that for a dateline?” Smith, on behalf of his colleagues, agreed.s?

Roosevelt’s last campaign afforded the public few opportunities to
see him. In his acceptance speech in July, he said his busy schedule as
commander in chief meant “I shall not be able to find the time” to cam-
paign.”® He then vanished from view on his Hawaii-to-Alaska tour. Ulti-
mately he was away from the White House, and off the record, for thirty-
five days in July and August. He had no press conferences during the
trip, whereas his usual schedule would have called for ten. When Roose-
velt returned to the White House and to public scrutiny on August 18,
Thomas E. Dewey, the Republican candidate, told reporters he did not
wish to comment on “Mr. Roosevelt’s holiday.” 7!

In limiting his public appearances during his reelection campaign,
Roosevelt followed a play-it-safe strategy. Successors to Roosevelt often
campaigned for reelection by acting presidential, signing bills on the
White House lawn, and posing for photographs while avoiding over-
exposure and the risk of a public blunder. A key question about the 1944
campaign is whether Roosevelt used censorship to minimize his public
appearances or whether his security required secrecy. He had a legiti-
mate need for censorship in the Pacific because of the possibility of sub-
marine attack. However, wartime censorship hid more about Roosevelt
than just his itinerary. Trohan believed Roosevelt twisted the code to
lessen gossip about his pale complexion and sunken skin, which testi-
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Roosevelt, addressing a crowd at Soldier Field in Chicago in October 1944. The
president used the Code of Wartime Practices to bide his movements when he did
not want publicity and overvode the censorship requiations when he thought it suited
his purposes. Franklin D. Roosevelt Library.

fied to his worsening heart disease, and to cover up his 1944 visits with
Rutherford near Newark, New Jersey.”? Their World War I affair had
nearly wrecked Roosevelt’s marriage, and despite promises to his wife
that he would never see Rutherford again, he clandestinely had reestab-
lished contact by July 1944.72 When reporters for New Jersey papers and
Washington correspondents asked the Office of Censorship for permis-
sion to report Roosevelt’s train halting near Rutherford’s estate in mid-
September 1944, they were refused.”*

Smith of the United Press observed that the president used security
“like winter underwear” in the 1944 campaign, taking it off when he
wanted publicity and putting it on when it suited his purposes.”® The
Press Division had to respond to reporters who argued that the censor-
ship code’s rule on reporting presidential movements had been or should
be abrogated during the campaign. The censors responded by reiterat-
ing the president’s need for security in wartime, reminding reporters that
the code had been in effect before the campaign, and pointing out that
more news had been cleared about presidential movements during the
campaign than in earlier months.”®

In fact, Roosevelt did use censorship for private purposes unrelated to
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Roosevelt, in the car at lower left, does some last-minute campaigning on November 6,
1944, in his native Duchess County, New York. Roosevelt’s off-the-vecovd trips between
Washington, D.C., and Hyde Park prompted syndicated newspaper columnist
Westbrook Pegler to publicly threaten to violate the censorship code. Franklin D.
Roosevelt Library.

the war. The temptation was too great for him not to exploit the political
advantages of shielding his physical deterioration from voters as well as
hiding his rendezvous with Rutherford from his wife. Historian Doris
Kearns Goodwin suggests that the burdens of war and his failing health
had increased Roosevelt’s need for rest and relaxation that he could not
find in the sexless partnership he had created with Eleanor after she had
discovered the 1918 affair. Trohan, in an interview, recalled a cruder analy-
sis of Roosevelt’s need for female companionship: Early rejected Tro-
han’s requests for permission to report Roosevelt’s train and car trips
in the company of Norwegian Princess Martha, a wartime guest of the
White House, by telling him, “After Eleanor, he’s entitled to some femi-
ninity.”7”

Roosevelt would have to have been a saint to forego the personal
benefits of censorship. But, when he misused the censorship code to hide
his ill health and his meetings with Rutherford, his fault was more the
shortcoming of a tired and overburdened leader than the evil of a political
schemer. Rare indeed would be the politician so honest that he paraded
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his faults before the electorate or waged an exhausting campaign when a
less stressful strategy would be as effective. As for his health, Roosevelt
could not have predicted his death in April 1945, although he must have
harbored doubts about his ability to survive a fourth term. He suffered
an angina attack on August 12, 1944, and was too weak to maneuver on
his braces in the next month.”® Roosevelt adhered to the letter of the cen-
sorship code while he undermined its spirit. If his actions helped him
win reelection and maintain continuity in the prosecution of the war,
his motives are understandable even if they were of questionable ethics.
His misuse of censorship would have been heinous if it had hurt the war
cffort, but the end of the war four months after his death suggested that
no harm was done. What would have happened if he had lived is un-
known.

Roosevelt made his last trip overseas in the winter of 1945. After his
return from an Allied summit at Yalta, the Office of Censorship faced the
only instance in which a reporter publicly vowed to ignore the ban on
news of presidential travel. On February 20, Westbrook Pegler, whose
column appeared in the Washington Times-Herald and was syndicated
nationwide by King Features, threatened to report Roosevelt’s next trip
to Hyde Park without waiting for the news to be released by the White
House. He argued that the Secret Service kept Roosevelt as safe on the
Hudson as he was on the Potomac. Furthermore, Pegler said, Roosevelt
had used censorship to hide excessive campaign spending in 1944 and
other unpleasant facts. Someone should “smash the secrecy” and “defi-
antly” challenge Roosevelt, he said.”

By 12:50 p.M. that day, Price had read the column and sent a telegram
to Pegler’s syndication editor, J. V. Connolly of New York. Pegler could
violate the code only if King Features allowed him to do so, Price said.
“I feel sure you would not take any such step . . . without considering
that once the code is deliberately broken none of us can forecast what the
consequences may be” At the least, he continued, Connolly should delay
any action by Pegler until Price could confer with his Editorial Advi-
sory Board about reporters’ dissatisfaction with the code on presidential
movements. Connolly wired that he agreed.8¢

Meanwhile, Price conferred with Jonathan Daniels, who was the act-
ing press secretary and would officially replace Early on March 24. Price
said many journalists disliked the code’s application to Hyde Park trips,
but Pegler was the “noisiest” complainer. Daniels wrote in his memoir
that Price appeared anxious to appeal to Roosevelt to loosen his travel
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restrictions. If Roosevelt did not, Price feared that voluntary censorship
would crack. He told Daniels that if that happened, the White House
would be to blame because the president’s secrecy was excessive 8

Washington journalists expected a showdown. Like Pegler, many be-
lieved the code had been abused. However, Pegler found no journalists
willing to join his public protest. “If the newspapers take into their own
hands the decision of what does and does not involve security, it seems
to me that voluntary censorship will be destroyed and we’re apt to have
something worse,” Washington Evening Star associate editor Benjamin
McKelway said.8? McKelway, who had taken censorship matters into his
own hands as a member of the American Society of Newspaper Editors’
Washington Committee that had endorsed an ill-advised blackout of the
1943 international food conference, evidently had developed his appre-
ciation of the voluntary code.

Price summarized the standoff in memos to the nation’s editors and
to the president. To the press, he said he was aware of the depth of dis-
satisfaction with the code on presidential movements. He revealed that
he had asked for advice from his advisory board and that none of its
members had recommended any change in the code. Price concluded by
reminding editors and publishers that they would decide, as voluntary
administrators of the code, whether any of their employees would vio-
late it.”83 To the president, Price admitted facing an “incipient rebellion.”
The advisory board that had endorsed the censorship code also had rec-
ommended that it be more intelligently applied to the timely and safe
release of information about the president’s movements. Armed with
this endorsement, Price made three requests: First, routine trips to Hyde
Park should be removed from the secret category by White House dis-
closure as soon as the journey either way had been completed. Second, in
all other cases the facts should be disclosed as soon as the trip was com-
pleted and the president had returned to the White House. Third, on
future trips the principal White House correspondents should be per-
mitted to accompany the president, releasing their dispatches at the end
of the trip or as the White House might specify.8+

Roosevelt met Price halfway. He agreed to announce his returns to
Washington but not his arrivals in Hyde Park. As Daniels explained to
Price, announcing that Roosevelt was in Hyde Park would imply that
he would travel from New York to Washington within a few days, which
would compromise security.8?

Roosevelt’s concession worked; the rebellion faded. Fulton Lewis Jr.
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broadcast over the Mutual network on March 8 that for the first time
during the war, Roosevelt’s return from Hyde Park that day had been
announced quickly to the press corps.8¢ Daniels explained to reporters
that as the tide of the war turned in the Allies’ favor, some of the stricter
censorship rules had become unnecessary. “We felt that where security
was not involved, security should not be invoked,” he said.3” Except for
special occasions, however, such as the April 20 opening of the United
Nations conference in San Francisco, Daniels said, the president’s sched-
ule would still not be announced in advance.

Roosevelt never went to the conference. His death on April 12 put
Truman in office, and the rapid collapse of the German war machine
brought a decrease in concerns about presidential security. Truman was
one of the most visible presidents, taking brisk walks daily around down-
town Washington for the exercise and fresh air. After Germany’s surren-
der was announced in May, Price talked to him about censorship. At
Truman’s request, Price immediately sent him a draft of three options
for a censorship code revision on presidential travel. Truman picked the
least restrictive.®8 Price informed editors of the change on May 9, and the
new rule was incorporated into the May 15 edition of the Code of War-
time Practices that combined the press and radio regulations. In keeping
with the simplifications evident in the four-page rule book—the last and
shortest of the war—the code on presidential movements was cut to one
sentence banning advance information on his routes, times, and methods
of travel .8

The end of hostilities with Japan erased the need for the voluntary
censorship code in mid-August 1945, and with it, the contention over the
appropriate level of press and radio secrecy about the president’s travels.
The presidential clause in the censorship code probably was the most un-
popular one among journalists, especially in the Washington press corps.
Many reporters clamored for greater access to news about the president
and his diplomatic and military aides, but in the end they did what they
were asked to do.



" The Highest Considerations

of National Security
Military Secrets and the End
of Censorship

Three-year-old Pat came home nervously excited from day
care on May 18, 1945, and repeated a story she had heard. “There are red
balloons with wires on them. Don’t touch them or they will blow up and
kill you and your mother too,” she said. “They are in the sky. . . . They
blow up and make a noise” The story seemed fantastic, but the girl’s fear
was genuine. While playing in the yard, she heard a car backfire and ran
into the house screaming, “Balloons!”!

Her family called the city desk at the St. Paul, Minnesota, Pioneer Press
and Dispatch to repeat her story. What had scared the child? they asked.
Was there a kernel of truth in her story? Someone at the newspaper’s city
desk took notes on the conversation, and as similar reports were phoned
in during the next two days, they were added to a file. Editor J. R. “Russ”
Wiggins compiled three dozen messages from callers expressing concern
about the balloons. He sent the list to Byron Price, who had asked editors
and broadcasters in January not to publicize the appearance of Japanese
balloon bombs that had first been sighted on November 4, 1944, at San
Pedro, California. Wiggins did not reveal what he had told the callers;
presumably he had confirmed the existence of the balloons and explained
that he had been asked not to write about them. Perhaps he also had
mentioned an Office of Censorship bulletin of March 28, which said the
censors had no objection to news accounts of damage and casualties from
balloons that did not indicate the cause.?

The balloons had been publicized briefly in December 1944, after a
second sighting near Kalispell, Montana. Two timber cutters found what
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they believed to be a parachute painted with Japanese characters and at-
tached to what looked like a bomb. They reported it to a mail carrier
on December 11, and the message eventually reached the FBI office at
Butte. Agents took the balloon and its unexploded bomb to a garage for
safekeeping. On December 15, newspapers in western Montana began
seeking permission to publish stories about the balloon. Since this kind
of story appeared to be covered by the “intelligence” section of the Code
of Wartime Practices, which restricted news about “operations, methods,
or equipment of the United States, its allies, or the enemy,” the Office of
Censorship ruled that the story would require an appropriate authority
for release.® For three days, the FBI and army debated who had juris-
diction over Japanese balloon attacks. On December 18, the FBI bowed
out. When no other government agency objected to publicity about the
Kalispell balloon, the Office of Censorship released the news for publi-
cation and broadcast. Balloon stories appeared nationwide. Some were
highly speculative. Newsweek suggested in January 1945 that the balloon
had carried passengers; it did not mention the bomb.* Two weeks later,
it said three balloons had been found—one in Kalispell, one in an un-
disclosed site in Oregon, and a third in an unidentified location—and
suggested that the balloons had been launched by Japanese submarines.
The government also was confused. On January 2, a reporter asked Presi-
dent Franklin Roosevelt if the balloons could be part of a “spy offensive”
Roosevelt replied that he had no more information about the balloons
than the White House press corps. “Obviously, the first thing we’ve got
to do is to find out the origin,”¢ he said. By that time, the FBI had trans-
lated the Japanese writing on the Kalispell balloon, which included de-
tails about the factory shifts that made it.” As more balloons arrived,
government investigators unraveled the mystery. The balloons had been
launched from the Japanese main island of Honshu and were intended
to cause panic and start forest fires. Their effectiveness was limited be-
cause they did not always explode and the forests they aimed to set ablaze
were unlikely to catch fire during the winter and early spring, when the
launchings occurred.®

Publicity about the Kalispell balloon, coupled with the knowledge
that another, unpublicized balloon near Thermopolis, Wyoming, had ex-
ploded but caused no damage on December 6, prompted the army to
seck a blackout. Scary rumors had surfaced, including forecasts of wide-
spread fires and the possibility of saboteurs entering the country in gon-
dolas. The Portland Oregonian and the national wire services agreed to
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A Japanese balloon bomb. Domestic censorship of news of Japanese balloon bombs, such
as this one captured and inflated for testing, may have played a vole in civilian deaths
in Oregon in 194s. Six Sundny school picnickers were killed by an explosion during the
news blackout. National Archives.

an army request on January I, 1945, and prevented publication of a story
on a balloon that had drifted near the city’s power plant on that day.
That disposed of news about one balloon; what the Office of Censor-
ship wanted was a clear, nationwide policy before more arrived. After
the Office of Censorship had a conference on January 4 with military
officials and the ¥B1, Price issued a confidential bulletin to editors and
broadcasters describing the balloons as a method of enemy attack involv-
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ing military security. He said that only the War Department could act as
appropriate authority and release news about them. The army’s Western
Defense Command, in charge of military operations on the Pacific coast,
notified Price’s office every time it verified a sighting or found part of a
balloon or its cargo. By May 12, the list of such “balloon incidents” had
grown to 150, from Sonora, Mexico, to Alaska. That number eventually
would total 285, about 3 percent of 9,300 balloons known to have been
launched.?

A balloon that landed on Gearhart Mountain in south central Ore-
gon resulted in the only deaths from enemy attack on the U.S. mainland
during World War II. It killed five Sunday school children, ages eleven
to fifteen, and Elsye Winters Mitchell, the pregnant wife of the minister
of the Bly Christian and Missionary Alliance Church, on May s, 1945.
A navy bomb expert who examined the evidence surmised that the bal-
loon had been on the ground “for some time” because its bag had be-
come mildewed and several of its metal parts had rusted. He believed
that one of the victims had dropped or kicked a thirty-three-pound high
explosive, causing it to detonate, but a survivor of the detonation, Rev.
Archie Mitchell, told reporters that the blast occurred when one of the
children pulled part of the balloon. Four incendiary bombs, which did
not explode, were safely defused. Officials asked journalists to maintain
the news blackout. Accounts of the deaths in Oregon papers referred to
an explosion “of unknown origin.” 10

After the Oregon incident, residents of western states pressured the
War Department for protection from enemy attack, according to the
Office of Censorship’s internal history, which did not mention how they
knew that a danger existed.!! Apparently the six deaths and numerous
sightings of balloons had bred rumors. A “wave of fear” spread among
loggers and campers in Oregon in mid-May, the Associated Press re-
ported later that year.!? G-2, the army intelligence office, decided that
the best way to calm citizens’ fears and respond to the enemy threat was
to read a short statement about the balloons to schools, civic clubs, and
other groups west of the Mississippi River, where nearly all of the bal-
loons had been sighted. The education campaign began sometime be-
tween the day after the Oregon explosion, May 6, and May 15, when
the Office of Censorship became aware of it. The G-2 statement warned
of balloon attacks, urged schoolchildren not to pick up strange objects,
and said newspapers and broadcasters had agreed to suppress publicity.
However, the army had not consulted the Office of Censorship before
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beginning. When the censors learned of the campaign, they said it would
be difficult to continue the press and radio news blackout.!?

They were right. Price recalled that his office was “inundated” with
indignant complaints about the education campaign from editors and
broadcasters.* Wiggins believed the press blackout was contributing to
wild rumors. In the choppy, short sentences of a journalist in a hurry,
he gave Price a summary of reports that citizens had phoned to the Pio-
neer Press and Dispatch: “West coast heavily damaged. Parts of San Fran-
cisco wiped out. Several sections of North Dakota devastated. Number
of persons killed in Western Minnesota. Balloons are filled with gas and
when they let go folks anywhere near are killed. Balloons are filled with
high explosive. Is it true that we are being Robot bombed?” Callers were
“scared, curious, calm, and furious,” he said. The Pioneer Press and Dis-
patch investigated and discovered the army’s word-of-mouth campaign
in schools and civic buildings.!s Instead of quietly spreading information
and calming nerves, the campaign had a reverse effect, especially among
the young. Facts became distorted as schoolchildren remembered them
imperfectly and shared them with parents, friends, and neighbors. Much
like the childhood game of “telephone,” the story became less recogniz-
able as it was told and retold. The education campaign would not have
presented a problem if anyone wishing to check the original message
could have turned to an authoritative source, such as a news release. But
since there was no such record, the truth remained elusive. Wiggins ar-
gued that rumors would continue unless the news could be published.!¢

Price complained on May 15 about the military’s balloon education
program to General Clayton Bissell, director of army intelligence. Ac-
cording to Price’s memoir, he told Bissell that either the army would have
to make a public statement about the balloons or he would expose the
G-2 educational program.” He said he could not ask journalists to ignore
information being spread throughout half of the United States, particu-
larly when it was widely misunderstood. Bissell, whom Price considered
to be sympathetic to voluntary censorship, had him repeat his complaints
to the G-2 staff. After much discussion, Bissell had Price draft a public
statement for the War Department, disclosing the existence of the bal-
loons without revealing details that would benefit Japan. The statement
aimed “to reassure the nation that these attacks are so scattered and aim-
less that they constitute no military threat. . . . The chance that any given
place could be hit . . . is only one in a million.” 18

G-2 examined Price’s proposed memo for three days without return-
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ing it. Price learned that while the army favored the release, the navy did
not. That was odd, he wrote in his memoir. Why would the navy want
to block a news release about balloon attacks that had reached the Mid-
west? On Saturday, May 19, he made an appointment for two days later
to see Admiral R. S. Edwards at the Navy Department, who had vetoed
the memorandum. Over the weekend, censorship of news about Japa-
nese balloons showed signs of cracking. On Sunday, the Office of Cen-
sorship got the New York Daily News to kill a proposed column that said
that “a Chicago newspaper” planned to publish a story soon about Japa-
nese balloons in the Midwest. The Press Division phoned newspapers in
Chicago and learned that the Tribune had a story ready to publish, based
on an interview with an army colonel. Price spoke on Sunday afternoon
with the Tribune’s Don Maxwell, an old friend, and they agreed that the
paper would wait forty-eight hours before publishing, giving the Office
of Censorship time to try to overcome the navy’s objections to Price’s
news release.l? Although Price’s memoir does not indicate the likelihood
or consequences of the Tribune publishing the story before he could issue
a statement, he probably wanted to avoid the protests that usually oc-
curred when one newspaper printed an item that others had suppressed.

When Price met with Edwards the next morning, the admiral in-
sisted on continuing the blackout. He thought the proposed news re-
lease would “kill Americans,” according to Price’s memoir, but Price did
not claborate. He asked Edwards to leave the issue to his boss, Admiral
Ernest King. Later that day, King overruled Edwards and approved the
news release that had been held up for three days. The army and navy
issued a joint statement about the balloons at 3 p.M. on May 22. Shortly
after noon, Theodore F. Koop, who had become director of the Press
and Broadcasting Divisions on May 1, 1945, asked the wire services to
distribute a confidential note alerting editors to the upcoming release
and asking them to continue withholding any news about the balloons
that would help Japan target them, such as the number and location of
their sightings.2® The bulletin said a balloon had killed six people, but
it gave no details about the victims or their location. It urged journal-
ists not to contribute to hysteria and said the War Department would
continue to be the only appropriate authority for news about specific
balloon incidents.?!

For a week, the Office of Censorship suppressed attempts to link the
army-navy news release to the casualties in Oregon. Then, on May 31,
the censors decided that numerous authorized statements to reporters by
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army officials had made it impossible to continue suppressing the site of
the six deaths, and they endorsed the mention of Lakeview, Oregon, near
Gearhart Mountain.22 The Associated Press quickly put a story on the
wire that named the victims and included an interview with Mitchell, the
pastor whose wife had died in the blast.23 The Office of Censorship con-
tinued the restriction on specifying the location of balloons for the rest
of the war but offered no objection to generalities such as “the western
part of the United States.” After censorship ended on August 15, 1945,
many papers published the details of nearby balloon sightings during the
previous nine months.24

The news blackout had kept Japan from learning about the balloons’
progress after launching. The enemy could not know whether they had
caused death and destruction or had fallen harmlessly. If the balloons
had caused panic, Japan might have benefited from that knowledge and
stepped up production or launched a propaganda campaign. However,
the story was suppressed and panic was averted. Japan had no way of
knowing that the balloons were nearly useless as a weapon, and for six
months it invested expensive resources into their manufacture that other-
wise might have been diverted to other weapons.

The news of Japanese balloon bombs was a major story unanticipated
by the original Code of Wartime Practices. Suppressing it required civilian
and military censors to recognize it as a potential security risk and to cre-
ate a strategy to keep in check the public’s curiosity. While the balloon
bombs posed a special challenge because they were seen and discussed
throughout the West, other major stories were suppressed without dif-
ficulty. In the winter of 1942, the Office of Censorship asked journalists
to “lay off” stories of Japanese cruelty to Allied prisoners of war. Press
Division director John H. Sorrells explained in a memorandum to his
assistant Nathaniel R. Howard on February 24 that publicity might in-
cite reprisals against people of Japanese ancestry in the United States
and provide Japan an excuse for more cruelties.?> On another subject,
five weeks later, Price informed journalists that the restrictions on stories
about prisoners of war did not apply to news of the forced relocation of
Japanese Americans. While the internment of enemy aliens was covered
by the censorship code, he said, journalists were free to publicize the fed-
eral government’s internment of American citizens of Japanese ancestry,
which had been done out of fears about their loyalty.2¢

Other news stories unforeseen at the start of the war that effectively
were suppressed included those about new treatments for malaria that
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simplified tropical warfare and the accuracy of German rocket attacks on
England in the autumn of 1944. Because the V-1 and V-2 rockets were
unmanned and imprecisely targeted, a news blackout on their detona-
tion sites kept Germany unaware of the degree of their effectiveness. The
Reuters agency thanked American journalists in the first week of Decem-
ber 1944 for complying with civilian and military censorship requests
restricting combat zone information.?”

Closer to home, the Office of Censorship allowed domestic publica-
tion of news of racial violence, approving wire service stories on Novem-
ber 27, 1942, about a gunfight between white military police and black
soldiers in Phoenix and on December 28, 1942, about a riot among black
and white soldiers in Vallejo, California.2®8 However, it asked cable and
postal censors to delete racially inflammatory statements that might be
twisted by Axis radio propaganda.?®

RADAR AND THE ATOMIC BOMB

Two of the biggest wartime secrets were radar and the atomic bomb.
They were the only news subjects in which the Office of Censorship re-
fused to recognize a code violation by a radio station or publication as a
condition for the general release of the same information nationwide.3°
Yet, they were too newsworthy to be smothered by censorship, and nu-
merous stories attributed to government and military authorities were
published or broadcast. The Office of Censorship’s suppression of news
of these subjects took divergent paths. Price fought military and gov-
ernment attempts to impose a complete blackout of stories about radar
because much had been written about it before the war, Axis nations
had developed their own forms of radar and obtained knowledge from
downed Allied aircraft, and the basic radar information usually submit-
ted for censorship review posed no clear danger if it were published. In
mid-February 1943, the Joint Chiefs of Staff ordered a ban on written,
oral, and pictorial publicity for army and navy experimental projects, in-
cluding pure and applied science in electronics, chemistry, biology, and
physics that had “present or potential use for military-naval purposes.”3!
The Office of Naval Operations informed all navy offices of the ban on
February 16, and the adjutant general’s office informed all army offices
on the following day.3? The total suppression of news about radar had a
boomerang effect. Journalists prohibited from publishing or broadcast-
ing stories involving radar concluded that if the technology was worth
an extraordinary effort to keep secret, it must be newsworthy.33
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According to Price, the Joint Security Control Board initiated dis-
cussions with the Office of Censorship and the Office of War Informa-
tion on a revision of the army’s and navy’s radar news policy. The talks
culminated in a statement prepared by Nicholas Roosevelt of the ow1
that contained all of the information that the government felt comfort-
able revealing about radar. Howard reviewed the proposed statement on
April 17, 1943, and wrote Price, “It would let us peg the radar issue close
to where we have it, and I told Mr. Roosevelt we were entirely satis-
fied”34 The army and navy approved the 8oo-word statement, which the
owlI released on April 25, 1943. It described radar’s history, the scientific
principles on which it was based, and its military uses in locating planes
and ships. It devoted only a paragraph to radar’s role in Allied military
operations in World War II, mentioning its contribution to the battle
of Britain. The statement concluded that publicity about radar devel-
opments beyond those listed in the news release might help the enemy.
Thus, “it has been decided that no further items on the subject will be
released until the Army and Navy are convinced that the enemy already
has the information from some other source.” 35

On July 27, the president, the only authority to whom the director
of censorship by law had to answer, endorsed a continued ban on radar
news other than what had been released in the report.3¢ Invoking “the
highest considerations of national security,” Price informed editors and
broadcasters on July 29 that public discussion of radar was “causing in-
creasing concern” in the government. All items mentioning what he
called the “secret weapon™ had to be cleared by the Office of Censorship
oran appropriate government authority.3” In a private memorandum on
the same day to the heads of the Press, Broadcasting, Cable, and Postal
Divisions, Price said censorship policy would serve to discourage all pub-
lication about radar and delete from outgoing cables and mail all men-
tion of military electronic devices.38 Still, leaks continued. When General
George Strong, the head of army intelligence, phoned Price at Christ-
mas 1943 to begin his ultimately unsuccessful bid for military control of
domestic censorship, his complaints included the Office of Censorship
rule that an appropriate authority could release information about radar.
“He could not understand how we could stand aside when authorized
spokesmen violated security,” Price recalled.3® The Office of Censorship
counted seventy-cight army, navy, and government-authorized viola-
tions of the censorship code in 1943, including three releases on radar
by high-ranking officials —General H. H. “Hap” Arnold, James Byrnes,
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director of war mobilization, and Lieutenant Colonel James Roosevelt,
the president’s son.#

In the winter of 1944—45, Axis reversals as well as a spate of appro-
priate-authority releases about radar that had not been cleared by the War
and Navy Departments prompted Price to seek a revision of the radar
censorship policy to make it less restrictive. He did not succeed. The
War and Navy Departments continued to suppress references to radar in
stories submitted for their approval.#* On February 6, 1945, Price wrote
to the Joint Security Control and the public relations offices of the army
and navy to complain that the policy was unreasonable and could no
longer be defended. It kept from enemy intelligence considerable infor-
mation it already knew. The following month, he told White House chief
of staff William Leahy that a radar policy revision was “long overdue.” 42
While the army and navy were continuing their blackout on radar, the
Office of Censorship by the end of February had dropped its objec-
tions to radar items except references to specific characteristics, experi-
ments, new uses, tactical operations and limitations, and countermea-
sures. Finally, by March 26, the Office of Censorship converted the army
and navy to its position that general information about radar no longer
posed a security threat, although the office’s internal history did not say
why the armed services had changed their position#? After months of
negotiations, in July 1945, the Joint Chiefs of Staff approved a new policy
on radar publicity. The statement was released for publication on Au-
gust 15, which, by coincidence, was one day after Japan agreed to surren-
der. The radar news that journalists had clamored for was lost amid the
news of the war’s end.*+

Like the development of radar, the possibility of splitting the atom
was widely discussed in public before the start of the war, but much less
so afterward. In 1939, when war began in Europe, American scientists
stopped publishing information that might have military value, and dur-
ing the next year editors of scientific journals began informally asking
the National Academy of Sciences to clear articles that might contain
sensitive information.*> However, articles about atomic research con-
tinued to be printed by popular magazines. On September 7, 1940, “The
Atom Gives Up,” an article by New York Times science reporter William L.
Laurence, appeared in the Saturday Evening Post. The article explained re-
search into atomic fission as an energy source, and Laurence, who under-
stood the significance of atomic energy in wartime, expected it to cause
an uproar in Washington. Instead, he heard nothing. He later learned
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that early in 1943, officers in charge of security for atomic research asked
libraries nationwide to take the magazine off their shelves.*

Responsibility for research into the military uses of fission was shared
in 1942 by the Office of Scientific Research and Development, led by
Vannevar Bush, and the War Department, whose Army Corps of Engi-
neers handled construction. On August 11, 1942, the research and devel-
opment project was designated the “Manhattan Engineering District” or
“Manhattan Project,” names chosen to avoid arousing curiosity. Leslie R.
Groves officially took charge of the project on September 23, on the same
day that he was promoted to brigadier general 7

Groves’s method of maintaining security over the project was to con-
trol the flow of information among the members of his team. “Com-
partmentalization of knowledge, to me, was the very heart of security,”
Groves wrote in his memoir. “My rule was simple and not capable of mis-
interpretation—each man should know everything he needed to know
to do his job and nothing else” Army intelligence, headed by General
Strong, supervised internal security for about the first year of the project,
Groves wrote, before responsibility shifted to the Manhattan Project’s
own security staff, led by John Lansdale 48

On February 13, 1943, Bush proposed broadening the project’s secu-
rity net by bringing all news of military atomic research under the provi-
sions of the censorship code. According to an army history of the bomb
project, Strong and Groves at first expressed “serious reservations” about
the war’s biggest secret being subjected to voluntary censorship regula-
tions. Strong told General W. D. Styer, chief of staff to the Army Services
of Supply, that subjecting the atomic development project to voluntary
censorship “might be more detrimental than otherwise.”4® Nevertheless,
the Office of Censorship had to be informed about the project. The sub-
ject could no longer be avoided by March 1943, when the army expressed
concern about newspapers publicizing construction contracts near Oak
Ridge, Tennessee, and Pasco, Washington.>® Lieutenant Colonel Whit-
ney Ashbridge of the Army Corps of Engineers notified Press Division
director Howard of the government’s atomic research on March 30,1943,
and asked for a complete press blackout in a letter to Price on the next
day.5! Howard replied that publicity about the project could not be com-
pletely suppressed, noting that much of the information that appeared in
the Tennessee and Washington papers had come from public records. It
would be impossible for construction projects employing thousands of
workers on 70 square miles in Tennessee and 600 square miles in Wash-
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General Leslie R. Groves. As divector of the Manhattan Project, Groves initinlly
had “serious veservations” about subjecting news of atomic veseavch to the voluntary
censorship code of American newspapers and vadio. National Archives.

ington to be blacked out, and Howard feared that attempts to enforce a
mandatory censorship would backfire by arousing journalists’ curiosity.
He suggested a less conspicuous course of action: have the Office of Cen-
sorship send a confidential note to editors and broadcasters in Tennes-
see and Washington directing attention to the censorship code’s clause
on new or secret weapons. Price said in his memoir that the implication
would be clear to editors near Pasco and Oak Ridge that the note re-
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ferred to the giant factories. However, Groves objected that a draft of the
letter prepared by Howard revealed “entirely too much,” and it was not
until the end of June that the Office of Censorship and the Manhattan
Project agreed on a way to approach editors and broadcasters without
specifying that secret war experiments were under way.>> Howard’s insis-
tent persuasion wore down the army’s reluctance to a censorship plan.>3
On June 25, Strong, Howard, and the owr’s Elmer Davis agreed upon
a confidential note to editors and broadcasters nationwide that would
draw attention to atomic research without mentioning the work in Ten-
nessee and Washington. Strong asked how many people would see the
note and “whistled through his teeth” when Howard gave an estimate
of 25,000. Then, Strong suggested camouflaging the importance of ura-
nium, a crucial element in bomb production, by hiding it among a list of
harmless elements. Howard thought that “a swell idea,” and they drafted
a note listing several obscure elements.>+

The Office of Censorship sent the note on June 28, 1943, to all of the
nation’s newspapers and radio stations. It said:

The Codes of Wartime Practices for the Amervican Press and American
Broadcasters request that nothing be published or broadcast about
“new or secret military weapons . . . experiments.” In extension of this
highly vital precaution, you are asked not to publish or broadcast any
information whatever regarding war experiments involving:

Production or utilization of atom smashing, atomic energy, atomic
fission, atomic splitting, or any of their equivalents.

The use for military purposes of radium or radioactive materials,
heavy water, high voltage discharge equipment, cyclotrons.

The following elements or any of their compounds: polonium, ura-
nium, ytterbium, hafnium, protactinium, radium, rhenium, thorium,
deuterium.55

The note created neither a bang nor a whimper. Most editors and
broadcasters read it but did not grasp its significance. On August 11, 1945,
after atomic bombs had been dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki and
the ban on the mention of uranium lifted, Editor & Publisher published
an article recalling the June 1943 note, saying it “sounded like Greek. . . .
But the request was followed. Science writers had been discussing U-235,
U-238 and cyclotrons. That stopped immediately.”5¢
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The Associated Press was one of the few organizations that ques-
tioned the note’s meaning. AP staffer Bill Beale told the Press Division on
June 30 that the wire service’s New York headquarters was curious about
what the note was intended to hide. William Steven of the Press Division
was reluctant to elaborate. “Under some prodding,” Steven wrote in a
memorandum for Howard, “I gave him this much: The note covers some
things the War and Navy Departments are working on; if and when-
ever these projects or products come into use, undoubtedly the Ap will
know?>57

News of the secret project appeared in three ways. First, some jour-
nalists had never seen or understood the memorandum and publicized
atomic experiments without consulting the Office of Censorship. Sec-
ond, some editors and broadcasters believed their stories were allowed
by the code, but in fact they were not. Third, appropriate authorities,
including government officials, became sources for news even though
Groves and Strong wanted a total blackout.

In late July 1943, neither the Schenectady (New York) Gazette nor Busi-
ness Week magazine sought censorship clearance for items that referred
to uranium and “the Army’s most secret project” at Oak Ridge, respec-
tively.>® Neither publication apparently realized the significance of the
June memorandum, but the Office of Censorship quickly brought it to
their attention. Newspaper columnist and Blue Network commentator
Walter Winchell, who had problems understanding the code, violated
the ban on news of secret experiments in February 1944. In his broad-
cast, Winchell had threatened to “expose the whole business” if the army
did not give him details of the secret project. The Broadcasting Divi-
sion called the Blue Network in New York and secured a promise that
it would allow the censors to see any Winchell script dealing with the
subject before it aired.>®

Other broadcasts proved more dangerous. One of the worst leaks of
the war, according to John Fetzer, who became director of the Broad-
casting Division on April 15, 1944, occurred in a nationwide Mutual net-
work broadcast by Arthur Hale. About two million listeners heard his
“Confidentially Yours” program on August 15, 1944, in which he said the
army would split the atom and soon create a weapon. He also referred to
Pasco, Washington. The Office of Censorship found that two procedu-
ral errors had been made. The first occurred when the Transradio Press
Service, which prepared the script for Hale, failed to check it for code
violations. The second was that Hale had not been made familiar with
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the code. Hale responded to inquiries by the army by saying he hoped
the Germans had heard him and would surrender.® “I had my greatest
fight with the military then and there,” Fetzer recalled. “They wanted to
move in and install censors in every radio station in the country” The
Office of Censorship talked the military out of the idea, he said, and asked
for the destruction of all recordings of Hale’s broadcast.5!

Confusion arose over the wording of the June 1943 note to editors
and broadcasters because it applied to “war experiments” and the use
of radioactive materials and cyclotrons “for military purposes” but not
to possible peacetime uses of atomic power. This ambiguity led the
Broadcasting Division to clear a Westinghouse Company radio script in
October 1943, only to have its decision questioned by the Press Divi-
sion and the army. The problem centered on the Broadcasting Divi-
sion’s literal interpretation of the memorandum in deciding to approve
a script that revealed little about the military potential of the atom and
yet provided saboteurs with a valuable target. Broadcasting Division di-
rector J. Harold Ryan wrote Price on October 19 that two weeks earlier,
the Westinghouse Company voluntarily had submitted a script for pre-
broadcast review. Prompted by the press censors, the radio staff decided
to ask Westinghouse to delete eighteen lines, he said. Later, the Broad-
casting Division reviewed the script on its own and concluded that most
of the deletions requested by the Press Division related to the benefits of
peacetime atomic energy, as opposed to war experiments, the discussion
of which the June memo had banned. The broadcasting censors decided
that Westinghouse would not violate the censorship code if it merely
deleted the word “cyclotron” from two pages as well as the phrase “and,
as the men of Westinghouse have found, the bombardment of uranium
may yet lead to the creation of a new fuel which, though the size of a
walnut, will give off as much energy as 1250 tons of good bituminous
coal” They approved a description that said an atom smasher in Pitts-
burgh was five stories tall, involved in work more valuable than manu-
facturing gold, and left substances radioactive. According to Ryan, the
broadcasting censors notified Westinghouse of their editing decisions
on October 7, and the longer version of the script aired within the next
twelve days, on a date that Ryan did not specify.®> He also asked Price
to clarify whether there was a difference in censorship rules depending
on whether a story pictured atomic power as destructive or beneficial.
He said he feared that the Broadcasting Division had been imprudent
and was curious about the opinion of Jack Lockhart, his counterpart in
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the Press Division. Price gave Ryan’s note to Lockhart on that day after
scrawling at the top, “Mr. J. H. Lockhart Your comment Pls.”¢3

Lockhart responded, “I may be scared of this subject by what I have
been told by Nat Howard and others, but I feel we have nothing that is
hotter, or more important, than it at present.” He added, “If I were the
enemy, there would appear to be no more vital target for sabotage in this
country than this Westinghouse laboratory and similar atom-smashing
equipment elsewhere” 4

The Westinghouse broadcast angered Groves, who sought to tighten
the policy on radio news about atom smashing. Lansdale and a lieutenant
from army intelligence arrived at the Office of Censorship on the after-
noon of October 21 to discuss the broadcast and the importance of the
Manhattan Project. After they told Price and Lockhart that atomic re-
search was a “hot” subject, Price informed his staff members that they
should be “most cautious” in handling any reference to atom smashing .65
As with radar, the Office of Censorship did not accept prior publication
or broadcast as a reason for the general dissemination of news of atomic
research.s¢

More surprising than the Westinghouse broadcast was an item in
the Minneapolis Morning Tribune on August 24, 1944, that said “all
known explosives are popgun affairs compared to the dreadful power
sub-atomic energy might loose” The item, reporting that the War Pro-
duction Board had imposed controls on the sale of uranium, appeared
in a column of Washington gossip beneath the names of five corre-
spondents—including that of William Mylander, a former member of
the Press Division who had returned to journalism. Mylander’s man-
aging editor was William Steven, another alumnus of the Press Division.
Both men, along with reporter Nat Finney, who wrote the item, called
the board’s report on uranium an appropriate authority for the item.
Frank C. Clough of the Press Division disagreed. He told Steven that the
item “did chisel into the Production clause of the code and the special
[June 1943 ] request.”¢7 Groves was so upset about the item that he visited
Tribune owner John Cowles and convinced him to halt such leaks.8

Without getting clearance from Groves or his aides, several high-
ranking military and government officials released atomic research in-
formation that journalists could publicize according to the appropriate-
authority clause. One such leak occurred on December 11, 1943, when
General Tom Frazier, Tennessee’s Selective Service director, mentioned
the work at Oak Ridge. In discussing a news release about a draft appeal
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board for the eastern part of the state, he said, “Within the area of the new
appeal board is the Clinton Engineer Works, in secret war production of
aweapon that possibly might be the one to end the war” The Associated
Press put the story on its news wire at 12: 24 P.M. Fifty-nine minutes later,
the Office of Censorship learned of the item when the Knoxville News-
Sentinel called to ask if it could be published. The censors called Lansdale,
who asked Frazier to withdraw his consent for publication, and shortly
after 2 p.M. the AP issued a bulletin asking its subscribers not to publish
the story. Presses already had begun printing the edition of some after-
noon newspapers, but most newspapers removed the item at substantial
cost. “Very little publicity” resulted from Frazier’s remarks, the Office of
Censorship’s history said.®®

Leaks of any kind concerned Groves, whose office compiled a list of
104 published references to the Manhattan Project and related subjects
and sent it to the Office of Censorship in September 1944. The list began
in 1939; seventy-seven of the references had occurred since the issue of
the confidential note in June 1943. Lockhart replied that while the total
was high, “I cannot help but remember how many thousands of oppor-
tunities there were for references to the project or the purposes of the
project within the same period of time. That these references have not
been made is a tribute to . . . voluntary censorship.”7°

Despite Groves’s many complaints about news leaks, he respected
the work of the Office of Censorship and Lockhart in particular. Lock-
hart, the former managing editor of the Memphis Commercial Appeal who
served as director of the Press Division from June 26, 1943, to May 1,
1945, was Groves’s first choice to write the press releases that would be
issued after the atomic bomb was used in war. According to Groves’s
memoir, Lockhart “felt that he could not be spared from his present as-
signment, and suggested that we get someone who had a better back-
ground in scientific reporting.””* He recommended Laurence, the New
York Times science writer. Laurence had tried and failed to win Price’s
and Lockhart’s approval in December 1943 and August 1944 for the pub-
lication of stories about the explosive power of uranium-235. After the
second refusal, Laurence’s editor told Lockhart that the reporter would
“commit suicide” if the Times were scooped, and although the sentiment
surely was hyperbolic, Lockhart probably felt that Laurence had earned
the rights to one of the biggest stories of the war.”?

In the spring of 1945, Groves invited Laurence to work on a secret war
project. The Tiémes agreed to give him a leave of absence, and Laurence
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accepted the job. He soon learned that he was the official historian of the
atomic bomb. He visited the secret sites in Tennessee and Washington, as
well as the Los Alamos, New Mexico, research and assembly laboratory.
At Pasco, Laurence discovered that one of the unpublicized Japanese bal-
loon bombs had landed on power lines of the plant that produced plu-
tonium. Although it did not explode, it produced a short-circuit and cut
electricity to the plant for part of a day.”?

In the summer of 1945, as final preparations were being made for a test
detonation in the New Mexico desert, the Manhattan Project contacted
the Office of Censorship to make plans to censor news of the blast. No
one was certain how powerful it would be, and Price envisioned poten-
tial difficulties in suppressing the news. “If you blow off one corner of
the United States, don’t expect to keep it out of the newspapers,” he told
a Manhattan Project official, whom he did not identity. He suggested
that press releases be prepared for immediate distribution as soon as the
bomb was detonated.” Groves gave Laurence the task of writing four
official statements, ranging from a report of a loud, bright explosion that
caused no damage to a catastrophe involving hundreds of deaths, includ-
ing those of many top scientists. Laurence, whom Groves had told to
witness the explosion, realized that the last of the four, if it were printed,
would be his obituary.”®

When the bomb exploded at 5:30 A.M. local time on July 16, 1945,
near Alamogordo, it produced a light bright enough to be seen 200 miles
away. One of the four official statements was released as planned, attrib-
uting the blast to an explosion of an ammunition dump.”® Some jour-
nalists in New Mexico, not satisfied with the press release, began inter-
viewing witnesses who had seen or heard the blast. The army feared
these stories might reveal too much, and as a result the Press Division
phoned the Washington, D.C., offices of the news wire services and asked
to examine any witnesses’ stories before they were put on the wire or
published. The AP submitted the first such story at 3:15 .M. It quoted
a blind woman 150 miles to the north of the detonation site as asking
her brother-in-law, “What’s that brilliant light?”7” Two of Groves’s staff
officers, Lansdale and William A. Consodine, argued that the Office of
Censorship should suppress that story and others, but the censors coun-
tered that attempts to black out news of what seemed to be a routine
explosion would spark journalists’ curiosity. They had learned this lesson
when attempts to ban radar news early in 1943 increased interest in the
subject. After Price and censor James Warner advised that a big explo-
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sion often resulted in publication of conflicting and fantastic first-person
accounts, Lansdale and Consodine agreed to drop their opposition to
the stories. The story appeared throughout New Mexico, but East Coast
papers ignored it.”8

On the morning of August 6, Consodine told the Office of Censor-
ship that the White House would issue a special statement at 11 A.M. that
Hiroshima had been bombed. The censors prepared a note to editors
and broadcasters ending the restrictions on writing about secret war ex-
periments and atomic research. However, the note, issued at 11:30 A.M.
Washington time, said that “in the interest of the highest national secu-
rity,” editors and broadcasters should continue to withhold news of the
secret methods by which the bomb was devised, assembled, and deto-
nated.”®

As the story blossomed into one of the biggest in history, the Office of
Censorship’s Press Division received nearly fifty inquiries within twelve
hours on a variety of subjects regarding atomic energy. Callers included
the Chicago Tribune, which gained approval for an editorial on atomic ex-
plosives, and the AP, which received permission to locate and interview
Danish atomic scientist Niels Bohr.8° The Office of Censorship cleared
nearly all of the stories; it withheld judgment on a few until journal-
ists could supply details, and it only offered one immediate objection, to
portions of a Tribune story that lacked appropriate authority for details
about the bomb’s midair triggering device and the size of its explosive
core 8!

On August 9, a second atomic bomb was dropped on Nagasaki. In
the war’s final days, the army and the White House asked if the Office
of Censorship would consider asking journalists to continue censoring
themselves about the atomic bomb after the wartime censorship agency
closed, but Price refused to do so. His reasons were stated in a letter to
a curious citizen in Houston on August 14: “I have seen so many inci-
dents in which Censorship did harm that I was determined I would do
what I could to get rid of it as soon as the harm began to overbalance
the military benefit”82

On the day he wrote the letter, Japan agreed to halt hostilities. The
atomic bomb, whose development had been censored for more than two
years, had brought a swift end to the war. Groves thanked Price and his
staff on that same day for their efforts over the last two years, and he
asked Price to share his gratitude with the entire American news media
for their cooperation.®3
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The “Little Boy” atomic bomb. The detonation of the atomic bomb over Hivoshima
on August 6, 1945, prompted fifty inquiries to the Office of Censorship within twelve
hours. Only the most sensitive information about the bomb’s manufacture and
detonation remained secret. National Archives.

A final news story that had not been foreseen by the writers of the cen-
sorship codebooks was about the Soviet Union’s entry into the Pacific
war. Although it actually happened in August 1945, the possibility first
was discussed in the spring, and it presented one last challenge for cen-
sorship. Army chief of staff George C. Marshall called Price to the Pen-
tagon on March 28, 1945, to tell him a secret: Soviet premier Josef Stalin
had promised in the previous month at the Yalta Conference that Soviet
troops would enter the war against Japan two or three months after the
end of the war in Europe. “The General’s recital of this information evi-
denced him great anxiety,” Price wrote in his notebook.84 Marshall said
Japan must not learn of the Soviet plan to transfer troops from Europe
to castern Asia. He feared that gossip might help Japan guess the truth,
prompting it to attack first or to strengthen key portions of its defenses.
He asked Price to limit speculation by the press and radio. “I said I would
be glad to help,” Price recalled, and during the next six days they collabo-
rated on a note to editors and broadcasters that cautioned journalists of
the possible danger of speculation about Soviet-Japanese combat.3 On
April 5, Price visited Marshall’s office and secured his final approval for
the note’s wording. Before returning to the Federal Trade Commission
building, he stopped at General Clayton Bissell’s Pentagon office to ex-
amine a captured Japanese balloon bomb and was informed that the wire
services had just reported that the Soviet Union had denounced its 1941



208 : MILITARY SECRETS AND THE END OF CENSORSHIP

nonaggression pact with Japan. He hurried to issue the note. “Of course
I had no thought that speculation could be suppressed,” he noted. “The
memorandum was issued, in part, for the record, but with the hope that
some good might result.”8¢

Marshall had carefully phrased the note: “Reports or discussion of ex-
pectations or probabilities involving future war plans may be of great
value to the enemy. For example, published or broadcast speculation or
statements regarding the probable intentions of Soviet Russia toward
Japan . . . could possibly lead to a Japanese attack on Russia. Whether
such a speculation or prediction were true or false, the military interests
of the United States would be damaged and the war’s sacrifice of Ameri-
can life might be prolonged. Please weigh the consequences and consult
the Office of Censorship.”8”

The note caused a flurry of resentment. Some journalists interpreted
it as an attempt to control opinions. Others argued that the note stifled
justifiable demands for the Soviets to open a second front against Japan,
just as in 1942 when the Soviets had asked its allies to open a second front
against Germany. The Office of Censorship received what Price called
“a few protests,” although Theodore F. Koop, the Press Division’s final
director, characterized the reaction as a great “bewilderment”88

I. E. Stone complained in PM that there could be no security concerns
in such speculation, especially since “the Japanese are speculating a great
deal more than we are”8? George M. Cox, editor of the Mobile, Aln.,
Register, complained of the restrictions in a letter to Price on April 6. He
would be glad if American editorials started a Soviet-Japanese war, he
said, and thus “take some of the pressure off our boys in the Pacific.” Price
replied that Cox would change his mind if he knew the facts available to
the nation’s military commanders as well as their “very deep anxiety” He
added that he had issued the note “with my eyes completely open, after
full consultation, knowing that my position would be misunderstood by
some, but hoping that my action would render some help at least to the
Army and Navy. I still hope s0.”9°

The protests died within a week. Speculation about a Soviet attack
on Japanese troops declined but did not end. After discussions with the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, Price issued a second note to editors and broadcast-
ers on May 11 to try to halt the talk. The note, distributed by the major
news wire services, revealed that the original request had been made by
Marshall and Admiral King. They had warned that “any prediction . . .
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of action in the field might set off developments which would very seri-
ously disrupt the military plans of the United States and prolong the war
greatly. This may be difficult for you to understand, but remembering
the help you have given heretofore we take hope that you will trust our
word in this matter.” !

The request quieted the speculation as well as any lingering criticism.
True to Stalin’s word, the Soviet Union declared war on Japan on Au-
gust 8, 1945, three months after Germany’s capitulation.

THE END OF CENSORSHIP

Throughout the war, Price told journalists that he wanted censor-
ship to last no longer than necessary.”> On November 20, 1943, he re-
ceived the endorsement of the Censorship Policy Board for his sugges-
tion to ease censorship when the threat to national security decreased
and to shut down his office as soon as possible after the war ended.” The
fighting ended at different times against Germany and Japan, and censor-
ship consequently shut down in two waves. On May 8, 1945, when Ger-
many surrendered, Price canceled all program restrictions of the radio
code. Restrictions on news of production and prisoners of war also were
eased on that day. In addition, with the approval of the War Department,
the Office of Censorship cleared the identification of all military units
in Europe as long as publications and broadcasts did not indicate their
future movements. The next week, the censorship codebooks for radio
and the print press were combined in a final edition that deleted or re-
laxed about twenty clauses.>*

On June 27, 1945, Price sent President Harry S. Truman a proposal to
declare an end to voluntary censorship of press and radio on the day that
the defeat of Japan “is formally and officially announced.” Every mem-
ber of his Censorship Policy Board, he said, agreed with his request.”s
Truman responded on July 3, telling Price to send him a directive for his
signature “when the appropriate time arrives”¢ During the rest of July
and early August, Price’s staff prepared copies of what he called “our V-J
Book,” containing instructions for postal and cable censorship stations,
as well as the Office of Censorship headquarters, on ending censorship
and preparing documents for storage. He pressed his administrative staff
to complete the book quickly because he knew, but did not say, that
the Soviets would enter the war on August 8 and that Groves had told
him to expect the atomic bomb to be dropped soon. The V-J—Victory
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over Japan—books were mailed on August 3.°7 Price announced publicly
on August 13 that press and radio censorship would end one hour after
Truman announced victory.®

On the next evening, Japan told its armed forces to stop fighting, but it
was unclear to Price whether the end of hostilities was the same as the end
of the war. He did not know whether to try to close the Office of Cen-
sorship immediately or wait for a formal declaration. On the morning of
August 15, Price called Truman’s presidential press secretary, Charles G.
Ross, to inquire when the formal surrender would occur. Told to expect a
two-week delay, Price asked that his directive to end censorship be placed
immediately before the president. No doubt he recalled his public pledge
and felt awkward at the prospect of delay. Ross took the document to
Truman “at the first opportunity,” and he signed it at 3 .M. Censorship
officially ended when the signed document arrived at the Federal Trade
Commission building at 5:28 p.M.%?

In a bulletin sent to thousands of editors and broadcasters nationwide
after he received the document, Price canceled the code and praised all
for having followed it. “You deserve, and you have, the thanks and ap-
preciation of your Government. And my own gratitude and that of my
colleagues in the unpleasant task of administering censorship is beyond
words or limit” An AP photographer posed him in front of his office
door, tacking up an “Out of Business” sign, although the office remained
open through November 15 to finish its record keeping.1

Accolades soon appeared in print nationwide. Many attributed the
success of voluntary censorship to the man who directed it. The New York
Times editorialized, “Every newspaper man knows how sadly he suffered
when it became his duty to ask that news be suppressed. Throughout the
war he did his best, usually with success, to see to it that censorship was
not unreasonable.” 19! Edjtor & Publisher said, “We have never heard any-
one in the newspaper business contradict the statement that Byron Price
conducted the Office of Censorship in a competent, careful and wholly
patriotic manner.”1°? Five hundred journalists belonging to the White
House Correspondents Association, the National Press Club, the Grid-
iron Club, and the Overseas Writers Club rewarded Price with a scroll of
thanks at a Washington reception on September 6, 1945. Truman, who
presented the scroll, said it honored a “good public servant.”103

Price’s analysis of why his office succeeded was contained in a plan for
future wartime censorship that he gave Truman on August 24, 1945. He
noted that he based his recommendations on his having served longer as
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censor—forty-four months—than anyone in the nation’s history, and he
hinted at his distaste for the job. “It should be understood that no one
who does not dislike censorship should ever be permitted to exercise cen-
sorship,” he wrote. Much of the twenty-five-page document concerned
technicalities of organizing and staffing a censorship office. Price advo-
cated a duplicate of his censorship system to be created upon the decla-
ration of war and to be directed by a civilian who had served in the mili-
tary. However, he prefaced the recital of administrative minutiae with an
endorsement of voluntary censorship of press and radio, arguing, “[I]t
is precisely here that the entire operation will face its greatest danger of
fatal error and consequent disruption.” 104

Price’s personal records made no mention of a response by Truman.
The president evidently thought highly of Price, though, because he had
asked him on August 19 to be his personal representative and to examine
the conditions of the Allied Occupation of Europe. Price spent ten weeks
in Awustria, France, Belgium, the Netherlands, Czechoslovakia, and west-
ern Germany. He made his report to Truman upon his return in early
November, notably complaining about French efforts to block the re-
unification of Germany. His return was just in time to requisition the
Office of Censorship’s government-issued Ford for its final official trip,
to take his personal belongings home from the Federal Trade Commis-
sion building on November 15.105

He declined most job offers, including one to become dean of the
School of Journalism at the University of Kansas.1%¢ Instead, he took a
job as vice president of the Motion Picture Producers and Distributors
on December 4, 1945, where, among other duties, he sought to improve
labor-management relations in Hollywood.17 He felt he had to leave
his beloved Associated Press, telling Cooper that the Ap’s administrative
changes and wartime personnel losses had made him fear that he would
be unhappy if he returned. “The ranks have been closed, quite naturally
and properly,” he said.18 In addition, it would have been awkward to re-
turn to an organization in which newspaper clients would make requests
of him, in contrast to a wartime relationship that had reversed their roles.

Price served at the United Nations as assistant secretary general for ad-
ministrative and financial services from 1947 to 1954.1°° He then retired
and moved to Chestertown, on Maryland’s Eastern Shore. He stopped
playing golf at the Washington Golf and Country Club and the Scars-
dale, New York, Country Club and devoted his attentions to growing
irises.110 President John F. Kennedy phoned him at Chestertown during
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the Cuban missile crisis of October 1962 to ask him to become director
of censorship if the naval quarantine of Cuba turned into a shooting war
with the Soviet Union. He could not refuse, he recalled, but he did not
relish the idea. He was seventy-one years old and had not worked as a
journalist since 1941.11! In 1975, he and his wife, Priscilla, moved to Hen-
dersonville, North Carolina. She died in 1978, and he suffered a heart
attack and died on August 6, 1981, at the age of ninety.112



Conclusion

Byron Price’s legacy was a paradox: contributions to long-
term press freedom that came from a handful of press and broadcast-
ing censors. Perhaps the greatest of these contributions benefited radio
rather than the print press, and involved actions that Price refused to
take. In declining to seize control of radio stations in 1942 despite re-
ceiving the attorney general’s approval to do so, Price made radio an
equal partner in the news media’s effort to inform the public about the
conduct of the war. Price’s decision preserved radio’s freedom to report
the news robustly and critically. Furthermore, he treated with restraint
the most potentially dangerous broadcasters, those who spoke the lan-
guages of America’s enemies.

Such restraint was evident at censorship’s beginning, and at its end.
Price’s office in 1945 had defused the criticism of the ban on Soviet-
Japanese speculation, and gained the cooperation of the press, by issu-
ing an appeal to patriotism and trust in government, frankly admitting
that the rationale was difficult to understand but emphasizing his trust
in voluntary censorship. Price’s faith in journalists paid dividends as they
returned their trust. The Richmond, Va., News Leader editorialized that
while Price’s request to avoid speculation about a Soviet invasion made
little sense “in the abstract,” it deserved full compliance because of his
record as censorship director. “He has asked nothing for which there was
not ample reason—and he always has asked it reasonably!” it said.! The
Bismarck, N.D., Tribune echoed its appreciation of Price’s gentle persua-
sion: “If Mr. Price had ‘ordered’ a cessation to Russo-Japanese specula-
tion the uproar would have been terrific and the order would have been
challenged][,] but as long as he merely ‘asked’ that this policy be adopted
there was no question about it.”2

Patriotic appeals, openness, and faith in the reasonableness of journal-
ists during a bitter war were keys to the Office of Censorship’s success.
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The censors had recognized these keys when they issued the wartime
practices codes and supplementary notes to editors and broadcasters. In
writing the codebooks, the censors tacitly endorsed trust in the military
and the government by allowing congressmen, army and navy officers,
and other high-ranking authorities to censor themselves, and to choose
when to violate the censorship code by releasing sensitive information to
the news media according to the appropriate-authority clause. Further-
more, the censors made journalists themselves responsible for following
the codebooks, and for choosing whether to ignore any censorship re-
quest. The codebooks rested on a foundation of openness by revealing,
as much as possible, the reasons for censorship requests and encourag-
ing journalists who had questions or complaints to talk to the censors.
And, ultimately, the codebooks were impotent without faith. Lacking
the legal authority to force journalists—at the very least, print journal-
ists—to submit their stories to censorship, the censors requested com-
pliance. The codes enabled each journalist to be responsible, in a small
measure, for the success of censorship.

Some journalists doubted this faith in World War II. Many military
and government authorities doubted it, too. This was especially true dur-
ing the first ten months of 1942, when the navy severely censored news of
ship sinkings, and the Chicago Tribune published its Midway story. This
faith was strongly questioned as late as December 1943, when General
George Strong attempted to have the military run domestic censorship
in hopes of safeguarding the 1944 invasion of Europe and curtailing news
of radar.

The Office of Censorship, however, maintained its faith that journal-
ists would censor themselves as long as they believed that the reasons for
censorship were legitimate. When faced with a major challenge, the cen-
sors tried to bolster their case through mediation and compromise. On
the one hand, Price pressed government and military authorities to stop
withholding information that had no security value, and he occasionally
overruled official attempts to keep certain topics secret. That reduced the
perception that censorship was being misused, and thus lessened the dan-
ger of violations. On the other hand, Price continually reminded journal-
ists of the danger of revealing secrets, which improved their compliance
with censorship requests that they found questionable.

Price balanced the benefits of unfettered journalism with its attendant
responsibilities. If the government took control of the press, he said in
a tribute to the Bill of Rights on February 21, 1945, at the Library of
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Congress, “all of our freedoms would be in instant peril” However, he
said, a free press cannot endure when it abuses its freedom, adding, “The
people, in due course, will see to that.”® During his tenure, he charted a
middle ground between the anarchy of total press freedom, which might
reveal secrets to the enemy, and the alternative of total control, which
might ruin the democratic principles that the nation was defending. To
urge both press and government toward a golden mean, he appealed to
reason. That, in turn, required faith in the reasonableness of both parties.

He was heartened when the press scrutinized the conduct of the war,
even though his censorship duties kept much of what they learned out of
print and off the air. To him, their vigilance was evidence that the press
would emerge from the war with its freedom intact. In the spring of 1944,
journalists asked the Office of Censorship to clear stories related to the
upcoming invasion of Europe. “Always, the answer is no,” he had said.
“But I like to see those articles arriving regularly for they indicate enter-
prise on the part of the reporters, without which journalism would be in
bad shape.”*

What might have happened to the press and the nation if voluntary
censorship had failed, and mandatory control had taken its place? No
one can say. However, Jack Lockhart, the Press Division’s third director,
believed that laws lacking popular support always are quickly broken.
He once said that any compulsory form of censorship would have been
doomed, like Prohibition, the 1920—33 federal ban on the manufacture,
sale, and transportation of alcoholic beverages that was widely ignored.
“Evading it would become a sport, a sport having the sanction of a great
body of public opinion,” he said. “I know that anyone who wants to
can beat the censor. The essence of the success of voluntary censorship
lies in convincing everybody that they don’t want to beat the censor”
Theodore F. Koop agreed. He wrote in the Office of Censorship’s history
that voluntary censorship works most efficiently when it is compatible
with American aims and traditions.

Among these traditions are the dynamic tensions between individual
liberty and group equality. Under the rules of voluntary censorship, each
journalist had the liberty to report a sensitive news story, resulting in
a short-term gain at the expense of others who suppressed the story or
were ignorant of it. However, to violate the censorship code would con-
flict not only with the needs of the military and government, whose
potential defeat might jeopardize freedom, but also with the value of
equality. Each journalist claimed the rights of the First Amendment,
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and each demanded that censorship give no one an advantage in exercis-
ing those rights. At least, they demanded that their competitors enjoy
no advantage over them. Censorship would be equitable or it would be
ignored by the highly competitive news industry.

Price did have flaws. Among them was his habit to preach high ideals
but occasionally compromise them in their administration. He could not
see, or refused to acknowledge, that the Office of Censorship did not
always follow its rules to the letter. For example, Price disregarded the
rule calling for candor when he dismissed Willie Seuren and Raffaele Bor-
relli and did not announce or state his reasons for the firing. He violated
the rule requiring impartiality and consistency when he asked only Drew
Pearson to submit scripts before broadcast. Price worked toward what
he perceived to be a greater good, sometimes choosing the most prag-
matic—but not always the fairest—means to the end.

Fortunately, Price’s flaws were not fatal to censorship. He must re-
ceive credit for herding the independent-minded institutions of the
American press and radio safely through World War IT and leaving them
as free as they had been before the attack on Pearl Harbor. Identifying the
milestones of this success is difficult, though. It is impossible to know
about the battlefield disasters that never happened and the ships that
were never sunk because potentially dangerous news stories were kept
from publication or broadcast. Numerous leaks occurred, but the fact
that such mistakes occurred cannot be blamed exclusively on the Office
of Censorship. Many violations stemmed from ignorance of the code as
well as the inexperience of journalists hired to replace reporters, broad-
casters, and editors who joined the armed forces or became combat zone
correspondents. Furthermore, military sources, whom Price refused to
censor, accounted for many of the leaks.

It is more striking to list the assaults on the First Amendment that did
not occur during World War II. The Office of Censorship avoided a mili-
tary takeover of civilian censorship and declined to seize control of radio.
It censored no editorial opinions and silenced no criticism of the admin-
istration, other than endorsing the revocation of second-class permits
of six publications that the Justice Department had deemed seditious.
It made no demands of the press—only requests, sometimes strongly
worded. It did not allow censorship to expand unduly during the war
or censorship regulations to continue after they had lost their military
purpose.

Four factors contributed to these successes: popular support for the
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war, military and government support for civilian-run censorship, jour-
nalists’ support for voluntary codes, and Price’s acumen as censorship
administrator.

The first is perhaps the most significant. America entered the war after
a devastating sneak attack at Pearl Harbor. Thirty-three minutes after
Roosevelt asked for a declaration of war against Japan on December 8,
1941, Congress granted its approval with only one dissenting vote.® The
feeling that the United States had been unfairly attacked created a near-
unanimity of purpose. Bolstering this mood were patriotic and militaris-
tic appeals, such as the American and British declaration of altruistically
worded war aims in the Atlantic Charter, issued August 11, 1941, and re-
peatedly endorsed throughout the war, and Roosevelt’s demand at Casa-
blanca for unconditional surrender by the Axis powers.” Also supporting
the public’s militaristic mood were the constant reminders of the cost
of combat, from the U-boat attacks along the coastline to the unprece-
dented number of American battle deaths—at 292,000, they were five
times the total of the first world war. World War IT was “The Good War,”
to use oral historian Studs Terkel’s phrase. Those who did not see it that
way were few, and their most extreme voices, such as Social Justice, were
silenced. Perhaps other voices would have risen against the war if it had
dragged on longer. Opposition almost certainly would have increased if
the war had gone badly. It is instructive that two of the most serious dis-
cussions of intentionally violating the censorship code occurred in the
troubled year of 1942, and one of them, by the New York Times, reflected
concerns that the navy was hiding the severity of its losses from the pub-
lic. Price’s memoir also indicates that his greatest difficulties occurred
in the first two years of the war, before victory appeared to be assured.
He noted that after defeating Strong’s attempt to take control of censor-
ship in December 1943, he faced only “misunderstandings” for the rest
of the war and no high-level opposition.® The decline in major conflicts
about censorship indicated both a refinement of administrative proce-
dures, which eliminated early mistakes, and a decrease in concerns about
censorship as America’s wartime fortunes steadily rose. Fortunately for
Price, the public supported censorship. Periodic wartime surveys consis-
tently found that two-thirds of the people agreed that they were given as
much information as possible and disagreed with the idea that “the gov-
ernment could give us more information about the fighting in this war
without helping the enemy.” Public opinion researchers Herbert Hyman
and Paul B. Sheatsley, who reported those results, said only one Ameri-
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can in ten thought World War II censorship was too strict and only two
in ten thought it was not strict enough.® In between those extremes, the
silent majority endorsed the censors’ work.

Second, the Oftice of Censorship was fortunate to have the support
of numerous sympathetic officials. In the military, supporters of volun-
tary, civilian censorship included Ernest King, George Marshall, William
Leahy, and General Dwight D. Eisenhower, who said in April 1945,
“Public opinion wins wars, especially in democracies. Public opinion
must be honestly and fearlessly informed”1® In government, Price’s
strongest supporters included two presidents. Stephen T. Early told him
on August 31, 1945, that the Office of Censorship, “from the time of its
creation to its ending, was never a source of worry or trouble to President
Roosevelt or to President Truman. . . . There were many who favored
and actually advocated compulsory censorship. Their plans were ready.
Except for President Roosevelt’s strong faith in you and his insistence
upon a voluntary system, the advocates of compulsory censorship might
have succeeded” 1!

Third, journalists supported voluntary censorship not only because
they, like other Americans, supported the prosecution of the war, but
also because they feared the alternatives if civilian censorship failed. Op-
tions might have included screening of stories before broadcast or pub-
lication, or the adoption of a punitive war-secrets law such as the one
drawn up by the Justice Department in February 1942.

Fourth, Price was “widely respected as an evenhanded, canny and un-
flappable administrator,”1? according to his New York Times obituary. He
was an ideal person for his job. His skills as a personnel manager, de-
veloped at the Associated Press, helped him recognize how far he could
press his case for voluntary censorship with journalists and bureaucrats
before they rebelled. His extensive background had prepared him for the
role of liaison between the wartime government and the press. He had
served in the army in World War I and known many military and gov-
ernment officials through his three decades in journalism, and he knew
the newspaper industry from composing room to boardroom. Yet he did
not become arrogant or narrow-minded. It was a testimonial to his per-
sonality and administrative skills that as chief censor he made many more
friends. “The wisdom and the logic of Price was the success of the whole
thing,” recalled John Cosgrove, a journalist who did administrative tasks
for Koop but was not a press or radio censor. “He had people around
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him who were dedicated to the service they were doing. There was just
a whole lot of common sense and logic in these guys.” 13

Price’s most important trait was his judgment. He knew that volun-
tary censorship required the cooperation of officials in wartime agencies,
and he worked with them to keep their censorship requests reasonable.
He also realized it would be illogical to allow a civilian censor to alter a
military decision on a faraway battlefront and release information that
a commander considered dangerous to his troops.** Thus, in December
1941 and January 1942, he arrived at common-sense decisions allowing
appropriate authorities and combat zone commanders to exercise some
control over the news. Despite Price’s having made these decisions in
haste, they remained in effect throughout the war.

Censorship was “far from perfect,” Editor & Publisher editorialized on
March 4, 1944, yet it said Price was universally praised. In the follow-
ing month, John S. Knight, head of the Knight newspaper chain and the
Office of Censorship’s liaison in London, told a reporter that Price had
“the best-run bureau in Washington. . . . All he is interested in is seeing
that the American press gets its full due” 15

There could be no better accolade for a censor who worked for press
freedom.






Notes

ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE NOTES

AP Associated Press

ASNE American Society of Newspaper Editors
BP Byron Price

BPM Byron Price “Memoir,” Archives Division,

State Historical Society of Wisconsin, Madison
BPN Byron Price Notebooks, Archives Division,

State Historical Society of Wisconsin, Madison
BPP Byron Price Papers, Archives Division,

State Historical Society of Wisconsin, Madison
“CCPA”  “Columns and Columnists/Pearson and Allen”
cr Chicago Tribune
CWPB Office of Censorship, Code of Wartime Practices

for American Broadcasters

CWPP —— Code of Wartime Practices for the American Press
CWPPR  —— Code of Wartime Practices for the American Press and Radio
DAP Don Anderson Papers, Archives Division,
State Historical Society of Wisconsin, Madison
DPP Drew Pearson Papers, Yale University, New Haven
FBP Francis Biddle Papers, Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park

HLSD Henry Lewis Stimson Diaries, Yale University, New Haven
HMJD Henry Morganthau Jr. Diary, Franklin D. Roosevelt Library,

Hyde Park
HOC Office of Censorship, History of the Office of Censorship
JEH J. Edgar Hoover
JHR J. Harold Ryan
JHS John H. Sorrells
JL Jack Lockhart
LMP Lowell Mellett Papers, Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park
NRH Nathaniel R. Howard
NYT New York Times
OoC Office of Censorship, Record Group 216,

National Archives Annex, College Park



222 : NOTES TO PAGES 1—8

OF Office File, Franklin D. Roosevelt Papers, Franklin D. Roosevelt
Library, Hyde Park

OWI Office of War Information, Record Group 208,

National Archives Annex, College Park

PPDP Personal Papers of Drew Pearson, Lyndon B. Johnson Library, Austin

PSF President’s Secretary’s File, Franklin D. Roosevelt Papers,
Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park
ROC Historical Reports on War Administration,
Report on the Office of Censorship
STE Stephen T. Early
STEP Stephen T. Early Papers, Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park
USSL United States, Laws, etc. (United States Statutes at Large)
INTRODUCTION

0 N N«

I0.
II.
I2.

13.

“wo R W N

. Tocqueville, Democracy in America, 2:96—97.
. For an oral history and a study of soldiers’ motivations in the front lines, see

Ambrose, Citizen Soldiers, and Glad, Psychological Dimensions of War.

. Goodwin, No Ordinary Time, 356—59.
. Don Anderson to E. P. Adler, Mar. 20, 1942, box 3, folder 4, DAP. Anderson’s

correspondence with Wisconsin newspapers concerning compliance with the
censorship code is in box 7.

. STE to Kent Cooper, Dec. 31, 1941, box 14, “Price, Byron” folder, STED.

. Trohan interview.

. Clough, “Operations of the Press Division,” 222.

. Harry S. Truman, “Citation to Accompany the Award of the Medal of Merit to

Byron Price,” box 7, folder 4, BPD.

. STE to BD, Aug. 31, 1945, box 14, “Price, Byron” folder, STEP.

American Civil Liberties Union, Liberty on the Home Front, 45.
James F. Byrnes, inscription, box 7, folder 5, BPP.

NRH, “Editor’s Column,” Cleveland News, Aug. 21, 1945.
BPM, 223.

CHAPTER ONE

. BP to Francis Biddle, Mar. 19, 1942, box 367, “Point-to-Point Circuits” folder,

OC.

. BPM, 341—42.

. Sypher, “No Snoops Stops Scoops,” 38.

. “Intercepts,” 12.

. Louis J. Hector to Lloyd Cutler, May 11, 1942, and Oscar S. Cox to Francis

Biddle, May 18, 1942, box 64, “Radio Censorship Opinions” folder, Oscar S. Cox
Papers, Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park.



I0.

II.
I2.

13.

14.

15.
16.

17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

24.
25.
26.

27.

28.
29.
30.

NOTES TO PAGES 9—15 : 223

. BP, “How Can Censorship Help Win the War?,” 229-30.
. “Proceedings of the National Press Club Off-the-Record Forum on Press Cen-

sorship,” Mar. 14, 1941, box 1, “Censorship 1941” folder, OF 1773.

. BPM, 327, 329.
. BP, “News Dissemination in Wartime,” 158.

Barnouw, History of Broadcasting, 2:156. According to Title VI, Section 606(c)
of the Communications Act of 1934, “Upon proclamation by the President that
there exists war or a threat of war . . . the President may . . . cause the closing of
any station for radio communication and the removal therefrom of its apparatus
and equipment, or he may authorize the use or control of any such station and/
or its apparatus and equipment by any department of the Government under
such regulations as he may prescribe, upon just compensation to the owners.”
See USSL, vol. 48, pt. 1, pp. 1104—5.

Landry, This Fascinating Radio Business, 245.

Doan, “Organization and Operation,” 209.

Cable Censor, San Francisco, to District Intelligence Officer, Twelfth Naval Dis-
trict, Feb. 17, 1942; H. K. Fenn to BP, Mar. 19, 1942; and James Lawrence Fly to
BD, Apr. 3, 1942, box 367, “Point-to-Point Circuits” folder, OC.

BP to James Lawrence Fly, Apr. 6, 1942, box 367, “Point-to-Point Circuits”
folder, OC.

BPN, 1:90.

Francis Biddle to Franklin Roosevelt, May 18, 1942, “Exhibit U” HOC, 1:n.p.;
BPN, 1:91; Federal Radio Commission v. Nelson Brothers.

BPM, 341—42.

Rosenman, Public Papers, 10:575.

BPN, 1:94.

HM]JD, bk. 529.

BPM, 344.

Barnouw, History of Broadcasting, 2:169.

James Lawrence Fly, “Broadcasting As an Instrument of Democracy,” Feb. 12,
1941, box 10, “Fly, James Lawrence” folder, LMP.

BPM, 344.

Grover, “Radio Censorship in Wartime,” 38.

“Proceedings of the Censorship Policy Board, Meeting of May 19, 1942, HMJD,
bk. 529. Radio stations had lost revenue from weather broadcasts, on-street inter-
views, and quiz shows that were knocked off the air by the censors, who feared
that they could be exploited by enemy agents. In addition, stations in 1942 erro-
neously expected ad revenue to decline as consumer goods became scarce. In-
stead, wartime profits led to an advertising boom.

Office for Emergency Management, “Public Radio-Telegraph Traffic Within
United States Closed by DCB,” May 28, 1942, box 367, “Point-to-Point Circuits”
folder, OC.

“Proceedings of the Censorship Policy Board, Meeting of May 19, 1942

BPN, 1:94-95.

Koop, Weapon of Silence, 177.



224

3I.

32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.

40.
41.
42.

43.
44.

45.
46.

47.
48.
49.

50.

ST.
52.

53.

54.

NOTES TO PAGES I5—2I

The Office of Censorship completed its own historical analysis in accordance
with a presidential directive of Mar. 4, 1942. The document ordered the “assem-
bly and analysis of the administrative developments in each of the major fields of
war administration exclusive of the strictly military.” World War IT mobilization
had been hampered by the lack of detailed documentation from federal agencies
in World War I. See Conn, Historical Work in the United States Avmy, 79—80.
Creel, Rebel at Layge, 160.

Creel, How We Advertised America, 17.

Mock and Larson, Words That Won the War, 6—7.

Creel, How We Advertised America, 74—75.

Mock, Censorship 1917, 48; Creel, “Open Secrecy,” 205, 207.

Creel, “Plight of the Last Censor,” 34.

USSL, vol. 40, pt. 1, p. 219.

Chafee, Government and Mass Communications, 294—95; Washburn, Question of
Sedition, 12.

Rogers, “Freedom of the Press,” 178.

USSL, vol. 40, pt. 1, pp. 413, 426.

Stevens, Shapinyg the First Amendment, 49.

USSL, vol. 40, pt. 1, p. 553.

Washburn, Question of Sedition, 13. An appendix in Chafee, Freedom of Speech,
387-94, lists defendants who were prosecuted for speech that would be permis-
sible in peacetime.

United States ex. vel. Milwankee Social Democratic Publishing Co. v. Burleson.

The Supreme Court’s 1931 ruling in Near v. Minnesota ex vel Olson limited the
potential use of “prior restraint” to narrow issues of security and safety. Prior
restraint would have simplified information control, at the expense of popular
opinion, by blocking publication of stories deemed too dangerous by the gov-
ernment.

W. Preston Corderman, “Planning for the Operation of Postal and Wire Cen-
sorship,” BPN, 1:n.p.

A. Smith, Thank You, 64; Steele, Propaganda in an Open Society, 34—35; Winfield,
E.D.R. and the News Medin, 2031, 115.

Orrin E. Dunlap Jr., “Sentries Posted on the Radio,” NY'T, June 9, 1940, sec. 9.
Grover, “Radio Censorship in Wartime,” 24-28; “Orders Radio Operators to
Prove Citizenship,” NY'T, June 20, 1940; “The FCC to Add ‘Policemen’ to Patrol
Radio under National Defense Program,” NYT, July 7, 1940, sec. 9.

Short, “Hewing Straight to the Line,” 167, 172.

CBS commentator Boake Carter lost his program in 1938 because his attacks on
British foreign policy and Roosevelt upset the White House and his sponsor,
General Foods. See Culbert, “U.S. Censorship of Radio News in the 1930s,” 173
74.

“Free Press Urged in Peace of War,” NY'T, Oct. 3, 1939; “Sense and Censor-
ship,” 98.

Purcell, “Wartime Censorship in Canada,” 93, box 6, folder 4, BPP.



55.

56.

57.
58.
59.

60.

6I1.
62.
63.

64.
65.
66.
67.

68.

69.
70.

71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77-
78.
79.
8o.

81.

82.

NOTES TO PAGES 22—28 : 22§

Harry Chandler to Jesse H. Jones, May 11, 1940, and Stephen T. Early to Chand-
ler, June 13, 1940, box 8, “Newspaper Publicity, World War II 1940” folder, OF
463 C.

Steele, Propaganda in an Open Society, 102—3.

Roosevelt, Complete Press Conferences, 14:131.

Rosenman, Public Papers, 8:461.

“Virtual News Censorship Set by War Department,” NY'T, June 14, 1940; Mor-
rissey, “Disclosure and Secrecy,” 10-12.

Frank Knox to David Lawrence, Dec. 31, 1940, box 64, “Frank Knox” file, David
Lawrence Papers, Princeton University, Seeley G. Mudd Library, Princeton.
HM]JD, bk. 348.

“Secret Spilled.”

Turner Catledge, “Reporters Fingerprinted in Capital in Move to Check on
Naval News,” NY'T, Feb. 6, 1941.

“Knox Asks People to Protect Navy,” NYT, Feb. 9, 1941.

Roosevelt, Complete Press Conferences, 17:141—42, 146—48.

Koop, Weapon of Silence, 162.

“British Battleship Here, 20-Foot Hole in Her Side,” New York Herald Tribune,
Apr. 7, 1941; “Battered British Battleship Here,” New York Daily News, Apr. 7,
1941; “Hands Across the Sea—And Pals Along the Bar,” New York Daily News,
Apr. 7, 1941; “Seen from Three Ferries,” New York Daily News, Apr. 8, 1941.
“Damaged British Battleship Here for Repairs,” New York Daily News, Apr. 7,
1941.

“British Battleship Here, 20-Foot Hole in Her Side”

“Crowds View British Warship,” New York Daily News, Apr. 8, 1941; “Censorship,
of Which the Less Is Better,” 88.

ASNE, Nineteently Annual Convention, 149.

Siebert, “Federal Information Agencies,” 31.

Rosenman, Public Papers, 10:120.

“Small Publishers Reported Hit Hard,” NY'T, Apr. 23, 1941.

Roosevelt, Complete Press Conferences, 18:149.

“Secrecy Asked on Allied Aid Shipping,” NY'T, May 21, 1941; “Post Office Stops
Mail Ship Listing,” NYT, May 29, 1941.

“Knox Curbs News of Navy Actions,” NY'T, June 12, 1941; Siebert, “Federal In-
formation Agencies,” 31.

“Knox Hints Navy Has Shooting Right in Sea Lane Patrol,” NY'T; July 10, 1941
“Churchill Assails Talk by Wheeler,” NYT, July 10, 1941.

McKay, “Civil Liberties Suspended”; “Mr. Knox’s Censorship,” 45. Many people
of Japanese ancestry lived on Bainbridge Island and were the publisher’s friends.
The paper thus was less prone than others to anti-Japanese hysteria.
“Censorship Changes”; “Visiting Navy.”

Steele, Propaganda in an Open Society, 108; Jeffery Smith, War and Press Freedom,
149.

Corderman, “Planning for and Operations of Postal and Wire Censorship.”



226 :

83.

84.
8s.
86.
87.

88.
89.
90.
oI.

92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
98.
99.

100.

I0I.

I102.

103.

104.

105.
106.
107.
108.
109.

II10.

NOTES TO PAGES 28-34

Joint Board No. 325 (Serial 681), “Plan for National Censorship of International
Communications (As Amended),” n.p., “Survey of Censorship Practices and
Plans,” box 10, “Censorship” folder, LMP.

Corderman, “Planning for and Operations of Postal and Wire Censorship.”
BPN, 1:9; Koop, Weapon of Silence, 23.

Davenport, “You Can’t Say That!” 19, 62.

Lowell Mellett to William J. Cheney, Charles Colebaugh, and Thomas H. Beck,
Mar. 27, 1941, box 10, “Collier’s . . . Davenport” folder, and Mellett to Frank
Tripp and Grover Patterson, Mar. 6, 1941, box 15, “Newspaper Publishers Com-
mittee” folder, LMP.

Davenport, “Impregnable Pear]l Harbor”

Steele, Propaganda in an Open Society, 90, 106.

“Censorship Intent Denied by Mellett,” NYT, Feb. 27, 1941.

Francis Biddle, notes of Nov. 7, 1941, box 1, “Cabinet Meetings, 1941” folder,
FBP.

HM]JD, bk. 462.

Biddle, “Private Diary,” 72.

HM]JD, bk. 462.

Jeffery Smith, War and Press Freedom, 159; Knightley, First Casualty, 272.
Corderman, “Planning for and Operations of Postal and Wire Censorship.”
“West Coast First to Go on Wartime Basis.”

Roosevelt, Complete Press Conferences, 18:349—54.

Rosenman, Public Papers, 10:525.

Francis Biddle, notes of Dec. 7, 1941, box 1, “Cabinet Meetings, 1941” folder,
FBP.

Franklin D. Roosevelt, “Memorandum for the Secretary of State, Secretary of
the Treasury, Secretary of War, Secretary of the Navy, The Postmaster General,
Chairman, Federal Communications Commission,” Dec. 8, 1941, box 1, “Cen-
sorship 1941” folder, OF 1773.

JEH to Edwin M. Watson, Dec. 9, 1941, box 14, “Justice Department/FBI Re-
ports 1941” folder, OF 10 b.

“In Re: Censorship,” Dec. 9, 1941, and JEH to Edwin M. Watson, Dec. 10, 1941,
box 14, “Justice Department/FBI Reports 1941” folder, OF 10 b.

Ibid.; BP, memorandum on censorship activities as of Feb. 15, 1942, box 1,
“Office of Censorship 1941-42” folder, OF 4695; “Industry Takes Its Place in
War Program”; Landry, This Fascinating Radio Business, 254. These records do
not identify the stations that broadcast programs in Japanese before Dec. 7, 1941.
Kahn, Codebreakers, s27; BPN, 1:2.

Farago, Game of the Foxes, 656—57.

Corderman, “Planning for and Operations of Postal and Wire Censorship.”
Toledano, J. Edgar Hoover, 173.

JEH, “The Present Practices in the Field of Censorship and Related Activities,”
Dec. 11, 1941, box 1, “Censorship 1941” folder, OF 1773.

Biddle, “Private Diary,” 72; Kenneth G. Crawford, “FDR Picks AP Editor as



III.

I12.

113.

114.
115.

116.

117.

118.
119.
120.
121.
122.
123.

124.
125.
126.
127.
128.

129.
130.

131.
132.
133.
134.

135.

136.

NOTES TO PAGES 34-39 : 227

B

Censor,” PM, Dec. 17, 1941; Lowell Mellett, “Memorandum to the President,
May s, 1941, box 5, “White House 1941 folder, LMP.

Francis Biddle, notes of Dec. 12, 1941, box 1, “Cabinet Meetings, 1941” folder,
FBP; Walker, FDR’s Quiet Confidant, 112.

Lowell Mellett, “Memorandum to Stephen T. Early,” Dec. 19, 1941, box 11, “Cor-
respondence —Mellett, Lowell” folder, STEP.

STE to “K.C?” [Kent Cooper], Dec. 31, 1941, box 14, “Price, Byron” folder,
STEP.

BPM, 204; BPN, 1:164; Walker, FDR’s Quiet Confidant, 112.

BPM, 208; BP to STE, Dec. 15, 1941, box 1, “Office of Censorship 1941—42”
folder, OF 4695.

Roosevelt, Complete Press Conferences, 18:369—70.

Frank L. Kluckhorn, “President Appoints Byron Price to Direct Wartime Cen-
sorship,” NY'T, Dec. 17, 1941.

“Censorship Chief.”

“Nice Going, Mr. President!”

BP, interview by Raymond Henle, Mar. 21, 1969, box s, folder 9, BPP.
Crawford, “FDR Picks AP Editor as Censor.”

USSL, vol. ss, pt. 1, pp. 840—41.

Rosenman, Public Papers, 10:574—75; untitled news release, Jan. 10, 1942, box 2,
censorship folder, Frederick S. Siebert Papers, Archives Division, State Histori-
cal Society of Wisconsin, Madison.

“Byron Price Sworn as Censorship Head,” NYT, Dec. 21, 1941.

BPN, 1:70.

Koop, Weapon of Silence, 19.

Martha Ellyn, “Platter Chatter,” Washington Post, July 17, 1942.

Bargeron, “Censor Who Fights for Freedom of the Press,” 31; “Byron Price Col-
lection,” City Book Auction, Dec. 1, 1954, box 7, folder 6, BPP; “Where Are
They Now,” box 4, folder 6, BPP.

“This Is America’s Director of Censorship”; BPM, 35-36.

Price was a first lieutenant, and later captain, of the s2nd Pioneer Infantry from
1917 to 1919. He was shelled near Verdun on Sept. 26, 1918. See BPM, “Miscel-
laneous Pages.”

“Cecelia Ager Meets the Censor,” PM, Apr. 20, 1942.

Knebel, “Placid Twenties,” 72.

BPM, 84, 88.

BP, “What Licked the GOP? Practically Everything,” unidentified clipping, Nov.
6, 1936, box 11, BPPD.

Peter B. Flint, “Byron Price, Wartime Chief of U.S. Censorship, Is Dead,” NY'T,
Aug. 8, 1981; BPM, 174.

HLSD, vol. 33 (microfilm reel 6): 36, 42; BPM, 286.



228

N N v W

I0.
II.
I2.

13.

14.

15.
16.
17.
18.

19.
20.

21.
22.
23.
24.
25.

26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

NOTES TO PAGES 40—48

CHAPTER TWO

. “Kansas City Bombed to Ruins,” “Dastardly Saboteurs Wreck City,” “Raid Hits

Nation’s Granary,” and “Railroad Tracks Bombed at Olathe,” Kansas City Journal,
Mar. 2, 1942.

. HOC, 2:32; JHS to Harry Newman, Mar. 6, 1942, box 1214, “Sorrells Reading

File/March Readings,” OC.

. “Kansas City Fadeout,” 70.

. Box 389, “Code Violations” folder, OC.

. BPN, 5:438.

. BPM, 210-11.

. Francis Biddle, notes of Dec. 19, 1941, box 1, “Cabinet Meetings, 1941 folder,

FBP.

. Stuart A. Rice to STE, Dec. 23, 1941, box 1, “Office of Censorship Miscella-

neous” folder, OF 4695.

. BPN, 1:120; “Newsmen Rumple Early in Churchill Story Scramble,” Washington

Post, Dec. 23, 1941; “Press Corps Knew about Churchill’s Trip.”

HOC, 2:4.

Koop, Weapon of Silence, 166.

BPM, 218; HOC, 1: 51. The board met five other times and never overruled Price’s
decisions.

BP to Franklin D. Roosevelt, Jan. 23, 1942, and Roosevelt to STE, Jan. 26, 1942,
box 1, “Office of Censorship 1941-42” folder, OF 4695.

Postal censors in 1942 blocked the export of printed stories about military instal-
lations in Alaska, a combat zone. See BPN, 3:23s.

Koop, Weapon of Silence, 24; ROC, 8.

Doan, “Organization and Operation,” 200—202.

Koop, Weapon of Silence, 77.

“Status of the Office of Censorship,” Dec. 19, 1942, BPN, 1:n.p. Censorship per-
sonnel peaked at 14,462 in February 1943, according to ROC, 8.

ROC, 32.

“John H. Sorrells, Journalist, Dead,” NYT, Feb. 26, 1948; Koop, Weapon of
Silence, 25.

BPM, 329-30.

“Ryan Well-Equipped”; “J. Harold Ryan, 74, Dies,” NY'T, June 7, 1961.

Koop, Weapon of Silence, 27.

HOC, 2:3—4.

JHS to Charles P. Manship Sr., Feb. 10, 1942, box 1214, “Sorrells Daily Reading
File/February” folder, OC.

HOC, 2:4.

BPM, 295.

BPN, 1:71.

BPM, 225.

CWPB, Jan. 15, 1942.



3I1.
32.

33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.

40.

41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.

48.
49.

50.

ST.

52.
53.

NOTES TO PAGES 49—54 : 229

Ibid.; CWPP, Jan. 15, 1942.

By December 1943, the military and the Office of Censorship had agreed that
if a correspondent disputed a military censor’s decision, Price’s staff would act
as a “friend of the court” in pleading the journalist’s case but would abide by
the ultimate military decision. Army officers successfully argued that journalists
who got Price to overturn a decision might see their stories in print yet be pun-
ished by the army with loss of accreditation. Price had no power to overturn
accreditation decisions. See HOC, 2.:18.

BD, “Sorry—Restricted,” 214.

“Rayburn Ropes a Steer.”

HOC, 2:6-7.

BPM, 318-19.

BPN, 1:80.

“Censor’s Office Works Smoothly on War News.”

Jeffery Smith, War and Press Freedom, 158; Eisenhower, Crusade in Europe, s8;
“Revised Text of Memorandum Approved Jointly by the State, War, and Navy
Departments, and the Office of Censorship,” May 29, 1942, BPN, 1:n.p. The army
and navy had their own personnel reporting on the war. For a history of Ameri-
can military photographers in World War II, see Maslowski, Armed with Cam-
eras. For a discussion of military combat and indoctrination films focusing on the
propaganda value of Frank Capra’s “Why We Fight” scries, see Culbert, “ “Why
We Fight?”

BP to John O’Donnell, Mar. 3, 1942, BPN, 1:127. In addition to censoring news
from overseas combat zones, the army and navy authorized the release of news
from domestic bases.

“Censorship Code Meets Approval,” NYT, Jan. 16, 1942.

“No Suppression of War Facts, Says U.S. Censor,” CT, Jan. 19, 1942.

“Sensible Censorship,” NYT, Jan. 19, 1942.

“Censorship Rules.”

“Virginia Papers Willing to Invoke More Restrictions.”

“Censorship Code Applied to Radio,” NY'T, Jan. 17, 1942.

JHS to Theodore F. Koop, Jan. 22, 1942, box 1214, “Sorrells Reading File,” OC;
“Price Picks 5 Advisers,” NYT, Jan. 24, 1942.

HOC, 2:33-37; Koop, Weapon of Silence, 170.

See, for example, “Censorship Bulletin No. 3,” in Voss, Reporting the War, 23, and
“Censorship Bulletin No. 12,” BPN, 2:n.p.

“Coast Papers Ask for Local Censor’s Office”; “Minutes of the Editorial Advi-
sory Board, May 14, 1942,” HOC, 2:n.p.

Transcript of missionaries meeting, Apr. 14-15, 1942, HOC, 2:n.p.; “Editors in
Attendance,” box 7, folder 4, DAP; L. Mitchell White, “Special Censorship Bul-
letin—May 7, 1942,” box 7, folder 4, DAP. The OC lists forty-nine missionaries,
but only forty attended.

Transcript of missionaries meeting; “40 Editors to Help Censors as Observers.”
Healy, Lifetime on Deadline, 105.



230 :

54.
ss.
56.

57.

58.

59.
60.

OI.
62.
63.

64.
65.
66.

67.
68.
69.

70.

71.

72.

73.
74.

75.-
76.

77
78.

79.

8o.
81.

82.

NOTES TO PAGES 54—62

Transcript of missionaries meeting.

Healy, Lifetime on Deadline, 105.

“Three Clark Township Men on Ill-Fated Wasp,” Tzl City, Ind., News, Oct. 30,
1942.

Koop, Weapon of Silence, 171; “Minutes of Meeting of State Advisers and Help-
ers,” Dec. 3, 1942, box 7, folder 4, DAP.

Charles M. Meredith to BP, Aug. 11, 1943, box 110, “Pennsylvania” folder, OC.
NRH to Don Anderson, June 23, 1942, box 7, folder 4, DAP.

John W. Potter, “Voluntary Censorship Plan Succeeding”; Inland Daily Press As-
socintion Bulletin, June 1942, 345—46, box 7, folder 4, DAD.

BPM, 303.

Don Anderson to Wisconsin Editors, July 1, 1942, box 7, folder 4, DAP.

Don Anderson to NRH, May 19, 1943, box 110, “Coop. Newspapers Wisconsin”
folder, OC.

Doan, “Organization and Operation,” 211.

HOC, 2:276.

Eugene Carr to JHR, Dec. 21, 1942, box 111, “Carr’s Trip 5/17-6/14/43” folder,
OC; JHR, transcript of Radio Executives Club talk, Feb. 17, 1943, box 922,
“Speeches—Ryan” folder, OC.

“Censored”; Neuberger, “Wilderness Defense,” 42.

Marshall, “Western Rampart.”

Sypher, “No Snoops Stop Scoops,” 38; “Status of the Office of Censorship on
December 19, 1942,” BPN, 2:n.p.

HOC, 2:32.

“Birds, Beasts Usher in Spring,” New York World-Telegram, Mar. 21, 1942; and
JHS to B. O. McAnney, Mar. 25, 1942, and JHS to Mrs. R. J. Riblet, Mar. 28,
1942, box 1214, “Sorrells Reading File/March Readings,” OC.

JHS to Fred M. McLennan, Feb. 19, 1942, box 1214, “Sorrells Daily Reading File/
February” folder, OC.

Ibid., Feb. 27, 1942.

Fred M. McLennan to NRH, Sept. 9, 1942, and NRH to McLennan, Sept. 12,
1942, box 389, “Complaints Re: Press Censorship/ ‘B’” folder, OC.

ASNE, Twentieth Annual Convention, 27—28.

Eleanor Roosevelt, “The Censor Has Written Me a Stern Letter,” Washington
Duily News, Aug. 17, 1942.

BPN, 1:135-36; “DSM for Mr. Price,” Danville, Va., Register, Aug. 18, 1942.
“Note to Managing Editors,” May 22, 1942, BPN, 6:n.p.

J. H. Keen, “Observations,” Philadelphia Daily News, June 6, 1942; “Memoran-
dum by N. R. Howard,” June 8, 1942, box 563, “Molotov” folder, OC.
William Mylander to NRH, June 6, 1942, box 563, “Molotov” folder, OC.

BP, “For Immediate Release,” June 12, 1942, box 563, “Molotov” folder, OC. The
headlines appeared in the Atlanta Constitution, June 15, 1942; Dayton Daily News,
June 13, 1942; and Los Angeles Examiner, June 13, 1942, respectively.

Leonard Lyons, “The Lyons Den,” New York Post, June 18, 1942; William My-
lander to NRH, June 6, 1942; “Memorandum by N. R. Howard,” June 8, 1942;



83.
84.
8s.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.

9I.
92.
93.
94.
9s.
96.
97.
98.
99.

I00.

IOI.

102.

103.
104.
105.

106.

107.

108.

109.

110.
1I1.
112.
113.
114.
115.

NOTES TO PAGES 62—69 : 231

and “Memo by N. R. Howard,” Sept. 22, 1942, box 563, “Molotov” folder, OC.
Ellmaker feared that if Molotov were killed, his paper might be blamed.

BPN, 1:60.

BPM, 304; Trohan interview.

BPM, 304-5, 325.

Trohan interview.

“The Censorship,” CT, Dec. 18, 1941.

BPN, 1:38.

STE to BP, May 29, 1942, box 14, “Price, Byron” folder, STEP.

Igor Cassini, “These Charming People,” Washington Times-Herald, May 29,1942.
The clipping with the offending paragraph marked in ink is in box 14, “Price,
Byron” folder, STEP.

BP to STE, May 30, 1942, box 14, “Price, Byron” folder, STED.

Hoge, Cissy Patterson, xi.

BP to Eleanor Patterson, May 29, 1942, box 14, “Price, Byron” folder, STEP.
Eleanor Patterson to B, June 1, 1942, ibid.

BPN, 1:40.

Frank C. Waldrop to BP, June 4, 1942, ibid.

Jeffery Smith, War and Press Freedom, 152; BPM, 308—10; CWPP, June 15, 1942.
Eric Hodgins to BP, July 1, 1942, BPN, 1:42.

“What Sense Censorship?”

BP to Eric Hodgins, July 7, 1942, BPN, 1:43.

Eric Hodgins to BP, July 8, 1942, BPN, 1:44.

“Editor of “Time’ Lambastes the ‘Pollyanna’ Press,” unidentified clipping, Oct. 6
[1942], BPN, 2:n.p.

Eric Hodgins to BP, Oct. 9, 1942, BPN, 2:n.p.

CWPP, Feb. 1, 1943; CWPP, Dec. 1, 1943.

Arthur Hays Sulzberger to Franklin D. Roosevelt, Feb. 24, 1941, “Censorship
1939-1961” folder, NY'T" Archives.

Arthur Hays Sulzberger to “Colonel” [Knox], Apr. 8, 1941; memo to Knox,
Apr. 14, 1941; and Arthur Krock to Edwin L. James, “Censorship 1939-1961”
folder, NYT Archives.

Edwin L. James to Arthur Krock, Jan. 15, 1942, “Censorship 1939-1961” folder,
NYT Archives.

Arthur Hays Sulzberger to Arthur Krock, June 9, 1941; Sulzberger to Krock,
Dec. 9, 19415 and BP to Sulzberger, May 26, 1942, “Censorship 1939-1961”
folder, NYT Archives.

Hanson Baldwin, “South Pacific War Develops on a Vast Scale,” NY'T, Oct. 4,
1942, SCC. 4.

BPM, 313.

“Wanted: Facts, Not Lectures,” NYT, Oct. 4, 1942, sec. 4.

BPM, 314. The Times archives do not mention Sulzberger’s meeting with Price.
Voss, Reporting the War, 26.

Winkler, Politics of Propaganda, 49.

BPM, 315; “Censorship 1939-1961” folder, NYT Archives.



232

116.

117.
118.
119.
120.
121.
122.

O\Vl-.F-wl\J —

N

NOTES TO PAGES 69—77

“U.S. Has Announced All Sinkings of Major Warships, Davis Says,” NY'T, Oct.
29, 1942; “Confidential and Otherwise,” NY'T, Oct. 30, 1942.

Biddle, “Private Diary,” 43.

ROC, 42.

Krock, Memoirs, 185.

“Publishers Approve Amended Censor’s Code.”

Brandenburg, “Censorship, Delivery Problems,” 5.

Koop, Weapon of Silence, 173.

CHAPTER THREE

. “Army Officer Held; Sedition Report Probed,” Seattle Post-Intelligencer, Dec. 11,

19425 AP transcript, Dec. 11, 1942, BPN, 1:n.p.

. Ribuffo, Old Christian Right, 65—66, 76, 18s; Biddle, In Brief Authority, 236.
. AP transcript, Dec. 11, 1942.

“Headline Curb Is Denied,” NYT, Dec. 12, 1942; “Informal Censorship.”

. AP transcript, Dec. 11, 1942.
. BPN, 1:243; NRH to Herbert K. Fenn, box 1415, “Violations and Suppressions”

folder, OC.
AP transcript, Dec. 11, 1942.

8. Grover, “Radio Censorship in Wartime,” 48.
9. BPM, 405.

10.
II.
12.
13.
14.

15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

25.
26.
27.

Eisenhower, Crusade in Europe, 299.

Winfield, F.D.R. and the News Media, 232.

Biddle, “Private Diary,” 74.

Ibid.; Rosenman, Working with Roosevelt, 321—22.

Roosevelt, Complete Press Conferences, 20:304—5; Winfield, ED.R. and the News
Media, 68.

Burns, Roosevelt, 216.

Biddle, In Brief Authority, 237—-38.

BPM, 317-18.

“Biddle Proposes Law”; BPN, 1:117.

BPN, 1:117-19.

“Threat to Freedom of Press?” 14.

Arthur Krock, “A Bill Which Is an Invitation to Tyranny,” NY'T, Feb. 19, 1942.
BPN, 1:119.

Ibid., 116.

Francis Biddle, notes of Mar. 20, 1942, box 1, “Cabinet Meetings Jan.—June 1942”
folder, FBP.

Washburn, Question of Sedition, 51, 69, 76; BPN, 2:111.

BPN, 2:111-12.

JHS to Justin A. Rollman, Mar. 21, 1942, box 1214, “Sorrells Reading File/
March” folder, OC.



28.

29.
30.
3I.

32.
33.

34.

35.
36.

37-

38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
4s.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
ST.
52.
53.
54.
5s.
56.
57-
58.

59.
60.
. “Admiral Andrews Tells His Part”
62.

NOTES TO PAGES 77—-83 : 233

Roscoe Drummond, “ ‘Defeatist Bund’ Stabs U.S. War Effort,” Christian Science
Monitor, Mar. 10, 1942. The publications Drummond named as subversive were
the Galilean, X-Ruay, Publicity, Defender, Social Justice, Fiery Cross, and Awmerica in
Danger.

Shirer, “Poison Pen,” 548, 552.

“Voices of Defeat,” 92—94; Washburn, Question of Sedition, 120.

Marcus, Father Coughlin, 211-12; “Have the Reds Got Us”; “ “Up with Commu-
nism.”

Chafee, Government and Mass Communications, 320.

Marcus, Father Coughlin, 214; Charles Coughlin to Francis Biddle, Apr. 20,1942,
box 2, “Coughlin, Charles” folder, FBP.

Francis Biddle, notes of May 1 and May 7, 1942, box 1, “Cabinet Meetings Jan.—
June 1942” folder, FBP.

“Now Let’s Go after Some Real Game,” PM, May s, 1942.

Sayers and Kahn, Sabotage!, 243—44; “Three Publications Denied 2nd Class Mail
Privileges”; Washburn, Question of Sedition, 121.

Washburn, Question of Sedition, 120—21; Siebert, “Wartime Communications,”
pt. I, p. 46.

Washburn, Question of Sedition, 122.

Biddle, In Brief Authority, 248.

Frank, “United States Navy v. Chicago Tribune,” 286.

Trohan interview.

Frank, “United States Navy v. Chicago Tribune,” 287-88.

Gies, Colonel of Chicago, 208.

“Navy Had Word of Jap Plan to Strike at Sea,” CT, June 7, 1942.

Gies, Colonel of Chicago, 206.

Richard Smith, Colonel, 433.

HLSD, vol. 39 (microfilm reel 7): 94—9s.

Trohan interview.

BPN, 1:122.

Biddle, In Brief Authority, 249; Richard Smith, Colonel, 433.

Voss, Reporting the War, 38.

BPN, 1:126—28.

Justice Department news release, Aug. 7, 1942, BPN, 1:133.

Biddle, In Brief Authority, 250.

“Tribune Defeats Navy”; “Navy v. Tribune,” 65.

Conyressional Record, 77th Cong., 2d sess., 1942, vol. 88, pt. 5, p. 701I.

Biddle, In Brief Authority, 251.

Gies, Colonel of Chicago, 2105 Goren, “Communication Intelligence,” 669; Kahn,
Codebreakers, 599—600.

“Admiral Andrews Tells His Part”; “Press Heads Set A-Whirling.”

“Press Heads Set A-Whirling.”

“Press Heads Set A-Whirling.”



234

63.
64.

65.
66.

67.
68.

69.

70.
71.

72.

73-

74.

75-

76.

77

78.

79.

8o.

81.

82.

83.

84.

8s.

86.

87.
88.
89.
90.

NOTES TO PAGES 83—92

“Navy Apologizes for Confusion.”

“Note to Managing Editors,” Feb. 4, 1942, box 146, “Confidential Notes to Edi-
tors” folder, OC; BPN, 1:25; BPM, 408.

Transcript of missionaries meeting, Apr. 14-15, 1942, HOC, 2:n.p.

JHS to Arthur Krock, Feb. 23, 1942, box 1214, “Sorrells Daily Reading File/Feb-
ruary” folder, OC.

Transcript of missionaries meeting.

Robb, “Shop Talk at Thirty,” Mar. 7, 1942.

JL to JHS and NRH, Feb. 24, 1942, box 1395, “February 16—March 1 Day
File,” OC.

Robb, “Shop Talk at Thirty,” Mar. 7, 1942.

NRH to Don Morris, Feb. 25, 1942, box 1395, “February 16-March 1 Day
File,” OC.

Robb, “Shop Talk at Thirty,” Mar. 7, 1942.

Humphreys, “How Your News Is Censored,” 16.

BPN, 1:25.

Alexander D. Surles to BP, Jan. 20, 1942, and BP to Surles, Jan. 26, 1942, BPN,
1:78.

JL to JHS, NRH, and JHR, Feb. 23, 1942, box 1395, “February 16—March 1 Day
File,” OC.

BP, “Note to Managing Editors,” Feb. 25, 1942, box 146, “Confidential Notes to
Editors” folder, OC.

BPN, 1:29; “Private Message to Newspapers and Radio Stations,” box 14, “Price,
Byron” folder, STEPD.

CWPP, June 15, 1942; CWPB, June 15, 1942.

CWPP, June 15, 1942.

“To the Editor” Dec. 22, 1942; “For Immediate Release,” S-1086; and “To the
Editor,” PR-40, Feb. 4, 1943, BPN, 6:n.p.

“The Name and Number of Their Fighting Force,” poster identified as O-506503,
HOC, 2:n.p.

“Price, Early Endorse Press” Anniversary,” Atlanta Daily World, Mar. 4,1942; BP
to John H. Sengstacke, April 25, 1942, box 550, “Negro Press” folder, OC.
NRH, “Memorandum,” Apr. 19, 1943, and NRH to Frank Marshall Davis,
Apr. 19, 1943, box 504, “Negro Troops” folder, OC.

Associated Negro Press Inc., “Confidential Note to Editors,” Apr. 21, 1943, box
504, “Negro Troops” folder, OC.

“Negro Troops Poised for Big Second Front Push,” Chicago Defender (national
edition), Jan. 8, 1944; and Jim Warner to JL, Jan. 3, 1944; “Book of Three” tele-
gram, Jan. 3, 1944; and Metz T. P. Lochard to JL, Jan. 5, 1944, box 504, “Negro
Troops” folder, OC.

Winkler, Politics of Propaganda, 29.

BPN, 1:140.

Ibid; Rosenman, Public Papers, 11:280.

BPN, 1:141.



92.

93.

94.

9s.

96.

97.

98.
99.
I00.

I0I.
102.

103.

104.
105.
106.
107.

108.
109.
110.

III

112.
113.
114.

NOTES TO PAGES 92—98 : 23§

. BP, “Memorandum for . . . Stephen Early,” Mar. 18, 1942, BPN, 2:142; “Draft

of Executive Order,” BPN, 2:n.p.

Frank C. Walker to Franklin D. Roosevelt, May 19, 1942, and Roosevelt, memo,
Mar. 21, 1942, “United States Information Center Endorsements” folder, OF
4850 a.

Rosenman, Public Papers, 11:274—78.

Arthur Krock, “In Wartime What News Shall the Nation Have?” NYT Maga-
zine, Aug. 16, 1942.

Eugene Katz to Ralph E. Smiley, Oct. 17, 1942, and Katz to M. S. Eisenhower,
Oct. 21, 1942, “Records of the Office of the Director, Records of the Director,
1942—45,” box 1, “Clearance I—OWI-Censorship Agreement, 1942—43” folder,
OWI. Also see “To R. K. Richards, Eugene Carr,” Oct. 3, 1942; Carr to JHR,
Oct. 3, 1942; and Richards to JHR, Oct. 6, 1942, box 107, “Office of War Infor-
mation” folder, OC.

“Agreement between the Office of War Information and the Office of Cen-
sorship,” Nov. 15, 1942, box 107, “Office of War Information/November 1942”
folder, OC.

ASNE, “Bulletin No. 1,” Mar. 19, 1943, BPN;, 3:284-8s; Arthur Krock, “Cove-
nants That Are Not ‘Openly Arrived At)” NY'T, Apr. 13, 1943.

CWPP, Feb. 1, 1943.

BPN, 3:286.

NRH to BP, Apr. 2, 1943, and “Agreement between the Office of War Informa-
tion and the Office of Censorship,” Revised Apr. 10, 1943, box 108, “OC-OWI
Agreement” folder, OC.

“Candid Survey of Anti-Jewish Prejudice”

Koenigsberg, “Press Gains Access,” 7; Prevost, “Reporters See Session on Re-
lief”

Roeder, “Note on U.S. Photo Censorship in WWIIL,” 192; Roeder, Censored
War, 10.

Roeder, Censored War, 14, 20—21.

Ibid., 92; Knightley, First Casualty, 276.

BPM, 419.

BP to George V. Strong, Jan. 6, 1944, box 26, “Censorship (Codes)” folder,
STEP; BPM, 422.

BPM, 424-25.

HOC, 2:103.

“Price Control”

. BP to George V. Strong, Jan. 8, 1944, box 26, “Censorship (Codes)” folder,

STED; HLSD, vol. 45 (microfilm reel 8): 136.

Leahy, I Was There, 217-18, 433.

BPM, 387.

Elmer Davis to Franklin D. Roosevelt, Jan. 8, 1944, and Robert Sherwood to
Roosevelt, Jan. 13, 1944, box 155, “Office of War Information, 1942—44,” PSF;
“Sherwood, Davis Go to Roosevelt,” NYT, Jan. 26, 1944-.



236

115.
116.
117.

118.

o 0 N QN W«

10.
1I.
12.
13.

4.

15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

23.
24.
25.
26.

NOTES TO PAGES 98-107

BPM, 387.

Healy, Lifetime on Deadline, 115.

BP, “Memorandum for the President,” Jan. 28, 1944, “General Correspondence
1908-1944,” box 1, folder 1, BPP.

BPM, 389; Healy, Lifetime on Deadline, 115.

CHAPTER FOUR

. “Gallarneau Scores Twice, Pool Once for Pro Champions” and “Play by Play

Story of All-Star Game,” CT, Aug. 29, 1942.

. “Gallarneau Scores Twice”
. Stanley P. Richardson to R. E. Spencer, Aug. 29, 1942, box 351, “Weather Re-

ports/Sports” folder, OC.

. F.W. Reichelderfer to Bob Elson, Sept. 10, 1942, and Reichelderfer to Stanley P.

Richardson, Sept. 10, 1942, box 351, “Weather Reports/Sports” folder, OC.

. Barnouw, History of Broadcasting, 1:37.

. Charnley, News by Radio, 6; Lazarsfeld and Stanton, Radio Research, 119.
. “Weather Reports Are Banned in Ruling by Federal Bureau.”

. USSL, vol. 48, pt. 1, pp. 1104—5; “Limits on Weather Broadcasts.”

. “Weather Reports Back on Air”

“Care in News Broadcasts.”

BPN, 1:72; HOC, 1:12.

BPN, 1:73.

CWPP, Jan. 15, 1942; CWPB, Jan. 15, 1942. What the press code meant to a paper
such as the Kansas City Star, on the Missouri-Kansas border and in the middle
of the weather-conscious Farm Belt, is that it could print a story about recent
weather conditions in Kansas, or in Missouri, but not both on the same day. The
Star decided to print stories about Missouri weather on Mondays, Wednesdays,
and Fridays, and Kansas weather on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays.
ROC, 37; JHS to Charles T. Manship, Feb. 10, 1942, box 1214, “Sorrells Daily
Reading File/February” folder, OC.

CWPB, Jan. 15, 1942.

ROC, 34.

BPM, 332—33.

Fox, Madison Avenue Goes to War, 41.

Adams, “Advertising Giant Is Tottering”; Sterling and Kittross, Stay Tuned, 638.
“Censorship Strikes Hard.”

“Drop ‘Mail Bag’ Programs.”

“Government to Run Short-Wave Radio,” NY'T, Feb. 19, 1942; “U.S. Takes over
Short Waves,” 30; “U.S. Short Waves.”

“War Code Brings Program Changes.”

JHR, “The Test—Can the Enemy Utilize It?”

“Easing of Code for Disc Remotes Asked”; “Ryan Denies Shepard’s Appeal.”
“Censorship Rules Bring Net Praise.”



27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

34.

3s.
36.
37.
38.
39.

40.
41.

42.
43.
44.
45.
46.

47.
48.
49.

50.
. JHR, “R-19,” BPN, 6:n.p.
52.
53.
54.
5s.
56.
57.
58.
59.

60.
O1.

NOTES TO PAGES 107—14 : 237

CWPB, Jan. 15, 1942.

BP, transcript of NBC talk, BPN, 1:n.p.

“Purely Programs.”

Koop, Weapon of Silence, 182.

“Controlled Remote Interview Allowed.”

JHR, “The Test—Can the Enemy Utilize It?”

HOC, 2:217-18; Edward H. Bronson to Robert K. Richards, Dec. 9, 1942, box
354, “Seuren, Willie” folder, OC; Bronson to Ross Pope, Oct. 22, 1943, box 353,
“Program Monitoring” folder, OC.

JHR to H. K. Fenn, Aug. 11, 1942, and BP to James Lawrence Fly, May 29, 1943,
box 351, “Weather Reports/Sports” folder, OC.

JHR to Fenn, Aug. 11, 1942, box 351, “Weather Reports/Sports” folder, OC.
BP to Fly, May 29, 1943, box 351, “Weather Reports/Sports” folder, OC.
CWPB, Jan. 15, 1942.

JHR, “R-4,” Mar. 20, 1942, BPN, 6:n.p.

T. J. Slowie to Edward H. Bronson, July 13, 1943, file 19-2¢, “Departmental-
Director of Censorship,” Federal Communications Commission, Record Group
173, National Archives Annex, College Park.

JHR to Maynard Marquardt, July 16, 1943, and Marquardt to JHR, July 20, 1943,
box 351, “Weather Reports/Sports” folder, OC.

“Extreme Weather,” in untitled green notebook, box 1427, OC; CWPB, Feb. 1,
1943.

“Tornado a Radio Secret.”

CWPB, June 15, 1942.

HOC, 2:219.

“Love Thwarted.”

George Erwin to Office of Censorship, Nov. 12, 1942, and Robert K. Richards
to Erwin, Nov. 16, 1942, box 334, “Santa Claus Programs” folder, OC.

BP, transcript of N.A.B. talk, BPN, 4:n.p.

HOC, 2:219.

“Broadcast Memorandum by Pete Cousins,” Aug. 2, 1945, box 862, “Radio Divi-
sion Reports/Misc.” folder, OC.

HOC, 2:219.

HOC, 2:219.

“Weather Order.”

“Weather Reports Back on Air”

Koop, Weapon of Silence, 209; CWPPR.

JHR, “R-21,” Mar. 29, 1944, BPN, 6:n.p.

Koop, Weapon of Silence, 182.

E. N. Thwaites to BP, Aug. 19, 1943, box 359, “KFUN?” folder, OC.
Robert K. Richards to Arthur Simon, Oct. 4, 1943, box 110, “Field Representa-
tives . . . August 1943 folder, OC.

Thwaites to BP, Aug. 19, 1943, box 359, “KFUN? folder, OC.
CWPB, Feb. 1, 1943.



238 :

62.
63.

64.
65.
66.
67.

68.

69.

70.
71.
72.
73.

74.
75-
76.
77
78.
79.
8o.
81.
82.
83.

84.

8s.

86.

87.

NOTES TO PAGES 114—19

Koop, Weapon of Silence, 184.

Edward H. Bronson to Robert K. Richards and JHR, Apr. 23, 1943, box 107,
“Government Agencies/FCC” folder, OC. Broadcast Division censor Eugene
Carr had a similar trip Oct. 19 to Dec. 11, 1942, traveling 10,000 miles to visit eigh-
teen N.A.B. district conventions. See Carr, “Voluntary Censorship Will Work!”
ROC, 34.

BPN, 4:415.

BPM, 345.

Edward H. Bronson to JHR and Robert K. Richards, July 20, 1943, box 862,
“Radio Division Reports/Misc.” folder, OC.

Harry Burdick to JHR, July 9, 1943, box 110, “Field Representatives . . . August
1943 folder, OC.

Mitchell interview. Thwaites died in a plane crash in 1963 and left no papers at
KFUN on his clash with censorship.

Thwaites to BP, Aug. 19, 1943, box 359, “KFUN?” folder, OC.

JHR to BP, Sept. 13, 1943, box 359, “KFUN? folder, OC; BPM, 347-48.
Robert K. Richards to BP, Aug. 23, 1943, box 359, “KFUN?” folder, OC.

Ibid.; E. H. Bronson to BP, JHR, and Robert K. Richards, Aug. 23, 1943, box
359, “KFUN?” folder, OC.

BPN, 4:n.p.

“Memorandum,” Aug. 24, 1943, box 359, “KFUN?” folder, OC.

USSL, vol. 55, pt. 1, p. 841.

E. N. Thwaites to BP, Aug. 24, 1943, box 359, “KFUN? folder, OC; BPN, 4:420.
John J. Dempsey to BP, Sept. 1, 1943, box 359, “KFUN?” folder, OC.

BY to John J. Dempsey, Sept. 15, 1943, box 359, “KFUN” folder, OC.

BPN, 4:420; JHR to BP, Sept. 13, 1943, box 359, “KFUN” folder, OC.

BPN, 4:421.

BP to E. N. Thwaites, Sept. 15, 1943, box 359, “KFUN folder, OC.

BP to E. N. Thwaites, Sept. 27, 1943, and Thwaites to BP, Oct. 2, 1943, box 359,
“KFUN? folder, OC.

Edward H. Bronson to JHR, Feb. 22, 1944, box 359, “KFUN? folder, OC.
Paul Freund, “Memorandum for Mr. Byron Price,” Sept. 18, 1942, “Records of
the Office of the Director, Records of the Director 1942—45,” box 1, “Clear-
ance I—OWI-Censorship Agreement, 1942—43” folder, OWI.

For sources on the changing number of foreign-language stations, see “From a
Report of J. Edgar Hoover,” Dec. 11, 1941, box 1, “Censorship 1941” folder, OF
1773; JHR to BP, Aug. 21, 1942, box 353, “Program Monitoring” folder, OC;
JHR to BP, Sept. 13, 1943, box 359, “KFUN? folder, OC; “Foreign Language
Group Will Parley,” and Arthur Simon, transcript of “Foreign Language Round
Table Session, National Association of Broadcasters,” Apr. 28, 1943, box 110,
“Field Representatives Foreign Language” folder, OC.

Koop, Weapon of Silence, 183—84. Koop does not give dates for his statistics about
foreign-language stations’ code violations. However, these dates can be deduced
from other sources. Koop said the first recordings of foreign-language programs



88.

89.
90.
. “Censorship Strikes Hard”; “Negative Side of Foreign Language Operations.”
92.
93.
94.

9s.

96.

97.
98.
99.

100.
IO0I.

102.

103.
104.
105.
106.

107.
108.
109.
110.

NOTES TO PAGES 119—24 : 239

that the Office of Censorship received from the FCC had five times as many vio-
lations as their English-language counterparts. The first FCC recordings arrived
in late September 1942. Koop said stations began reducing their violations “not
long” after Broadcasting Division censors toured the country to urge compli-
ance; the last such tour ended in April 1943. See Edward H. Bronson to JHR,
Oct. 27, 1942, box 353, “Program Monitoring” folder, OC.

JEH to BD, Dec. 23, 1943, box 360, “Foreign Language Broadcasts/Lists—An-
nouncers and Employees” folder, OC.

HOC, “Exhibit CC,” 1:n.p.

CWPB, Jan. 15, 1942.

CWPB, June 15, 1942.

Bodec, “Foreign Stations ‘Confess’”; “Radio Daffodils.”

“Foreign-Language Control”; Arthur Simon, transcript of “Foreign Language
Round Table Session, National Association of Broadcasters,” Apr. 28, 1943, box
110, “Field Representatives Foreign Language” folder, OC.

“Foreign Language Radio—OWI,” n.d., “Records of the Office of War Infor-
mation,” box 1081, “Foreign Language Radio” folder, OWTI; “Basic Clauses of
Foreign Tongue Code”; “Personal History Statement,” box 353, “Lido Belli”
folder, OC.

“Voluntary Code of Wartime Practices for American Broadcasters Presenting
Programs in Foreign Languages,” HOC, 1:n.p. The text is reprinted in “Linguals
Hope Davis Will Sweep Red Tape”

“Simon Urges Care.” Falk died in 1999 without having responded to two requests
for an interview by the author.

“Garey Says ‘Gestapo’ Charges Justified,” 62; JHR to BP, Aug. 19, 1942, box 353,
“Program Monitoring” folder, OC.

“Foreign Language Radio—OWI,” n.d., “Records of the Office of War Infor-
mation,” box 1081, “Foreign Language Radio” folder, OWI.

“Garey Says ‘Gestapo’ Charges Justified,” 62.

Ibid. Broadcasting did not report the date of the OWI-Wartime Control Com-
mittee meeting.

BPN, 4:415; M. S. Eisenhower to Alan Cranston, Oct. 23, 1942, “Records of the
Office of the Director, Records of the Director 1942—45,” box 1, “Clearance I —
OWI-Censorship Agreement, 1942—43” folder, OWI.

“Censorship Centralized under New Code.”

JHR to BP, Aug. 19, 1942, box 353, “Program Monitoring” folder, OC.
“Report 1,” box 353, “Program Monitoring” folder, OC.

Robert K. Richards to JHR, Aug. 20, 1942, box 353, “Program Monitoring”
folder, OC.

JHR to BP, Aug. 21, 1942, box 353, “Program Monitoring” folder, OC.
“Report 1,” box 353, “Program Monitoring™ folder, OC.

“Report 2, box 353, “Program Monitoring” folder, OC.

Ibid.



240

III.
I12.

113.

114.

115.

116.

117.

118.

119.

I20.

I2I1.

128.
129.
130.

131.
132.

133.
134.

135.

136.

NOTES TO PAGES 125—31

“Report 3,” box 353, “Program Monitoring” folder, OC.

Robert K. Richards to BP and JHR, Aug. 27, 1943, box 353, “Program Moni-
toring” folder, OC.

“Report 5,” box 353, “Program Monitoring” folder, OC.

“Report 4,” box 353, “Program Monitoring” folder, OC.

“Foreign-Language Control Outlined.”

Edward H. Bronson to Ross Pope, Oct. 22, 1943, box 353, “Program Monitor-
ing” folder, OC. The Post Office Department translated other languages.
Edward H. Bronson, “FCC Order Slip” for Station WSAR, Oct. 4, 1943, box
353, “Program Monitoring” folder, OC.

G. E. Sterling to Scituate supervisor, “Unit Case No. NA-9-250,” Sept. 25, 1943,
box 353, “Program Monitoring” folder, OC.

Robert K. Richards to James B. Sanders, Apr. 3, 1943, box 353, “Program Moni-
toring” folder, OC.

Edward H. Bronson to Ross Pope, Oct. 22, 1943, box 353, “Program Monitor-
ing” folder, OC.

Edward H. Bronson to Robert K. Richards, Dec. 9, 1942, box 353, “Program
Monitoring” folder, OC.

. Ibid.
. “Report 5,” box 353, “Program Monitoring” folder, OC.
. Edward H. Bronson to Robert K. Richards, Dec. 9, 1942, box 353, “Program

Monitoring” folder, OC.

. Ibid.
. Kurth, American Cassandra, 286-87.
. Edward H. Bronson to Robert K. Richards, Dec. 9, 1942; Bronson to Richards,

Dec. 31, 1942; and JEH to Elmer Davis, n.d., box 354, “Seuren, Willie” folder,
OC.

BPN, 3:244.

BP to E. Douglass Hibbs, Jan. 18, 1943, box 354, “Seuren, Willie” folder, OC.
Robert K. Richards to JHR, Jan. 21, 1943, and Richards to JHR, Sept. 2, 1943,
box 354, “Seuren, Willie,” folder, OC.

BP, “Memorandum for Files,” Jan. 28, 1943, box 354, “Seuren, Willie” folder, OC.
E. Douglass Hibbs to BP, Feb. 1, 1943, box 354, “Seuren, Willie” folder, OC.
CWPB, Feb. 1, 1943.

“Analysis of the German-American Housewife Hour,” n.d., box 354, “Person-
nel Investigations/ WBNX” folder; Charter Heslep to JHR, Sept. 25, 1942, box
354, “Personnel Investigations/WBNX” folder; Edward H. Bronson to JHR,
Sept. 17, 1942, box 107, “Government Agencies/FCC” folder; and Robert K.
Richards to JHR, June 15, 1943, box 107, “Government Agencies/FCC” folder,
all in OC.

Edward H. Bronson to BP, JHR, and Robert K. Richards, June s, 1943, box 353,
“FBI Reports” folder, OC.

BPN, 4:416; T. J. Slowie to Robert K. Richards, Apr. 7, 1943, file 19-2 ¢, “Depart-
mental-Director of Censorship,” Federal Communications Commission, Record
Group 173, National Archives Annex, College Park.



137.

138.

139.
140.

141.
142.

143.
144.
14S.
146.
147.
148.

149.

150.

—

NOTES TO PAGES 131-38 : 241

Robert K. Richards to JHR, Apr. 8, 1943, box 353, “Raffaele Borrelli” folder,
OC.

Hooper-Holmes Bureau, “Special Report, Borrelli: Ralph J.,” Apr. 12, 1943, box
353, “Raffaele Borrelli” folder, OC.

BP to Horace L. Lohnes, Apr. 21, 1943, box 353, “Raffacle Borrelli” folder, OC.
Robert K. Richards to JHR, Apr. 8, 1943, and Ralph J. Borrelli, “To Whom It
May Concern,” n.d., box 353, “Raffaele Borrelli” folder, OC.

“Garey Says ‘Gestapo’ Charges Justified,” 63; BPN, 4:416.

Borrelli, “To Whom It May Concern,” n.d., box 353, “Raffacle Borrelli” folder,
OC.

BP to Joseph F. Guffey, May 28, 1943, box 353, “Raffacle Borrelli” folder, OC.
BPN, 4:417.

Edward H. Bronson to Field Representatives, n.d., box 110, “Field Representa-
tives . . . August 1943” folder, OC.

JHR to CalvinJ. Smith, Dec. 17, 1943, box 110, “Field Representatives . . . August
1943” folder, OC.

W. L. Gleeson to JHR, Sept. 21, 1943, and memorandum, n.d., box 110, “Field
Representatives . . . August 1943” folder, OC.

“Tribute to Foreign Tongue Stations.”

Edward H. Bronson to JHR, Dec. 13, 1943, and memorandum, Dec. 21, 1943,
box 110, “Ficld Representatives . . . August 1943 folder, OC. Also see Bronson
to JHR, Dec. 12, 1943, box 353, “Program Monitoring” folder, OC.

CWPPR.

CHAPTER FIVE

. Koop, Weapon of Silence, 175.
. BPN, 1:99.
. John E. Fetzer to BD, Feb. 8, 1945, box 315, “Complaints Re: Radio Censorship/

‘C’” folder, OC.

. HOC, 2:221.

5. Eugene Carr to JHR, July 19, 1942, box 338, “Winchell, Walter, July 1943 Com-

I0.

mentaries” folder, OC.

. Eugene Carr to JHR, July 15, 1942, box 338, “Winchell, Walter, July 1943 Com-

mentaries” folder, OC; BPM, 358—59.

. Eugene Carr to JHR, July 19, 1942, box 338, “Winchell, Walter, July 1943 Com-

mentaries” folder, OC.

. Lester Halpin to JHR, Aug. 1, 1943, box 338, “Winchell, Walter, July 1943 Com-

mentaries” folder; Charter Heslep to JHR, Sept. 17, 1944, box 338, “Winchell,
Walter, August 1944 Commentaries” folder; and Heslep to JHR, Nov. 18, 1942,
box 338, “Winchell, Walter” folder, OC.

. Eugene Carr to JHR, July 13, 1942, box 338, “Winchell, Walter, July 1943 Com-

mentaries” folder, OC.

Pilat, Drew Pearson, 167.



242

II.

12.
13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.
28.

29.
30.

32.

NOTES TO PAGES 138—41

Franklin D. Roosevelt, “Memorandum for S.T.E.,” July 30, 1941, box 24, “Presi-
dent Roosevelt Memos 1941 folder, STEP; Roosevelt, Complete Press Confer-
ences, 22:82.

Gentry, J. Edgar Hoover, 381.

Pilat, Drew Pearson, 9; Summers, Official and Confidential, 100-101; L. B. Nichols,
“Memorandum for the Director,” Jan. 21, 1938, FBI 94-8-350, sec. 1, FBI, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Drew Pearson and Robert S. Allen, “Sunday Washington Merry-Go-Round,”
New York Daily Mirror, Apr. 24,1938, and JEH, “Memorandum for the Attorney
General,” Apr. 25, 1938, FBI 94-8-350, scc. 1, FBI, Washington, D.C.

Ernest Cuneo, “Writings,” 26, box 108, “Drew Pearson” folder, Ernest Cunco
Papers, Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park.

“Memorandum for Mr. Ladd, Re: Surveillance of Drew Pearson by ONI,” Mar.
5, 1943, FBI 94-8-350, sec. 4, FBI, Washington, D.C.; “Navy Ends ‘Shadowing’
of Pearson,” PM, Mar. 5, 1943; John Carter [Jay Franklin], “Confidential to Dear
Steve,” Sept. 13, 1943, “Pearson and Allen, 1943—45” folder, OF 2300.

D. M. Ladd to the Director, “Drew Pearson, Espionage X, date obscured, FBI
65-59762, sec. 3, FBI, Washington, D.C.

Pilat, Drew Pearson.

Wallace, Price of Vision, 406.

Summers, Official and Confidential, 176; D. M. Ladd to the Director, “Drew Pear-
son, Espionage X,” date obscured, FBI 65-59762, sec. 3, FBI, Washington, D.C.
Martin Andersen to STE, Dec. 12, 1941, box 29, “Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion” folder, STED.

Robert Whitney to Raymond McCaw, Dec. 8, 1941; Arthur Krock to McCaw,
Dec. 9, 1941; and BP to Arthur Hays Sulzberger, May 26, 1942, “Censorship
1939—1961” folder, NY'T Archives.

STE to JEH, Dec. 12, 1941, and JEH to STE, Dec. 12, 1941, box 29, “Federal
Bureau of Investigation” folder, STEP.

JEH to STE, Dec. 12, 1941, box 29, “Federal Bureau of Investigation” folder,
STEPD.

JEH, “Memorandum for Mr. Tolson, Mr. Tamm, Mr. Ladd,” first memo, Dec. 12,
1941, FBI 94-8-350, sec. 2, FBI, Washington, D.C.

JEH, “Memorandum for Mr. Tolson, Mr. Tamm, Mr. Ladd,” second memo,
Dec. 12, 1941, FBI 94-8-350, sec. 2, FBI, Washington, D.C.

Pearson, Drew Pearson Diavies, 93.

Drew Pearson and Robert S. Allen, “Southerners Asked Time for Speech by
Lone Negro in Congress,” Philadelphia Record, Dec. 18, 1941.

STE to BP, Jan. 5, 1942, box 14, “Price, Byron” folder, STEP.

Drew Pearson and Robert S. Allen, “Washington Merry-Go-Round,” Dec. 18,
1941, reel 16, frame o137, DPP.

. NRH to JHS, Feb. 12, 1942, and William Mylander to JHS, Feb. 26, 1942, box

558, “CCPA” folder, OC.
JHS, “Memorandum, Re: Session with Drew Pearson in Office of Byron Price,”
Feb. 28, 1942, box 558, “CCPA” folder, OC.



33.

34.
35.

36.

37.
38.

39.

40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.

48.

49.
50.

54

55.

NOTES TO PAGES I41—50 : 243

NRH to JHS, Feb. 27, 1942, and William Mylander to JHS, Mar. 1, 1942, box
558, “CCPA” folder, OC.

Drew Pearson to BP, Mar. 3, 1942, box 558, “CCPA” folder, OC.

Edwin M. Watson, memorandum, Mar. 6, 1942, and “Washington Merry-Go-
Round” clipping, n.p., n.d., box 558, “CCPA” folder, OC.

Russell B. Porter, “Memo. to Desk,” box 558, “CCPA” folder, OC; “Re: Drew
Pearson,” May 24, 1951, FBI 65-59762, sec. 5, FBI, Washington, D.C.

Porter, “Memo. to Desk,” box 558, “CCPA” folder, OC.

Edwin L. James to BP, Nov. 23, 1943, box 557, “CCPA/November—December
1943” folder, OC.

Anderson interview. Anderson could not recall Pearson speaking of his troubles
with the Office of Censorship or the Times. “He didn’t talk much,” Anderson
said. “He had found the hard way that the best way to protect himself from all
the people who were after his scalp was to keep his mouth shut” However, he
expressed astonishment that Pearson submitted to censorship.

“AW?” [Alice Winegar] to STE, Apr. 24, 1942, box 14, “Price, Byron” folder,
STEP.

STE, “Memorandum for . . . Byron Price,” Apr. 25, 1942, box 14, “Price, Byron”
folder, STED.

BP to Francis Biddle, Apr. 25, 1942, box 558, “CCPA” folder, OC.

“Re: Drew Pearson,” May 24, 1951, FBI 65-59762, sec. 5, FBI, Washington, D.C.
D. M. Ladd, “Memorandum for the Director,” FBI 94-8-350, sec. 3, FBI, Wash-
ington, D.C.

“Re: Drew Pearson,” May 24, 1951, FBI 65-59762, sec. 5, and P. E. Foxworth to
“Director,” Dec. 17, 1942, FBI 94-8-350, sec. 3, FBI, Washington, D.C.

William Steven to JHS, May 3, 1942, box 1396, “Day File/May 1-15” folder, OC.
BPN, 1:99.

Gabler, Winchell, 324. In October 1943, the owner of the Life Saver candy com-
pany purchased the Blue, which became ABC.

JHR, “Memorandum,” May 22, 1942, box 558, “CCPA” folder, OC.

The final Pearson script in the Office of Censorship’s records is dated Aug. s,
1945. The archive of Pearson scripts is not complete, and there is no explanation
for occasional absences.

. Lester Halpin to JHR, Jan. 30, 1944, box 557, “CCPA/Jan. 1944” folder, OC.
52.
53.

Roosevelt, Complete Press Conferences, 19:292.

Drew Pearson, “Memo to the Radio Censor,” Oct. 25, 1942, and Charter Heslep
to JHR, Oct. 25, 1942, box 558, “CCPA/Oct. Thru Dec. [1942]” folder, OC.
“Drew Pearson Says U.S. Planes from 2 Carriers Bombed Tokyo,” Alexandria,
La., Daily Town Tulk, Jan. 14, 1943; NRH to Hunter Jarreau, Jan. 28, 1943; Drew
Pearson to John J. McCloy, Jan. 28, 1943; George A. Carlin to NRH, Jan. 27,
1943; and Jim Warner to NRH, Jan. 21, 1943, box 557, “CCPA/Jan.—Feb. [1943]”
folder, OC. Also see McCloy to Pearson, Jan. 30, 1943, box G-76, “Censorship,
Office of, 1942-1944” folder, PPDP.

CWPP, Jan. 15, 1942; CWPB, Jan. 15, 1942; CWPB, June 15, 1942. The original
code urged “sensible analyses of reports from enemy origins.”



244 : NOTES TO PAGES 150—60

56

57

58.

59.

60.

OI.

62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.

68.

69.
70.

72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77-

78.
79.
8o.
81.
82.
83.

84.

8s.
86.

. Edward H. Bronson to JHR, Nov. 15, 1943; Bronson to Pauline Frederick,
Nov. 16, 1943; and Bronson to JHR, Nov. 16, 1943, box 334, “Commentaries/
Baukhage” folder, OC.

. JL to BP, Dec. 1, 1943, box 557, “CCPA/November—December 1943 folder, OC.

War Department, “The Raid on Japan,” news release 24-25310, Apr. 20, 1943,

box 544, “Air Raids—Doolittle” folder, OC.

NRH to Drew Pearson, Apr. 24, 1943, box G-76, “Censorship, Office of, 1942—

1944” folder, PPDP.

JHS to Drew Pearson, Mar. 9, 1942, box G-76, “Censorship, Office of, 1942

1944 folder, PPDP.

Drew Pearson to BD, June s, 1942, box G-76, “Censorship, Office of, 1942-1944”

folder, PPDP.

HOC, 2:6.

JL to Drew DPearson, June 6, 1944, box 557, “CCPA/May 1943” folder, OC.

JL to Drew Pearson, Dec. 15, 1944, box G-130, “Censorship” folder, PPDP.

Drew Pearson, script for July 29, 1945, box 556, “CCPA/July 1945 folder, OC.

“To Mr. Ladd,” Jan. 24, 1944, FBI 94-8-350, sec. 4, FBI, Washington, D.C.

“2937—Zedlitz, Frederic H. Carl [sic] (Count),” box 12, “Kellems Case” folder,

OC.

BP to Drew Pearson, Apr. 14, 1944, and Pearson to BP, Apr. 20, 1944, box 12,

“Kellems Case” folder, OC.

Burns, Roosevelt, 382.

Farago, Patton, 319, 325.

. Ibid., 331, 341; Klurfeld, Behind the Lines, 73.

Reynolds, Curtain Rises, 225.

Ibid., 226; Klurfeld, Behind the Lines, 73.

Eisenhower, Crusade in Europe, 182.

Knightley, First Casuaity, 320—21.

Reynolds, Curtain Rises, 227.

Edwin L. James to BP, Nov. 23, 1942, box 557, “CCPA/November—December

1943 folder, OC.

Pilat, Drew Pearson, 176; Roosevelt, Complete Press Conferences, 22.:82.

Pilat, Drew Pearson, 176.

Reel 20, frame 254, DPPD.

Drew Pearson, script for Nov. 14, 1943, box 557, “CCPA/November—December

1943 folder, OC.

Edward H. Bronson to JHR, Nov. 14, 1943, box 557, “CCPA/November—

December 1943” folder, OC.

Lester Halpin to JHR, Nov. 21, 1943, box 557, “CCPA/November-December

1943” folder, OC.

“Memorandum for Mr. Ladd,” Nov. 22, 1943, FBI 94-8-350, scc. 4, FBI, Wash-

ington, D.C.

HLSD, vol. 45 (reel 7): s0.

Knightley, First Casunlty, 321; “Patton Rebuke by Eisenhower Denied by Army,”

New York Hevald Tribune, Nov. 23, 1943.



87.
88.

89.
90.

9I.

92.

93.

94.

95.

I0.
II.
12.

13.
14.

15.
16.

17.

18.

I S ]

NOTES TO PAGES 160—70 : 24§

Eisenhower, Crusade in Europe, 182.

“Senate Military Committee Skips Important Phase of Patton Case,” Mobile,
Ala., Press, Nov. 26, 1943; “A Sorry Job,” Cleveland News, Nov. 24, 1943.

Reel 20, frame 265, DPP.

Kent Cooper to BP, Nov. 30, 1942, and BP to Cooper, Dec. 3, 1942, box 389,
“Complaints Re: Press Censorship/A’” folder, OC.

Edwin L. James to BP, Nov. 23, 1943, box 557, “CCPA/November—December
1943 folder, OC.

BP to Edwin L. James, Nov. 25, 1943, box 557, “CCPA/November—December
1943” folder, OC.

Edwin L. James to BP, Nov. 26, 1943, box 557, “CCPA/November—December
1943” folder, OC; James to Arthur Krock, Nov. 26, 1943, “Censorship 1939—-
1961” folder, NY'T" Archives.

George A. Carlin to BP, Nov. 26, 1943, box 557, “CCPA/November—December
1943” folder, OC.

“Pearson Charges Washington Uses Gestapo Tactics.”

CHAPTER SIX

. BPM, 360.
. Trohan interview.

BPM, 360.

. “Creel Formulates Press Censorship Rules,” 9; Vaughn, Holding Fast, 218-19.

CWPP, Jan. 15, 1942. The radio clause is similar.

. BPM, 361-63; STE to Leland P. Lovette, Oct. 2, 1942, box 61, “Inspection Tour,

Sept. 17-Oct. 1, 1942” folder, OF 200-2-0. Roosevelt read the wire reporters’
stories but made no changes.

. A. Smith, Thank You, so.
. Brinkley, Washingto