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FOREWORD
The John Peter Zenger Freedom of the Press Award was inaugurated by the University of Arizona through its Department
of Journalism in Tucson, Arizona, November 21, 1954. The
award was named for the colonial American editor whose trial
for libel established the foundations of journalistic freedom in
this country.
The 1959 Zenger Award for "leadership in the endless battle
to protect the freedom of the press and the people's right to know"
was presented to Herbert Brucker, editor of the Hartford Courant.

Former recipients include: Palmer Hoyt, editor and publisher
of the Denver Post, 1954; Basil L. Walters, executive editor, Chicago Daily News and Knight Newspapers, 1955; James S. Pope,
executive editor, Louisville Courier Journal, 1956; James Russell Wiggins, vice president and executive editor of the Washington (D.C.) Post and Times Herald, 1957; and Congressman John
E. Moss, chairman of the House Government Information Subcommittee, 1958.
Each year the John Peter Zenger Award is presented by the
University at the annual meeting of the Arizona Newspapers Association.
The presentation of the 1959 Zenger Award to Herbert Brucker honors his tireless efforts as an advocate of freedom of information in the true sense of that important phrase. Although he is
editor of one of Connecticut's most distinguished daily newspapers,
one with a long record of outstanding public service, Mr. Bruck er's title conveys only a current glimpse of a notable career as
reporter, editor, educator, and author.

More important, 1 think, than any of these distinctions is the
fact that Mr. Brucker has, perhaps better than anyone else, succeeded in focusing the attention of thinking newspaper men not
only on freedom of information but equally on the responsibility
which is an integral part of that freedom. We hear a great deal
about press freedom but not so much about the responsibility that
goes with it. Mr. Brucker is one wno has never lost sight of this
significant duality that is part and parcel of our heritage of freedom.

During an outstanding career Mr. Brucker has served with
distinction not only as a working newspaper man but also in journalism education at Columbia University, in the national magazine
field, and as chief of two major divisions of the Office of War
Information during World War II. He has been a director of
the American Society of Newspaper Editors and chairman of its
Freedom of Information Committee, a post in which his good
judgment and sound influence aided the press throughout the
nation.

More than a decade has elapsed since Mr. Brucker's valuable
book, "Freedom of Information" was published. But the searching analysis and basic free-press concepts set forth in it are as
valid and needed today as they were more than ten years ago.
In addition to carefully and accurately pointing out how we may
best maintain this priceless heritage, this significant work evaluates the basis of freedom of information in terms all can understand.
Mr. Brucker has made it clear, both in his fine book and
through other varied activities, that press freedom is a corollary
of press responsibility, that a free press cannot hope to remain
free unless it recognizes the need for responsibility to the entire
community.
The address delivered by Mr. Brucker upon receiving The
University of Arizona's 1959 Zenger Award at the Meeting of the
Arizona Newspapers Association in Phoenix on January 16, 1960,
is presented herein. It is a clear indication of dedication in a man
who proudly carries on the fight for our freedoms in the aggressive spirit demonstrated by John Peter Zenger.

Richard A. Harvill
Office of the President

The University of Arizona
Tucson, April, 1960

1959

Herbert Brucker
Editor
Hartford Courant

IF there

is any concept that expresses man's yearning here on
earth it is that of light, as against darkness. The first words of
Genesis are these:
In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.
And the earth was without form, and void; and darkness
was upon the face of the deep. And the Spirit of God moved
upon the face of the waters. And God said, "Let there be
light:" and there was light. And God saw the light, that it
was good; and God divided the light from the darkness... .
It is our business, as newspapermen, to do what we can to
bring the world out of darkness into light.
The whole theory of democracy, which means simply men
governing themselves, requires that they know the world they
live in
especially those parts of it that they cannot see or otherwise experience for themselves. If they have light to see what is
happening round about them, then they can govern themselves.
The battle for freedom of information is simply the battle to
make sure they have this light.

-

2

JOHN PETER ZENGER AWARD

So we meet, once again, in honor of John Peter Zenger. You
all know of him. He was a printer, a newspaperman, in colonial

New York. He dared much, just two and one-quarter centuries
ago, to bring light to the people of his time and place. His fight
was against the colonial government that sought to keep the truth
from being published to the people.
Since 1735 the outward trappings of life have changed. But
there has been no change in the need of the American people
for light.
All this is of course familiar. You will not need from me
any guided tour over the ground already covered in the five previous John Peter Zenger Award addresses that preceded this one.
Still less will you require further exhortation to batter down the
whether in local governments, in the
barriers to information
states, the nation, or the world. Therefore I think it more useful
if, instead, I speak about a different barrier to freedom of information from the familiar one that surrounds government. It is
a barrier that I think we on newspapers, ourselves, have erected
no doubt unwittingly.
let me
if only to hold the FoI franchise
First, though
point out a few fresh examples of the things that government does
not tell us that we need to know.
Last April, in my final report to the ASNE as Fol chairman,
I said:
The American people do not have enough facts about
national defense to make intelligent judgments about it. It
is obvious that in this particularly sensitive field there must
be some secrecy. I think there should be less.
I still think so. Only last week, in his State of the Union
without quite putmessage, President Eisenhower assured us
that "our enormous defense power"
ting it into so many words
is all it needs to be. And what he said about the Atlas, our only
long -range missile, was impressive. The possibility of fourteen such
birds, averaging within two miles of target after whizzing more
than 5,000 miles, is something to write news stories about.
But is that the whole story? There are many knowledgeable
observers, including some of our own top missile experts, who
echo questions along the lines of the warning given recently by
Barbara Ward, the British writer on economics and politics:

-

-

-

-

-

-
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When Cnossus, the rich and civilized capital of ancient
Crete, fell in a night to the invading Mycenaeans, the rulers
had quite simply not taken the military steps
which would,
no doubt, have entailed uncomfortable expenditure
to insure the safety of their luxurious way of life. Nor were the
city states of Greece ready for the onslaught of Philip of
Macedon
nor Imperial Rome for the barbarians from the
North.
Today, after a decade that has ended leaving Russia
formidably in the lead in missiles, conventional arms, and
space research, the greatest danger to the West is that the
nations grown comfortable and at ease may refuse the tough
expenditures needed to close the gap and restore security.
Well, who is right
the President or the doubters? Again,
I insist that we are not told enough to be able to decide.
For example, pick up this month's Harper's, and you will
find there a man named Frank Gibney, who formerly worked for
the House special committee on space and astronautics, saying
this:
For two years the U. S. public has been led to believe that
everything is doing just fine. This intensive propaganda effort,
one can assume, resulted from a high -level conviction that the
public could not be trusted to hear any bad news.
The first Soviet successes, for instance, brought assurances that if Russian thrust was strong, American guidance
mechanisms were far superior. When Russians proved the
virtue of their guidance mechanism by hitting the moon (after
the U. S. had failed) the tune was changed. The Washington
experts then pinpointed out the superior sophistication of
American hardware and lauded our triumphs in miniaturization. (They did not explain that we had to miniaturize because we lacked the propulsion for heavy equipment.)
In short we are told that the state of our missile defense, and
of our space program, is good. But we are not allowed to see facts
and figures for ourselves.
There is another example of the same thing. It concerns a
book, as yet unpublished, entitled "Design for Survival." It was
written by General Thomas S. Power, commander of the Strategic
Air Force. SAC is, until we get more missiles and more varieties
of them, the backbone of our defense. It is not only the shield of
the nation against an aggressor, but it maintains the nuclear stalemate that is the whole world's defense against World War III, and
a resultant return to darkness.

- -

-

-
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Now, at this point 1 have to take issue with a newspaper published not too far from here, run by a certain Bill Mathews. This
paper, editorializing recently on General Power's unpublished
book, makes the point that it shouldn't be published. Under our
system the military establishment is and must always be under
command of the civilian government. The editorial quotes General
Pershing as having said, "When a man puts on the uniform of the
United States Army, he gives up his right to free speech." So much
is hardly arguable. In fact it is highly persuasive. But from this
the editorial goes on to urge that what General Power has to say
should not be given to the people. The theory is that because the
General's civilian superiors know about his book, and have deemed
it best that the people not be told what it says, it should be all there
is to it.
Now this is tricky business. We obviously cannot have every
uniformed commander shooting off his mouth at will. There have
been in the past generals who have gotten us into international hot
water doing just that. There have also been generals who have
resigned so that they might be free to speak about something they
felt deeply. Perhaps that is what General Power should do.
Besides, we must always remember that our right to know is no
more absolute, or unlimited, than any of our other liberties.
At the same time it troubles me that this book should be suppressed, just as though this were Russia. General Power seems to
be tops at his job, and it does not seem right that he should be
forced to quit that job before he can talk about it. Should there
not be some flexibility that allows one of our top military commanders to speak to his fellow citizens, at least in the field in
which he is a specialist?
Note that the suppression is political, not military. No question of security is involved. Nothing in General Power's book is
classified. It just makes an argument that General Power's superiors don't like to have made in public.
To me publishing such a book is different from, say, General
MacArthur's taking issue in the middle of the Korean war with the
civilian home government's basic decisions on the conduct of that
war. Is there not a difference between such military insubordinaeven cold tion in wartime, and public debate in time of peace
war peace? We draw a distinction, or at least we used to until

-
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the McCarthy era, between acts of subversion and mere utterance
of ideas. Can we not equally draw a distinction between letting a
general talk in peace time, and in war time?
General Power is evidently uneasy over the trend to peaceful
coexistence symbolized by the Khrushchev- Eisenhower exchange
of visits and the coming summit meetings. He is afraid the resultant relaxation will cause us to let slip our deterrent power, which
alone makes possible a peaceful politico- economic contest to see
who is going to bury whom. His arguments may be right or they
may be wrong. Indeed perhaps publication of this book, adding
one more voice to our democracy's already cacaphonous argument,
would change nothing. And there is that basic principle that in a
showdown the armed forces must do what the civilian government
says. But still I am uneasy that there is some shadowy power in
the Pentagon, or perhaps even above it, that decrees that the voice
of one in a position of authority on the nuclear stalemate must be
kept from talking about his subject to the American people.
If that is a doubtful case, there is another one in the same
field that shows clearly why we have to fight continuously to keep
information about public affairs free so the people may have it.
I refer to a recent court victory by Admiral Hyman Rickover. It
was a victory that gave him a copyright on what he had already
said, as the taxpayers' servant, in his public speeches. I agree with
V. M. Newton of the Tampa Tribune, the fighting FoI chairman
of Sigma Delta Chi, when he protested to the judge who made the
decision, Judge Alexander Holtzoff of the U. S. District Court in
Washington:
It is just as farcical in free American government for
Admiral Rickover to assert his claim to copyright privileges
on his public utterances as it would have been for Thomas
Jefferson, Patrick Henry, Abraham Lincoln and even Presidents Roosevelt and Eisenhower to have told the American
people: "I'm sorry, boys, but my literary genius demands that
I restrict quotation from my speeches so that I can pick up
an honest dollar."
The court's decision lumps all the Admiral's literary productions together, those on the field in which the taxpayers employ
him, nuclear power and the Navy, and those he generated on his
own, on the side, in the field of education. It seems to me that
one is definitely the people's property, the other the Admiral's.
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But here we have the lot of them withheld from the people. And
this has a direct bearing on the ability of the press to bring facts out
of darkness and into the light. The plaintiff, the loser in this litigation, was M. B. Schnapper, executive director of Public Affairs
Press. I think he is right when he says:
If Admiral Rickover is right then the nation's press can
quote him only at his sufferance. If a public official can sell
and restrict his speeches as he sees fit then obviously, he can
or any information media for that
prevent any newspaper
from quoting what he says unless he chooses to let
matter
himself be quoted.
This is public property seized with legal sanction for private
profit. Contrast this with what General Marshall said when someone offered him $1 million for an autobiography: "The government of the United States has already paid me for all my services."
Now I hope I have established the fact that my heart is in the
right place, that I am just as hot on fighting bureaucrats to get
information out of government as anybody. But as I say I think
it useful if now and again we turn around to look in the other
direction. Let us spend what time remains examining the performance of the newspapers and of other media of information, to see
whether at times they too do not sin against freedom of information.
I raise this question because to me the foundation on which
newspaper work is built is this, as I once stated it in a book
A fact that cannot reach a man's mind from the outside
world simply does not exist, as far as he is concerned; and
... what a man has in his head as a fact is a fact, as far as he
is concerned, whether or not it exists in the world outside.
The newspaper's job is to get facts about the outside world
into the reader's head, to replace the fancy that seems to grow
there naturally. And there are a lot of facts lying about the world
in general, and our own home towns in particular, that have
nothing to do with government but that we neglect nevertheless.
This world is getting to be pretty complex, and there are in these
neglected facts and figures some unnoticed trends and developments that would make fascinating news stories if only we had the
wit, skill, and energy to hunt them out, and to present them in a
meaningful pattern. That is why I think there is more to freedom
of information than prying news out of government.

-

-

:
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I realize that this new tack, this going into reverse from the
familiar pursuit of freedom of information to looking at our own
failures rather than those of others, may not be popular. But it
should be good for our souls to ask ourselves whether it is only
those who sit in the seats of the mighty, and the myriad bureaucrats under their command, who keep the American people in
darkness.
Recently I saw some figures that disturbed me. They came out
of a survey by Elmo Roper. And that survey shows that the
American people, if they had to choose only one of our media of
communication to keep, would prefer television over newspapers
and the others. The figures are as follows: television 42 per cent,
newspapers 32 per cent, radio 19 per cent, and magazines 4 per
cent.
Maybe this proves only that most of our fellow citizens are
morons, who either can't read or else can't be bothered to. Still,
it makes me wonder if the newspapers are doing what they can to
bring facts out into the light, and to make them interesting.

sometimes question whether we are:
1. Really digging out and bringing into the light the important
things that are going on, outside government as well as inside
it; and
2. Presenting such information as we do get, from whatever
source, in terms that show our readers its significance and inherent
interest.
There are some disturbing signs that the answer to both questions is No. For example:
Within the month I was struck by a story that came out of
Hollywood. It concerns a writer for the movies named Louis
Pollock. Mr. Pollock was coming along nicely, getting fat checks
for writing screen plays. Then, a little more than five years ago,
he suddenly found himself unable to get work. Nor would anybody tell him why they wouldn't give him work, or why they
wouldn't accept his plays as they had before. Friends jokingly
said, "You must be on the list." They referred to the blacklist of
writers and actors whose political views are considered by Hollywood's moguls to be too radical to make it safe to let them write
or act. The movie industry insists there is no such list.
I
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As you may have noted if you read this story when it finally
as Hollywood stories
came out the other day, it ended happily
should. It was just a case of mistaken identity. What happened
was that some patriots who admire the House Committee on UnAmerican Activities had confused the writing Louis Pollock, who
spells his name with an o, with another Louis Pollack, a clothier
who spells his name with an a. This other Mr. Pollack had, in
1954, refused to answer some of the committee's questions. So
putting two and two together to make ten, the patriots put the
wrong Mr. Pollock on Hollywood's blacklist.
It was only by chance that the writing Mr. Pollock discovered
that he was the victim of a mistake. And
five years too late
so, after five years of hardship, the innocent victim is now presumably reinstated in his trade.
Two things about this tale are disturbing. It is shameful that
in this country, which boasts that it respects the individual, an
without,
innocent man was condemned without being heard
indeed, even being aware that he had been tried. Is it not equally
shameful that our newspapers, the watchdogs of public affairs,
permitted it to happen? Had they been on the job, doing oldfashioned independent reporting, would they not long ago have
dug this blacklist out of the darkness in which it is hidden, and
dragged it into the light? Then this kind of thing could never
happen. There could have been no secret condemnation of an
innocent victim, because the exact names would have been there
for all to see.
Any blacklist is a denial of freedom of information. Faceless
informers and secret trials belong in a Communist society, not
a free one. Let us stick to the Constitution, with open trials on
specific charges of laws violated, with rules of evidence and confrontation of witnesses. If there are subversives who have acted
treasonably among us, convict them, put them in jail, hang them if
need be
but let all the rest, however odd their political coloration, live in the open as free men. This is the kind of thing our
newspapers, fighting for freedom of information throughout our
life, should protect. I wonder if the fact that we failed Mr. Pollock
is not symptomatic of a modern newspaper habit of taking what
is handed out to us, without trying ourselves, on our own, to drag
the facts into the light.

-

-

-

-
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Perhaps, without any of us realizing it, our modern newspapers
(together with radio and television and moving pictures and the
big magazines) have become something different from the classic
free press we still like to think it is. We sometimes forget that
freedom of the press, in the 18th- century form that was embedded
in the Constitution, was just another civil liberty of the individual.
It is revealing to see ourselves as others see us. Apparently
some of them are more interested in freedom from the press than
freedom of the press. In the Journalism Quarterly for Fall, 1959,
there is an article on "Mass Communication Media and Public
Opinion." It is by a German social scientist named Elisabeth
Noelle- Neumann. At one point she says:
One hundred fifty years ago, and for quite a while thereafter, it was believed that the instruments of mass communication had merely the character of a medium, a mere forum
of public opinion. Today, on the other hand, the expression
"medium" already has an almost euphemistic flavor. To
many, the publishing world appears to be an independent,
autonomous power that does not reproduce public opinions
formed elsewhere, but manufactures them. The press was
once regarded as the decisive instrument for the liberation of
the individual from absolute government, and nowadays we
are more inclined to ask ourselves how we can liberate the
individual from the spiritual despotism of mass communication media.
Maybe most of us are not quite that bad yet. But that is how
we appear to some observers, anyway.
There is another charge against us, one that finds some support
in our treatment of facts like the Hollywood blacklist. It is that
our newspapers, instead of being militant champions of the individual, are spokesmen for the powers that be. We are said to be
part of the corporate furniture of our times, and therefore to speak
for what the British call The Establishment, or for those growing
corporate organizations among us that gave rise to the Organization Man.
Well, how about it? Do our newspapers simply gather the
news, present it just as they get it, and then editorialize on it in the
spirit of the scientist? Or is there a tendency to look about first at
the prevailing economic and social and political winds, and then
to temper the news and the comment to suit, lest someone be
offended?
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Almost ten years ago there was published David Riesman's
"The Lonely Crowd." It has a bearing on this aspect of our ways.
The book makes a distinction between what, at the risk of oversimplification, I call 19th -century man and 20th -century man.
Nineteenth -century man is described as inner -directed. His elders
built into him a set of standards that served as a moral gyroscope.
This gyroscope steered him ahead in a certain direction he believed
to be right. And if he ran into a stone wall he either battered it
down or else was battered himself. Surely John Peter Zenger was
inner-directed.
By contrast 20th -century man is described as other -directed.
He sounds like a more flabby creature than his grandfather.
Instead of being steered by a gyroscope, he has a radar antenna
that is constantly scanning his surroundings to discover "the expectations and preferences of others." Once he finds out he makes
himself conform, like a chameleon changing color, no matter what
his independent moral principles, if any, might tell him.

If there is truth in this, it has a bearing on freedom of information. For what freedom of information means is to strip away
protective coloration, to bring into the light the truth as it is, no
matter whether the rich, the great, the important, and our fellow
chameleons like it or not.
So much for getting information out into the open, from whatever source. I noted earlier another question, namely whether we
present the information we do get in such a way as to make clear
its significance. This world of the second half of the 20th century
requires us not merely to report that the man bit the dog, or that
the senator made the speech. It requires us also to dig under the
surface, to assemble bits and pieces of fact, and to puzzle out their
import in magazine -like roundups.

Mostly, I think it fair to say, the newspapers are doing a
better job along this line than the broadcasters. Long before last
fall's sudden discovery of rigged quizzes and payola plugs, it had
become plain that TV and radio are show business, not journalism.
To them the news is not something you dig out independently so
much as something you get off a news ticker over which a press
association delivers it fully processed. By contrast the magazines
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have, for a generation, showed us how to do a job of reporting that
reveals the meaning that lies under the surface pattern of the news.

At times, for all that, we can learn from the broadcasters.
Recently John Crosby pointed in his column to two reporting jobs
in which TV had beaten us at our own business. One was the
Can a Democracy Compete?" The
program "The Space Lag
hour-long show was presented, in the words of its commentator,
as "not meant to be entertainment." Most of it was described as
"complicated and some of it is upsetting." But Mr. Crosby found
the presentation an absorbing report on just where we stand in
the race for space, and why we stand there. What it revealed, he
said, was capable of starting an uproar in Congress. And this led
him on to something else that, he said, the press ought to find
disquieting:

-

"CBS Reports" on the population explosion started a
ruckus in the public prints that has not died down yet . . .
Well, the population explosion has been a fact of life for a
long time. There have been small stories now and then, little
splashes in the pond, but it took CBS to make the big splash
that got the whole thing out in the open.

Years ago, it would have been the press that started the
uproar. The broadcasting industry usually followed at a respectful distance
sometimes taking years to get around to
social problems. Today CBS
and once in a while NBC
are initiating some of the big stories and it is the press we find
following at a respectful distance.

-

-

-

Most of us will, I think, find here something to think about.
It is one more indication of the fact that we are not doing the job
we could do in bringing facts into the light where people may
see them.
We have of course been telling ourselves for a generation now
that we ought to develop a new kind of reporting in depth that
would not merely give the surface story but would also look in the
dark places underneath. Pioneers among us have made a beginning at it. But mostly we are doing business in the same old way,
except that we want things shorter. Therefore I found it encouraging that Printer's Ink for January 1 had this to say:

Will a new definition of news bring more national advertising into daily newspapers?
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That's one of the principal questions perplexing some publishing executives today.
These officials suspect the current news formula is changing. Some people do not want date -lined one -event accounts.
They want comprehensive round-ups of the news, set down
in a fast -reading style.
By altering newspapers to the new needs, these executives
feel, readers will spend more time with their dailies. And this
will eliminate a major gripe of those national advertisers who
complain that reader interest in a newspaper runs a short
span.

Here's what you can expect You will see more newspapers adopting this feature wrap -up style. Research will
prove it works with the readers. Advertisers will prove it pays
off in linage sales.
:

For an editorial man this presentation of a long overdue revolution in news writing as good because it will please advertisers
is being crassly commercial. But maybe that is all to the good.
Maybe it will get the thing done. Surely, if there is money in it,
we ought to be able to discharge our modern duty to freedom of
information. And I for one am sure there is more money in it
than in doing things the same old way.
Let me end on that hopeful note. I am sure you agree with
me that we have to keep on fighting, forever fighting, to batter
down the barriers to information. And I hope you agree that this
means not only battling with the censors and the bureaucrats, the
prophets of hush -hush and the worshippers at the shrine of papa
who knows best, but that it is also required of us to battle with
ourselves, that we do our job better.

--

We love to repeat to ourselves, whenever freedom of information or freedom of the press comes up
and they are just new
and old versions of the same thing
that the truth shall make
us free. But let us remember too the beginning of that quotation
from St. John (VIII, 32) : "And ye shall know the truth, and the
truth shall make you free."

Let us do what we can to know the truth. Then we shall come
a little further out of darkness, and into light. And that will be
good, because men in the dark cannot be free.

seventy -fifth anniversary

