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Preface

by Erich Fromm

That radio offers one of the most splendid possibilities to bring to
eack citizen not only what art and science have to offer, but also
orientation on social, philosophical, and political problems is a
fact that no one will doubt. However, there is no denying an-
other fact—that the tremendous role advertising plays in radio,
as well as in television, makes a radio station to some degree de-
pendent on the good will of its advertisers, and hence very cau-
tious about presenting views that might be controversial or even
shocking. Yet for the nation to have the full benefit of radio it is
important to transcend these restrictive factors.

In a far-reaching insight Lewis Hill conceived the idea of a
new kind of broadcasting institution, one supported directly by
its listeners whose lives would be informed and enriched by its
existence. Radio broadcasting created by individuals in direct
relation to listeners could bypass the restrictions of advertising
bias and vested interests, and be free to broadcast the full and
uncensored range of political views in America and throughout
the world. Such a radio station could explore responsibly any
controversy, could communicate music, poetry, and examine in
depth every concern vital to human beings.

Pacifica Radio and its three broadcasting stations on the
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East and West coasts grew out of this idea. This original and dar-
ing experiment began in Berkeley, California, in 1949 at Radio
Station KPFA. The new radio station appealed to individuals, not
mass audiences. It did not seek to broadcast everything in order
to please everyone, but to concentrate on a few subject areas done
superbly well. Its aim was to supplement the existing forms of
public communication, not to compete with them. KPFA ex-
pressed over the air its expectant trust in the responsibility of its
listeners: that they would voluntarily subscribe to exceptional
radio programs just as they subscribe to newspapers and maga-
zines; that they would pay this voluntary fee even though they
could hear the broadcasts for nothing.

Such a new concept appeared to be manifestly impossible,
and leading periodicals reporting on the new radio experiment
predicted the venture would last about six months. Seventeen
years later, Pacifica Radio survives, with a history of radio broad-
casting that defies analysis. Thousands of civic and political
leaders, writers, composers, poets, folk singers, musicians, artists,
thinkers with no public role, concerned citizens of ranging views
—all have appeared on Pacifica Radio over the years, having a
public platform unknown in America since the traditional Free
Forums of pioneer days. Techniques now common in radio and
television had their origin in Pacifica’s informal, intensely per-
sonal, uncensored, and free-ranging discussions, interviews, con-
versations, and documentaries. Controversial subjects never be-
fore treated on radio were frequently heard on all Pacifica
stations.

Struggling against perpetual economic shortages, with dedi-
cated staff members devoting uncounted hours to the survival of
the stations, Pacifica Radio continued to turn out programing un-
matched in its consistent level of quality and diversity.

Readers of this anthology will discover why Pacifica Radio
became a phenomenon not only in each local area of its broad-
casting, but throughout the entire nation. Listener involvement
extended far beyond the act of subscribing to support the sta-
tions—because these programs and the stations producing them
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became a symbol and a reality of the individual voice in a mass
society. Listeners worked for the stations in dozens of volunteer
jobs, from fund-raising to technical and clerical work. At times
of economic crisis, or when threatened by outside pressures, the
stations received listener support on every level from dollars to
personal work at and for the stations.

Pacifica radio stations know nothing of the isolation common
to broadcasting in America. They are personal: a two-way com-
munication and a two-way responsibility. The current of con-
temporary life is reflected in its fullest range in these new
institutions whose major contribution to American life is yet to
be fully understood and fully appreciated.

May this volume serve to further that end.






Editor’s Foreword

The continued existence of Pacifica Foundation and its three radio
stations is a tribute to the men and women who created it and
sustained it by their labor during its twenty-year history. To tell
their story is beyond the scope of this book, which honors them
all, though many who gave much are not mentioned here. When
something wholly new is being created, the best of our human
gifts and the worst of our failures often collide in dynamic in-
tersection. It was so in Pacifica. And from time to time there
were outside pressures so severe that headlines throughout the
nation reported controversies threatening Pacifica’s very existence.
Some of these are reported within this book.

This is, however, an anthology of some of Pacifica’s diverse
radio broadcasts. It reflects only fragments of the spectacular
range of uncommon radio programing that became known
throughout the world. In selecting examples of the thousands of
talents and views reflected in Pacifica broadcasts, it was our task
to find programs—still on tape among the archives of KPFA in
Berkeley, California, KPFK in Los Angeles, California, and
WBAI in New York City—that would document the Pacifica idea.
Many wonderful broadcasts had been permanently lost, erased
from tapes urgently needed for current programing. Sometimes
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after laborious transcribing, we found that the subtle magic of oral
communication had been lost between the recording and the
printed page. The whole range of music, together with composers,
commentators, and critics in lecture and discussion, had to be left
out.

Each program in this anthology has been edited to condense,
within the space limits imposed by the printed page, the leisurely
thought and conversation encouraged on the air. First is a brief re-
view of Pacifica’s history, selected from a set of informal broad-
casts given on WBAI in 1962, in response to listener requests for
information about how Pacifica came into being.



About Pacifica Radio
Broadcast, 1962

This is Eleanor McKinney. Here in the WBAI studio before a
microphone, I speak to you in the privacy of your home. On lis-
tener-sponsored radio somebody is always having his say about
something-or-other. But today, since many of you have asked
about Pacifica Radio and how it grew, we're going to take a brief
look backward to the early days of this experiment in broadcast-
ing.

It began in 1946 when Lewis Hill, a White House corre-
spondent for a Washington, D.C,, radio station, left his job and
traveled to California with an extraordinary idea. Lew Hill envi-
sioned a new use for this powerful and sensitive microphone
through which you now hear my voice. Was it possible to bring
into American radio the human being at his best—his music,
thoughts, art, controversies, his ancient and modern accomplish-
ments and conflicts? Was it possible that listeners, given the
chance, would voluntarily assist in this adventurous experiment in
communication?

With a few friends who shared the excitement and hope of
this idea, Lewis Hill formed Pacifica Foundation. The name was
chesen not for the Pacific coast, but for the aims of the new
broadcasting institution—to explore the causes of strife between
individuals and nations which plague mankind with war. The po-
tent communicative instrument of radio broadcasting had never
been used in the serious service of these problems. Nor had radio
ever been able to provide an atmosphere of freedom and diversity
which would attract serious writers, artists, and thinkers. Limited
advertising was first envisaged as the means of supporting the
new experiment, but by 1948 the concept of listener-sponsorship
had evolved.

Pacifica Foundation was formed then, in the San Francisco
Bay Area. It was incorporated as a nonprofit educational corpora-
tion. It had no money, no prestige, no impressive list of celebrities
on a letterhead. It had no organization backing it. It was simply
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a small group of individuals with a vision, and the determination
to see that vision become a practical reality.

The vision seemed at that time idealistic beyond that faculty
so dear to the American heart—common sense. In the imagination
and hope of these few ordinary people in the San Francisco Bay
Area was a dream of radio stations in major metropolitan areas
throughout the United States. Each would be supported, not
through advertising, but voluntarily by its own local community
of listeners. A quality of programing unprecedented in the history
of radio would in time reach millions of listeners daily. The art
and thought of contemporary and traditional times would be
broadcast, along with the most thoughtful possible exploration
into all issues affecting the individual in each community and in
the nation as a whole. Individual talents and insights seldom
heard in the public life of a community would be given a voice in
an atmosphere of informality, candor, and freedom. And ulti-
mately these stations would become production centers for the
distribution of programs reflecting the best in American life to
countries throughout the world.

This was a whopping and ambitious project for a few utterly
unknown and unfinanced individuals. But there was one very
important ingredient present in this high-flown idea. And that
was, in fact, common sense. Lewis Hill combined very rare
qualities, almost extremes, which are seldom brought together in
one man—the radical ideals of a visionary and poet, and the prac-
ticality of a man of action. He believed most of all in doing, in
putting to work and to the test any ideas he had. Pacifica Radio
was designed to the most minute detail—its economic structure,
its budget, its policies, even its program format. All this was
put down in a bulky prospectus, and sent to people all over the
United States, seeking contributions to obtain a radio channel, to
build a station, and to begin the first experiment.

It took three years to raise the minimum for this purpose.
From January, 1946, until January, 1949, the group evoked inter-
est in this idea, and slowly funds were accumulated. They were
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placed in trust. If enough money could not be raised to begin the
first station, all the funds would be returned to the donors. By
November, 1948, enough money had been collected to apply to
the Federal Communications Commission for an FM station of
1,000 watts.

The group had a critical decision to make. The $15,000 in the
ban< was enough to build a station and operate it for about a
month. Yet there was little prospect of raising more money with-
out an operating radio station to demonstrate what could actually
be done. A meeting was held to decide whether to return the
money to the donors and give up the project, or to take a leap in
the dark and begin the experiment. The exciting prospect of creat-
ing the radio station we had all dreamed about was compelling.
To be liberated from the tyrannies of the stop watch and the com-
mercials, from typical radio’s condescending concept of the audi-
ence, was an :nducement of immense challenge. We were all con-
vinced that the commercial notion of “all us bright people in here
broadcasting to all you sheep-type masses out there” was com-
pletely false. We longed for a chance to produce programs to
share with the many discriminating listeners we knew filled the
community—to address them as people of intelligence instead of
aiming for their pocketbooks. (I'll have more to say about the
irony of this, later.)

Finally, Lewis Hill reminded us, “In a crisis—grow. That’s
the only creative possibility—take a risk and expand.” The phrase
was to become the key to many decisions in the future.

So we got to work.

The small radio station was built into existing offices on the
sixth floor of an office building in Berkeley, California. The studios
and control room were custom-built, mostly from used equipment.
Friends and strangers heard about the new venture and came up
to help stuff sound-proofing materials into studio walls, hammer
on sound tile, help with carpentry and painting. The program
schedule was designed, and the volunteer program talents so
richly present in the San Francisco Bay Area were called upon.
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The offices were jammed with different groups rehearsing pro-
grams, with carpenters, engineers, and three KPFA staff members
trying to be everywhere at once.

One night the first signals of the new transmitter were tested.
At home, in the early morning, we turned on a radio. There came
the familiar voice of our engineer, testing. The thing actually
worked. It seemed like a miracle. At three o’clock in the afternoon
on April 15, 1949, Lew Hill stepped to a microphone, and the
workmen, hammering down the carpet at the last moment,
paused in their work. The rest of us were busy pounding out pro-
gram copy and continuity on typewriters nearby. He announced
for the first time: “This is KPFA, listener-sponsored radio in
Berkeley.” For a moment the typewriter copy blurred before our
eyes—and the project was underway.

Soon there were delighted telephone calls from listeners, and
cautious praise in the newspapers along with predictions that such
an experiment, which depended on listeners for support, would
have a short life. Visitors dropped in to “see for themselves” where
such extraordinary radio programs came from. They were curious
about the ideas behind the radical difference from ordinary radio.
They enjoyed the absence of radio’s conventions, hearing an an-
nouncer casually say, “The tape just got tangled up” or “The back-
ground music you hear is leaking from the other studio where
they’re rehearsing the next program.” They never heard, “Techni-
cal difficulties beyond our control. . . .” There were no fanfares,
no themes, no organ stings. Duration of programs was designed to
fulfill natural content—not to be chopped off in regular segments
by the stop watch. So that programs could begin at scheduled
times, the spaces between the flexible endings were filled with bits
of prose or poetry, or simply by silence when the mood or impact
would have been jarred by a sudden shift to another subject. The
spontaneity of staff and program participants sharing their best
talents with each other and the listeners created an informality, a
delighted enjoyment, that was communicated over the air.

In the first five months, six hundred program participants ap-
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peared in live programs, which ranged through drama, literature,
public affairs, music, and children’s programs. There was no at-
tempt to please everybody or to be all things to all people. The
aim was to do a few things very well. Listeners were invited to
listen elsewhere if they were not interested in the immediate
broadcast. We sometimes delighted in breaking the radio taboo
about mentioning any other station’s call letters and specifically
recommended good programs on other stations. In commentary
and panel discussion KPFA explored majority viewpoints and mi-
nority views seldom or never heard on radio; it stressed the basic
ethical realities in human relationships that underlie all public
problems. After all, why were we all engaged in this broadcasting
experiment? At the root was concern and respect for human be-
ings. It was really as simple as that.

As the days passed, curious visitors, attracted by the infor-
mality and personal address to the listener, wandered up to
KPFA’s offices and offered to help. Listeners found themselves
voluntarily trapped once they set foot inside the station. They
were taught to be announcers, or mimeographers, or engineer-
helpers, or envelope-stuffers. A large volunteer staff soon partici-
pated in the work of the station.

For fifteen months the experiment continued. However, vol-
untary subscriptions sent in by listeners remained inadequate to
relieve the difficult task of raising funds to meet operating costs
each week. Although community response had far exceeded ex-
pectations, the station had to reach a larger audience if it was to
survive. The Foundation decided to suspend broadcasting in or-
der to make a full-time fund-raising effort.

When the staff announced over the air that KPFA was to stop
broadcasting, the telephones began to ring and listeners came to
plead that the station continue. At their suggestion, a public meet-
ing of KPFA listeners was announced. To the discouraged staff it
was an overwhelming experience to see the meeting place
crowded with listeners who valued the station so much that they
were determined to give their own energies and money to its sur-



14/ THE EXACTING EAR

vival. A working fund of $2,300 was raised immediately. Vigorous
committees and volunteer workers plunged into fund-raising and
getting subscription pledges for a new KPFA, and carried on an
intensive campaign for nine months. Strangers to each other, but
joined in the common bond of interest in KPFA, listeners worked
together—some ten hours a day, six days a week during the nine
months the station was silent.

KPFA had generated an intense loyalty in the large nucleus
of its audience, and wide interest throughout the San Francisco
Bay Area. The response in the community to the candid, the genu-
ine, the original in radio programing was dramatically demon-
strated in these months of hard work. That KPFA had communi-
cated its goals was unmistakable. Its public-affairs programing
had particularly affected its listening audience. Never before had
American radio regularly broadcast old-fashioned free forums—
with no subject or view precluded provided that the participants
observed the responsibilities that go with freedom. To some of the
public, merely airing a point of view signifies sympathy with it.
Certainly KPFA was accused of every bias known to political the-
ory, from far right to Communist. The reaction of the listening
community to these charges was demonstrated at the first public
meeting to save KPFA when someone accused the station of being
“extreme left,” which provoked nothing but laughter. The audi-
ence gave vigorous approval to the only radio station within its
experience in which radically different points of view were aired
in an atmosphere devoid of fear or censorship.

And so, after nine months of this community effort to bring
back KPFA, it returned to the air with a much enlarged signal
range. Community enthusiasm had given the project new life,
which was renewed when a few months later the Fund for Adult
Education of the Ford Foundation gave Pacifica Foundation a
three-year grant of $150,000.

In testing whether listeners would voluntarily subscribe to a
radio broadcasting service, the KPFA experiment was of unique
importance. Newspapers and magazines, which had minced no
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words in predicting the early failure of a station expecting listen-
ers to pay for a broadcast service they could hear for nothing, now
continually wrote feature stories about KPFA. Its live concerts,
premieres of composers’ new works, no-holds-barred controversial
discussions were news, not just radio-page notices. In time even
the U.S. State Department began sending foreign dignitaries to
KPFA to study this uniquely independent kind of broadcasting
which Americans were voluntarily supporting. But always, like an
ominous undertone to the delight and success of the work itself,
was the problem of money, money, money.

Pacifica’s founder, Lewis Hill, died in 1g957. Dr. Gordon
Agnew, Chairman of Pacifica Foundation, described his contribu-
tion in a broadcast on KPFA: “I regard Lewis Hill as one of the
truly creative personalities of this generation. His contribution to
the intellectual and cultural enrichment of our society is one of
such dimensions as to defy adequate evaluation. Lewis Hill envi-
sioned a pattern in which KPFA would be the pilot experiment of
a movement ultimately extending nationally and internationally.
He was a founder of the Broadcasting Foundation of America,
which has already commenced exploratory activities in Europe
and Asia. Lewis Hill needs no monument of stone to stand as a
tribute to his life. Pacifica Radio constitutes a monument, and we
share with you . . . this audacious and challenging adventure of
the mind and of the heart.”

In October, 1957, Dr. Harold Winkler became Pacifica’s new
President and Director of KPFA. Ile was a former member of
Pacifica’s Board of Directors, and had been a professor of govern-
ment and political science at Harvard University and the Uni-
versity of California.

Just before the station’s ninth birthday, the George Foster
Peabody Award for Public Service, radio’s highest award, was
made to KPFA for “courageous venture into the lightly-trafficked
field of thoughtful broadcasting, and for its demonstration that
mature entertainment plus ideas constitute public service broad-
casting at its best. . . .”
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Then, after four years of planning and groundwork, Pacifica
Foundation completed plans for a sister station in southern Cali-
fornia, and KPFK began broadcasting in July, 1959, in Los An-
geles.

One day, while struggling with the innumerable problems
besetting Pacifica in its main office in Berkeley, California, Dr.
Harold Winkler received a long distance call from New York. At
the other end of the line was Louis Schweitzer, a remarkable man
whose exceptional individuality expressed itself in his unusual
philanthropies. Mr. Schweitzer said, “If Pacifica wants a station in
New York, I'll give you one.” Mr. Schweitzer, among his other
activities, was owner of a commercial station, WBAIL During a
newspaper strike he discovered that when the station had enough
commercials to make it solvent his intelligent program policies
were crowded out. “I realized right then, when we were most suc-
cessful commercially, that was not what I wanted at all,” Mr.
Schweitzer reported. “I saw that if the station ever succeeded, it
would be a failure.” Mr. Schweitzer had long been an admirer of
Pacifica Radio in California, and realized that it was doing exactly
what he would have liked to do. And so, in 1960, Pacifica began
broadcasting on the eastern seaboard.

With the conclusion of this capsule history, I return to this
moment and the irony I mentioned earlier about working at Pa-
cifica Radio, where audiences are not manipulated but are oftered
the fullest range of thought and information, where their intelli-
gence, not their pocketbook, is addressed. The dilemma of Pa-
cifica Radio always was, and is, how to communicate to the lis-
tener that if he is to keep this broadcasting service it must be his
responsibility—that it cannot exist or survive without his support.
Many interested people and foundations have from time to time
given large sums of money to help it survive one crisis or another
while listener subscriptions were growing toward the point of self-
support. But they gave these funds precisely to help this new eco-
nomic concept: listener-sponsored radio broadcasting. And all
these years and three stations later, we're still communicating to
you: Help provide for yourself this unique broadcasting service,
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even though you can hear it for nothing. Pacifica uses the radio
instrument for the most meaningful purposes it has ever been
used, and challenges you to recognize that responsible broadcast-
ing is made possible only by responsible listeners.

E. McK.






The Theory of
Listener-Sponsored
Radio

by Lewis Hill (1951)

Listener sponsorship is an answer to the practical problem of get-
ting better radio programs and keeping them. But it involves, as a
theory of radio, an analysis of the problem as well as an answer
to it. The theory advances not only an economic innovation for
broadcasting but an interpretation of the facts of life in American
radio. And actually it begins in a concern with some of the facts of
life in general.

[ imagine we can agree that if a sound is worth passing
through the magnificent apparatus of a microphone, a transmitter,
and your receiving set, it ought to convey some necaningful intelli-
gence. There are innumerable ways of wasting time and generat-
ing nonsense, and there are also uncounted ways of making
money, many of which may be pursued in broad daylight. But the
elaborate machinery and the peculiar intimacy of the radio me-
dium have better and more basic uses. The theory 1 want to dis-
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cuss rests on two particular assumptions: first, that radio can and
should be used for significant communication and art; and second,
that since broadcasting is an act of communication, it ought to be
subject to the same aesthetic and ethical principles as we apply to
any communicative act, including the most personal. Of course we
know that in American radio many obstacles stand in the way of
these principles. When I have examined some of the obstacles, I
shall try to indicate briefly how listener sponsorship offers a means
of surmounting them.

What does stand in the way?

When we ask this question we usually think at once of the
advertiser or of the mass audience. We feel that one or both of
these demonological figures must account for the mediocrity and
exploitation which on the whole signify radio in the United States.
And since, as we know, no one can reform the advertiser or con-
fer with the inscrutable mass, we are more or less accustomed to
thinking of improvement as utopian.

We seem generally to ignore, when we criticize radio, the
moment and situation in which someone actually broadcasts. I
refer to the person who actually opens his mouth or plays his fid-
dle. I mean to include also the individual who holds the stop
watch, the one who writes the script, and perhaps the man who
controls the switch. And I am definitely referring to these individ-
uals as individuals—for after all, willing or not, they have that
dimension. Now these are the people who actually start the pro-
duction that comes out at the other end. Even if someone else has
decided why there should be a broadcast and what should be in
it, these are the people who make it. Yet we never hear these
people mentioned in any serious social or moral criticism of Amer-
ican radio. They do not appear in the demonologies of the adver-
tiser and the mass. They constitute most of the radio industry, but
are perhaps the last people we would think of in trying to place
the fundamental responsibility for what radio does.

This curious fact reveals more about the problem than any
number of surveys of public taste and advertising venality. And
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this is the point at which our theory has to begin. We start with
the forgotten man of broadcasting—the man who broadcasts.

Let me instance the announcer, not only to seize the simplest
case, but because he will serve as the gross symbol for the writer,
the musician, and all who try to make a living in the program end
of radio. You will recall without difficulty, I hope, this fellow’s
nightly solicitude toward your internal organs. In his baritone
way he makes a claim on your attention and faith which few of
your closest friends would venture. I know of no better explana-
tion of this man’s relation to you, to his utterances, his job, and his
industry, than one of the time-honored audition tests given to ap-
plicants for announcing jobs at certain of the networks. The test
consists of three or four paragraphs minutely constructed to avoid
conveying any meaning. The words are familiar, and every sen-
tence is grammatically sound but the text is gibberish. The appli-
cant is required to read this text in different voices, as though it
meant different things: with solemnity and heavy sincerity, with
lighthearted humor, and of course with “punch.” If his judges
award him the job and turn him loose on you, he has succeeded
on account of an extraordinary skill in simulating emotions, inten-
tions, and beliefs which he does not possess. In fact the test was
especially designed to assure that nothing in the announcer’s mind
except the sound of his voice—no comprehension, no value, no
choice, and above all no sense of responsibility—could possibly
enter into what he said or what he sounded like. This is the crite-
rion of his job.

The significance of this situation is strangely neglected, as I
have said, although the commonplaces of industrial life that best
explain it are much discussed. We all know, for example, that the
purpose of commercial radio is to induce mass sales. For mass
sales there must be a mass norm, and the activity must be con-
ducted as nearly as possible without risk of departure from the
norm. But art and the communication of ideas—-as most of us also
appreciate—are risky affairs, for it can never be predicted in those
activities just when the purely individual and abnormal may as-
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sert itself. Indeed to get any real art or any significant communi-
cation, one must rely entirely on individuals, and must resign him-
self to accept not only their uniqueness but the possibility that the
individual may at any time fail. By suppressing the individual, the
unique, the industry reduces the risk of failure (abnormality) and
assures itself a standard product for mass consumption.

We know these commonplaces, but it is truly staggering to
contemplate what they imply and cause in American radio.
Should you inquire why there is no affinity between the serious
arts and radio, you will find that this is the reason.

America is well supplied with remarkably talented writers,
musicians, philosophers, and scientists whose work will survive for
some centuries. Such people have no relation whatever to our
greatest communication medium. I have been describing a fact at
the level of the industry’s staff; it is actually so notorious in the
whole tradition and atmosphere of our radio that it precludes
anyone of serious talent and reasonable sanity from offering mate-
rial for broadcast, much less joining a staff. The country’s best
minds, like one mind, shun the medium unless the possessor of
one happens to be running for office. Yet if we want an improve-
ment in radio worth the trouble, it is these people whose talent
the medium must attract. The basic situation of broadcasting
must be such that artists and thinkers have a place to work—with
freedom. Short of this, the suffering listener has no out.

It may be clearer why I indicated at the outset that listener
sponsorship involves some basic concerns. This is the first problem
it sets out to solve—to give the genuine artist and thinker a pos-
sible, even a desirable, place to work in radio.

Unfortunately it will not do to go halfway in the effort. Many
have tried. The story of American radio is sprinkled with episodes
in which some ambitious producer, momentarily out of touch with
reality, has tried. These episodes remind me of someone’s recent
comment about purchasing a house under the Federal Housing
Administration. This, he explains, is a system which makes it pos-
sible to convert an imaginary equity into a vested illusion. There
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are still in the industry many a frustrated idealist, many an embit-
tered artist, whose last efforts foundered in the sales department,
but who hope someday to own a program. Since our first object is
to avoid that chronic industrial frustration, we have to give a
somewhat elementary interpretation to the idea of freedom in
radio.

The answer of the KPFA project on this point is not necessar-
ily the only good answer, but it is explicit. It requires that the
people who actually do the broadcasting should also be respon-
sible for what and why they broadcast. In short, they must control
the policy which determines their actions. If 1 may, I will empha-
size that neither a “Public Be Damned” nor a “Down with Com-
merce” attitude enters into this formulation. The problem was,
you remember, not whether you as a listener should choose what
you like or agree with—as obviously you should and do—but how
to get some genuinely significant choices before you. Radio which
aims to do that must express what its practitioners believe to be
real, good, beautiful, and so forth, and what they believe is truly at
stake in the assertion of such values. For better or worse these are
matters like the nature of the deity which cannot be determined
by majority vote or a sales curve. Either some particular person
makes up his mind about these things and learns to express them
for himself, or we have no values or no significant expression of
them. Since values and expressions as fundamental as this are
what we must have to improve radio noticeably, there is no choice
but to begin by extending to someone the privilege of thinking
and acting in ways important to him. Whatever else may happen,
we thus assign to the participating individual the responsibility,
artistic integrity, freedom of expression, and the like, which in
conventional radio are normally denied him. KPFA is operated
literally on this principle.

Well, then, who in present-day America might be expected to
permit such a broadcasting group to earn a living at it, and on
what terms?

You already know the answer that KPFA proposes, and you
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may have wondered why I choose to present it as a theory, as
though there were alternatives to listener sponsorship. Certainly
when we develop the idea of broadcasting to this point, the lis-
tener is the only one discernible who has a real stake in the out-
come. But while that may be an adequate reason for a subscrip-
tion plan, I think there is a better and more rewarding one.

I have already examined the problem of getting the creative
product on radio before we worry about how it is to be evaluated.
It must have occurred to you that such a principle could easily
revert to the fabled ivory tower. Some self-determining group of
broadcasters might find that no one, not the least minority of the
minority audiences, gave a hang for their product, morally re-
sponsible or not. What then? Then, you will say, there would be
no radio station—or not for long—and the various individualists
involved could go scratch for a living. But it is the reverse possibil-
ity that explains what is most important about listener sponsor-
ship. When we imagine the opposite situation, we are compelled
to account for some conscious flow of influences, some creative
tension between broadcaster and audience that constantly re-
affirms their mutual relevance. Listener sponsorship will require
this mutual stimulus if it is to exist at all.

KPFA’s present air schedule is a modest example. It em-
braces four main categories—music, drama and literature, public
affairs, and children’s programs. The schedule has two sources in
almost equal balance as to their importance and influence. On
the one hand, these happen to be subjects of primary interest to
people working at KPFA. On the other hand, they happen also
to represent the articulate interests of well-defined minorities in
the audience of the San Francisco Bay Area. The correspondence
is not accidental. A constant exchange between the staff and the
audience enriches the schedule with fresh judgment and new
ideas, materials, and issues. Thus members of the staff work out
their own ideas and, if you like, categorical imperatives, with
some of the undistracted certitude one feels in deciding what he
will have for dinner, subject to the menu. Listener sponsorship
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makes possible this extremely productive balance of interests and
initiatives.

The fact that the subscription is voluntary merely enlarges
the same point. We make a considerable step forward, it seems to
me, when we use a system of broadcasting which promises that
the mediocre will not survive. But the significance of what does
survive increases in ways of the profoundest import to our times
when it proceeds from voluntary action. Anyone can listen to a
listener-sponsored station. Anyone can understand the rationale of
listener sponsorship—that unless the station is supported by those
who value it, no one can listen to it including those who value it.
This is common sense. But beyond this, actually sending in the
subscription, which one does not have to send in unless one par-
ticularly wants to, implies the kind of cultural engagement, as
some French philosophers call it, that is surely indispensable for
the sake of the whole culture. When we have a radio station fully
supported by subscribers who have not responded to a special gift
offer, who are not participating in a lottery, who have not ven-
tured an investment at 3 per cent, but who use this means of sup-
porting values that seem to them of basic and lasting importance
—then we will have more than a subscription roster. It will
amount, I think, to a new focus of action or a new shaping influ-
ence that can hardly fail to strengthen all of us.

We are concerned, of course, with a supplemental form of
radio. Listener sponsorship is not a substitute for the commercial
industry. But in every major metropolitan area of the country
there is room for such an undertaking. I believe we may expect
that if these theories and high hopes can be confirmed soundly in
a pilot experiment, the idea will not be long in spreading.

KPFA happens to be the pilot experiment. No one there im-
agines he is the artist or thinker whose talent ultimately must be
attracted to radio. KPFA is the beginning of a tradition to make
that possible. The survival of this station is based upon the neces-
sity of voluntary subscriptions from 2 per cent of the total FM
audience in the area in which it operates. We are hoping to suc-
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ceed for several reasons, not the least among which is the realiza-

tion that our success may inspire others to experiment for the
eventual betterment of the broadcast product.



The Problem of Balance
by Hallock Hoffman

Hallock Hoffman, President of Pacifica Foundation, spoke on the
air during the investigation of Pacifica Foundation by the Senate
Internal Security Subcommittee (see page 319). The following
Commentary was delivered in January, 1963. Here, it incorporates
brief excerpts from another of Hoffman’s frequent Commentaries
on Pacifica Radio,

As Pacifica began to be investigated by the Senate Internal Secu-
rity Subcommittee, an old question was raised for the three Pa-
cifica stations. It is the question of balance in programing. The
Fund for the Republic, the American Civil Liberties Union
(ACLU), and I suppose every agency with a public program of
any kind must face this question sooner or later. It is hard to deal
with even when the agency is not “on trial” before public opinion.
It becomes harder in the atmosphere of an investigation.

The question can be asked in a variety of ways. Someone is
always asking the ACLU why so many of the persons it defends
seem to be connected with left-wing causes. The Fund for the
Republic used to be charged with being “soft” on Communism,
because its studies and the statements of its officers suggested that
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one should approach even Communists with an open mind about
their recommendations. And on the other hand, radical left-wing
groups often used to accuse liberals of being soft on Fascism or
McCarthyism if they would not denounce every congressional in-
vestigation as witch-hunting or red-baiting.

Last week I talked about the impending appearance of Pa-
cifia. Foundation officials before the Senate Internal Security
Subcommittee. The mail has brought a number of letters in re-
sponse to my remarks. Two of them, both thoughtful and well
written, exemplify this problem. One asks why I did not urge Pa-
cifica to take its stand with the true defenders of liberty under the
Bill of Rights, telling the Foundation officials to refuse to testify
before the Eastland subcommittee on the ground that the sub-
committee had no constitutional right to investigate anybody
practicing free speech. The other letter, pointing out the cour-
teous treatment of the Pacifica Foundation by the subcommittee
and reminding me that the decision to hold closed hearings for
preliminary inquiries was originally intended to protect witnesses
from embarrassment or public discomfort, asked why I seemed so
unconcerned about the problem of Communist totalitarianism
and subversion.

The question of balance always brings up the question of the
scale being used to find it. For example, one might take the posi-
tion that the stations could allot their public-affairs time on a fair
basis by giving every current political view equal time on the air,
If it were possible to identify the currents of political thought, and
to find commentators who represented each of them, there might
be a right-wing Republican, a moderate Republican, a conserva-
tive Democrat, a liberal Democrat, a Socialist, a Communist, and
so forth—each with exactly the same number of minutes each
week to set forth his opinions. Or one might with equal logic sug-
gest that the opinions offered by the station ought to reflect the
distribution of opinion among the American electorate, allotting
about g5 per cent of the time to Republican and Democratic
views and dividing up the remaining 5 per cent among all the dif-
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ferent, more extreme opinions that could be discovered—Fascist,
Communist, Socialist, John Birch Society, or whatever.

Either of these schemes would of course pose difficulties as to
the scheduling of broadcasts in the interest of balance. Should all
speakers be scheduled at the same time of day on successive days?
Or would balance imply that they should be broadcast on the
same day, all together? Someone might be able to listen at 8:00
P.M. and not at g:00—so the audience would change, and there-
fore the apparent balance of the station’s programing might not
work out even if the most meticulous apportionment of the broad-
cast day were made to each shade of opinion.

But even if these difficulties could be overcome, there would
remain the question of whether the stations ought to seek balance
within their own program schedules, or should rather try to
achieve some proportion in respect to the spectrum of the whole
broadcast media.

A strong argument can be made that the Pacifica stations
should supply the program lacks resulting from the limitations of
commercial radio. Commercial radio tends to aim at a steady,
massive audience. It therefore reflects the most popular opinions,
and the controversies it deals with tend to be of the kind that do
not call attention to the broadcasters or their sponsors. A dramatic
example of this tendency was to be seen during the Cuban crisis
of 1962, when almost without exception the commercial broad-
casting stations, both in their news coverage and their public
affairs programs, became spokesmen for the Kennedy administra-
tion position on the Cuban blockade. Challenges to that position
either were ignored or were treated in such a manner that audi-
ences were prevented from learning there was any intellectually
respectable opposition to it.

Under these circumstances, the Pacifica stations might legiti-
mately conclude that they were serving the ideal of balance by
presenting the “other” sides of issues on which public feeling runs
high. To give a fair hearing to opposition views, within public
affairs broadcasting as a whole, the Pacifica stations would be-
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come outlets for all the views not available on commercial stations
—which would mean that the Pacifica public affairs programs
would present a consistently high proportion of unpopular views.

A somewhat similar idea of balance would come from analyz-
ing the Pacifica audience. No one knows exactly what kind of peo-
ple listen to the three Pacifica stations, but the partial surveys all
indicate that you are better educated, more intelligent, more in-
terested in public affairs, and more oriented toward questioning
popular myths than the average audiences for commercial radio.
The balance of Pacifica programing would therefore, if it reflected
your characteristics, be one that would seem threatening to the
commercial radio audience. Since you do not so readily accept the
myths about Communism, race, religion, economics, or politics,
the opinions that would appeal to you as worthy of respect would
sound radical or even dangerous to a majority of those who listen
to public affairs programs on most radio stations. To take just one
example: I would guess that cooperatives as a form of economic
organization are much more familiar to Pacifica audiences than to
most American audiences, and the standard stereotypes about the
tax advantages of co-ops must seem foolish to you, while they
sound like proper and respectable opinions to most radio listeners.

The implications of the Senate Internal Security Subcommit-
tee inquiries to date appear to be similar to those disclosed by
the House Committee on Un-American Activities inquiry into the
Fund for the Republic’s study of blacklisting in the entertainment
industry. Back in 1954, when the blacklisting study was commis-
sioned, the Fund believed that the argument about blacklisting in
radio, television, and the motion picture industry would be on a
better basis if it were determined whether blacklisting actually
took place. The study showed that it did, that a sizable number of
people were prevented from working for any employer in the en-
tertainment field because they had been judged to be unsafe to
employ by one or more groups within the industry.

The report of the study also showed that the investigations of
the House Committee on Un-American Activities were at times a
part of the process of determining both which persons should be
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blacklisted and which should be “cleared”—-that is, removed
from the list of unemployables. The Fund had naively hoped that
once the question of whether there was blacklisting had been set-
tled, a public discussion of whether blacklisting was good for the
Republic would take place. That discussion did not begin; another
occurred instead. It was devoted to finding out why the Fund had
decided to investigate the blacklist, whether the authors of the
study were sympathetic to Communism, and so forth. In the
course of these arguments, John Cogley—the principal author of
the report and the man who had charge of the study for the Fund
—was subpoenaed to appear before the House Committee.

John testified for many hours, and much of the time in re-
sponse to detailed questions about the political beliefs of his re-
searchers or about the sources of his information. He conducted
himself with scrupulous honesty and integrity. At the end of his
appearance, when the committee had finished its list of questions
for him, John was asked whether he wished to make a statement.
He said that he wanted to ask the committee a question. It was
“Why am I here?”

Mr. Walter, the committee chairman, replied, “We wanted to
find out whether you had reached the same conclusions we would
have reached if we had decided to make the study you made.”

This statement was honest, but it got Mr. Walter into a lot of
trouble with the newspapers of the country. It was, many editors
wrote, none of Mr. Walter’s business what conclusions any re-
porter reached upon preparing his report. The committee might
have a charter to investigate un-American activities, but it had no
right to tell reporters what to think about the facts they dug up.

The Senate Internal Security Subcommittee was careful in all
its public statements to repeat that it was not in the least inter-
ested in the content of Pacifica programs. But many of its ques-
tions were aimed at finding out how decisions were reached as to
which programs would be put on the air and at discovering who
made those decisions. These questions may be separated in logic
from questions of program content, but they cannot be distin-
guished in fact. In the end, the problem of balance has to be set-
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tled by a man who makes a decision for or against putting some
program on the air. The decision is complex and involves many
judgments about the quality of the program and the worth of its
message. However guided he may be by statements of principle
or policy, a program director has finally to decide on the basis of
what he hears—or expects to hear—from the participants or per-
formers. He believes either that the program is worth an audi-
ence’s attention or that it is not. He will have in mind the other
programs that have already been heard; he will have in mind the
possibilities of future programs. But each program has to stand, in
the main, on its own merits. And those merits are not a fit subject
for congressional inquiry.

In one sense the intentions of the Pacifica Foundation are
incredibly presumptuous. The Foundation takes as its mission the
work of broadcasting in the public interest, convenience, and ne-
cessity, and accepts the responsibility of deciding whether that
mission is fulfilled. But presumptuous as it may be, it is the same
presumption that guides other broadcasting licensees. Periodically
broadcasters are obliged to show the Federal Communications
Commission that they have devoted substantial parts of their
broadcast time to public purposes, and supposedly the failure to
make such a showing is cause for their losing their right to broad-
cast.

Pacifica, because it is noncommercial, does not have the mar-
ket system on its side. It cannot claim that businessmen have sup-
ported its program judgments by spending their advertising dol-
lars with it. It cannot claim to be a persuasive salesman. It must
appeal to a different standard, and its standard is less objective
than audience ratings and sales. It must make a judgment not
about what the people want, but about what a serious and
thoughtful man, having at his disposal a remarkable instrument
that permits him to listen to all sorts of people talking about all
sorts of subjects, would find worth listening to.

In my opinion, Pacifica should lean toward programs that
present either opinions or information not available elsewhere.
Just as I feel little obligation to spend time on my broadcasts say-
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ing what is wrong with Communist governments, since everyone
hears what is wrong with Communist governinents from every
side, I think Pacifica serves the ideal of balance if it spends little
time reinforcing popular beliefs. Just as I feel much obligation to
point out what seems to me true about the claiins of Communists
or other unpopular people, because so little attention is paid to
these matters elsewhere, so I feel Pacifica should be on the look-
out for information that is hard for people to get from other
sources. Just as I feel a serious obligation to make my arguments
as intelligent and honest as I can, so I believe Pacifica should re-
gard its audiences as composed of mature, intelligent, and respon-
sible adults, who can be trusted to make up their own minds when
they have the materials to judge. I do not believe Pacifica should
tell its audience what to think about the content of its programs—
although I believe the stations have an obligation, as we all do, to
identify insofar as possible the sources of the information or opin-
ions expressed.

The Pacifica stations have many shortcomings, many limita-
tions arising out of their scarce financial resources and some
caused by the inadequacies of the people who man the stations or
who, like myself, presume to offer commentaries. The stations de-
pend upon volunteers, and not all the best things in life are free.
Despite the weaknesses and shortcomings, the Pacifica stations
represent a notable experiment and give promise of greater
achievements in the future.

The Foundation has asked through KPFA for fourteen years,
through KPFX for four years, and through WBAI for three: What
is new? What is worth attending to? What is going on? in music,
poetry, drama, literature—in all forms of expressing man’s desire
to know and make known what he knows. The range of our inter-
est as listeners has been expanded, the range of our experience has
been enlarged, the range of our freedom to know and apprehend
and be open to the world of men’s makings has grown. New com-
posers and dramatists and critics and performers have had their
first opportunity to be heard on Pacifica stations, and we, the for-
tunate listeners, have had a chance to hear them.
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Pacifica’s attitude of freedom has thus encompassed the
whole striving of the human spirit for the exaltation of its human-
ity. It has been a sort of continuing encyclical, a letter to all man-
kind about mankind’s visions and problems and glories and
failures. It has been an exemplar of good citizenship, a model of
the inquiring mind, and an inspiration to generosity of spirit.

The enemies of the stations, which are the enemies of all free
minds, are fear and prejudice. The problem with charges of im-
balance, as with the Senate investigation, is that they could be-
come sources of fear or prejudice. It is up to us, as subscriber and
listener custodians of this experiment in free communications, to
guard Pacifica against these dangers. One of the best ways I can
think of to safeguard the Foundation at this moment in its history
is to show our support by renewing our subscriptions and signing
up our friends as new subscribers.

This is Hallock Hoffman in Santa Barbara.



On Working at Pacifica
by Christopher Koch

A Pacifica radio station is a chaos of activity, some of it meaning-
ful and much of it frenetic and useless. The offices of any of the
three stations, whether in a rambling loft above a restaurant in
Berkeley or in the formerly fashionable town house in Manhattan,
are a cross between the temporary headquarters for the latest pro-
test movement and a bohemian coffee shop. They certainly bear
little resemblance to those of a radio station.

The rooms are piled high with old copies of the New York
Times, dozens of stacks of magazines (some well known and na-
tional and some obscure mimeographed sheets), and odd-shaped
boxes of tape. If you took the time to look through these tapes you
might find a box from North Africa with a note attached to it with
a rubber band saying something like this. “I had a chance to inter-
view Ben Balthazar on my office dictaphone. The quality isn’t too
good, but this is one of the most inaccessible guerrilla leaders in
Africa today.”

More frequently, these unsolicited tapes are less exotic. “At-
tached is a tape recording of my thoughts on the graduated in-
come tax. I have been systematically excluded from other radio
stations, but 1 am told that you still believe in free speech.” Nine
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times out of ten, such tapes are completely unintelligible. Some
staff member has to listen to it, write a note, and mail it back. But
once in a while it just may contain something significant. That, in
a sense, has been the story of Pacifica.

Most of my work during the five years I spent with Pacifica as
News Director, Public Affairs Director, and finally Program Di-
rector of New York’s WBAI, was routine (as the work of most
paid staff members is). We audition tapes, answer letters from
pleased and irate listeners, and try to get some of the innumerable
program ideas recorded. We argue on the phone or in the recep-
tion office with great numbers of people who seem destined to be
prosecuted and denied their rights. “Do you know, Mr. Koch, the
FBI has been sending radiation through my walls because of my
criticisms of the Catholic church?” Or much more frequently, we
are threatened, “You recently broadcast a commentary by the So-
cialist World Revolutionary Council. In the interests of equal
time, we demand that you play our rebuttal as representatives of
the Socialist Workers Classic Party. If you refuse, we plan to file a
complaint with the FCC.”

Then too, there is always a crisis—a major clash of personali-
ties, a dispute over the purpose and function of the foundation, a
key dismissal or resignation. And so hours must be spent in whis-
pered conversations at the local bar or coffee shop, or late into
the evening in messy offices, among used coffee cups and the stale
smell of too many cigarettes. Pacifica’s dynamic program policy,
reflected in this volume, attracts some strong and creative people.
She has not maintained a dynamic administrative formula within
which such people can work successfully.

Pacifica stations normally operate with a core staff of between
fourteen and twenty-one people who carry out the essential func-
tions of broadcasting. Volunteers swirl around this core like satel-
lites, typing letters, filing (and misfiling) notes, memos, and pro-
gram material, or auditioning tapes and producing programs. The
stations could not function without them. Some of these volun-
teers work very hard, and they include many talented and fre-
quently well-known people. Among the volunteers, for example,



On Working at Pacifica | 37

are all of Pacifica’s program participants and commentators, none
of whom is paid. But there are others who are simply looking for a
warm place to rest, and a variety of strange people are always
lounging about Pacifica’s offices. I do not want to belittle the en-
thusiasm of these sad wanderers from cause to cause. As tape girls
rush by looking for a lost program due for broadcast in two min-
utes, or as an engineer yells for an announcer who ought to be on
the air at that very moment, it is frequently these young men and
women who argue most vehemently about program possibilities.
“What about having a ‘pot’” party on the air, man?” Or one may
say in great disgust, “You mean they took that out of Mailer’s
speech. And you call this ‘free radio’l”

With volunteers as with programs it is sometimes difficult to
tell the genuine from the fraudulent. Pacifica, more than most in-
stitutions, makes a virtue out of a necessity. Thus there is an as-
sumption that if you hand someone a tape recorder and send him
out into the world, great things will happen. I suppose they may,
but more frequently the happening is a broken tape recorder. If
someone without a regular job hangs around a Pacifica station
long enough, it is fairly easy for him to get a chance at producing
a program.

The desperate lack of money and hence of a trained and dis-
ciplined stafl, make such theories of spontaneous creativity par-
ticularly attractive. The average staff member is harassed by
innumerable details. Not only is he unable to produce half the
programs he wants, but 75 per cent of those he can do are sec-
ond-rate. He knows this far better than the audience. And so you
have to be compulsive at Pacifica, and ignore your own, inner
sense of judgment.

The staff member works under the pressure of a huge maw,
the clock that eats up programs as greedily as a New York City
garbage truck devours refuse. Most Pacifica stations broadcast
something like 19 hours a day. About half of this time is devoted
to talk programs. That amounts to the preparation and broadcast
of a 270-page manuscript every day, or around 80,000 words. An
hour interview takes from 10 to 20 hours to prepare, record, and
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complete for broadcast. An hour talk takes from 20 to 40 hours,
and a good documentary may take anywhere from 6o to 240 hours
to do well. Out of a paid staff of 21, no more than g will be di-
rectly involved with programing. Think about it. Control over
quality is almost impossible.

That is why the stations put tape recorders into the hands of
novices and why so much of the programing is inadequate. On the
other hand, every once in a while something truly significant may
happen. In the midst of all Pacifica’s chaos Jack Levine walked
into WBAI looking for someone to whom he could tell his story.
No one else in broadcasting or journalism (with the exception of
Carey McWilliams at The Nation) would touch him. Levine, the
former FBI agent, talked to us; we played his tape to several
prominent lawyers who told us it was in the public interest to
program it, and Levine’s attack on the FBI and ]. Edgar Hoover
was heard in the New York area and in northern and southern
California. We knew the broadcast was rash. I recall one former
executive mumbling, “We need this like a hole in the head.” Le-
vine warned us that we would be investigated. But no one sug-
gested that we should not go ahead with it.

A young girl may walk into the station after getting out of a
southern jail, and in the studio under the patient and incisive
questioning of Elsa Knight Thompson her story suddenly comes
alive and she and a good part of the audience weep. Someone
may sit up all night for weeks mixing the sounds of people and
things and came out with a sound montage that adds a new di-
mension to our experience of ourselves and each other. Someone
may go out and raise the money to go to Mississippi, or Mexico, or
to California’s central valley and live with the people there for a
while, recording their conversations and their music, and then
come back and make beautiful programs out of it.

That is, finally, what makes it all worthwhile. Pacifica stations
have been so casually administered that the truly creative could
find resting place there, until they were worn down by the harass-
ments of attempting to do the untenable. And the audience has
been willing to listen through hours of dull lectures or badly re-
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corded symposiums on the Biological Basis of Cross Fertilization,
or the off-beat programs for tiny minorities who otherwise would
have nothing for them on the mass media, waiting for something
that brings a new area of life home to them.

This is, in a sense, often freedom by default. The great pro-
grams that have been broadcast have happened despite every-
thing. They were produced by people in the midst of crises, on
tape recorders that failed to work, with tape that was so old it
crumbled to the touch. But they were, eventually, broadcast.
Then, for a few moments, there was sudden intense relationship
between people on the tape and the audience listening at home—
a magic created by a program producer. At that moment, every-
thing else was forgotten. There was communication. It never hap-
pens anywhere else on radio or television.

New York
November, 1965
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Interview with Ammon Hennacy

Byron Bryant, a teacher and writer, was one of KPFA’s earliest
commentators and a program producer for many years. A favorite
visitor to KPFA was Ammon Hennacy, editor of Catholic Worker
and author of Autobiography of a Catholic Anarchist. Interviewed
here by Byron Bryant in 1958, Mr. Hennacy speaks for himsely.

BRYANT: [ urderstand you are making another one of your swings
around the country. What is it that brings you to San Francisco
this time?

HENNACY: [ first came to Los Angeles for the wedding of my
daughter Carmen. Last year I got as far as Las Vegas and I had
to go right home in order to go to jail in the air-raid drill—I got
there just in time, too. I did thirty days on that and I got out
just in time to fast twelve days and do my picketing. It all just
worked out nice so I think the Lord must be with me.

BRYANT: | understand that before you left for Los Angeles you
had just completed your longest fast; was this the longest fast
you ever tried?

HENNACY: No, I tried a thirteen-day fast last year—it was just
thirteen years since we dropped the bomb so I did penance for
that. I did penance for all the rest of you people, too. And be-
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fore that I did fast from May 28th to July 6th in Washington in
order to bring the attention, mostly of Catholics to waken them
up. Protestants don’t know much what penance is, but Catho-
lics ought to know that we're doing penance for our sins—the
sins of our country in dropping the bomb. I felt that although I
wasn’t much guilty, as I say, I felt like doing penance. The first
seventeen days were a little rough. You lose your appetite be-
fore you start if you are a professional faster, but you get a little
weak and you get a bad taste in your mouth. I lost twenty-five
pounds the first seventeen days, but the next twelve days I
didn’t lose any. So I thought, ‘What’s the matter? I went to
other scales and they were all the same. I guess I was on holy
ground.

BRYANT: You say you were fasting mainly to interest Catholics.
To what extent do you think you managed to do that? Did
Catholics in general across the country know about it?

HENNACY: Yes, it was in the Catholic Worker that I was going to
do it. I had a Catholic anarchist from London fast with me for
two days, I had a Catholic pacifist from Switzerland fast with
me one or two days, I had a non-Catholic pacifist from New
Zealand fast with me, and I had different priests and nuns fast
with me all over the country. I had a nun in Italy over eighty
years old who fasted with me, and there’s lots of others I don’t
even know about. I asked people to fast and pray with me. In
the olden days they fasted sixty days in the desert.

BRYANT: So you fasted for forty days. . . .

HENNACY: Forty days—just drank water.

BRYANT: When the time was just about over, didn’t you feel
strange or giddy?

HENNACY: Well, I felt kind of light-headed. You know how you
feel when you are floating through the air—you have feet but
you don’t use them. I walked along, kinda light, but I did have
one trouble, I got cramps in the bottom of my instep. Other
than that, I guess I felt wonderful. And, of course, you lose your
appetite before you start—1I really wasn’t hungry at all.

BRYANT: What kind of activity did you engage in?
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HENNACY: I would picket three or four hours a day and I rested
four hours a day—never had a better time in my life. I never
had a time when I could sleep four hours in the day, and I
probably never will.

BRYANT: It sounds like the perfect way to beat the present eco-
nomic system.

HENNACY: Like the farmer who fed the horse sawdust and did
very well until he died.

BRYANT: Would you be willing to make a guess that forty days
are about as far as you would be willing to go?

HENNACY: Oh no, I would be able to go sixty days if I could go
forty, but I'm not going to make any predictions—I'll just wait
and see. You see, I don't fast to coerce or embarrass the authori-
ties. I probably do it without knowing it, but I do it to wake up
the sleepy pacifists and Catholics who ought to be doing more
than just sitting around and talking.

BRYANT: One thing that I would be curious about is what it was
like to break that forty-day fast.

HENNACY: Well, I passed the food market every day and they
looked so nice that I thought I could just eat a bushel. When
the time came, I bought a pint of strawberries and I bought
some buttermilk. I put them both in the mixer and I had pink
buttermilk. I took a taste of it and it was too sweet. You don’t
like sweet things—you like sour. So the night I broke my fast I
went to the Mormon church in Washington with my wife and I
think she drank most of the pink buttermilk.

BRYANT: One thing I've been wondering about is how long it took
you to regain the poundage you had lost.

HENNACY: The first two days I gained back fourteen pounds. I ate
soup and buttermilk and it just soaked into my pores, I guess.
However, in the next two days I lost four of those pounds.

BRYANT: The way you talk and some of your stories lead me to
believe that you come right from the grass roots of this country.
Just where were you born?

HENNACY: I was born in southern Ohio right next to the West
Virginia line. My mother’s folks were Quakers. I got baptized a
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Baptist when I was a kid, but it didnt take. I heard Billy
Sunday and I left the church and was an atheist. Those were
good days for the Socialists and I got to be secretary of the
Party—the Socialist Party—in Lisbon, Ohio, when I was six-
teen. My dad happened to be Democratic mayor. That’s the
kind of background you got to have if you're going to beat the
whole system. I'm only a Catholic five years.

BRYANT: In your early days would you say there was a back-
ground of farm life or small-town life, or

HENNACY: It was farm life until I was eighteen—a little bit of
small-town life when I was in high school. I went to a small
college—Hiram College up by Cleveland—and then the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin. I was a pacifist and a vegetarian. I didn’t
believe in killing animals, but I did believe in killing capitalists
until I got to be a Christian and a pacifist and an anarchist—
those all came at once, the Holy Trinity.

BRYANT: Since we are on the subject of your background, and I
know there must be a great many people listening to this pro-
gram who must wonder how in the world you got this way, let’s
pursue this further. You've told us about your earliest days; now
I think our audience would like to hear just a little about how
you found yourself in solitary during World War I.

HENNACY: I refused to register for the Draft in Columbus, Ohio,
as secretary of the Socialist Party, and they pinched twenty of
us. The others gave in and they were going to shoot me Mon-
day if I didn’t go. But I wouldn'’t go, and if I hadn’t made that
decision, I guess I'd be a good bourgeois today. But they
weren’t going to shoot me—they just wanted to scare me. I
went to my mother and asked her if she wasn't afraid her son
would be shot. She said, No, she was only afraid they’d scare
him and make him give in. She’s eighty-seven, living yet—a
good Quaker. So that’s the right spirit. So, I was an atheist and
I was a Socialist, but I wasn'’t a pacifist. I'd fight in a good war,
but there wasn’t any.

Anyway, when I got down to Atlanta, I led a strike against
bad food. I got locked up in solitary. Well, I had nothing to
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read but the Bible. If I'd had the phone book or a cookbook or
the Almanac, I'd have read them. But all I had was the Bible, so
I read it. In there it said, “Love your enemy.” Well, I loved
everybody in the world but the warden. If you didn’t love him
you ought to kill him—he’s a German. That’s what the war was
about—to kill bad Germans. So I was in there and I had to do
one of three things: kill myself, kill the warden or love the
warden. It took me six and a half months to love the warden.

BRYANT: How in the world did you finally come to love the
warden?

HENNACY: I read the Bible—the Sermon on the Mount. If you
loved everybody in the world, then you were a Christian. If you
loved everybody but the warden, then you were not a Chris-
tian. I thought I was Hennacy fighting the world. I looked there
and there was Christ—he was a better rebel than I was. Now,
nobody can tell me anything except a guy who is better than
me—so Christ is much better than me, I know that. But I had to
get locked up in solitary to see it. Before that I was too busy
trying to change the world by outward methods. You see, if you
want to change the world there are three ways of doing it: first,
you get 51 per cent of the ballots . . . after I got out of solitary
I was a pacifist and I didn’t shoot. I read Tolstoy and I found
out that getting 51 per cent of the ballots won’t do any good
either, so I quit voting. The only thing left was to change my-
self. Well, solitary changed me—it was the grace of God, I
guess. I'd never do it if I didn’t have to. I had to. In there I
could have got killed. I wrote out to the newspapers about them
killing fellows in solitary and skinning them out and beating. I
wouldn’t tell how I got the information out, so I did time in a
couple more jails—that’s when I read Tolstoy. So, it was a very
good thing. The first hurdle was in Columbus, Ohio, when I
didn’t “chicken-out”; the second hurdle was there in jail where I
didn’t give in and I didn’t “squeek” on the fellows getting letters
out, and leading the strike. I've covered lots of hurdles. This last
one of forty days, I guess that’s a big one. I wouldn’t have
thought of doing that a year ago, but I don’t know what the
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next one is going to be. It’s always going to be something. God
will give you enough to do if you've got guts enough to do it.

BRYANT: Going back to that World War I experience—after that
you considered yourself a Christian . . .

HENNACY: Yes, but not very orthodox—I spelt God with a little g
and two 0s, I suppose, but that’s pretty good for an atheist.
BRYANT: Wasn't this Christianity accompanied by your leaving

Socialism for Anarchism?

HENNACY: Yes, because if you're going to be good, you can’t be
good—you've got to be all the way. The Sermon on the Mount
says that you must love your enemy and turn the other cheek
and be without evil, and he without sin casts the first stone. If
you've taken any part in prisons and war, then you're casting
stones, so the only way to do is quit that. Now if you don’t
know any better, you don’t have to quit; but I found out better
and I sure had to do it. It would be what Catholics call a “mor-
tal sin” if I didn’t. See?

BRYANT: What about the interval of time between this World
War I experience and the time you found yourself moving in
the direction of the Catholic church? Actually, you heard about
the Catholic Worker movement a long time before you entered
the church, didn’t you?

HENNACY: I heard about it when I was a social worker in Milwau-
kee in 1936. A man tried to knife me. My boss wanted me to
take him into court, but he’d been to court twice for knifing
people, so I wouldn't do it. I said, “You’ve had him in jail twice
and he didn’t learn anything, so you better try my way—return
good for evil. Not jail.” He said, “You ought to get acquainted
with those crazy Catholics in New York.” He was a Catholic
and head of the Legion.

I asked a priest about them and pretty soon I got my first
Catholic Worker and commenced selling them on the street. I
helped found the Catholic Worker in Milwaukee in 1937, but I
never got to be a Catholic. Father George Dunne, down here in
Santa Clara now—somebody asked him, When is Ammon going
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to become a Catholic? The Father said, “When it goes under-
ground.” I was seventeen years around the Worker and writing
in it eleven years before I got to be a Catholic. It was through
the grace of God and Dorothy Day . . . there isn’t any sense in
a radical being a Catholic—that’s the worst church there is.
That isn’t my fault and it isn’t Christ’s fault. It got organized
and it commenced to press the church, and the church pressed
the state and it got corrupt. Well, that’s too bad, but it don’t
need to be.

BRYANT: Do you think the last thing you ever did for which you'd
like to be doing penance was being a social worker in Milwau-
kee? Is that your last major sin?

HENNACY: I expect that’s a pretty bad sin, but I did some good
then. I founded the first union of social workers in the United
States and drew up the plans when the rules were pretty bad. I
can’t figure many sins of commission. I probably have a lot of
sins of omission and I'll probably suffer for them in Purgatory
some time, but I'm trying not to do very many of them. Of
course, the Catholic Worker, what we do all the time there in
New York by the Bowery, is help these poor people. But even
those we help—we could do it more gracefully. Somebody once
asked what the Catholic Worker did, and they answered that
they help the undeserving poor. And somebody else said, “Well,
we comfort the afflicted and afflict the comfortable.”

BRYANT: One thing that always seems to bother people in your
audiences, that I have noted, is your saying on the one hand
that the Catholic church is the worst church there is, which I
think you said again just a minute ago, and at the same time
saying that you go to Communion every day. What do you tell
them to help clear this up—or is there any way to clear that
up?

HEN[;:ACY: They wonder why I joined the “worst” church. If Dor-
othy Day had been a Mormon or a Quaker, I'd have been a
Mormon or a Quaker. That’s Dorothy Day the founder of the
Catholic Worker. I always said that the only person who can
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tell me what to do and shove me around is somebody bigger
than I am: She is! I've known most of the best pacifists and
radicals in my time and Dorothy Day has got it all over any of
them—twice over! She happened to be a Catholic. I didn’t join
the church because I read any theology. I was praying one
night at our farm, and it came to me, I'm a Catholic. In the
morning I said, “Dorothy, I'm a Catholic; what am I supposed
to believe?” She pretty near fell over. “I'd believe that Jonah
swallowed a whale if that was what I was supposed to believe.”
She gave me a book called The Spirit of Catholicism, and I read
it. I already was a Catholic. You see these 2 per cent 