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A Conversation With:
Ring Lardner, Jr.
Frances Chaney
Studs Terkel
John Henry Faulk

Revisiting The 50' s:
The Blacklist in America

Columbia College, Chicago and
The American Issues Forum
February 1976

On the evening of Friday, · Febr1.1ary 20, :1976,
Columbia College sponsored a special dialogue,
REVISIT·ING THE 50'S: .TH.E BLACKLIST IN
AMERICA, in associatjon with·the American Issues
· Forum. Ring Lardner Jr. called it, "a seminar in
. ancient ·history with live~ eyewitness accounts." .
He was joined by his •wife, Frances Chaney, Studs ·
Terkel, and John Henry Faulk~· The record reproduced here has been edited for clarity and length._
The discussion. was rnodt;rated _by ·Anthony Loeb,
Chairman,·. Film Department, ·Columbia College.

I would like an additional moment to
ANTHONY LOEB: This evening is being
set a framework for our dialogue. Ring
presented by the Columbia College Film
Lardner Jr., John Henry Faulk, Studs
Department in association with The AmeriTerkel, Frances Chaney-these people are
can Issues Forum. We have gathered
extraordinary for .what they stood for and
together four extraordinary people reprewhat they stood against. But in all fairness
sent1ng, essentially, the beginning and the
to them and to the hundreds of others
ending of a reprehensible era in American
who were with them, who were afflicted
life.
by accusation- it must be said that these
Ring Lardner Jr. has won two Academy
people were victims of circumstance. In
Awards for the screenplays of Woman
· · exercising their rights to privacy, they did
of the Year and M*A *S*H. · Lardner
not rea,lize they would be thrust forward
was one of the Hollywood Ten who refused to cooperate with the ·House. Uninto a national maelstrom. These men and
women. ,were ·; ~':accidents" of history. A
American Activities Cpmmittee, and who ·
few came to ·tragic end, but most had the
was subsequently blacklisted and jailed
·cou·rage ·to continue to create, to pursue
for contempt of Gongress. .
• meaningful ,careers, despite a decade of
John Henry Faulk took action that ter·great pain. The era that has been called
minated the era of HUAC.· He damag.ed
:by ·McCarthy's name had its antecedent
the credibility of the Committee irreparably
'. .in ·a much earlier time, •in 1947, in a comwith his suit in 1956 against CBS. Faulk
. mittee of 'J . Parnell Thomas. It was that
is the radio personality whose career and . ,
committee that began it all, bringing lights
whose life was dramatically altered as a
and cameras to Hollywood-holding court
result of the Blacklist. His crisis was drain the presence of "stars." My father wa·s
matized in the CBS special of his book,
a screenwriter, and my memories of that
Fear On Trial. In that drama, John
Henry Faulk was played by George C.
time are confused. I was eight years old
Scott.
in 1947. I remember sneaking into a room,
hiding behind a table, and observing men
Sitting to my right is Frances Chaney,
the wife of Ring Lardner Jr. Ms. Chaney
who were frightened. They were scared
is an· accomplished actress. She had the
for their livlihoods. They were confused.
courage to sustain a nine-year continuing
One of them was crying, and I remember
that my father was shaken in a way that
role on the Edge Of Night, and is also well
known for her work on Broadway and in
I had never seen before. Obviously, this
time is very personal for me and it has left
films.
its mark on me.
At the end of the table is Studs Terkel.
In preparing for this evening, I have
What can one say about Studs? He is the
gone back to the record. I have learned
Midwest's philosopher king who resides,
a lot, and before we begin, I would like
as it were, at WFMT. His book, Working,
to pay special tribute to three men who
written in 1974, has reshaped our thinking
reflect the kind of courage and articulateabout Americans who quietly live out their
lives in jobs that are unrewarding, unfulness our panel represents. One is Lionel
fulling.
Stander, the marvelous character actor
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who wittily deflated HUAC when heappeared before the Committee in 1953.

He is president of Columbia College, an
institution that he has guided to national ,
prominence. Columbia College is truly an
alternative and innovative college of the
arts~one of the few in the Midwest.
All right, s0 let us begin by reinvoking
the name of J. Parnell Thomas, whose
gavP1 pounded in the carnival atmosphere
of a packed hearing-chamber. There was
self-righteousness in the inquiry. It had
the taste of inquisition. "Are you now, or
have you ever been, a member of the
Communist Party?" J. Parnell Thomas
would wait for the answer. The witness
would confer with his attorney, and now
I would like to turn to Ring Lardner Jr.
I would like to ask him to relive his moment of truth with J. Parnell Thomas.

Another is Nedrick Young, a gifted man
who wrote The Defiant Ones under the
pseudonym, Nathan E. Douglas. Ned
Young has an extraordinary .record of
courage, of creativity. He never stopped
resisting HUAC, and his life was most
certainly shortened by the strain of that
ordeal.
The third man is a gentleman who didn't
have his moment of truth before the House
Un-American Activities Committee. He is
a man of extraordinary depth-a Chicagoan whose commitment to liberal ideas
is a matter of record. Mirron Alexandroff
is instrumental in tonight's proceedings.
2

RING LARDNER JR.: ·Well, as. a matter

scale proceedings in the fall. In late summer subpoenas were handed out, and the
hearings began in October. -A whole parade of wit_
nesses, characterized by the Committee and the press as friendly, testified
about the "Red Menace" in Hollywood.
Miss Ayn Rand ·said that she had seen an
MGM movie called Song Of Russia and
that it showed Soviet citizens smiling, a
phenomenon that she could not recall
observing in that country up to her departu"re from it in 1926. Other witnesses
were Adolph Menjou, Louis B. Mayer,
Jack Warner, Robert Montgomery, Gary
Cooper, and Robert Taylor. I recall that
Mr. Nixon interrupted the proceedings to
ask Robert Taylor if he ·was testifying in
the .full knowledge that it might hurt him
at the -box office. Taylor -said that it didn't
matter because ·he happened to believe
strongly enough in the American people.
They would certainly support anybody
who preferred America and the American
form of government over a subversive
ideology. To show you what strong feelings
were being aroused by these proceedings ·
in the newspapers, I should report ·that
the very· next week a columnist reported
that a citizen in one of our large cities
was overheard to say, "I'm not going to
see that Robert Taylor anymore. I'm not
going to watch American stars." And
somebody else said, "But he was an anticommunist." The response: "I don't care
what kind of a Communist he was."
In the second week, the witnesses who
were characterized as unfriendly took the
stand, and I should explain that we were
in kind of a bind. Once subpoenaed before this committee, you really didn't have
a lot of choice. There has been a tendency
since that time to characterize our resis-

of -fact, my answer_particularly annoyed
him. I said, "I could answ~r the way you
want, -Mr. Chairman, b_u t I would hate
myself..i_n the morning." That infuriated
him. I think we have a remarkable academic
phenomenon here. A seminar in ancient
history With ·1ive eye-witness accounts.
Sornetimes it is hard for me to remember
that those hearings took place thirty years
ago. I think we should remember that with
the end of the war a whole new period
in American history began. You can date
it with Harry Truman's decision to drop
the· atom bomb or with his acq~iescence
the following year when Winston Churchill,
borrowing his imagery from Joseph Goebbels, proclaimed that.an Iron Curtain had
descended across Europe. A .new imperative had emerged in our foreign policy.
Every issue was measured against a newly
launched "cold war" with the Soviet
Union. At home, Democrats vied with
Republicans to expose those who they
said would · subvert American principles
with foreign ideologies. In the election of
1946, the Republicans won control of
Congress. The designated Chairman of
the House Un-American Activities Committee was Representative John Parnell
Thomas of New Jersey, and there was a
seat on that committee for freshman
Richard Nixon, whose campaign had been
marked by his repeated accusations that
Helen Gahagan Douglas, his opponent,
was soft on Communism.
As soon as Congress convened in 1947,
HUAC announced that the motion picture
business was going to be a prime target
of inquiry, and in the spring of that year,
they held some hearings in Los Angeles
and announced that there would be full-
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were a Communist, even if you were or
had been a member of the Party, but that
was pretty silly since there were informers.
Of course, you could say, "Yes, I was
once a Communist but I regret it all now,''
and then denounce everybody, listing all
the people they wanted you to list. Beyond that, the only thing to do was to say
that this committee simply had no business doing what it was doing-that the
First Amendment involved guarantees
precluding any congressional legi~lation
in this area and that it was nobody's business what party an American belonged to,
and what his beliefs and opinions were.
The judicial precedents were on our side,
and on this question of heroism, I must
say we felt, on the whole, that we had the
better of the issue and that we would win
it eventually in the Supreme Court. As a
matter of fact, the Court's decis_
ion was
ultimately determined by the political
climate. Two of the most liberal justices
on the court, Frank Murphy and Wiley
Rutledge Jr., died in the summer of 1949
before our case came up, and Harry Truman replaced them with two reactionary
justices, one of whom he described
in the oral biography by Merle MHler,
Plain Speaking, as "just about the dumbest
man I ever ran across." As a result of
Mr. Truman's contribution to American
jurisprudence, we were denied a hearing
by the court. Justice Frankfurter assured
our lawyers that it didn't mean that the
court was deciding against us when they
refused to review the case. It just meant
that the time wasn't right to take action.
About six years later, when the Warren
Court finally did confront the issue, they
confirmed our position. But is was a hollow
victory, because by that time we had

LARDNER

tance as heroic, but really the alternatives
were not that great. In the first place, if
you weren't a member of the Party, you
could say so, but by saying so you acknowledged this committee's right to
inquire. You acknowledged that it was a
legal entity and you always ran the risk
that they would produce a Whittaker
Chambers or somebody who would say
that you we_re a Communist, and you
would be involved in perjury. If you were
a member of the Party and you wanted
to admit it, as so111t:; witnesses did, then
the next question was, "Who else was a
member and name all the names of anybody you ever saw, etc." Whereas, you
had at least a ,chance of some constitutional protection against answering about
yourself, you had none whatsoever regarding other people. You could deny that you
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served our sentences and were at midpoint in what turned out to be a fifteenyear Blacklist.
The Blacklist began a matter of weeks
after we appeared before the Committee
in 1947. The heads of the motion picture
studios met in New York and declared
that they would fire any of the ten that
worked for them, would not hire them
again, and would have a similar policy
towards anyone else that took that stand
before a congressional committee. The
Committee announced new hearings, and
Senator McCarthy, who had not seen any
of the values in anti-Communism before
he had been elected senator, started
his assult. Within a short time, the Blacklist included more than two hundred people
in Hollywood, and was expanded to embrace the entertainment business in New
York.

maintain for the administration of justice.
They weren't charging Ring Qr suspecting him of any crimes whatever. The FBI·
wasn't investigating crime at that time.
It was investigating ideas and opinions,
and so I feel it's very basic for .us to understand that. It was a day when political
opportunism in this country became a way
of life. I simply point out the fact that the
Republican Party had as it's rallying cry .
in 1952 that, "We'd been ruled by 20 years
of treason." I think it's well for all of you
to reflect on the fact that treason is also
a very limited, carefully defined crimethe only crime defined in the Constitution.
As you know, our founding fathers foresaw a society of free men governing
themselves, where all ideas and all opinions
would have free play in the marketplace.
And this is terribly important because
those boys swatted mosquitoes and
sweated all summer long there in Philadelphia, in 1787, to set up a charter of
government the likes of which the world
and all the history of mankind had never
seen. They produced a document anchored
firmly in the notion that free men could
best govern themselves. And you have to
remember that the people of that time,
our founding fathers, were suspicious of
a strong central government. There never
was a document debated by so many
people, from the blacksmith and the farmer on into the highest academic circles.
Every jot and tiddle .of that document was
debated in the thirteen states, and it was
nip and tuck whether it would pass. The
inclusion of a Bill of Rights assured its
acceptance by reaffirming the natural
rights of all men that had been proclaimed
in the Declaration of Independence. The
Bill of Rights was finally contained in ten

LOEB: Jonh Henry Faulk, I would like to
ask you about the so called "Red Menace."
I've never really grasped what it meant to
be a Communist. It almost seemed that
any idealist or liberal could be so described.
JOHN HENRY FAULK: Well, the Blacklist never really had anything to do with
Communism, per se. There was a witch
hunt involved. They were invoking the
horrors of conspiracy. It was always said
that so and so was a member of the
Communist Conspiracy. Quite obviously,
the persons who said that didn't believe
it. This is very important to understand
because a conspiracy, of course, is a
violation of the law, and you bring -proper
charges against persons who are in violation of the : law. There are appropriate
institutions that the American people
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amendments, as you know, -and you'd do ·
well to read the debates that went on in
the Congress of that time. Those a~endments are the motor oil that make. our
republic run, and in the 1950's, we watched
them trampled under the heels of ignorant
· and opportunistic men. The repression
they invoked influenced the beginning·. of
the Korean War, as well as the bleak
period of "know-nothingism" in -America
that was symbolized by .the Blacklist. At
any rate, one of the amendments thqse ·
boys came in with is first, not only numerically, but also in importance. It bears
directly on why my friend~ Ring Lardner, .
went to the jailhouse. It ·deals with th~
matter of free speech. Congress shall ·make
no law respecting the establishment _of
religion, or prohibiting free exercise thereof-that's a two part sentence, by the
way-or abridging freedom of speech, or the press, or the right of citizens to assemble peaceably and petition their government for the redress of grievances~ That
was a mandate, and was understood to
be just that, a mandate. There were no
conditional sentiments, no ambiguities,
such as Congress shall make no law
except when the House Un-American
Activities Committee goes on a rampage,
or when the newspapers and the House·
Un-American Activities Committee get
into a program of propagandizing the
American people and manipulating fear
and anxiety, and playing on the dark
underside of the American character.
Well anyway, during the war, Martin
Dies discovered the Committee to be an
excellent instrument for · exploiting antiSocialist, anti-Communist sentiment. -He
used to get headlines with wild ·and extravagant charges involving the searching

·of -sp_ies ·a11d

saboteurs -supposedly
· operating in our society. After World War
II, one of
most nefarious characters
that ever disgra~ed _the House of Congress,
John Rankin· of MiS$issippi, succeeded in
passing a resolution · to mak~ HUAC a
· permanent committee with himself as
chairman. It was known as the Rankin
Committee, originally, and it was the
-cutting edge of the repression I was talking about. We · had _entered the atomic
_age, and there were all kinds of stories
going.on ·to· the _
effect- that a double handful of radioactive dust could blow the
earth up against the· moon, and that you
could run forever on a black-eyed, peashellsized chunk of atomic energy .
. . · We em_erged fr~m-the Second War as
the most powerful and unscathed nationthe mostproductive ·nation-in the world.
And all .of this was new and promising,
but it lent itself to exploitation. There were
those who saw military economy as a sure
way to keep the pot boiling economically
in this country. In order to get people to
pay taxes for weapons development,
you've got to tell them about a great
threat to our security, and you've got to
exaggerate the meaning of that threat and
you can't let up on it. It becomes a given.
So we created an Anti-Christ and the
country ultimately went into nothing less
than a state of panic and hysteria. We
came ·to discover that the House Committee wasn't only interested in members of
the Communist Party or the Communist
"Conspiracy,"- as they described it. And
incidentally, their hearings were always
accompanied by one fallen-away Red after
another-fellas that claimed they had been
in bed with the devil. There was Elizabeth
Bentley, Whittaker Chambers, and Louis
(?Ut

t~e

6

FAULK

could scarcely set off fire crackers without
instructions, and this development was
obviously the result of a wide spread spy
ring in the United States. And Mr. Hoover
said, "That's right, and we're on the trail.
The FBl's here, boys. Everybody sleep
easy tonight. We're about to round 'em
up."
In this regard, you have to mention the
Hiss case because it was what Mr. Nixon
himself acknowledges made him a national
figure. They got a New Dealer, Alger Hiss,
and couldn't charge him with anything
but perjury when he said he hadn't been
a spy for the Russians. He went to jail and
his name became synonymous with treason. And then they arrested two folks
down on the East Side of New York, Mr.
and Mrs. Rosenberg. "Red Spy Ring Un-

Budenz-just an endless number of them
would get up and tell awful stories about
their lives in the underground and how
they penetrated the very inner sanctum
of the White House under Roosevelt. On
September 19, 1949, when Harry Truman
announced to the world that the Soviet
Union, in accord with the predictions of
practically every atomic scientist in the
United States, had the capacity to set off
an atomic bomb-that very afternoon
Richard Nixon of the House Un . . American
Activities Committee called a press conference and announced that this was
proof positive that the administration had ·
sheltered Red spies. Quite obviously, the
backward Russians could never have
developed anything as sophisticated as an .
atomic bomb. According to Nixon, they
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Covered. Mr. Hoover Says We've ·Got The
First Two." He didn't bother ~o say that
they were alleged spies~ And then the FBI
caught a man named Sobel in Mexico ·
who had done what a great many left-wing
farmers had done. He left the country
because he could feel the wave of repression coming. They sand-bagged Sobel and
kidnapped him and hauled him into the
country· with the accusation that he was
trying to escape· to the Soviet Union. The
country was afire and it touched every
aspect of American life, not just entertainment life. Colleges began looking over the
list of professors who had been charged
in the past with saying tacky things, and
who maybe were atheists. It became the
cut of the season that everybody, EVERYBODY, proclaimed his allegiance-whether
he was a Sunday school superintendent
praying at a Methodist church down in
Travis County, Texas, or a fellow presiding over a poultry judging contest in
Iowa. This is no exaggeration. It's exactly
what happened, because a madness was
upon the land. In New York City, in the
entertainment business of which I was a
part, a private vigilante group was active
called, AWARE, INC. And there were
other good citizens who appointed them;selves the protectors of the community
against subversive thought, and subversive
opinion, and Communist infiltration. Of
course, the existence of AWARE, INC.,
presumed two things: that there was a
conspiracy in the radio and television
industry, and that AWARE was the appropriate means of dealing with it. AWARE
was not committed to the preparation of
evidence for action . by the pro- .
per authorities. Theirs was a vigilante process involving the publication of

a list every two weeks or so-a bull~tin
forwarded to the networks. All the officials
received them. All the agencies along
Madison Avenue and all the sponsors
received this listing of names of the performers, writers, announcers, singers,
dancers-anyone connected ·w ith radio
and television-who were presumed to be
tainted. It was arbitrary, to say the least.
Anyone who had allegedly done something
that AWARE proclaimed to be subversive-like signing a petition or marching in
a parade-was un-American. With the
House Un-American Activities Committee
in full sway, AWARE's power became
almost absolute. If your name got on that
list, you could not work. You could get
on the list for criticizing Joe McCarthy. ·
You could get on the list and almost electrocuted for saying something about J.
Edgar Hoover out loud. You could get
on the list for criticizing the Blacklist. Out
of fear, the entire industry subscribed to
AWARE's policy, and paid them for services rendered, writing them letters praising their good works. The problem became
more acute when AWARE began to take
over our unions. They ·controlled the
Board of Directors of AFTRA. So any
union member that raised a howl about
getting blacklisted, or having a friend
blacklisted, would be vulnerable. This is
when I entered the scene, in 1953. I was
living pretty high off the hog up there in
New York and nobody had said anything
ugly about me, which gives you an idea
of the impact I had on the industry. But
I was pretty sore about the AFTRA thing.
So along in 1955, when the House UnAmerican Activities Committee was to
visit New York to call in a bunch of some
twenty or thirty e·ntertainers who had
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already been blacklisted, poor devils, to
try and wring names out of them that they,
the Committee, already had in their possession, I got into it. We jumped AWARE
in the union, ran our own slate of officers,
and ended up winning. And AWARE did
precisely what I thought AWARE would
do. Incidentally, none of the management
people in the agencies or networks would
ever mention it-wouldn't even acknowledge what AWARE was claiming. They
would simply drop a person, and the
person had to send his lawyer or his agent
around and find out what he was charged
with. And if he was fortunate, he sometimes could get off by paying AWARE
and by joining its crusade to save America.
Many unfortunate souls did that and it
had a terrible effect on their s,elf-respect.
But at any rate, I knew AWARE was
going to attack the union slate and it
turned out I was their chief object. I retaliated with a law suit. This was not an
act of courage, not an act of heroism,
certainly. I want to emphasize that I
thought I would win because .I was one
of those very fortunate souls who had a
pretty good standing in the community.
I had contacts. I had a lawyer named
Louis Nizer, a very clever lawyer in New
York, and I had a friend named Carl Sandburg. Nonetheless, CBS caved in and fired
me, and I did get Blacklisted, as you know.
We proceeded with the suit and finally
suceeded in dragging these AWARE
people into court, revealing them to the
American people in their true light. That's
what happened, and I became super
"persona non grata" because I won a
three and a half million dollar judgement.
AWARE disbanded and faded away, and
with them, the institution of blacklisting.

I want to make _it clear-some people ask
whether CBS had a- change of heart. No,
CBS doesn't have a heart. The game just
became too expensive.

STUDS TERKEL: Johnny, where's that
three and a half million?
FAULK: Well, I won it. I got the reputation for having it, but I didn't get it. And
I'll tell you that I wish my friend Tony
was correct when he said I ended an era.
I didn't really end an era at all. The vestiges of that era are with us still, and
they're reflected in the President'~- speech
of a couple of nights ago. He says we
have to have a secret organization to act
in the name of the American people-to
commit them to a foreign policy which
they can',t think about, can't debate, because they aren't privy to the facts. This
is a vestige of that period of fear, and until
we erradicate it, we stand in danger.
LOEB: I meant that the blacklisting process ceased. The inclination toward secrecy
certainly has not. There is always a presumption that the American people aren't
fit to define what is in their own best
interest-that somehow they are not
bright enough. I would like to ask Frances
Chaney how she remembers this extraordinary time by the side of Ring Lardner, Jr.
FRANCES CHANEY: Well, it worked
kind of peculiarly for me. It was absolutely
true that when Ring first got the subpoena,
we were a little scared. But after all, the
First Amendment in the United States of
American meant that you had protections.
Cleo Trumbo, the wife of Dalton Trumbo,
and I went to Washington. We went to
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thing terrible. We should have been there
when the man called." Ring was summoned again the next day, and he said
what he told you earlier. We all still felt
pretty bouyant. There were the lawyers
and all the supportive people-newspaper
men and celebrities coming from Hollywood to back us up. And then, finally,
the hearings were over, and I had to go
back to New York City because I had to
see the dentist. You see, I was new to
California. Ring and I had only been married one year and I was still loyal to my
dentist in New York. And then, suddenly,
this peculiar thing began to happen. I
can't put a label on it. I don't know whether
it was because of the pictures in the newspapers, or what. All I know is I began to
feel sort of funny, frightened, you know.
I felt as though everyone knew who I was.
I was one of those people from Washington who had been in a Congressional
hearing room, and somebody had asked
my husband questions. Now I was so
"public." I think it took a few years to
take hold. It's a queer thing. You get
tarred, you get smeared with this label,
your work is taken from you. Your ability
to function as you had been functioning
is taken away, and somehow you start
forgetting as the years go by that there
really was a reason that caused it to start.
All you know is that you're not wanted
at this thing that you think you know how
to do, and you can't do it any more because they won't let you do it. And you
forget why it is that you're denied. You
just think that you can't do it. You're not
any good any more.
Well, I'm not going to belabor the point.
I really don't like dwelling on it. I feel
much better about where we are today .

CHANEY
the hearings, got our pictures taken by
the cameras, and thought it was just fine,
so far. And then the lawyers decided
maybe we should not come to the hearings
everyday because they weren't quite sure
who would be called. There were nineteen unfriendly witnesses involved. So
Ring and I finally did stay home one morning, and while we were sitting there I
suddenly heard a voice say, "Ring Lardner,
Jr." and I said, "Ring, Ring, hurry up
darling, it's you they want . . . " And I
realized how stupid I was. There was this
man sitting across from me having coffee
in his bathrobe, and I suddenly felt like
you feel when you're called to the principal's office. It was a little bit like that. I
.kind of felt like, "Well, gee, we did some-
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stood right up and looked at him and said,
"Well, some guys ·in Washington asked
him something that was none of their
business, and Daddy said it was none of
their business, and h was none ·of their
business, and that't why he's in jail."

I think, though, it's kind of interesting,
going back, because there were ten men
and all the ten men had women, and
there were a.b out twenty-one children
invo·lved. Some were adopted, some
weren't. All these children had a stake in
this, because sooner or later, the case
was lost, and sooner or later, the old boys
we~t off to the clink, and then the old
girls were left behind. The wives kind of
formed an association. We had to. We
simply had to, because money was needed
to ' fight this damn case. There were the
men in prison, and you couldn't appeal
unless you could pay for the briefs to be
filed before the higher court. I remember
Dalton Trumbo wrote Cleo beautiful letters and they finally got published as
"letters from prison," or something like
that; but they were marvelous letters,
very touching and moving. What happened
was that because I was the actress in
the group, it was decided I would front
· for Cleo. Whenever there would be moneyraising occasions, Frances would get up
there and read Cleo's letters from jail. In
a way, I was the group's "passionata."
We had to move from a wonderful, bjg
house, sufficient for all our many children,
with a tennis court, which Ring dearly
loved, to a little bitty house, because we
couldn't afford th~t big thing any more.
The kids got taken out of the school that
they had been going to and moved to
another school in the middle of Hollywood.
It was just the children and I. The middle
child -was then ~ix y~ars _old, and I'll never
forget how succinctly he put it to our
neighbor, who asked, "Well, where is
your daddy?" Joe said, "Wellr my daddy's
- in. jail."- And this guy said, "What's your
daddy doing .in jail?" And this little kid

That's really beautiful. Studs,
perhaps we can bring you into this.
LOEB:

The issue, listening to
Johnny and Ring talk, and to Frances,
on a personal note, isn't Communism and
the Soviet Union. The issue always has
been fear and what it can do to a community, a society. The issue is how . it
can make decent people become craven,
and how it can motivate those few extraordinary ones, like Ring and Johnny, to
maintain their self respect and personal
worth. That's all it's about and all it's
ever been about, and th~t, primarily, is
what the issue is today, too. I _can talk
about Chicago experiences, some of which
are amusing in retrospect, though they
weren't at the moment. I was blacklisted
here, · but it was in a more muted way
because Chicagoans ·are, after all, in the
provinces. I remember looking in the
AWARE magazine where Johnny's name
was, where Lill.ian Hellman's name was,
Arthur Miller's, Zero Mostel's etc. I said,
"Gee, is Studs Terkel in that thing?" No,
my name was not ~here. Now ·my first
reaction was one of relief. My second
reaction ~as one _of indignation. My ego
was bruised since I tnought I had as much
right to be there as· they-these people
I respect . .1 said; '~Wha~ ~he hell. Why am
I not in the g-oddam AWARE thing?'_'.And
th-e ff it ~ccurred jo
tha~ it's nothing
hut New .York provincialism. ,
STUDS TERKEL:

me
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There's a man who isn't here tonight,
a f.olk singer name Win Stracke. Win
and I worked together. Win would sing
and I would talk. We would sing subversive
songs like, "Joe Hill-. " Win and I just
went out and called ourselves the "Chicago
Two." Really, Chicago was less worried,
less involved. And I think our newspaper
people-I say this in tribute to them-were
less worried than New York newspaper
pe~ple, and that's a fact.
Before I conclude, I want to tell you a
story about two people, Mahalia Jackson
and William Paley, the head of CBS, who
blacklisted Johnny. CBS put on this show
involving Mahalia, a radio show I worked
on as a writer. -One day, on stage at the
WBBM studio, a guy comes in from New
York and he hands me a sheet of paper.
It's a loyalty oath, and he says, "You have

to sign this." He says this to me. "'{ell
naturally, I just turned away from the guy.
We were rehearsing, you know. And then
Mahalia passes by and she says, "He want
you to sign that, baby?" I said, "'Uh-huh'."
"You gonna sign it?" "'Unh-uh'." "Well
then," she says, "let's go rehearse." And
the guy follows us. "Well, pardon me," he
says to Miss Jackson, "but I think Studs
Terkel has to sign this paper." She says,
"You want to sign this?" I shook my head.
She says, "0.K., let's rehearse, baby."
And so we start to rehearse, and the guy
persists, and Mahalia says, "Just a minute. If he don't write the show, I don't
sing the songs." And that was it. The
guy vanished. That was all there was to
it. Now I have a question. Why is it that
under these circumstances Mahalia acted
with so much more intelligence and character than William Paley?

LOEB: Maybe we can talk for a moment
about the personalities who ran AWARE
and how it operated.
FAULK: Well, Hartnett was the executive
secretary of AWARE, INC., and Mr.
Lawrence Johnson was the supermarket
operator involved with them. He was kind
of their male fist because he allegedly
owned dozens of stores, and was very
wealthy, and had devoted his entire wealth
and all of his energies to fighting this
threat of Communist conspiracy in the
radio and television industry. When AWARE
would really want to punish somebody,
they would send a registered letter to the
DuPont Company, for example, to the
sponsor, advising them that . one of the
actors on their show had an unrepudiated
record of having signed a petition for
TERKEL
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clemency for Willy McGee in Tennessee
and Mississippi, an action which had been
described .as aiding and abetting the Communist Conspiracy by HUAC-~11 kinds
of nonsense like that. You can just picture
the sponsors-pink-jowled, Republican
brethe'rn sitting around a corporate table
discussing this letter, calling their advertising agency and saying, "You straighten
this out right away ... Hell, we're in the
business of selling soap, .we're not in th~
business of arguing ove~ politics here.
Get -rid of this_ guy." And the agencies would call Mr. Johnson up and say
something to the effect that this guy or
that gal hasn't got any politics at all. "Hell,
she's a singer. Sure, she sang back in
1946 or '44 for a Russian war relief rally
at Madison Square Garden. Eisenhower
spoke there, too, and for God's sake,
she's not political. She don't even vote;
she hasn't got any sense. She's a Republican!" It didn't do any good. Most of the
big agencies set up clearance men to
check with AWARE, to clear the people
they hired. And the sponsors paid AWARE,
and the networks followed suit, as I said,
each one having an officer who would
respond to Mr. Johnson. They had the
entire structure of broadcasting in the
United States on the run. Imagine thanking
Mr. Johnson for apprising them of the
fact that Jack Gilford, who had appeared
on the Arthur Godfrey show, had a sinister background, and imagine the network,
a giant corporation, assuring Mr. Johnson
that never again would this person be
allowed on any CBS program. This kind
of craven, bellycrawling before a man
that had absolutely nothing- no real
economic weight, only the ability to manipulate fear. He had an associate named

Harvey Matusow who had risen out of
the debris of McCarthyism, and who later
turned on McCarthy and Roy Cohn, admitting that he'd made it all up. At one
time, Matusow named forty-three cardcarrying Communists on the staff of the
New York Times Magazine section, and
the Times quite seriously said, "We don't
have but six .staff members. He must be
wrong on these thirty-odd of them." It
really depressed me exceedingly to think
that our society had fled before men like
Johnson and Hartnett. Look at Richard
Nixon and that crowd he had around him
in the Watergate matter. You wonder
about our land. Look at Spiro, the man
that was marching up and down America
accusing the press, intimidating the networks. You remember~ Pitiful, pitiful.
Millions of guys with millions
of dollars bowed down to nobody, is the
point. Fear did it.

TERKEL:

What is it Ring? Are we talking
about the residue of the fear that existed
in the Fifties? The aftershock isn't palpable
for many of us who didn't live through it.
LOEB:

Well, I think there are clearly
effects that originated during that time. I
don't think they're very easy to trace or
to define. And while I don't believe that
the same situation will ever quite repeat
itself, I do think there is very serious danger of repression in this country. I think
that John Henry is accurate about the
Nixon crowd. Many of them were bullies,
as was J. Parnell Thomas. He was a very
bombastic man. When he asked me those
questions, he kept saying, "Answer the
question, Mr. Lardner. Any American
LARDNER:
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would be proud. Any real American would
be proud to answer that question." There
is an irony involved in my confrontation
with Thomas because we were to meet
again under vastly different circumstances.
On that day in the hearing room, in October of 1947, he was in control. But when
I saw him again, in July of 1950, it was
when I was taken to the Federal Correction
Institution in Danbury, Connecticut, where
he was already an inmate. You see, in the
time it took our case to go through the
appeal process, Thomas had been caught
stealing from the government, padding
his congressional payroll, and accepting
kickbacks from the people he had hired.
At his trial he set a precedent that was
later borrowed by Spiro Agnew. Parnell
Thomas entered a plea of ''nolo contendere''
because he just didn't have any defense.
In prison it happened to be my job to type
all the papers relating to people's parole.
I knew that he thought I would somehow

sabotage his parole, and he lived in terror
of that. Actually, the only small revenge
I took was that I did find out in advance
that he would be paroled and I withheld
the news. I always told other prisoners
before they were formally notified. But I
didn't tell Thomas.
Well, I'm terribly moved and
amused by Ring Lardner and J. Parnell
Thomas. The bully and the person that
defies the bully. And the issue is, which
do we choose to honor and which do we
choose to despise. And that is a question
of choice, and knowledge, and awareness,
and at that time the fear was such that
a great many chose the bully. It's not
accidental, I think. I'm moved, of course,
because of Ring Lardner's father. In almost all of Ring Lardner's stories is seen
the writer's contempt for the bully. He
was always on the side of the vulnerable,
of the underdog. And here, indeed, is the

TERKEL:
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father's son, Ring Lardner Jr. I think that's
what - our society is a.bout. We're not
good; wholly . .We're not bad, wholly. It
depends -on where our priorities are We
use the word "priority" a great deal. I
hope it hasn't lost •its meaning. ·

FAULK: I would like the audience to
remember that this is 1976. Just four short
years ago _the _American people gave a
mandate · to _Spiro Agnew and Richard
Nixori. at the polls, and what you have to
rem~mber is that they didn't provide this
mandate .·before Watergate. They gave
Nixon the Presidency five months after
Watergate. The election occurred four
years after Richard Nixon had promised
he would end the war in Vietnam and
then spread it all over the map of Southeast Asia. After doing more bombing,
spending more money, and wasting more
lives than his predecessor had, the people
of the United States gave him a mandate.
After he had called the Democrats the
party of treason, the Democrats formed
the Democrats for Nixon. This is what
we have to reflect on before we can pat
ourselves on the back. What has happened
is that Mr. Nixon did us the favor of
openi_
ng the .dialogue-he forced us to
open the dialogue-to examine ourselves
and just who we are as a people, and
what our national goals are. It's not a very
pleasant thing to reflect on the fact that
by common consent the American people
elected a man who perpetuated a war
they despised._ The thought is getting
across to us now. As I travel across the
country, I realize that we-the most consuming group of people on this tiny spaceship, Earth-supported two practicing
felons, electing them to the highest ex-

ecutive offices in the land. A man said to
me the other day, he said, "Johnny, did
you see this last defense budget, what
the Pentagon's asking for? Hell, it costs
more to run peace that it does war, don't
it?" And I said, "Well, it's mighty big."
He said, "We gonna defend ourselves
stone broke, next thing we know." I said,
"Well, you heard what President Ford
said. He said, "As long as there are outlaws in the world, we have to have a
mighty defense budget." The man thought
· awhile, _and said, "Yeah. He can't pardon
'em all, can he?"
It seems to me that these are matters
that we have to reflect on. We must reflect on the revelations of the _misdeeds
of the CIA and the FBI. They are cle_
arly
and easily understood as police-state
tactics. We must reflect on the fact that
several years ago, when the Pentagon
Papers came out, the administration joined
the military industrial complex in asking
that Ellsberg be jailed. Gerald Ford supported the movement to stop the New
York Times and the Washington Post
from publishing these papers on the premise that they would do irreparable damage
to our national security. The courts subsequently supported the publication of
the Pentagon Papers and I ask anyone in
this room to produce one shred of evidence that they have done any ·harm to
our national security. I am tired of those
birds who think they know what i~ best
for us, who have the audacity to presume
what we should know. The Blacklist was
conceived by men such as these.

LOEB: Let's open this up. Ring, before
we go to questions, would you like to add
anything, or Frances ...
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CHANEY: Well, you posed a question
earlier to Ring about what he thought
might be the direct result of the time of
the Blacklist. It was an era of fear and
terror. And a lot of people were jailed,
and a lot of people lost their jobs. It became expedient to keep quiet, to keep
opinions to yourselves, and we emerged
into what was known as the "Silent Fifties." Now I teach acting. That's one of
the benefits that happened to me because
of the Blacklist. I maneuvered myself into
another role which I enjoy very much. I
am constantly with young people who
want to be professional performers, and
I have found, over the years, a distinct
difference between the way people behaved in the Fifties-the kind of quiet,
not wanting to open your mouth, "let's
keep our noses clean" attitude-and what
prevailed in the Sixties. In the Sixties,
we looked to the White House with that
glorious, beautiful young man and his
lovely princess at his side. But that didn't
last very long. And then, suddenly, we
had-r don't·know, I don't remember any
longer which came first or which came
after. Well, I do remember, of course I
do. We had the young people holler and
scream and try to do something about
what was going on in the South. And
then we had the Yippies, who made lots
of noise, and we had lots of love-ins,
and that was marvelous, too. And I have
to remember something that a friend of
Ring's and mine, who also spent time in
jail, said. He once said to me when I was
in a black mood that I must never forget
that the body of knowledge in the world
keeps increasing. I found that idea enormously comforting to me, as I do the
individual acts of those kids who put

themselves on the line in the South and
elsewhere. I cannot help but believe that
that statement is true-that the body of
knowledge in the world keeps increasing.
And if that is true, then I can have hope
that we're going to pull it together someday.

LOEB: Thank you, Frances. Let's turn
some lights on and ask some questions.
We have microphones. We'd like to encourage a dialogue.

LOEB

QUESTION: I have two questions. One
of them is, what is un-American? What
is really un-American? Can anything be
un-Greek, or un-French, or un-Liechtensteiner?
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LOEB:

Let's carry that, John Henry.

FAULK: That's a very good questi~ .,. I
think it .is a very pertinent question. I
maintain there is no such thing as "unAmerican." It's in the eye of the beholder.
My Aunt Edith down in Texas says that
anybody that goes to the University of
Texas, that old cesspool of atheism and
nastiness, is going to be corrupted. Everyone .has their values. You see, what is
acceptable is one thing to William Buckley
and quite another to me, and then again,
there's Aunt Edith. If you read the Constitution, taking the Preamble and the
First Am~ndment together, you'll find
that a- m.an has a right to his thoughts, .
whatever ,hey man be, unless they fly in
the face
of. our. basic law. What is unAmerican?. Committees that ask citizens
about th~ir po~itical beliefs are un-American.
QUESTION:

LOEB: Ring, would you like to add to
your wife's statement?
LARDNER: I rarely do, But I was thinking about all those lawyers surrounding
the former President. Frances and I were
in China in 1973, and we were quite impressed to see a country of more than 800
million people getting along without any
lawyers at all.
QUESTION: I think it would be fitting,
on this occasion, to mention the name of
Paul Robeson. If ever there was a man~nd I have the greatest respect for the
Hollywood Ten-but if ever there ·was a

man who bore the brunt of those days,
it was Paul. And because he died so recently, I think he deserves some mention
here tonight among people who knew him
and loved him.

Frances spoke on a note of

optimism about the expansion of knowledge.
I was wondering if she would like to comment on the -kinds of associates the former
President . of the United States had. If
they didn't really represent great students
of law and other subjects, were they prepared to serve _with the President?

LARDNER: I might add that Paul Robeson's testimony before the Un-American
Activities Committee was the most brilliant,
most persuasive, most resoundingly proAmerican in the best sense of that word,
that exists in all the records of that .Committee.

CH~NEY: I think being a student of law
isn't .going to give you knowledge, necessarily. I think, if a man doesn't look and
see what's going on, if he doesn't listen
to what people are saying, if he isn't true
to himself, then the hell with all the other
stuff. I think knowledge is a kind of cumulative thing. I hope that my -children,
somehow or other, by having lived with
Ring, will have been influenced. Children
don't do what you tell them to do, but
occasionally they'll do what you've done.

TERKEL: Just one note about Robeson
and the other names that have been 'mentioned. This always haunts me and infuriates me-the losses to all of us of
intelligence, of beauty. People of talent
enrich us. And we are all deprived by
their silence.
LOEB: Let's go to the corner, then we'll
go to the back, I promise .you.
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QUESTION: Could any of you please tell
me-now that everything's happened, now
that the blacklisting of the Fifties is already
past, are there now safeguards that we can
take so it won't happen again?

FAULK: I like John Wayne, actually. He's
a good old boy. And this is a very interesting thing. During my case, I never personalized the attack on me. I never felt any
personal bitterness at all. This is the way
the society was operating then and I was
happy to be on the right side, even if it
was unpopular. As far as watching that
two hour, coast-to-coast special, it was a
pleasant experience, of course. It was a
dramatization, and it was fun to watch an
actor forty years younger than me and
handsome as hell, slay dragons in my .
name. It was a compliment.

CHANEY: I just want to share something
with you for whatever it's worth. I was an
actress .and I wanted to get work, and
finally, I started looking around for work in
New York. I had to go to advertising agencies to try to see if I could finally crack
through this thing-and the terror_;_I don't
know if terror is the right word. All I know,
is I sort of talked fast about the years that
had gone by. I was busy raising a family,
or something like that. I certainly never
accosted anybody across the table in ad~
vertising agencies, or a producer, for that
matter, by saying, "Well, I was blacklisted.
I didn't work because I was blacklisted."
I didn't want to use the phrase. I didn't
want to say it. I hated to say it. It made me
feel bad to say it, and it wasn't until after
Ring and I had finally gone to China that I
found my strength begin to come back,
and I'm very proud and happ_
y to be here
for that reason because that's part of itnot to allow it to scare me, n·o t to allow it
to scare any of us, ever.

QUESTION: Well, have you been in
contact with anybody at CBS about doing
another show?
J.H. FAULK: CBS is a corporation. It
has a corporate board, and it's corporate
policy during the blacklisting days was to
blacklist like all other corporations in this
country, and there are a great number of
corporations that were involved. As to
whether they've asked me back on the
air, or whether they've sent me any love
notes lately, the answer is no, they have
not.
QUESTION: I would like to kind of return
to the present and express a concern of
mine. Our news reporters are so subtle
or neutral in their questions of public officials. They don't really penetrate. I'm
wondering if the fate of Dan Rather might
be a result of his asking leading questions.
I don't really buy the fact that he requested
that he be put on the weekend news and
be taken out of Washington. I don't know
if any of you know the truth on that. I
also wond~r if you're not concerned about

QUESTION: My question is for John
Henry Faulk. What did you think of the
show that CBS put on about you-the
dramatization with George C. Scott? Did
you get any phone calls from CBS? I know
you're on Hee Haw now, and I'm just
curious if this is going to lead to something. Do you think that maybe, someday,
you and John Wayne will get together for
a movie?
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the present attacks by all the conservative candidates _on the so-called Hberal
media?

then I would be remiss. We face~this in
Chicago and we must challenge it. I want
to say that it has been my pleasure to be
on a panel with people like John Henry
Faulk, Ring Lardner, and Frances Chaney
Lardner.

TERKEL: Let me get in a word quickly
on this. It's a.great myth, the liberal media.
Where were they in the Fifties? And most
papers supported Nixon in '68. A great
many did in '72. The cold war stuff was
carried by the papers continuously. Coverage of the Vietnam War was, until recent
year~, very biased in favor of the government. This is a myth that people continue
to perpetuate about the media.

LOEB:

John Henry.

FAULK: I would sum up by reminding
myself and our friends that we came into
being as revolutionary people. We became
a beacon light to people struggling for
freedom all over the earth. Kings went
out of business in practically every country
because of us. And it was largely through
the inspiration of those men who we call
our founding fathers, that ·we-the ones
who have come after-must remember
that we are beneficiaries of a perishable
gift. We have to reflect on why this country could commit an atrocity like Vietnam,
or indeed, as we have in Chile, and then
go ahead and leave the same men in
positions of leadership in our land who
perpetrated those atrocities. This is what
this evening's all about, to me. We have
to responsibly exercise our basic freedoms.
They are our guarantees. Cumulatively
our voices can add up to a resounding
force for good.

LOEB: Another question. We have to
wind down.
QUESTION: I think we would be in very
sad shape after a fruitful and historical
evening if we didn't also think about
anot-her scar of the blacklisting period,
and that i~ the economic aspect of this
question. I think, in fact, that the blacklisting of tt)e Fifties has taken on a new
form.-The little man is excluded economically from speaking out. It costs $5,000
to get a half-page advertisement in a paper
like the New York Times, and that means
that a lot of small people in this country
cannot be heard. There is no alternative
to choices the media makes.

Ring Lardner, Jr., the author of
M*A*S*H.

LOEB:
LOEB: I'd like to ask now that we sum
up. Studs, do you want to begin?
TERKEL: I'd like, simply, to add to what
has been said with a remark about our
situation in Chicago. I'm a Chicagoan,
the only _
one on the panel here. If I didn't
say something _about police intelligence,
police spies in out own city, -right here,
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LARDNER: I don't think the Blacklist
should be forgotten or we will hear of it
again, in another form, perhaps. I think
it is quite interesting to look back in history and define where our freedoms began. Most of the ideas in our Bill of Rights
began in a struggle in England. One of

these times are all about. In the Thirties,
things seemed very clear, either very good
or very bad. Now, in the Seventies, we
have ambiguity, and it is difficult to cope
with. We look desperately to leaders. If
only we could find that one person who
could rally us around the flag or around
the idea that would be our salvation. I am
an optimist, I guess. I now think that if
I can take care of me, really take care of
me in the right way, then maybe the guy
next to me will follow my example, and
then, maybe together, we can all move
forward. Thank you all.

those times was similar, at least metaphorically, to what we went through in
the Fifties. It was the time of oppression
against the Catholics in England, when
they were accused of being agents of a
foreign power, of loyalty to the Pope
rather than to the British Crown. It became
common practice to bring a man before
a tribunal to ask his religion. He was compelled to answer that question. And, of
course, an affirmative answer meant the
loss of his civil ·and property rights. Out
of that compulsory testament of faith is
rooted the Fifth Amendment, the fundamental protection against self-incrimination.

LOEB: Thank you. I feel moved by this
evening-I want to thank you a-11 for
coming on behalf of the American Issues
Forum and Columbia College.

CHANEY: This evening has sort of
roughed me up, leaving me with a few
muddled thoughts, which is maybe what
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