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	I.  INTRODUCTION�PRIVATE ��



		The media coverage of the Vietnam War left a legacy of bitterness and mistrust between the press and the military.  I often compare the process of trying to get the two institutions together with mating a wildcat and a pit bull.  Public affairs officers can get bloodied in the process, but if we're successful, the progeny can be pretty interesting.



	Colonel John M. Shotwell, USMC, Chief of Marine Public Affairs in Desert Storm





Today's military leaders don't need to be taught the importance of public support for military operations.  They realize that the media have tremendous impact on public perceptions.  Yet many distrust or despise the media, in spite of the fact that most have never talked to a reporter.  They complain of biased coverage, but are reluctant to allow the press access to their units where it could learn both sides of the story.  Fear of the press is so great, that most officers would rather "eat a live bug" than talk to a reporter.�  Yet it's essential for military leaders to get their story out, to better compete for scarce resources, and to get recognition for their people.  Leaders must understand the media and develop a strategy to deal with it.     

	OVERVIEW

	This paper will examine the conflict between the military and the media.  It will first provide a brief historical overview, showing that military-media conflict is nothing new.  Second, it will examine some of the factors that bear on the problem today, such as culture, competition, technology, and lack of experience.  Third, it will look at the operation of press pools, which illustrate some of the military's failure to provide the press the support it needs.  Next, it will propose a strategy for engaging the media that offers important advantages for military leaders.  Finally, it will briefly assess what the future holds for military-media relations.

  	The military-media conflict has sparked an intense debate that is reflected in the wealth of information on the subject.  In this paper I went a step beyond the literature by interviewing eight reporters and military public affairs officers with national-level experience.  They provided current, relevant insights into a topic of importance to every military leader.  

	II.  SOURCES OF CONFLICT--A BRIEF HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

	 The framers of the Constitution envisioned a central role for the press--if not an adversarial one--in the functioning of the new democracy.  This built-in tension would serve to keep the institutions of the government in check and help ensure they served the interests of the people.  One observer summed up this built-in conflict this way.  "Our military is trained to win.  Winning requires secrecy and an image of skill, courage, stamina, strength, and sacrifice.  Our media are trained to report.  Reporting must avoid secrecy and must also report blunders, cowardice, exhaustion, weakness, and agony, all of which demoralize us."�

Retired Major General Winant Sidle, the Chief of Army Information during the Vietnam War, adds,  "These two philosophies obviously conflict.  Our Founding Fathers surely wanted our military to win and our press to be free, although there is considerable difference in defining what free means as far as the media are concerned."�  

	The Civil War was by far the most important conflict in the young nation's history, and the nature of war laid the foundation for significant friction between the military and the press.  Editors responded to the increasing pressures of profit and competition by greatly increasing the resources and the number of reporters devoted to covering the war.  This meant that military operations began to be conducted under close public scrutiny.�  

	Competitive pressures led some journalists to engage in questionable practices.  General Lee routinely studied northern newspapers because they contained so much useful military information.�  Both Generals Grant and Sherman considered resigning because the press published their plans.  Reporters were subject to courts-martial if they disclosed sensitive information.  Yet censorship was so unevenly applied that reporters could never be certain whether their dispatches would get through.  General Sherman, who blamed many of the failures of the Union Army on information leaks, is credited with the first recorded incidence of censorship in the U.S. military.  When some of the press responded with stories that Sherman was insane, he retaliated by having a reporter arrested as a spy.  After that, he was able to march from Atlanta to the sea without his plans disclosed by the press.�  

	A unique aspect of the Civil War was since the nation was at war with itself, Lincoln could not rely on patriotism generated by external threats to control the excesses of the press.  Some papers deliberately undermined the war effort.  But some reporters showed courage and initiative in reporting from the battlefield.  By the end of the war, a tradition of "extensive and reasonably professional war coverage had been established that would endure. . . ."�  But the tradition of conflict between the military and the press had also been established. 

	The military enjoyed a cooperative press relationship during World War I.  Since the U.S. had at first remained neutral, coverage remained fairly balanced and unrestricted.  But as soon as the U.S. entered the conflict, the government took steps that imposed strict censorship.  Reporters at the front had to be accredited and post bond to ensure they would report appropriately.  However most reporters viewed the restrictions as necessary, and the tone of the coverage remained patriotic.   This idealistic tone continued during the next war.�

	The same, generally cooperative relationship continued in World War II.  Military and civilian leaders recognized the press was essential to maintaining public support for the war, and provided information and resources with the understanding that the press would be supportive.  Given the war's clear purpose, the press accepted censorship on a large scale.  The Office of Censorship employed 11,000 people and had absolute discretion to delete, delay, or suppress any reports.  Remarkably, this censorship was for the most part voluntary--the Office of Censorship had no legal enforcement authority.�  World War II was the last conflict in which the military was to enjoy such a relationship with the press.

	The Korean War marked an important turning point in the relationship of the military and the press.  Coverage of early losses led to complaints by the military that the press was treating it unfairly.  The military also felt the press reported data that could be helpful to the enemy.  This led to an official censorship code issued by General MacArthur's headquarters.   Military officers highly resented the idea that reporters were no longer "part of the team."  The breakdown could be attributed to the limited nature of the war, the lack of support at home, and U.S. losses.�  This distrust was to become even more critical in the next war.

	Vietnam was the first war extensively covered by television.  The coverage, positive at first, became increasingly negative as the war dragged on.  As public support for the war declined, exposure of the military's shortcomings increased.  The Tet Offensive in early 1968 was a turning point in the war and in military-media relations.  The public and the press were surprised at the strength of the North Vietnamese offensive, and reports suggested that the U.S. had suffered a major defeat, when in fact the reverse was true.  The military blamed the press for turning public opinion against the war effort.  There were other sources of friction as well.  Reports suggested that atrocities like the My Lai massacre were widespread in the military.  Comparing Vietnam and Korea underscores the notion that relations tend to rise and fall along with success and failure on the battlefield.�  Yet the military's attitude toward the press that grew out of these wars had a major impact ten years later.   

GRENADA



	Amid the tense relations between the military and the media, the U.S. in October 1983 executed a short-notice military operation on the Caribbean Island of Grenada.  In spite of the apparent military success, restrictions on the press led to firestorm of media protest.  Reporters were not allowed access until the third day, when a pool of only 15 reporters was allowed on the island.  The remaining restrictions were not lifted until the fifth day, when the fighting had mostly ended.  The Pentagon stated that the press were excluded for three reasons:  Lack of time to include the media in the planning process, the desire for secrecy, and the desire not to burden combat units with reporters.�  Nevertheless, editorials across the country complained that the military was trampling on the First Amendment.�  

	Various reasons were given, in addition to those above, for excluding the press.  President Reagan talked about the need to stabilize the situation and provide for reporters' safety.  Secretary of Defense Weinberger suggested military commanders had made the decision on the scene, and he did not want to override them.  Some suggested that the military had been following the example of the British military in the Falklands conflict.�  Others suggested the military was trying to cover up the shortcomings of the operation.�  But as General Sidle states, the military simply mistrusted the press based on its experience in Vietnam and did not want to compromise mission success or public support.�  

		Although never admitted, the military's distrust of the media at the time of the Grenada operation in 1983 had to be part of the reason for the media not being permitted on Grenada for the first two days, and only a pool was allowed on the third day.  It is interesting to note that, according to opinion polls conducted at the time, the public overwhelmingly agreed with the exclusion of the press.  Apparently, part of the reason was that the public agreed that the press had been too negative in the past.�



	 In spite of public support, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, General John Vessey, responded to media concerns by ordering a study on military-media relations.  The panel included both military and media personnel, and was chaired by General Sidle.  Its recommendations were aimed at reducing military-media tensions and overcoming security concerns.  The recommendations emphasized the importance of including public affairs in operational planning; the use of press pools in military situations where unlimited participation was not feasible; voluntary compliance with security guidelines; and communication between the military and the media.�

�FROM GRENADA TO THE GULF

	 The recommendations of the Sidle Commission were generally well received by both the media and the military.  One key concept, media pools, was implemented with mixed success.  The problem was that lessons learned during one pool activation were often forgotten by the next activation.  Success required continuing attention from both sides.�  

	The pool did not work well during the U.S. invasion of Panama in 1989.  It arrived late, and reporters were confined to a military base until the fighting was all but over.  The media again criticized the military for failing to provide adequate support.  But a number of reporters working without military escorts had harrowing experiences at the hands of Noriega supporters.�  This seemed to justify at least some of the precautions taken by the military.   

	 The 1991 Gulf War was another turning point in military-media relations.  Each side had plenty of criticisms for the other, but the American people generally gave high marks to both sides.  As we discuss the factors affecting the military-media relationship, we must keep the war in proper perspective.  Circumstances there gave the military considerable control over media access.  The government of Saudi Arabia traditionally did not allow western reporters to enter the country, and the press was only allowed in after the U.S. government intervened.  The remote location made it difficult for reporters to get there on their own.  Finally, there were limits on how many reporters the military could support in the field.  Lieutenant Colonel Virginia Pribyla, who served in the Joint Information Bureau in Dhahran during the Gulf War, says these circumstances were an "aberration" and not likely to be repeated.�

	III.  THE PROBLEM TODAY--SOURCES OF CONFLICT 



	It's clear that conflict has long been a theme of military-media relations.  But factors such as culture, competition, technology, and lack of experience provide ample sources of conflict today.  One source of conflict--press pools--deserves special attention.  A discussion of these factors provides a better understanding of the nature of military-media relations.

CULTURE

	"The conflict is cultural," says reporter Fred Reed in the Air Force Times.  "It won't go away."  Reed, an experienced military reporter, does not subscribe to the idea that mutual understanding will make the conflict disappear.  "Think who career military men are, and how they got there," says Reed.  They are generally people who work well in large organizations that put emphasis on neatness, order, and control.  Deference to authority and team spirit are important.�  New recruits are expected to succeed within the rules of the military, not to rewrite the rules.  Contrast that with the image of reporters, whom Reed suggests are almost independent to a fault.  Reporters, like much of the civilian world, do not like authority.  

		Further, the civilian world is disorderly, not too respectful of anything, and permits or even values individuality. . . .  They don't accept the group goals so important to the military. They dress funny. . . .  They don't come under any officer's authority, yet inexplicably they have the power to question generals without necessarily being very nice about it. . . .  

		The lack of control over the press galls the military.  The problem is not so much, I think, that the press is often critical, or usually ignorant.  Rather, the problem is that, damn it, we're supposed to think what Army policy says to think.  Get in line.  Get on the team.  Join the group.� 



	Bernard Trainor has seen the cultural divide from both sides.  He became a reporter after he retired as a lieutenant general from the Marine Corps in 1985.  Trainor goes a step further than Reed, arguing that the all-volunteer force has contributed to the conflict.  He says throughout the Cold War and Vietnam, the military "was at the forefront of American consciousness."  Nearly every family had a loved one in the military or at least subject to the draft.  Memories of World War II and Korea were fresher in the minds of older Americans.  But a highly competent, all-volunteer force helped isolate the military from the rest of society.  As society's values changed, the military retained its professional values.  Trainor argues that these factors helped create a sense of "moral elitism" that causes soldiers to look down on those who don't share the same values.�  Beyond these basic cultural differences, other factors also contribute to friction between the military and the press. 

 COMPETITION

	Military leaders who hope that the media will simply go away need to look at one of the key aspects of the news business--competition.  Competition drives journalists in several ways.  First, it means that more of them will likely be on hand to cover future conflicts.  It also drives some journalists to take great risks to get a story.  Finally, competition puts great pressure on some reporters to file their reports as rapidly as possible.  

	The number of journalists assigned to cover combat has steadily increased.   Prior to the invasion of Normandy in World War II, there were 461 reporters signed up at the Supreme Headquarters, Allied Expeditionary Force, to cover D-Day.  Of that number, 27 U.S. reporters went ashore with the first wave of troops.�  Estimates placed the number of print, radio, and newsreel reporters covering the Korean War at over 300.�  During Vietnam, the largest number of correspondents on any one day was 648.  During the invasion of Grenada, more than 700 reporters showed up on the island of Barbados requesting transportation to the operation.�  In 1989, U.S. Southern Command expected 25 or 30 reporters to cover the operation in Panama, and it was totally unprepared when more than ten times that number showed up.  Compare that to the 1600 journalists who were on hand by the end of the Gulf War in 1991.�  The most obvious reason for the increased number of reporters is that broadcast media did not come into its own until about the time of the Vietnam War.  Another reason is that news organizations from smaller markets want to send their own reporters to cover the action.  

	Competition may also lead some reporters to take considerable risks.  In Desert Storm, the Pentagon and the U.S. media had agreed that only pool reporters escorted by the military could cover actual combat.  But dozens of reporters, called "unilaterals" set out on their own to cover the fighting.  As in previous conflicts, unilaterals were often exposed to "amazing danger."�  One reporter, Paul McEnroe of the Minneapolis Star-Tribune, was arrested twice and shot at.  He was nearly killed when he came upon the crew of a Bradley Fighting Vehicle in the dark.�   During Desert Storm, four network news crews, equipped with satellite communications equipment, set out on their own for Kuwait City.  The CBS crew, which won this unofficial "race," drove along roads that had not been swept of hostile forces and was fired on by the Iraqis.  They also eluded military police and Saudi troops that had turned back crews from CNN and ITN.  The ABC crew, which had expected most of the action along Kuwait's southern border, arrived several hours behind CBS.  For their efforts, the CBS crew was able to broadcast many hours of live pictures of the liberation of Kuwait City.� 

	Eric Schmitt, Pentagon correspondent for the New York Times, provided a more recent example of the danger to reporters who are not part of a pool.  The incident involved Marines who had just come ashore in Operation Restore Hope in Somalia.  It was after dark when the Marines saw a vehicle coming at them at them at high speed.  They thought it was one of the "technicals" used by the warring factions in Somalia and almost fired on it.  It turned out to be a truck full of journalists, their telephoto lenses hanging over the side of the vehicle.  As Schmitt noted, the "media people were totally out of line."�  The impact to the operation of this near-tragedy can only be imagined.             

	Some reporters and military commanders argue that the safety of reporters who set out on their own should be of no concern to the military.  Assistant Secretary of Defense Pete Williams notes, "That's not realistic, because I couldn't ignore that even if I wanted to.  It's not morally possible."  Williams said Pentagon officials were on the phone to network executives nearly every day when a CBS News crew was missing during the Gulf War.  When the Iraqis captured another group of journalists after the cease�fire, news industry executives wrote to President Bush saying that U.S. forces should not withdraw until the journalists were released.  Williams concludes, "We must drop the pretense that the safety of journalists isn't the government's concern."� 

	For many of the major media organizations, competition means increased pressure to report the news as soon as possible.  "CNN sets the agenda," says John Fialka, who covered the Gulf War for the Wall Street Journal.  Fialka believes that editors had a mind set that if it was on CNN it was too old."�  Fialka cites case after case where war footage was never aired because it arrived too late.  A prime example occurred at the end of the ground war:

		Contributing to the chaos was a competitive frenzy among editors to get on to the next story:  the liberation of Kuwait City.  The ground war ended at 8:00 A.M., Saudi time, on February 28.  It was only then that most field commanders and combat troops were becoming free to talk about their exploits, but by then, reporters were rapidly vanishing from the battlefield.  They were rushing in droves to Kuwait City.

		Never mind that the freeing of Kuwait City was a largely symbolic event and that the experiences of the war are likely to fuel U.S. policy debates--especially budget debates--for years to come, the rush for news was driven in this war, as in no other, by the short attention span of television and its insatiable appetite for symbolic visuals.  Thus, the people who fought the war found little in the way of an audience interested in hearing their stories.�   



David Martin, who has covered the Pentagon for CBS news since 1983, writes,  "In television, the pressure to be first on a breaking story is enormous.  Journalists organize their day around it, often at the expense of pursuing other, more substantive stories."  Martin says, "Scoops give me credibility.  They convince the people I work for that I am plugged into the inner circuits of the Pentagon, and they are more likely to accept my judgments about what is important and what is not."  Martin also believes that the viewing public would prefer to see news as it happens, before "the government has had a chance to clean it up."�

	Finally, it is important to remember that competition doesn't drive all journalists the same way.  Eric Schmitt of the New York Times says "CNN drives editors who drive you crazy."  But Schmitt also emphasizes the importance of accuracy.�  Suzanne Schaeffer of the Associated Press says her "deadline is 24 hours a day," but is always aware that her reports become part of historical records.�  David A. Fulghum of Aviation Week might be able to work on his reports for a week or two.�  The "bottom line" is that large numbers of reporters, with varying needs, audiences, and motivations, will be present to cover any military action.  Many will bring new technology to rapidly transmit their stories back home.  

TECHNOLOGY

	Much has been written about military technology in the Gulf War, but media technology changed the nature of battlefield reporting.  Satellite communication systems delivered video images in real time from both sides of the war.  Reporters used laptop computers, electronic mail, fax machines, and portable satellite telephones to get their stories back to the U.S.  The combination of competition and technology will continue to affect military-media relations.  

	Improvements in technology have made it increasingly likely that reporters in future conflicts will have the equipment to broadcast live video images directly from the battlefield.  The CBS News crew who won the "race" to Kuwait City during Desert Storm had three Land Rovers carrying satellite communication equipment.  This state-of-the-art gear, worth about a million dollars, was broken down into seven boxes weighing nearly a ton.  The crew also had generators, satellite telephones, and navigation equipment.  More than once, they stopped to make live broadcasts from the battlefield.�  Of course advanced technology has not been confined to Desert Storm.  Marines wading ashore in Operation Restore Hope in Somalia were blinded by lights from video cameras.  When U.S. forces returned to Somalia in February 1995, CNN broadcast live pictures of the landing.     

	Communication equipment continues to get smaller, more portable, and more affordable.  Hundreds of satellite news vehicles are used today by networks and local stations, many in relatively small news markets.  These systems are housed in vehicles as small as a regular passenger van.  Manufacturers such as BAF Communications also market "flyaway" systems small enough to be checked with baggage on commercial airliners.  The antenna dish measures 1.5 meters across when assembled, and the whole system is carried in eight cases.�  These systems greatly increase the potential for live reports from the battlefield. 

		Hand-held television cameras, folding satellite dishes in panel trucks, 1,600 correspondents swarming over the Gulf area, a CNN so ubiquitous that it was broadcasting every hour from the enemy capital, the vastly different locale for the battles, and news from neutral countries all changed the situation.  The highly honed training of the U.S. armed forces was matched by the skills of journalists.

		. . . no amount of control in the Pentagon, in Riyadh, or Dhahran would have prevented international television crews from working in Baghdad, Cairo, or Amman.  If there had been censorship in the United States, it would not have applied to India, Turkey, Israel, Western Europe, or the Soviet Union.  Television works past censorship.  Television news is with us, and the genie cannot be put back in the bottle.� 



The combination of a highly competitive press and advancing communication technology makes it likely that the military will have less control over coverage of future operations.  

LACK OF EXPERIENCE

	A common complaint in the military is that journalists today have little military experience.  In the military's view, this leads to shallow reporting that reflects little appreciation of the challenges of military operations.  Many in the media agree they lack military experience, but they contend that basic journalistic skills are more important than their professional background.  Moreover, the experience issue works two ways.

	Most everyone agrees that the military experience of reporters on the defense beat has steadily decreased.  Since the draft was abolished in 1973, today's reporters have had fewer opportunities for military service than their predecessors.  Eric Schmitt, who covers the Pentagon for the New York Times, agrees this is a "valid concern," and that there are younger people in journalism today.�  But the reasons for the decline in experience go beyond the end of the draft and the smaller size of the military.

	Many editors believe that basic reporting skills are more important than a strong background in the subject being covered.  They believe it is important to rotate journalists among different assignments every few years.  This broadens their experience and ensures they don't get too friendly with the people they are there to cover.  The problem, according to Brigadier General H. E. Robertson, is that "This sort of 'general assignments' approach to reporting yields an uneducated, out-of-context, and uninformed body of reporting that does not serve governance nor does it serve the governed very well.  It serves only assignment editors well.  Period!"  General Robertson, a former Chief of Public Affairs for the Secretary of the Air Force, went on to tell his Air War College audience in 1992: 

		Society has become complex.  Too complex.  Information and its interpretation has become as complex as this society that produces it.  And yet few news organizations invest in the training and education of their reporters to properly prepare them to understand the complexities of the institutions and society that they are to report on and interpret to a larger reading, viewing or listening public.  This approach has consequences for the public.  They don't get informed reporting, they get formula reporting.  "This source said this."  "That source said that."�



Reporters' military experience has been declining while the complexity of the military has been increasing.  The implication is that the quality of defense reporting has suffered.  A classic example was the coverage of the U.S. raid on Libya in 1986.  When spokesmen in Europe expressed serious concern about the raid, it was sometimes reported in the press as the "worst crisis in the history of the [NATO] alliance," ignoring previous crises over the Suez Canal and Afghanistan.�  But military leaders who would like to see more experienced reporters on the defense beat need to check out the media's perspective.

	Editors are not about to let the military decide who should cover a story.  That's a decision editors reserve for themselves, just as no commander would allow the media to dictate tactical operations.  Both editors and commanders rotate people among assignments to broaden their careers.  Except for senior officers who sometimes bring along a favorite reporter, the military has historically let the media decide who covers a story.

	The case of David A. Fulghum, who covered the Gulf War for Aviation Week and Space Technology, illustrates the dilemma.  Fulghum felt his extensive experience covering the military qualified him for one of the limited number of spaces in the print pool during the war.  But the pool was run by reporters from major weekly newsmagazines who systematically excluded him, even as more slots became available.�  The reason Fulghum was excluded was competition.  It was "survival of the fittest," according to the New York Times' Eric Schmitt.�  A wide variety of organizations competed for a limited number of slots in the pool.  Fulghum felt the military should have intervened on his behalf--even his fellow reporters agreed his insights would have been helpful.�  But reporters from the big papers and magazines were going to reach many more people.  Is this an issue the military needs to address?  As we'll see later, perhaps there is something that the military can do.      

	Perhaps the real experience problem is on the military side.  Most military officers never deal with the media until they are very senior in rank, a view echoed by many public affairs officers.  General Robertson says most officers believe talking to a reporter is a "zero-sum game," where one side is always the loser.�  Lieutenant Colonel Pribyla says it's like going to the dentist.  "You know it's a good idea, but the pain you anticipate keeps you from doing the right thing."�  This means that many officers' first contact with the media comes in the middle of a crisis, like when a plane crashes on their base.  

PRESS POOLS

	How good has the military been at supporting the press in combat?  The results are mixed at best.  One means of controlling the media--and therefore an inherent source of conflict--are press pools.  A closer look at press pools in the Gulf War will illustrate how they are supposed to work and what happens when they don't.

	The fundamental purpose of press pools was to provide media access to combat zones when no other means were feasible.  This was the case in the Gulf War, which had a remote desert location and a host Saudi government that traditionally opposed large numbers of western journalists in its country.  Pete Williams attempted to negotiate a middle ground between the Saudis and the increasing demands of the press for greater access.  One of Williams' first actions was to establish a Joint Information Bureau in Dhahran with a pool of 17 journalists.  By the end of the conflict there were 24 pools with as many as 192 journalists at any one time.�  The military established the number that could be assigned.  The journalists handled pool administration and assignments themselves.

	To be a part of a pool, journalists had to agree to a number of guidelines and restrictions designed to protect the security of military operations.  Reporters were also required to accept military escorts when gathering information, and to submit their stories to public affairs officers for security review.  The press could appeal decisions it didn't agree with, and the final decision to publish was left with the press.  However, in practice the review process took so long that the press might no longer consider the story newsworthy.  In return for accepting these restrictions, the military was to provide access to combat units, transportation, and communications support to transmit stories back home.�    

	The military often failed to provide the support reporters needed to do their jobs.  First, the Army didn't have the equipment to transmit the reporters' stories.  There were no satellite phones for the reporters to use, and neither the Army's field telephones nor tactical fax machines were compatible with the Saudi phone system.  To make up for the lack of communication equipment, the Army designed a "pony express" system of couriers to carry stories, film, and video back to where it could be forwarded home.  Unfortunately, these couriers were "hopelessly understaffed, underequipped, and poorly trained."  Reports were often delayed or lost entirely.�  John Fialka cites numerous examples from the Army's VII Corps that fought one of the most significant battles of the war.  Reporters in the corps' rear area, realizing they had an important story, asked their escorts to take them to pay telephones two hours away.  Their request was denied due to a "terrorist threat."  Given their desert location, the reporters thought this was ridiculous and screamed at the public affairs officer.

		Screaming at Major Cook rarely accomplished anything, although many journalists tried it.  The press office of VII Corps had its own plodding rhythm.  There was the Jayhawk, the corp's newspaper, to get out.  There was the continuing dialogue about whether the soldiers from the Kentucky and Tennessee National Guard detachments would do the donkey work or whether Cook's people would do it.�



	Martha Teichner, a veteran war correspondent for CBS News, had similar experiences.  When she was told she couldn't cover the 1st Armored Division because the Army didn't have the required equipment, her cameraman brought a vehicle, sleeping bags, lanterns, and other necessary equipment from Dhahran.  Then her military escort kept getting lost in the desert.  Ms Teichner became convinced there was almost no chance of any of her stories getting back in time to be aired.  She also worried that they might drive into a minefield.  She gave up and ended up covering the ground war from Dhahran.  "I came back to Dhahran absolutely heartbroken, but there I was on television constantly.  There was every incentive in this war to be a hotel warrior."�  Reporters' lack of access to the action and to communication facilities prevented many stories from making the news.  To reporters, this was the same as censorship.  "Military censorship, in the literal sense of the word, was not the problem.  Only five reports, 0.03 percent of those filed during and before the war, were sent to Washington for final review.  Of those, only one was changed, according to the Pentagon."�  

	Pete Williams echoed much of what the press had said:

		We could have done a better job of helping reporters in the field.  Judging from what I've heard from reporters who went out on the pools, we had some outstanding escorts.  But we must improve the process.  Escort officers shouldn't throw themselves in front of the camera when one of the troops utters a forbidden word--as happens on that piece of ABC News tape from last fall that is shown every time there's a program about the press.  We need to teach public affairs personnel how to do their jobs so that reporters won't feel their interview subjects are being intimidated.

		Our first obligation to the press is to get reporters out with the action, so that journalists are eye witnesses to history. . . .  But we must do a better job at getting the stories back to the press center.  Some units did well, using computer modems and tactical telephone fax machines.  The Marines seemed to do the best at using the technology of the 1990s to get their stories back.  Others didn't do so well.  I've heard from reporters who said their stories were delayed for several days.  If reporters fear that we will not perform the mission of getting their stories back to file, their frustrations will lead them to strike out on their own, serving neither the public interest, the press, nor the military.�



The problems of press pools in the Gulf War illustrate many of the factors bearing on the military-media conflict.  A positive approach to dealing with the media can overcome these problems and offers advantages to the military.  



	IV.  A NEW STRATEGY OF ENGAGEMENT AND ENLARGEMENT

	What should the military do to respond to the challenges posed by culture, competition, technology, and lack of experience?  Culture and a history of conflict make it difficult for the military to implement or even recognize the solution.  The myriad ways the military and the media can clash make it impossible to develop a set of rules to follow in every situation.  Stating the answer in the lexicon of the national security strategy--engagement and enlargement--gives military leaders a practical approach to use in dealing with the media.

	Engagement means that the military first has to provide the support the media need.  It includes providing access to military operations and the means to get the story back home.  This doesn't mean compromising a military operation to accommodate journalists.  Nor does it mean stonewalling or misleading them when the story might be embarrassing.  The heart of this strategy is the conviction that the military has an important, positive message it's proud to convey, and that the public has a right and a need to know.  Does this mean commanders must cater to the whims of every reporter, no matter how unscrupulous the reporter is?  Clearly the answer is no.  "Cautious engagement" is the gospel taught by Major Andy Bourland, Media Advisor to Air University.  Experienced public affairs officers can help commanders identify the small minority of reporters who can't be trusted.  

	Enlargement, the second half of the military's strategy of dealing with the media, means expanding the media's knowledge of the military and increasing the number of reporters who have access to military operations.  Commanders at all levels are the best judge of how many reporters they can accommodate on a given mission.  The number will always be based on a good faith assessment of safety, security, and logistics considerations.  

	The idea of positive engagement between the military and the media isn't new.  Following Desert Storm, representatives of DOD and the media met for eight months to discuss ways to improve combat coverage.  Remarkably, they agreed on nine out of ten principles.  (See Attachment One).  They affirmed the need for open and independent reporting.  Pools will be used only when required and for the shortest possible time.  The military agreed to provide access to all major military units and to provide transportation and communication support.  The journalists agreed to rules designed to protect security.  One area of disagreement involved security review.  The military wanted to review reports that might contain information that could endanger security.  The media felt it could be trusted to abide by the rules without prior review.  

	Leaders of some 20 major news organizations endorsed the guidelines.  But to many members of the press, this latest set of principles was "deja vu all over again."  They were largely the same as the recommendations of the Sidle Commission in 1984.  To skeptical members of the press, the military must be more faithful in implementing the guidelines in the future.  To members of the military, increasing numbers of reporters, technology, and competition remain cause for concern.�  Clearly, many military leaders still need to be convinced of the advantages of supporting the media.   

ADVANTAGES	

	Most everyone today accepts that public opinion is essential to the success of military operations.  Engaging the media is the key to gaining public support.  

		Without public backing, wars fail.  We need public support to field strong forces and to turn combat success into political victory--getting what we want from the foe without losing what we have, like loyal allies, domestic tranquility and so forth.



		That depends less on fighting than it does on how the world reacts to fighting (its causes and conducts as well as outcome).

		We cannot just fight.  We must take sound diplomatic, economic, social, and cultural measures and communicate them well.�



Engaging the media helps the military tell its side of the story.  Press briefings and cockpit video give one perspective.  But at least as important are the experiences of the soldiers, sailors, airmen, and Marines who execute the mission.  Assigning reporters to combat units also helps bridge the cultural gap between the military and the media.�  

	Journalists assigned to units put a human face on stories by communicating the individual experiences of those they are covering.  This proved consistently true in the Gulf War.  

		While many disliked the often too detailed and probing press accounts, because they appeared more revealing than necessary, these same audience members no doubt took comfort in the degree of confidence and the sense of reassurance that resulted from interviews with military personnel both at the front as well as in rear support areas.

		At the same time, by limiting access to the front, the military appeared to be engaged in a self-defeating strategy when it came to publicity.  Almost without exception, each time U.S. military personnel appeared on camera, the experience was a positive reinforcement of the military's primary mission.  Virtually everyone in uniform, from top to bottom, scored decisive wins in all encounters with the press.�



	Another important advantage of engaging the media stems from the fact that the press are likely to be there anyway, whether the military supports them or not.  Military leaders cannot control competition, nor can they stop reporters who set out on their own.  They cannot control what reporters are going to say.  But they can ensure that reporters have access to the information they need.  There were numerous examples during the Gulf War where media access ensured both sides of the story were told.  On-scene reporters were effectively able to counter Iraqi propaganda that the U.S. had intentionally bombed civilian targets.  News video showed that the infamous "baby milk plant" was really a military facility.  When Iraq claimed victory in the battle for Khafji, U.S. reporters documented the truth.�  On the other hand, the achievements of the Army's VII Corps went underreported because reporters couldn't get their stories out in time.  

	What about the "60 Minutes" type of ambush report?  A strategy of cautious engagement is still the best approach.  Not talking to reporters does not stop them from doing a negative report.  It merely ensures they don't have access to all the facts or to both sides of the story.  Lieutenant Colonel Pribyla acknowledges that you have to be careful of who you're talking to.  Refusing to talk to reporters "makes you look guilty, like you have something to hide," and they will likely run the story with or without you.�  Even the edited interview provides an opportunity to get out at least part of your story.  Lieutenant Colonel Pribyla classifies only five percent of reporters as "negative."  Lieutenant Colonel Mike Gannon concurs, saying that in 24 years in public affairs he has had only once incident where he felt he wasn't treated fairly by the press.�  Military leaders need to understand that unscrupulous reporters are a minority.  Most reporters depend on their reputations to get access to stories and to maintain credibility with their audience.  

	Engagement and enlargement improves journalists' military experience and knowledge.  Giving reporters access helps them appreciate the complexities of military operations, and that the "final outcome is seldom clear."�  CBS' David Martin says his experience helps him keeps things in perspective.  Martin notes that you don't need experience to recognize screwups, but after a while you learn to expect that things will go wrong with complex operations.�  Eric Schmitt works hard on his own to broaden his military experience.  He tries to get out in the field--to ride in subs, planes, or tanks--at least once a month.  "Without experience," he says, "Reporters have to work harder to be fair."�  There is a reciprocal benefit to the military as well.  More reporters in the field increases the military's contact with the press, improving understanding on both sides.

	What about security, one of military leaders' biggest concerns?  Experienced reporters who have been exposed to war plans in advance have repeatedly shown they are capable of properly handling the information.  For example, David Martin had fairly detailed information on the operation against a warlord in Somalia, but held his report until after the operation began.�  Likewise, CNN's Jamie McIntyre delayed a report that could have tipped off the target of the operation.�  John Fialka and others kept their considerable knowledge of the VII Corps' activities in Desert Storm a secret, preserving the surprise of the operation.  Protecting operational security is not simply a question of whether or not the press can be trusted.

	In their book Best Laid Plans, David Martin and John Walcott show how difficult it is to achieve military surprise, especially in peacetime.  Reporters are not disloyal or cavalier about the lives of American servicemen, they say.  When they learn about an operation, it is from government officials who leak information.  The planning for the 1986 U.S. raid on Libya was typical:

		Some liked to impress reporters with how much they knew; others wanted to show the world the United States really was doing something about the problem at hand; still others didn't like what was happening and tried to kill it by exposure.  Add to that mixture of motives the intense competition among news organizations for "scoops," and almost no secret was safe.� 



Today, political leaders are well aware that today's broadcast technology provides the means for their message to be flashed instantly to capitals around the world.  "CNN is the vehicle for government to get out information rapidly," says Martin, "if you want fast turn around on your leak."  Martin suggests that when Iraq threatened Kuwait in late 1994, the White House used CNN to signal Saddam Hussein that the U.S. was aware of exactly what he was doing.�

	Finally, engagement and enlargement gives the American public what it wants--news about their sons and daughters overseas.  Gregory James was a Life magazine reporter in the Gulf War who met a tank platoon of 16 men as they arrived in Saudi Arabia and offered to follow them through the entire war.   He spent weeks with the men in the field, then went back home to write moving stories about what conditions were like and about the impact of separation on families.  Yet when he returned to Saudi Arabia, he was denied access to the unit.  The Army's explanation was the need for secrecy, but reporters speculated that the Army was upset with the use of profanity in James' articles.  As John Fialka noted, James may have been the closest thing to Ernie Pyle in the Gulf War.�  Was denying him access a disservice to the American public?  After all, the folks at home want to know.  Perhaps even more importantly, they have a right to know.  

THE MARINES

	The Marines Corps' approach to media relations during the Gulf War clearly illustrates the advantages of the engagement and enlargement strategy.  The Corps' success in dealing with the media began as a commitment of senior leadership.  The Marines recognized that Americans would want to know how they were doing.  In overcoming the problems faced by all services, the Marines succeeded in getting more than their share of good publicity.

	Marine policy toward the press extended to all levels of the Corps.  Less than three weeks after the start of Desert Shield, Lieutenant General Walter E. Boomer, Commanding General, 1st Marine Expeditionary Force, sent the following guidance to his subordinate commanders:

		Operation Desert Shield and related current events have captured worldwide attention and are the subject of intense news media scrutiny.  CMC [Commandant of the Marine Corps, then General A. M. Gray] desires maximum media coverage of USMC [Marine Corps] participation within the bounds of opsec.  This operation can demonstrate to Americans the flexibility, deployability, sustainability, and combat power of the Marine Corps and our combined arms capabilities. . . .

		The long-term success of Desert Shield depends in great measure on support of the American people.  The news media are the tools through which we can tell Americans about the dedication, motivation, and sacrifices of their Marines.  Commanders should include public affairs requirements in their operational planning to ensure that the accomplishments of our Marines are reported to the public.�   



Colonel John M. Shotwell, the Marines' Chief of Public Affairs in the Gulf War, said "Our philosophy was simple.  We were proud of our Marines and what they were doing in Desert Shield, and we wanted to show them off."  

	The Marine Corps' success in getting its story told often depended on the ingenuity of its enlisted men and women.  One Marine Chief Warrant Officer, Eric R. Carlson, devised a way of getting news back from the 1st Marine Division in minutes.  After reporters typed their stories on a laptop computer, Carlson would take the computer disc to the Marine field communication center and have the story transmitted to Marine headquarters in Jubail.  There it was printed and faxed to the Joint Information Bureau in Dhahran.  This process saved days over the Army's "pony express" system.  But there were other examples of the Marines' dedication.  Marine Lance Corporal Brett W. Beard was given a pouch containing a video tape from a CNN crew and film from a Los Angeles Times photographer showing some of the first moments of the war.  Corporal Beard was to ride back on an ammunition truck to a Marine logistics base, but because of the success of the operation that day, no trucks were going back.  Beard then set out on his own, walking at night across 15 miles of desert.  He was later awarded the Navy Achievement Medal for his efforts.  There were many other examples.  One unit set up a portable satellite telephone for a reporter trapped in a foxhole by a desert windstorm.  Another flagged down a helicopter to send back key footage of the ground war.�  Efforts like these won the public relations war for the Marines.

	"The reports coming out of our pools were so uniformly positive that some correspondents cooling their heels in Dhahran refused to use them," said Colonel Shotwell.  "Some of our pool journalists were even accused by their colleagues of being co-opted by the Marines."  Shotwell acknowledged that the Marines received a "disproportionate share of the war's publicity."�  Public reaction to early reports from the major television networks was "astounding."  The Marines were showered with "Any Marine" mail from America.  

	It's interesting to note that while the Marines worked hard to support the press, that didn't mean they always liked it.  "We didn't view the news media as a group of people we were supposed to schmooze," said CWO Carlson.  "We regarded them as an environmental feature of the battlefield, kind of like rain.  If it rains you operate wet."  In addition, reporters created logistical problems, sometimes got in the way during training, and presented a security threat.�  With few exceptions, Marines expected the reporters assigned to their units to live the same way the Marines did and gave them no special treatment.  Of course there were stories critical of the Marines, mostly centered on the complaints of individual Marines about the heat, boredom, uncertainty, etc.  However, Colonel Shotwell notes that these stories were noteworthy because they were rare and because of the Marine commanders' reaction to them.  Most focused on resolving the complaints, rather than trying to restrict the media.

		Some of our commanders actually began to enjoy having reporters around.  In many cases they were the only Americans that our Marines and Sailors saw throughout the deployment.  They brought news from home.  Friendships and relationships developed between the journalists and the troops they covered.  Marines grew accustomed to having journalists in their midst, and this paid dividends later on as we prepared to take the media through the breach.�



	In summary, the Marine approach to media relations in the Gulf War clearly illustrates the advantages of the engagement and enlargement strategy.  It began with confidence in the ability of individual Marines and a desire to show them off.  Marine Corps' senior leadership then directed subordinate commanders to engage the media.  Commanders, public affairs officers, and individual Marines accepted this philosophy and resourcefully carried it out.  The result was overwhelmingly positive coverage throughout the war.    

OPERATIONS OTHER THAN WAR

	The emphasis of this report is on military-media relations in combat.  But if the experiences since the Gulf War are any indication, soldiers and reporters are more likely to find themselves in peacekeeping, peacemaking, or humanitarian relief operations.  These operations differ from combat, and add some new challenges--and opportunities--to the military-media relationship.

	One difference is that operations other than war are often conducted in locations where reporters are already in place.�  This was true for the early reports on the invasion of Panama and for Operation Restore Hope in Somalia.  Once ashore in Somalia, Marine public affairs officers reached out to include journalists who had not been part of the media pool.  This helped ensure reporters had more complete information on what was happening.  Operation Restore Hope demonstrated another unique aspect of humanitarian operations, in that the military was restricted to its compound and the press was free to move among the population.  As Lieutenant Colonel Gannon, who served in Somalia noted, reporters in these situations can often provide helpful information to the military.�

	Operations other than war may also present security problems that differ from combat.  Some operations may be conducted without the need for secrecy and surprise inherent in most combat operations.  For example, Pentagon public affairs officers spent weeks meeting with media representatives to plan for the evacuation of UN troops from Somalia in February 1995.�  Finally, since operations other than war are often conducted by a UN-sponsored force, members of the military must keep in mind who they represent.  Public affairs officers in a UN mission speak for all nations.  Their comments may be relayed to audiences around the world.  It is therefore vital to emphasize the combined nature of the operation and not overplay the U.S. role.�   

THE FUTURE

	News from the most recent skirmishes in the military-media conflict is encouraging.  There is evidence that the military is learning the benefits of supporting the press.  John Fialka, who accompanied Special Operations Forces in Haiti, said the Army was much more open and helpful than in Desert Storm.  He said it was if the Army was from a "different country."  Fialka went everywhere with his unit and received great support.  He said Haiti was a "shining moment for the military" because of the way U.S. soldiers handled their mission.  The Haitians felt the soldiers were "nine feet tall."�  

	The February 1995 operation to evacuate UN peacekeepers from Somalia may be a model of military-media cooperation.  David Martin noted that Pentagon public affairs officers had been planning for weeks on how best to support the press during the operation.  Martin said they went into "enormous detail," asking things like how big the helicopter needed to be to fly in the media's satellite ground station.  He believes the Pentagon has made a policy decision that says "we've got the best military in the world and we're going to show it."�

	Surprisingly, Martin is not altogether comfortable with the military's recent success in dealing with the press.  He says there is a fine line between trying to get out the story and trying to manipulate the media.  Martin can't remember anyone trying to "stonewall" him recently.  He wishes he would get stonewalled so he would have go after a story like he used to.  Martin offered one final caution:  Look at what happened to other agencies that had been the subject of adoring coverage, like NASA.  "Sooner or later it blows up in your face."�

	V.  SUMMARY

	The military and the media have a long history of conflict, based on the roles envisioned by the framers of the Constitution.  Today, the conflict can best be explained by factors such as the cultural differences between the military and the media.  Competition and technology are also powerful driving forces for the media.  Their combined impact is that large numbers of reporters, many with the capability to communicate instantly anywhere in the world, will likely cover future operations.  But in spite of the increasing complexity of the modern battlefield, the military experience of reporters is declining.  

	The military's performance in supporting the media has been mixed at best.  Press pools have traditionally been a major source of frustration for the media.  This frustration was acute in recent operations such as Desert Storm, where major stories went unreported because of a lack of support from the military.  Of all the services, the Marines seem to best understand the media and have scored decisive public relations successes.  The Army has done the worst at media relations, but is improving.  

	Military commanders are key to a strategy of engaging the media and increasing reporters' access to military operations.  Similar strategies have been proposed before, but often fail because the military fails to provide the required support.  This support has improved in recent operations in Haiti and Somalia, but whether this trend continues remains to be seen. 

CONCLUSION 

	A strategy of engagement and enlargement offers today's military leaders a number of important benefits in dealing with the media.  The most important is that it helps the military tell its story, a story that most in today's military are proud to tell.  It gives a human face to stories about threats and hardware.  It acknowledges that the press is just as likely to file its reports whether the military supports it or not.  It recognizes that experienced reporters are best equipped to understand the complexity and protect the security of military operations.  The strategy has to be executed by commanders at all levels who best know how many reporters their units can support.  

	Some believe that military-media relations are better today than at any time in recent memory.  Yet history shows this won't last forever.  The key message is this:  the press is always going to be there.  Military leaders can't guarantee good coverage, any more than they can dictate what the press will say.  But military leaders who successfully engage the press have the best chance of getting their side of the story before the American public.
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	APPENDIX A�PRIVATE ��



	PRINCIPLES OF COMBAT COVERAGE



1.  Open and independent reporting will be the principal means of coverage of U.S. military operations.



2.  Pools are not to serve as the standard means of covering U.S. military operations.  Pools may sometimes provide the only feasible means of early access to a military operation.  Pools should be as large as possible and disbanded at the earliest opportunity--within 24 to 36 hours when possible.  The arrival of early access pools will not cancel the principle of independent coverage for journalists already in the area.



3.  Even under conditions of open coverage, pools may be appropriate for specific events, such as those at extremely remote locations or where space is limited.



4.  Journalists is a combat zone will be credentialed by the U.S. military and will be required to abide by a clear set of military security ground rules that protect U.S. forces and their operations.  Violation of the ground rules can result in suspension of credentials and expulsion from the combat zone of the journalist involved.  News organizations will make their best efforts to assign experienced journalists to combat operations and to make them familiar with U.S. military operations.  



5.  Journalists will be provided access to all major military units.  Special Operations restrictions may limit access in some cases.



6.  Military public affairs officers should act as liaisons but should not interfere with the reporting process.



7.  Under conditions of open coverage, field commanders should be instructed to permit journalists to ride on miliary vehicles and aircraft whenever feasible.  The military will be responsible for transportation of pools.  



8.  Consistent with its capabilities, the military will supply PAOs with facilities to enable timely, secure, compatible transmission of pool material and will make these facilities available whenever possible for filing independent coverage.  In cases when government facilities are unavailable, journalists, will, as always, file by any other means available.  The military will not ban communications systems operated by news organizations, but electromagnetic operational security in battlefield situations may require limited restrictions on the use of such systems.  



9.  These principles will apply as well to the operations of the standing DoD national Media Pool system.



Note:  News organizations and the military could not agree on a principle, proposed by the news organizations, regarding security review:



     The news organizations originally proposed ten principles.  One dealt with security reviews and said:  "News material--words and pictures--will not be subject to security review."



     The Pentagon proposed instead a principle that said:  "Military operational security may require review of news material for conformance to reporting ground rules."



     This fundamental disagreement could not be bridged.  

�APPENDIX B�PRIVATE ��



	INTERVIEW QUESTIONS



-	What are your impressions of military-media relations?  Can you illustrate with your personal experiences/anecdotes?



-	What are your impressions of the principles of media coverage of U.S. forces in combat?



-	What are your impressions of press pools?



-	What are your impressions of military support for the press?



	--	What, if anything, can the military do better?



-	Do you see any difference in covering war and operations other than war?



-	Would you comment on competition in the media and its impact on military coverage?



-	What are your impressions of the impact of technology on coverage of combat?



-	It has been said that news organizations are becoming more international in character.  Would you care to comment?



-	Please comment on these concerns of the military:



	--	Media coverage versus operational security.



	--	Public support for military operations.



-	Do you have any personal stories to illustrate your view of military-media relations?



-	Can you suggest other sources or someone else I should talk to?



-	Is there anything else you'd like to add?



-	Can I call you back if I have more questions?  Can I quote you?



-	Would you like a copy when I'm done?



�
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