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ABSTRACT


With advances in technology and the media's ability to report events as they occur, military authorities can no longer realistically hope to maintain operations security by denying information to the media.  In today and tomorrow's media environment, a better approach over past actions to decrease an enemy's military effectiveness is information overload--provide the enemy more information than he can reasonably assimilate.  


The military/media relationship evolved from extremes of cooperation during World War II, through growing adversarial conditions during the Korea and Vietnam conflicts, to a new dynamic wherein real-time broadcasts piqued a hunger for information to fill 24-hour coverage during the Gulf War.  The two-dimensional model presented below illustrates this relationship.
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The Enemy Effectiveness/Media Information (EE/MI) model shows how an enemy's military effectiveness has been influenced by the amount of information available through the media. 

 The model is divided into Regions A, B and C.  Region A represents a time when the U.S. Military and the media cooperated to reduce the news information available to the enemy.  As a result, enemy effectiveness declined.  Region B depicts an era when military/ media relations soured and more information became available to the enemy through various media sources, resulting in increased enemy effectiveness.  Finally, Region C describes the present and future states where communication technology allows for overwhelming increases in media information available to the enemy, producing a decrease in his effectiveness.  The critical shift from Region B to C occurs when information overload is achieved, i.e., the enemy now cannot credibly respond to all the media information availed him.  


Historical analysis supports the EE/MI model.  World War II lies in Region A, where the media cooperated with the military to deny the enemy information through the news.  The Korean experience characterizes the transition from Region A to B.  In this conflict, friction resulted because the military operated in Region A while other factors drove the media to Region B.  Vietnam, Grenada, and Panama progressed along the continuum exemplified by Region B.  Desert Shield/Storm marks a shift toward Region C.  Here the enemy's effectiveness decreased due to increased media information.  Future conflicts will also be characterized by Region C –  increased media information, decreasing enemy effectiveness.


Our research concludes the military can no longer keep operations secure by denying information to the media.  Advancing communication technology will not permit clinging to past ways.  Therefore, to decrease the enemy's military effectiveness, a new military/media construct must be adopted.  The military and media should cooperate in flooding news networks with information to create information overload.  This overload will force the enemy to focus on many diverse scenarios, making it impossible to discern valid intelligence data.

OUTLINE

THESIS:
With advances in technology and the media's ability to report events in real time, it is no longer realistic to maintain operations security by denying information to the media; therefore, the proposition is that the enemy's military effectiveness be decreased through information overload.





I.
Advances in technology have allowed the media to broadcast from the battlefield in real time around the clock.






A.
A historical review from World War II through Desert Storm illustrates the impact technology had on broadcasting.







1.
Each conflict shows different levels of cooperation between the media and the military.







2.
Today's high-tech media environment and the demand for information drive the media to provide total coverage of the conflict.






B.
The dynamic balance between available media information and enemy effectiveness can be modeled.





II.
The Enemy Effectiveness/Media Information (EE/MI) model shows how the enemy's military effectiveness is influenced by the amount of information available through the media.






A.
The model is divided into Regions A, B and C.







1.
Region A reflects a condition of reduced media information available to the enemy and reduced enemy effectiveness because of this lack of information. 







2.
Region B depicts a condition of more information being available to the enemy, with the result being increased enemy effectiveness.   







3.
Region C shows a third condition wherein greatly increased media information available to the enemy eventually results in decreased enemy effectiveness. 






B.
The transition from Region A to B is based upon increased information available through the media and, the shift to Region C occurs when information overload is achieved. 





III.
World War II lies in Region A where the media cooperated with the military to deny the enemy information from news sources.






A.
Technology mostly restricted the media to printed word, newsreels and radio broadcasts. 







B.
Cooperation between the military and the media shaped war reporting.  







1.
The media supported the censorship imposed by the military.







2.
The media suppressed sensitive information that would compromise operations security and benefit the enemy.





IV.
The Korean and the Vietnam Wars represent a shift on the continuum.






A.
The Korean War exemplifies a transition from Region A to B.  The military operated in Region A, while other factors drove the media to Region B.







1.
Although the Korean War was the first war covered by television, the networks were ill prepared to provide television coverage; traditional media coverage prevailed.

 





2.
Voluntary and military censorship failed due to the new technology available and the resulting competition between reporters.







3.
The media reported information that benefited the enemy.






B.
Vietnam is modeled by Region B.







1.
The evolving technological capabilities brought the Vietnam War to America's living rooms on a daily basis and increased the demand for coverage.







2.
Although there was no censorship, the military attempted to control the media by withholding information and periodically denying access to the front.








a.
The military-media relationship deteriorated and reporters began providing accounts critical of the American war effort.








b.
The military attempted to launch their own media campaign but the plan backfired.





V.
Region B Contingency Operations:  Grenada and Panama.






A.
Grenada rests in Region B.







1.
In spite of the military's attempts to eliminate media participation at the beginning of the operation, radio broadcasts reported on the impending operation the day before.







2.
The attempt to restrict media coverage became futile and resulted in heated debates on whether the media should have been excluded from covering the battle.






B.
Panama lies in Region B.







1.
This operation was the first test of the new media pool concept, which was a result of Grenada shortcomings.







2.
Although the media pool idea failed, technology permitted the ready transmission of television news, telephone reports and wire copy.  







3.
The news of the impending operation was reported by the media before the assault.







4.
The lack of initial on-scene coverage prompted the media to turn to military analysts.   





VI.
Desert Shield/Storm is characterized by the transition from Region B to C where the enemy's effectiveness had begun to decrease due to increased media information.






A.
The Gulf War became known as the "CNN War."






B.
Communication technology, especially satellite technology, changed how the media covered this conflict.






C.
The military and the media each recognized operational security as a concern.






D.
The military at times used the press as a force multiplier.




VII.
Future conflicts will operate in Region C where the enemy's effectiveness can be decreased through vast increases in media information.






A.
The military will not be able to control what the media broadcast during future conflicts.






B.
Because of the global nature of the news networks, the enemy will undoubtedly have access to various broadcasts and will use them as an intelligence source.  






C.
The media has the capability of producing information overload upon the enemy, thereby reducing his military effectiveness.





VIII.
In the future, the media will be able to circumvent military attempts to impose controls on their reporting.  Consequently, the military should follow the EE/MI model and provide to the media more information than the enemy can digest, creating information overload and decreasing his effectiveness.

The Impact of Media Information on Enemy Effectiveness:

a Model for Conflict

Introduction


Desert Storm was the first global information war.  A historical analysis of the media's impact on U.S. Military operations led to the creation of the Enemy Effectiveness/Media Information (EE/MI) model introduced in this study.  The EE/MI model graphically illustrates the impacts of past military/media relationships on enemy effectiveness and forecasts future potentialities.


In 1990, Americans became mesmerized as they watched the first video coverage of a war in real time.  The fireworks over Baghdad and the SCUD attacks on Riyadh were tailor-made for television.  This media coverage fired America's imagination and captured the enemy's attention.  The most important effect of this global, real-time video coverage may not have been the 24-hour news barrage, but the information value it offered both sides of the conflict.  Desert Storm was the latest evolution of information warfare where the combatants monitored live broadcasts for intelligence value.

This "war-in-a-glass-bottle" differed from any previous conflict, not only on the technical level of the weapons employed, but in the symbiotic effect of real-time media coverage.  For the first time, adversaries watched their televisions and tuned to the satellite feeds from global news networks for intelligence information.  Television news crews often arrived first on scene, giving an instant, uncensored view of the violence taking place.  Furthermore, news networks hired war analysts to inform the viewing audience of possible military options.  Now a new level of war emerged: media entered a new age where its capability didn't just inform but began to saturate the enemy with multiple scenarios to consider.  As a result, news broadcasts affected military planning and operations on both sides.


The military/media relationship evolved from extremes of cooperation during World War II, through growing adversarial conditions during the Korea and Vietnam conflicts, to a new dynamic where real-time broadcasts piqued a hunger for information around the clock.  Now the media not only gathered information on preparations for battle but also went a step further by broadcasting possible strategies and tactics formulated via military experts.  The military was less able to control the amount and type of news reporting which networks offered to viewers as well as the speculation on probable courses of action.


This trend will continue in the future.  Viewers, public and fighting forces, will monitor news-feeds and contemplate scenarios presented by these experts as potential strategies and tactics.  Adversaries must consider the many scenarios presented on global news networks and may be compelled to commit scarce military resources to counter possible attacks.  Thus the enemy's forces may be diluted and their overall military effectiveness reduced.  The media has become an inadvertent ally in this process.


The dynamics of this balance between available media information and its impact on enemy military effectiveness can be illustrated graphically.  The remainder of this paper presents a new model:  EE/MI.  The model portrays the impact of past military/media relationships on enemy effectiveness.  Finally, this paper proposes a new look at the role of media information in future conflicts. 

The Model


Figure 1 depicts the EE/MI model.  Two variables divide the model into four regions.  The lateral division is a continuum of information available to the enemy through the media, ranging from less information to more information (hypothetically, this concept extends from no information to total information; however, both of these extremes are unlikely states
).  The vertical division represents enemy effectiveness, again ranging from lesser to greater (with the same assumptions regarding absolute conditions).  The area labeled A represents a condition of reduced media information available to the enemy, thus lessening his military effectiveness.  Region B depicts a condition of more media information available to the enemy, resulting in increased enemy effectiveness.  Region C shows a third condition where greatly increased media information results in decreased enemy effectiveness.  The shift from Region B to C occurs with information overload--a phenomenon this paper will explore.

The Enemy Effectiveness/Media Information Model
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Each region of the EE/MI model is historically based.  In the following sections, the paper will examine how the military-media relationship evolved in light of technological advances, how the military managed information, and the impact of that management--or lack thereof--on enemy effectiveness.  The analysis starts with Region A at a time when electronics first began to impact how news people did business. 

Region A:  World War II



World War II is characterized by Region A where the media cooperated with the military to deny information and decrease enemy effectiveness.  At that time, television was nascent and global news networks were nonexistent.  Most war correspondents in the field wired their stories to stateside news services for print publication or broadcast.  Press conferences, newsreels and some live radio reporting were produced as well, but the printed word was the primary avenue of dissemination.  In nearly all instances, however, the military and the media cooperated to voluntarily censor sensitive information, denying the Axis powers current intelligence.  This voluntary cooperation was a hallmark of the era and kept media information in Region A at the lowest end of the continuum.



At the height of hostilities in World War II, the United States had 735 war correspondents covering the action, mostly in Europe and North Africa.  Of this number, 500 were United Press, 125 were Hearst International News Service, and 110 Associated Press.
  This compares with the less than 300 who were overseas during the mid-1930s.
  From another perspective, the number of words cabled across the Atlantic in August 1939 exceeded 1,000,000 per week.  This number grew to over ten million words per week during the war.
  Consequently, World War II was touted as the most reported war up to that time.  In fact, it was a newsman who informed the governments of Western Europe that war had begun.  In the early morning of September 1, 1939, the Polish Foreign Office in Pilsudski Square received a frantic telephone call from Hugh Carleton Greene, a Warsaw correspondent for the London Daily Telegraph.  Greene warned the foreign office that the German armies were rolling across the border through Katowice as they spoke.
  


From that moment on, it seemed World War II was characterized by patriotic and harmonious cooperation between the fighting forces and the press.  War correspondents were generally given easy access to the battlefield and considered part of the team.  Correspondents were trusted, but held accountable for their actions and good judgment.  They wore uniforms with quasi-officer status, subject to the Articles of War
 and the 1917 Espionage Act.
  Censorship existed, but the media accepted it, viewing it necessary for national security reasons.  This system of censorship was voluntary and based upon the principle of appropriate authority.  In short, news services were responsible for policing themselves in accordance with the "Codes of Wartime Practices for the American Press and the American Radio"
--guidelines published by the President's Director of Censorship which limited information in the interests of national security.  The restricted categories of information included various details about troops, ships, planes, fortifications, production, weather, photographs and maps, and other explicit information.  At the same time, those government agencies wishing to provide war information to the press had the authority to censor their own material.  In effect, control was decentralized.  The Army and the Navy public affairs offices put out their own service-specific news releases.  All in all, this system worked well and was appreciated by the press.  For example, during the Battle of the Bulge, the press was grateful the services censored their initial reports, which were hysteric and overly pessimistic.
  These inaccurate reports could have deflated American morale and boosted the Germans' confidence.  The system worked well to deny the enemy any military advantage gained from open news sources.


There were other examples of military and media suppressing information to decrease the enemy's military effectiveness.  In March 1941, the presence of British warships, docked in U.S. harbors for repairs and upgrades under the Lend-Lease agreement, was kept secret.
  In early 1942, the United States restricted the printing of the location, movement, and identification of its naval and merchant vessels.  Later the United States learned that German U‑boat commanders depended on this news to time and determine the success of their attacks.


The other Allies successfully used the media as well.  They restricted the printing of any news regarding their troop movements in October 1939.  They were able to establish positions in Belgium and France, including the Maginot Line, some five weeks after the start of the war without the Germans becoming aware.
  Furthermore, the British and its press cooperated during the Battle of Britain.  They refused to print any information relative to damages, factory raids, and unexploded bomb presence for up to 28 days.
  They even suppressed the well-known fact that by following the reflection of the Thames River one could find the heart of London.


On one noteworthy occasion, the press began to speculate on the details of a possible Allied invasion of Sicily in 1943.  General Dwight D. Eisenhower, Supreme Allied Commander, preempted further and possibly damaging speculation by revealing the details of Operation Husky to the press and asked for their cooperation to keep it close hold.
  He succeeded in preventing the disclosure of compromising information.


The most successful example of cooperation between the fighting forces and the media was during the preparation of the Normandy invasion or D-Day.  Eisenhower realized the potential for controversy from the start when he stated, 

The first essential in military operations is that no information of value shall be given to the enemy. The first essential in newspaper work and broadcasting is wide-open publicity.  It is your job and mine to try to reconcile those sometimes-diverse considerations.
  


A variety of press information was restricted in the months before the Normandy invasion in early June 1944; however, the military and the press together began planning for the coverage of D-Day in April 1944, including accreditation to cover the invasion, the process used to report information, and a list of particular information considered censurable.  In all, 461 journalists, who included 180 Americans, received accreditation for D-Day.  After conferring, journalists and military representatives drafted the following list of censurable material: 


1.
Allied plans and intentions.


2.
Strength of Allied forces and formation and unit compositions.


3.
Locations of forces.


4.
Ports, bases, and airfields to be used.


5.
Locations of supply dumps, the extent of supplies, and their composition.


6.
Any new equipment or weapons.


7.
Details of any new tactics and new tactical uses of existing weapons.


8.
Effects of enemy attacks, gunfire, and bombing upon Allied targets.


9.
Any information on Allied casualties.


10.
Any information on the nature of Allied intelligence efforts.


11.
Any information about Allied use of radar and radio.


12.
Any information about Allied codes and ciphers.


The spirit of cooperation between the military and the press continued throughout the war in the Pacific.  As just one example, the reporting of the arrival of balloon bombs over the American Northwest from Japan was suppressed to deny the Japanese knowledge of their effectiveness.  The United States wanted to preclude more balloon bombs from being sent and terrorizing its citizenry, and for good reason.  One such bomb killed five children and a pastor's wife when they came across it during a Sunday outing.
  This plan succeeded for balloon bombs never became big news and the attacks soon stopped.


The historical examples indicate that World War II is well characterized by Region A of the EE/MI model.  The military and the media worked together to effectively reduce enemy effectiveness by carefully restricting what information was being released through public sources.  However, this harmonious relationship changed in later conflicts.

Region B: From Korea through Vietnam

The Korean War and television surfaced at approximately the same time.  The Korean War was the first war covered by television, but the two existing networks, NBC and CBS, were ill-prepared to provide live, or even timely, news broadcasts.
  Consequently, World War II style media coverage prevailed, and radio broadcasts, newsreels, newspapers and magazines provided news of the war.  Life magazine offered pictorial coverage of the conflict,
 and newsreels were flown back to the United States for televised special reports.
  


During the first six months of the war, correspondents operated with few restrictions.  Based on of his previous positive experience with the press during World War II, General Douglas MacArthur, United Nations Commander in Korea, instituted a policy of voluntary censorship.  Correspondents were to police themselves and be held personally responsible for any information they reported.  One correspondent described the policy as "you-write-what-you-like-and-we'll-shoot-you-if-we-don't-like-it."
  


Unfortunately, while military commanders in the theater thought they were operating under Region A (where the enemy would receive little information and suffer reduced effectiveness), the media was beginning to operate under new principles.  Ready access to long-distance telephones increased reporters' capability to quickly relay information.  Additionally, reporters' attitudes had changed since World War II and "the reporters seemed indifferent to the consequences of their dispatches."
  Many reporters conscientiously adhered to voluntary guidelines, but competition drove some reporters to stretch their interpretation of what violated national security.  In fact, security violations by the press regularly occurred.
  For example, newspapers and magazines repeatedly published maps displaying troop deployments at the corps and division level as well as probable fallback positions of United Nations forces.
  War correspondents were

able to phone anything they chose to their Tokyo bureaus.  And the American news services sold their product to the Japanese press and radio chains, so that it was not unusual for a soldier preparing to go on patrol toward the enemy to hear his patrol's strength, proposed route, and objective broadcast on the Tokyo radio press . . . [the enemy] had but to listen each day to the radio and read our press . . . and he possessed knowledge of our order of battle, intentions, strength, losses, difficulties and, all too often, plans for the future.


As time wore on, it became clear that the military/media relationship was undergoing a change.  One can speculate on a myriad of causes, from media competition to a new spirit of freedom and familiarity born of World War II success.  But the point remains the balance between media information and enemy effectiveness had moved from Region A to B of the EE/MI model.  Thirty-five years after the war, Hu Seng, one of Marshal Peng's secretaries said, "It was very easy to get intelligence, in the beginning.  There was no censorship in the West at that time about troop movements.  We gained much vital information from Western press and radio."
  The enemy was getting more information from the media, and his military effectiveness was increasing significantly.


There was, for example, speculation about an amphibious assault several months before the Inchon invasion.  Time magazine speculated about amphibious attacks to the enemy's rear via one of the coastlines in its July 24, 1950, issue.  Although secretly planned, reporters referred to the amphibious assault at Inchon as "Operation Common Knowledge."
  Information concerning the operation appeared in print ten hours before the invasion,
 while the troops were still at sea en route to the landing area.
  


The early reporting of the Inchon invasion and the Chinese involvement in the war contributed to MacArthur's decision to impose formal censorship in Korea on December 20, 1950.  MacArthur's replacement, General Matthew Ridgway, concurred with censorship because he "did not believe the Chinese Communist forces should be handed the United Nations' order of battle on a platter."
  


Censorship, however, was not entirely effective and intelligence information continued to be available to the enemy.  Reporters simply found ways to evade the censors by contriving personal codes for telephone communications, or leaving the Korean Peninsula.  For example, despite a complete news blackout ordered by Ridgway during the withdrawal of United Nations forces from Seoul, Korea, Dan Whitehead, a reporter for the Associated Press (AP), flew back to the United States and published his story.
  Ridgway had ordered the evacuation of Seoul on January 3, 1951, and AP broke the news on January 4, when thousands of Eighth Army troops were still north of the Han River.
  Formal censorship was not enforced in Tokyo or the United States.
  There were other violations as well.  On June 18, 1951, six months after censorship was effected, Newsweek published a map of 8th Army's order of battle.
  


By the end of the Korean conflict the military and the press relationship became adversarial.  During the Panmunjom truce talks reporters were criticized for their chumminess with communist reporters.
  Formal press censorship existed until the end of the war, with breaches of security continuing to plague the military.  As a result, the enemy's ability to glean militarily useful information from public news sources grew during the Korean War.


The Korean War was also the first war where Allied correspondents reported "from the enemy camp."  Both the Australian Communist and London Daily Worker's papers were represented in North Korea.
  No longer did correspondents necessarily don the uniforms of their home military service as in World War II--correspondents represented only themselves and their media outlets.  This trend continued as the United States embarked upon war in Southeast Asia.


The Region B condition that dominated the Korean War continued during Vietnam.  The Vietnam conflict was covered by print media and radio broadcasts as in previous hostilities, but television coverage expanded during this period.  Technological advances like portable color camera equipment enabled the broadcast media to produce more captivating images of war's life-and-death struggles, capturing its vivid color and raw emotions, drawing ever-larger audiences.  


Media correspondents flooded Vietnam.  CBS, NBC, and ABC all had bureaus there, and so did other networks like Metromedia, Mutual, and Storer Broadcasting.  The Associated Press and United Press International were best known for their print copy, but they also generated audio reports for distribution to radio stations.  Pure print media like the New York Times, the Washington Post, the Chicago Tribune, the Daily News, the Boston Globe, Time and Newsweek, had their own bureaus and were well represented in Vietnam.


Unforeseen by either the media or military, television created an insatiable demand for information.  According to a 1976 study by Professor George Bailey, during the height of American involvement from 1965 to 1970, there were some 184 hours of Vietnam television coverage.  This translated into 20 to 30 percent of national news coverage per day.  Nearly half of the stories were about either ground or air combat.
  


Technology also impacted how the war was reported.  Cameras could not capture the air war, but they could present its aftermath.  The most dramatic media events of the Vietnam conflict were images of carnage resulting from bombing raids on principal cities in the North.  Color television made these reports seem more inhumane than any earlier black and white newsreel footage of previous wars could ever do.  In fact, Vietnam is most known for media's blatant criticism of the war effort and its purported impact in shaping the American public's impression of the war.   


The military/media relationship also influenced war coverage.  Initially, the military attempted to renew the mutual respect engendered in World War II.  Media correspondents were not censored; however, the military disseminated guidelines to protect information considered vital to military operations.  Reporters could not publish information in fifteen pre-identified categories without specific authorization.
  Instead, each afternoon military spokesmen offered synopses of the day's action, primarily summed up in bomb tonnage and body counts.
  


Beginning in mid-1962, the military/media relationship deteriorated.  In August, Newsweek published an article titled "Vietnam: The Unpleasant Truth" criticizing the South Vietnamese government and the U.S. training approach.  The article's author, Francois Sully, was ejected from South Korea by the Diem regime.  During the next six months, the relationship continued to disintegrate.  In January 1963, the first major conflict took place and the South Vietnamese suffered an embarrassing defeat at the hands of a small Vietcong force, resulting in the deaths of 100 South Vietnamese soldiers and three American advisors.  Several reporters published stories "quoting one of the U.S. advisors . . . on how well the Vietcong had fought and how cowardly the South Vietnamese troops had been."
  American military officials were displeased with the reports and surprised by the new adversarial relationship of the press.  Their attempts to pressure reporters by appealing to their patriotism failed, but the military did not institute censorship.  Officials did, however, regularly withhold information and periodically deny access to the battlefield.
  The last straw proved to be the televised worldwide broadcast of a Buddhist monk, who set himself afire in protest to the war.  Consequently, the military tried to "freeze the few official sources that still remained open to correspondents."


In response to the growing adversity with the media, the military launched a publicity campaign to present their side of the story.  They facilitated media visits from small American newspapers and other countries to solicit more favorable reporting.  The campaign backfired.  

By making every facet of the war unusually accessible to any correspondent who turned up in Saigon, it lost control of the situation.  When there were eventually nearly 700 war correspondents in South Vietnam, it became inevitable that some of them would refuse to accept the official line at face value and would get out into the field to see things for themselves.
 


In spite of the military's attempts to manage the media, reporters still got out their stories "by using visitors, airline employees, and even friendly military personnel as couriers."
  After 1966, there were at least four occasions when military authorities pulled reporters' accreditation cards for security violations.
  For example, a UPI reporter published information about the South Vietnamese troop movements prior to the 1972 Easter offensive.  This compromise resulted in the disaccreditation of the reporter and the bureau chief.
  The adversarial relationship between the military and the media continued throughout the Vietnam conflict.


Media coverage of the Vietnam conflict resulted in increased information being available to the enemy which, in turn, increased his effectiveness.  Better technology enabled correspondents to report war news more quickly, despite military control mechanisms.  The continued and expanded coverage of the war provided the enemy with feedback on his objective of removing Americans from Vietnam.

Region B Contingency Operations:  Grenada and Panama

Contingency operations in Grenada and Panama during the 1980s demonstrate the military still tried to decrease enemy effectiveness by denying information to the media, a.k.a. Region A of the EE/MI model.  Despite the short durations of Urgent Fury (Grenada) and Just Cause (Panama), information continued to be available to the enemy through media channels.

Urgent Fury was the October 1983 rescue operation of U.S. medical students caught in the crossfire of a hostile government overthrow on the Caribbean island of Grenada.  The U.S. Military was so concerned with potential media distortions when Urgent Fury began that the military tried to eliminate media participation and coverage of the invasion's first stages.  Vice Admiral Joseph Metcalf, Task Force Commander, declared the operation and island off-limits to journalists until day three of Urgent Fury.  Memories of the inflammatory Vietnam coverage still burned in the minds of those veterans who now led our forces into Grenada.  According to Marine Major Michael Mitchell, "[they believed] the absence of press coverage during the Grenada operation was far better than the inaccurate and incomplete coverage that would have been provided."


The military tried to surprise the enemy by denying media access until initial Urgent Fury objectives were seized.  Reporters did not have physical presence on Grenada, but they did provide coverage of staging operations taking place on Barbados via telephone.  For example, reporters had observed fifty Marines on Barbados and speculated about impending military actions.  Thus, the defenders could have learned of the assault the day before the invasion began.
  


Dr. James Pontuso, political philosophy expert, responding to media exclusion during Urgent Fury, argued, "The requirements of modern warfare, combined with the technical means now available to news-gathering organizations, make the movement of troops and equipment easily detectable."
  In other words, the U.S. Military experience with the media in Grenada marked the point where attempting to restrict media coverage of unfolding events became futile.  Urgent Fury ushered in a new view of the media as an unfilterable source of information. 


As a consequence of public and congressional criticisms of the handling of media correspondents, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff formed a national media pool of major news organizations.  This media pool would cover U.S. Military operations to the maximum extent possible consistent with mission security and safety of U.S. forces.
  Operation Just Cause was the first test of this concept.


Operation Just Cause was a successful military operation to oust Manuel Noriega from power in Panama following his threats to U.S. citizens and national interests.  The invasion of Panama became the first quick response deployment of the newly created media pool to cover an actual combat operation.  Unfortunately, the media pool concept failed because the military did not give the media adequate access to the combat zone.


When U.S. Marines and Army Rangers made their initial assault as part of Just Cause, no journalists accompanied them.  In fact, on the eve of the operation, Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney waited until after the networks' evening newscasts before activating the pool.  Cheney insisted such action was necessary "to minimize the possibility of leaks."
  The 16-member media pool did not arrive on the scene until four hours after the fighting began; furthermore, military authorities initially sequestered them in a windowless room at Fort Clayton.  No military representative appeared to offer updates during the first hours of the pool's arrival in Panama, either.  The media pool's first source of information was the CNN broadcast piped into their room at Fort Clayton.
  The members were unable to file reports until six hours after arriving.
  Such measures were unnecessary to maintain operational security.  


The big four news organizations--CNN, ABC, CBS, and NBC--overcame many obstacles in presenting the Just Cause story.  Though military leaders controlled initial access through the media pool, news about the invasion still got out by way of reporters who were already in Panama.  At 9:25 a.m., December 20, 1989, pictures of the action began showing up--not from the cloistered media pool, but from a Worldwide Television Network crew based in Panama City.
  Technology allowed the ready transmission of television news, telephone reports, and wire copy.  NBC deployed dedicated satellite uplink equipment and crew with the media pool.
  And the premier worldwide news outlet, CNN, ran Just Cause coverage nonstop until 11:30 p.m., Wednesday, December 20, 1989--a 22 hour, 39 minute, marathon.
  Television's ability to provide rapid news coverage of unfolding events, along with on-air expert analyses, matured during Just Cause.  Satellite technology gave television news immediacy and a worldwide audience.  


In spite of military attempts to control information, the story got out.  Days before the invasion, ABC's Ted Koppel reported "Noriega declared war on the United States."  Many television and news wire reports noted increased military activity around military installations in the United States and Panama.
  Television covered Military Airlift Command transports landing at Charleston and Pope AFBs "every ten minutes the night before the Panama invasion."  Dr. Pontuso wrote, "The element of surprise has faded in its tactical significance."
  From the first indication of military movement toward Panama around midnight Tuesday, December 19, 1989, the four networks were on the air continuously through the night and into Wednesday with reports and speculation on developments in Panama.  The anchors--CNN's Bernard Shaw, ABC's Peter Jennings, CBS's Dan Rather, and NBC's Tom Brokaw--were not in Panama,
 but the anchors stayed abreast of developments by way of wire copy or interviewing colleagues by telephone.  


In aggregate, these reports may have clued Noriega to U.S. intentions and increased his effectiveness.  Indeed, when the 82d Airborne dropped in, Noriega dropped out of sight.  Fred Hoffman, in his 1991 book, Newsmen & National Defense: Is Conflict Inevitable? comments:

Whether the press acted responsibly during the December 1989 Panama invasion, when it reported air movement of troops on the night of the operation, is the latest subject of debate.  News of the airlift was on television before H-Hour, but nothing was said of a planned airborne assault.  Whether anyone in the press knew for certain that an assault was about to take place is in doubt, but if it was known, nothing was disclosed publicly.  The air activity was alternately reported as a buildup for military action or part of the war of nerves against the Noriega regime.


Media now not only reported the news, it attempted to interpret it: the lack of initial on-scene coverage compelled networks to turn to military analysts early in the operation.  This move ushered in military analysts as staple television news icons.  These experts were contacted in the darkest hours of the morning on December 20, 1989, to comment on U.S. Military actions in Panama.  ABC News invited retired Admiral William J. Crowe Jr. for an on-camera chat with Jennings that began at about 3:00 a.m. and lasted an hour.  This employment of expert analysts began a trend that would continue during Operation Desert Storm.


During Urgent Fury and Just Cause, military attempts to deny information to the enemy failed; the military continued to operate in Region B, where more information available to the enemy increased his effectiveness.

Transition to Region C: Desert Shield and Desert Storm

If Vietnam and television brought war news coverage to the living rooms of Americans daily at dinnertime, then coverage of Desert Shield and Desert Storm proved that the advances in technology could now bring to television sets around the globe, a war fought in real time, 24 hours a day.  This instant coverage capability characterized the Gulf War and marked the transition to the Region C of the EE/MI model.  The public demand for on-the-spot reporting was as insatiable as ever, arousing competition among the media and compelling them to do almost anything to deliver the story.  Recall the CBS news crew that set out unescorted, strayed to close to the front lines, and was captured by the Iraqis. 


Key, yet distinguishing, features of the Gulf War media coverage were numerous correspondents reporting from enemy territory and a host of military analysts providing opinions on possible coalition actions.  Although the military still attempted to control the media through daily press briefings and by limiting access to troops and activities, the media obtained information from other sources, such as civilian subject experts and direct live reporting.


Prior to the start of the air war in the Gulf, more than 1,600 journalists, broadcasters and photographers from all over the world registered with the Joint Information Bureaus at Riyadh and Dhahran in Saudi Arabia.  They arrived equipped with state-of-the-art satellite dishes, video cameras, portable fax machines, laptop computers, electronic still cameras and cellular telephones.  For the first time in the history, the media reported directly from the battlefield--from the front lines to the living room.
  The American people tuned in: CNN typically broadcasted to 60 percent of America's homes, but as the air war started, they added untold millions of viewers.
  Nielsen ratings estimated the audience was 10 times higher than normal.  


As a result, Desert Storm will be remembered as the "CNN war."
  Its "radio-with-pictures" format relied heavily on satellite hookups to deliver continuous, live broadcasts. CNN's extensive international connections, replay rights, and desire to play before an international television audience made it the eye of the world.  This global recognition helped convince the Iraqis to give CNN virtually a news monopoly during much of the war.
  


According to The New Yorker, "Everyone became a CNN watcher: George Bush in the White House family quarters before his speech to the nation, the military chiefs in the Pentagon situation rooms, journalists in newspaper offices throughout the U.S."
  Additionally, CNN was watched all around the world and around the clock.  Gerald S. Vernanzi noted, "It is that 24-hour specialization that has made CNN what it is today: truly, the first global network.  It was the network that the American and the Iraqi leaders both watched--along with statesmen and the public in over 100 nations."
  As a result, both friend and foe had access to information about what was happening on the battlefield.  It was the first time when viewers gained an instant awareness of climactic events from the front.
  


Media became the star of the conflict. "TV has succeeded in imposing itself on the other media," according to Ignacio Ramonet of Le Monde Diplomatique.  "It has become faster than the others."
  Furthermore,

(t)he media are fusing into an interactive, self-referencing system in which ideas, information, and images flow incestuously from one medium to another.  TV clips of war news, for example, suggest stories to newspaper editors; movies about the military, like A Few Good Men, generate printed commentary, radio and TV interviews; TV sitcoms picture journalists at work; news photos shot or staged on the battlefield for a newsmagazine turn up as a TV clip.
 


Communication technology has changed forever how future conflicts will be covered by the media.  Innovations such as light, mobile TV satellite stations; direct satellite telephone and telecommunication hookups; video footage from cameras positioned inside weapon systems; and detailed photographs from satellites such as the former Soviet COSMOS and the French SPOT will continue to be the norm.
  The Gulf War set a new standard: live, on the spot, real-time coverage.  Ed Turner, executive vice president of CNN, understands that people worldwide want information, opinion analysis and commentary--CNN specializes in news for a global audience.
  The availability of technology and the competitive nature of the media will ensure the public gets what it wants.  


International commercial networks, such as INTELSAT and INMARSAT, were used extensively (beyond the military communication nets used by the coalition forces).  INTELSAT's television traffic grew from two to twenty-two full time channels while INMARSAT experienced a fifty percent growth in its Gulf traffic between January and March 1991.  In addition, sixty-five temporary television and telecommunication earth stations licensed to operate in the region.
  In short, the press used twice as much communication satellite bandwidth to report the war than the military did to prosecute it.
   


CNN received its primary feed from the INTELSAT system until the Allies destroyed the Iraqi uplinks at the start of the air war.
  But that did not stop CNN's live reporting from behind the lines.  CNN's Peter Arnett reverted to a portable INMARSAT direct uplink and continued to broadcast long after other journalists had fled Iraq.
  Arnett claimed he could set up and transmit on his suitcase-size INMARSAT terminal within three minutes.
 


As the conflict developed, military planners were originally concerned that media coverage would give away the element of surprise and reveal the coalition plans to the enemy.  Inherently, one fundamental belief was that the objectives of the armed forces diametrically opposed those of the media.  This military paradigm was reiterated as recently as in 1982 during the War of the Falklands, when the British cited this dictum:  "The essence of successful warfare is secrecy; the essence of successful journalism is publicity."
  Looking at the war coverage from that point of view would only forecast a continuance of the controversial relationship of the past.  


Journalists and military officers will no doubt continue to debate ramifications of having the media on the battlefield broadcasting real time.  On one hand, the Americans and their allies watched and heard the sound of the Baghdad bombing; on the other, the Iraqis, following the story on CNN, heard the military briefings and the estimates of 1,000-sortie nights.
  As in all previous American conflicts, the rules for news coverage of Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm were driven by the need to balance the requirements for operational security against the public's right to know.


Although military authorities continued attempts to control the media, they were more cooperative than in earlier campaigns.  They did not want to repeat the mistakes of Vietnam.  To protect sensitive information, the Defense Intelligence Agency and the Office of Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs worked together.  They mutually agreed on disclosures and releases to the public on a routine basis.  Pete Williams, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs, personally oversaw this process.  Examples include the briefings in which the Pentagon's intelligence and operations officers provided regular updates, as well as background briefings and interviews for the media's use.  "Pete Williams was a trusted spokesman who disclosed what could be disclosed" during these highly visible briefings.
  A new era of cooperativeness and trust between those who wage war and those who report it was taking shape.  A transition to Region C of the EE/MI model had clearly begun.  


However, the transition was not complete and not entirely harmonious.  The U.S. Military developed specific guidelines and journalists were expected to abide by them.  Press pools, like those in Just Cause, were used in Desert Storm to provide and control access to the battlefield.  Military representatives reviewed the resulting media reports.  According to Army Colonel. D.C. Powers, Director of Plans at the Office of the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs, the security of information is best preserved at the source.  People at the source can best and most expeditiously determine what might compromise security.
  


Colonel Powers noted when media correspondents lack news, they will search for information--any information--to report.
  The media will pursue many avenues to obtain and broadcast information.  For example, CBS News' Don DeCesare said the lack of information forthcoming from the Pentagon during Desert Storm prompted CBS News to vigorously pursue other options.
  The military must realize this fact and learn to exploit it.  But this does not mean the military should pursue a campaign of disinformation.  The public expects accurate information from its government officials, but understands there are limitations imposed by operational security.  For instance, Colonel Powers said "I have nothing for you" is an acceptable answer to requests for sensitive or classified information.
  


U.S. Air Force Brigadier General H.E. Robertson, then-Director of the Secretary of the Air Force Office of Public Affairs, argued the Gulf War was probably the most thoroughly covered conflict the United States ever fought.
  Altogether, the United States accredited more than 750 American journalists to cover Desert Storm, up to half of whom were permitted to report from the field at any given time.
  Including foreign press, there were nearly 1400 journalists in the region by the start of the ground war.
  Did this massive press corps divulge too much?  According to the polls, eight of 10 Americans agreed that the press told as much as it should have.  In Robertson's opinion, a pervading myth in the press was the military restrictions kept the press from doing its job better.  Robertson attributed this impression to paranoia, a reflection of the media's own self doubt and sense of insecurity.  Because the military came out so well in Desert Storm, journalists felt they must not have done their job.
 


Steve Futtenberg, correspondent for Mutual Broadcasting/NBC Radio, said he did not like the military reviewing what he wrote of Desert Storm but accepted it as a fact of war.
  Borrowing an analogy from the Intifida, he and the rest of the press corps might have felt like a pipe capped at both ends by opposing valves: the incoming valve was opened to allow self-serving information into the pipe, while the military monitored the outgoing valve to stop potentially damaging information from exiting.
  Futtenberg knew there was little censorship in Vietnam, but he understood why the military wanted to protect information that could help the enemy in future operations.
  The goal was to deny the enemy information that would improve his military effectiveness.  


The press did not always share this goal.  In fact, in a story written by Michael R. Gordon and published in the New York Times on February 17, 1991, the "Hail Mary" maneuver was disclosed complete with diagrams a full six days before its undertaking.
  This could have proved disastrous had the Iraqis reacted to it, but they did not.  The Iraqis may have experienced the beginning of information overload. 



Fred Francis, NBC correspondent, maintains the military should trust the media and be open with them.  To support his opinion, he related there was never a time during Desert Shield or Desert Storm when he did not know what was about to occur, right down to the targets to be struck.  He stated, "I have good sources and because of these sources, there were no surprises for me."  He knew what units would deploy and where they would go.  He asserted "all the major news organizations knew" what was to transpire.  He stressed it is totally false to assume that journalists would not protect operational security.  "We protect this type of information, we learn how to do that."  Not only would he never risk the lives of soldiers, but he would never spoil his chances for coverage by leaking any plans.  "There will always be someone who will tell us what is going on.  You [the military] will not have a military operation without us knowing about it.  You cannot move anything without us knowing about it."  To illustrate his point, Francis said he knew about Operation El Dorado Canyon in 1986 and had cameras prepositioned in England and Libya before the raid.  Furthermore, he knew about Operation Just Cause a day before it happened.  "We censor ourselves to protect operational security."
  


Francis argues the media must have unrestricted coverage opportunity.  When the military denies coverage or withholds information, the press may exaggerate the news and reporting loses accuracy.  If unrestricted coverage prevails, reporters have the chance to seek multiple sources and substantiate their leads.  At times, they may compare notes with fellow journalists to ensure they have their stories correct.  The public wants accurate reporting and coverage and most professional reporters will strive to provide it.  Recalling the best lessons of the past, Francis advocates World War II-style press management, i.e., assigning newspeople to combat units to promote accurate reporting.  Reporters, cameramen, and photographers become intimate with the service members who are doing the fighting and more sensitive to the potential effects of their stories.  The regard for operations security intensifies.  This approach worked in World War II and could work today.
  


Francis went on to say media access in future military operations will be harder to control than in Desert Storm.  Reporters will use other avenues to gain access.  He cited a potential conflict with Cuba as an example:  "Let's say something happens over there and armed forces become involved.  The military won't be able to stop me from going over there.  I will be there when the first military unit gets there; but, I won't risk it [on my own] if I can go with that unit."
  


Consequently, the military must adapt and realize that media coverage of the battlefield in not necessarily bad.  Media saturation of Desert Storm proved to be a force multiplier.  Military experts, as well as "armchair quarterbacks," flooded the networks with possible combat scenarios, competing strategies, and conflicting tactics.  The major television networks tried to best each other’s reporting of the action and relied heavily on military analysts to explain the war as it unfolded.
  The reporting grew fervent.  Analysts commented not only on what war information was briefed by official sources, but also on what had not been said or even ducked.
  As a result, analysts were in a deeply responsible, precarious position to not disclose information vital to national security but still provide insights to draw network viewers.  War had become a ratings game.


Retired U.S. Air Force Major General Perry M. Smith remarked on errors made by military analysts, himself included, in his book How CNN Fought the War.  He explained that often there was not enough time to do adequate in-depth analysis about the Gulf War, or that viewers were misled by "some of the grossest analytical mistakes."  The urgency to get the news out as fast as possible overcame the desire for thoughtful analysis.  Virtually all statements emanating from the military were reported almost without question so long as they could be sourced.
  Technical errors were also committed.
  Smith felt overwhelmed by the numbers of military press briefings, including the follow-on question and answer sessions.  He needed to watch them all, which denied him opportunity to complete the detailed analyses and probing he thought necessary.
  Although Smith regrets the analysts' errors and mistakes, they may have contributed to the enemy's confusion and made attempts to sort out valid intelligence more difficult, if not impossible.  Information overload was a real possibility. 


As early as August 1990, U.S. officials realized CNN was a legitimate source of information for Saddam Hussein.  When Hussein asked American Charge d'Affairs Joseph C. Wilson IV what was new on the political and diplomatic front, Wilson replied, "Your minister has more information through CNN than I do."  His retort went unchallenged by Hussein.
  General Norman Schwarzkopf, Commander of the United Nations coalition force, recognized its value and used media to confuse the Iraqi leadership.  He stated many times he was grateful to the media for making the initial coalition force buildup seem greater than it was--thus helping to discourage an Iraqi attack into Saudi Arabia.
  To aid the ground war, Schwarzkopf purposely allowed television crews to videotape the U.S. Marine amphibious training exercises off the Kuwaiti coast.  Actually, Operation Thunder was a deception disguising his real intent to sweep around the Iraqi western flank.  Jim Lederman, author of Battle Lines: the American Media and the Intifida, said, "Journalists blockaded on almost every other front and desperate for anything resembling a real story, gave the maneuvers extensive coverage.  The publicity was a critical part of the allies' program of tactical deception."
  


Captured Iraqi prisoners reported that "Iraqi intelligence officers were using Radio Saudi Arabia, Radio Monte Carlo, and Voice of America as sources to brief their commanders".
  U.S. Army Sergeant Robert Moore, a Desert Storm veteran, found plenty of evidence suggesting Iraqi superiors watched CNN to garner intelligence.  As the Iraqis retreated from Kuwait, his unit discovered television sets, satellite dishes and recliners in Iraqi tents.  Television screens displayed inaccurate maps suggesting the largest coalition forces were attacking with the Marines in Kuwait City.
  Schwarzkopf's deception, aided by an anxious media, had worked.  But Lederman noted overall military suspicion of the press precluded it from attempting more sophisticated forms of "image-speak".
  Future U.S. commanders must overcome this suspicion when planning and executing tomorrow's military campaigns.


Desert Shield and Desert Storm exemplified the transition from Region B to C on the EE/MI model.  Communication technology, especially satellite, permitted instant reporting from the battlefield.  More information became available, and the enemy was watching.  The military, on occasion, exploited media coverage to lessen the enemy's military effectiveness.  These actions must become the norm in future conflicts.

Future Implications: The Next War


Retired Air Force General Michael Dugan, former U.S. Air Force Chief of Staff, stated that to deny information to the media is futile--they will get it anyway.  In a recent speech, he equated dealing with the media to dealing with the other obstacles of war.  Soldiers in battle must learn to overcome friction and elements they cannot control, such as terrain and weather.  In the future, the media will be yet another element to master.  The military must view CNN and other networks as a major influence on the conduct of war.  He posed the question, "Why did the United States get involved in Bosnia?"  And he answered, "Because we saw 68 people get killed on national television."
  Those images fueled the desire for military action.


What are the implications for the U.S. Military?  Three may be drawn from Desert Storm, where the Region C condition of more media information began to decrease enemy capability.  First, Desert Storm clearly foretold the military will not be able to control what the media broadcasts during a conflict.  The media will develop their own means to obtain war coverage.  The Armed Forces Communications and Electronics Association journal, Signal, April 1992 edition, reported, 

Within a few years it will be possible to build or buy a small reconnaissance satellite total system with a 2.5 meter resolution for about $60 million.  This resolution makes it possible to pick out individual vehicles on earth.  When combined with infrared the resolution can detect camouflage and provide targeting information.

Almost every large news organization will have the capability to literally peer over combatants' shoulders in real time.  Satellite communication technology renders censorship obsolete.  Future censorship will be self-imposed.  Commercial satellite technology eliminates the mechanisms that the military uses to monitor and control the flow of news from the battlefield.
  


Second, because of the networks' global capabilities, the enemy will have access to news broadcasts and may use them as immediate intelligence sources.  For example, the Iraqi Rocket Force reportedly watched CNN to "home-in" their SCUD volleys into Israel and Saudi Arabia.  


Third, the media has the capacity, even if unintentional, to create information overload and reduce enemy effectiveness.  Desert Storm showcased news services filling airwaves with a cornucopia of information: around the clock newscasts, live reporting, expert analyses, military briefings, public commentaries, etc.  As depicted in Figure 2 of the EE/MI model, information overload appeared on the threshold of Region C.  
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How can the military plan for and capitalize on this desirable condition?


Changes must occur before the military's exploitation of Region C becomes deliberate instead of serendipitous.  Military and media alike must abandon the paradigm in which they regard each other with suspicion and even contempt.  Arthur Lobow wrote in the New Republic, "Mutual mistrust is part of the shared heritage of soldiers and journalists in time of war.  [But] (s)o is mutual accommodation".
  Accommodation as a goal must be furthered.  The military must embrace the era of real-time war coverage.  Desert Storm will not be the last televised war.
  Civilian space-based reconnaissance will give media unencumbered access to the next battlefield.
  Commercial satellites will make it impossible for armed forces to conceal their operations.  Government imposed censorship is destined to fail because other sources will fill the information gaps.  Over-saturating the enemy with information is the future and the key to operating deeply within Region C of the EE/MI model.  


However, the military must not confuse over-saturation with a campaign of disinformation.  Intentionally distorting the truth, which would deceive the public as well as the enemy, would undermine trust and confidence in U.S. Military leadership.  However, providing increased access and additional story line to the media for their own hyperbole and speculation is within the military's ethical obligation to the public.  Ross Gelbspan warns that "using disinformation, [such as] issuing overly optimistic reports of damage to the enemy and making efforts to manipulate public opinion, might resurrect allegations of a 'credibility gap' as in the Vietnam War."  New and constantly developing technology and media presence over the battlefield will give journalists the advantage of "seeing for themselves what is taking place.  Gelbspan maintains that in the future, "The military should adhere to a policy . . . of candor and elimination of unnecessary secrecy; and national leaders should clearly state the goals and objectives of the intended campaign."
  


Concurrent with increased military responsibility, the media also will have more responsibility when reporting the next conflict.  News organizations must realize their power to aid enemy effectiveness and act accordingly.  Smith says that CNN recognized its responsibility in the Gulf War and withheld stories that might have helped Saddam Hussein.
  News commentators and military analysts have been transformed from reporters to direct participants.  They have become instruments of war in this regard.
  Smith says the analyst's job of providing instant insight into war's events will grow more invaluable as the public expectation for real-time news coverage increases.
 


The media possesses enormous influence.  U.S. Marine Corps Lieutenant General J. J. Sheehan told the following story: On one morning members of the NSA took notice of a CNN story of a Marine amphibious landing in Somalia.  Since there was no mention of a landing in the standard morning briefings, they called Sheehan for clarification.  The General replied there was no such landing.  The NSA insisted he was mistaken, since they saw it on CNN.  It took Sheehan four hours to chase down what turned out to be old footage used as part of another story.
  The point is that government officials believed CNN more credible than the military commander on the spot.  The media must be considered when planning future military operations.  Media can be a powerful force.


The military and media in concert can pour forth so much information the enemy becomes overloaded with options.  Military analyst, retired U.S. Army Colonel Harry Summers said about Desert Storm, "[The] lack of strategic security, [and the] open media discussion of war plans and strategic intentions have facilitated strategic surprise."  He went on to say that "freedom of the press may now be the military's greatest ally to preserving [operational] security."
  Dugan recommended the military use, but not abuse, the media.  He agreed the military should account for the press in the planning process and supply them with as much information as possible.  He said, "Give them so much that they would need help to sort it out."  He thought an overwhelming outpour of information would work also as a deterrent.  Telling the media of the many military capabilities would put "some big sticks on the table" for the enemy's consideration.


Alvin and Heidi Toffler, co-authors of the recently released War and Anti-War, make it clear that reporting of all aspects of military campaigns will be accelerated.  The media is a conduit for communications and negotiations.  "Leaders send messages to one another not simply through ambassadors, but directly on CNN, confident that their counterparts and adversaries will be watching--and will, in turn, respond on camera."  Military operations will be broadcast as they unfold.  A good example was the huge numbers of reporters on the beaches of Somalia, spotlights shining and cameras running, as the Marines came ashore supposedly under the cover of darkness in 1993.


Smith stressed that CNN is a true 21st century news company.  The argument of media presence on the battlefield is no longer a First Amendment issue but an issue of technology.  Another salient point he made was the future military cannot rely on appeals to reporters' patriotism--they may not be American.  Smith is convinced that the military theater commanders of tomorrow will not be able to do what Schwarzkopf did--move a large military force without the press reporting it.
  Consequently, the military must push more information into the mix.


Information overload can create chaos and reduce the enemy's military effectiveness.  Region C of the EE/MI model marks this condition.  Now--before the next major conflict--is the time to rethink the military/media relationship and plan for the media's unprecedented access to information.  It is no small irony that real-time media reporting and analysis, viewed against the EE/MI model, may mean the pen has now become the sword.

Conclusion

This research postulates the future has in store a new level of war, one where the enemy receives an endless amount of war coverage from a barrage of news sources.  Recent experiences have shown the media has entered a new age where it not only informs but also can saturate airwaves with information.  The enemy is burdened to sort out and interpret this multitude of news before he can react.  His decision cycle becomes overwhelmed by information overload.  And the media becomes an ally in the process.


The EE/MI model graphically illustrates the evolution of news information's influence on enemy effectiveness.  Each region of the EE/MI model has historic roots grounded in how military/media relations evolved, how information was managed, and how this management impacted enemy effectiveness.  


Region A of the EE/MI model uncovered the condition that existed during World War II.  Most reporting was handled by war correspondents from the field.  They wired their stories to stateside news services for print publication or broadcast.  Press conferences, newsreels and some live radio reporting were done as well, but the printed word was the primary avenue of dissemination.  In nearly all instances the military and media cooperated to voluntarily censor sensitive information and thus deny the Axis enemy the opportunity to gain intelligence from public news sources.  


During the Korean War, television inculcated this technological innovation upon battlefield reporting.  Initially, World War II-style media coverage prevailed but soon gave way to a new military/media relationship.  Media competition to get the story out first often compromised operational security.  The balance between news information and enemy effectiveness moved from Region A to Region B.  New technology made war coverage more timely, and the enemy was deriving intelligence value from more media information.


The Region B condition which dominated the Korean conflict matured and strengthened during Vietnam.  Television brought Vietnam into American living rooms nightly on evening newscasts.  This exposure created an insatiable public demand for more information, unforeseen by either the media or military.  The Vietnam War showed the growing power of broadcast media--the power to influence. 


In the following 15 years, the military undertook operations in Grenada and Panama.  Both exemplified evolving news communications technology.  Satellites sped the media's ability to broadcast from anyplace, anytime, despite military attempts at control. 


News coverage of Desert Shield and Desert Storm proved that advances in technology could now bring to television monitors around the globe a war fought in real time, 24 hours a day.  The transition to Region C of the EE/MI model had begun.  The enemy's effectiveness could be affected by overwhelming information.  The media's role as an inadvertent accomplice to information overload was on the horizon. 


In the future the media will be able to circumvent military attempts to control coverage from the battlefield.  Furthermore, the enemy will have unencumbered access to news reporting, commentary, and analyses.  Therefore, the U.S. Military must recast its relationship with media and pursue a strategy of information overload to decrease enemy effectiveness.  The military must accept the premise of the EE/MI model and strive to operate as deeply within Region C as possible.  Only in this way can military leadership cope with the inevitability of news broadcasts emanating from the theater.  It seems the old Air Corps Tactical School adage "the bomber will always get through" has been stricken by "the television camera will always get through."

ENDNOTES


1.  The unleveled upper left quadrant considers the highly unlikely condition wherein an absence of information from the media increases enemy capability.  Since such a condition cannot rationally exist, it is therefore not addressed in this study since even disinformation is more media information.


2.  Richard Collier, Fighting Words: The War Correspondents of World War Two (New York: St. Martin's, 1989) 1.


3.  Robert Desmond, Tides of War: World News Reporting, 1940-1945 (Iowa City: University of Iowa Press, 1984) 448.


4.  Collier 1.


5.  Collier 2.


6.  Peter Braestrup, Battle Lines: Reports of the Twentieth Century Fund Task Force on the Military and the Media (New York: Priority Press, 1985) 31.


7.  Theodore Koop, Weapon of Silence (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1946) 163.


8.  Koop 666.


9.  Collier 184.


10.  Koop 161.


11.  Julian Hale, Radio Power: Propaganda and International Broadcasting (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1975) 191.


12.  Desmond 93.


13.  Collier 60.


14.  Engle Scott and Thomas Taylor, "Trust and Confidence in Wartime between Commanders and the Media: Are They Related to Field Press Censorship?" (Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania: Army War College, 1982) 2.


15.  Conduct of the Persian Gulf War, Final Report to Congress, Appendix S, 1992:   S-1.


16.  Braestrup 33.


17.  Koop 198.


18.  Peter Stoler, The War Against the Press: Politics, Pressure and Intimidation in the 80's (New York: Dodd, Mead & Company, Inc., 1986) 45.


19.  Edwin Emery, The Press and America: An Interpretive History of the Mass Media (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1984) 533.


20.  Harry G. Summers, Jr., Korean War Almanac, (New York: Facts on File, 1990) 180.


21.  Phillip Knightley, The First Casualty (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1975) 337.


22.  Melvin B. Voorhees, Korean Tales (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1952) 83.


23.  Voorhees 103.


24.  Clay Blair, The Forgotten War: America in Korea 1950-1953 (New York: Times Books, 1987) 640.


25.  Voorhees 105.


26.  Max Hastings, The Korean War (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1987) 172.


27.  Blair 238.


28.  Voorhees 104.


29.  Summers, Almanac 181.


30.  Blair 640.


31.  Blair 640.


32.  Voorhees 109-110.


33.  Blair 640.


34.  William M. Hammond, "The Army and Public Affairs,"  Newsmen and National Defense: Is Conflict Inevitable? ed. Lloyd J. Matthews (New York: Brassey’s, Inc., 1991) 12.


35.  Voorhees 93-96.


36.  Summers, Almanac 181.


37.  Stoler 61.


38.  Harry G. Summers,  "Western Media and Recent Wars," Military Review May 1986: 333.


39.  Clem Lloyd, "The Case for the Media," Defense and the Media in Time of Limited War 
ed. Peter R. Young (London: Frank Cass and Company, LTD) 103.


40.  Stoler 61.


41.  Knightley 377-378.


42.  Lloyd 103.


43.  Knightley 378-379.


44.  Knightley 382.


45.  Lloyd 379.


46.  Lloyd 103.


47.  Braestrup 73.


48.  Mitchell, Michael C, "Televising War," U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings April 1986: 55.


49.  David T. Rivard,  "An Analysis of Operation Urgent Fury," Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama: Air Command and Staff College, April 1985, 13.


50.  James F. Pontuso, "Combat and the Media: the Right to Know versus the Right to Win," Strategic Review Winter 1990: 51.


51.  Gary R. Leaman, "Media Considerations for the Operational Commander," Newport, Rhode Island: Naval War College, 23 June 1991, 12.


52.  Leonard Zeidenberg, "DoD Criticizes U.S. Handling of Panama Coverage."  Broadcasting 26 March 1990: 100.


53.  Zeidenberg, "DoD Criticizes . . ." 100.


54.  Cloud, Stanley W.  "How Reporters Missed the War."  Time  8 January 1990: 61.


55.  Hoffman, Fred S.  "The Panama Press Pool Deployment: A Critique," Newsmen & National Defense: Is Conflict Inevitable?  ed. Lloyd J. Matthews (NY: Brassey’s, Inc., 1991) 100.


56.  Hoffman 127.


57.  Leonard Zeidenberg, "Media Go to War: Piecing Together the Panama Story," Broadcasting 25 December 1989: 25.


58.  Hoffman 100.


59.  Pontuso 51.


60.  Zeidenberg, "Media . . ." 25.


61.  Hoffman 127.


62.  Pete Williams, Memorandum on Lessons Learned, Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm, for the Secretary of Defense, 1 May 1991, 9-10.


63.  Goldman, "TV Affiliates of 3 Networks Turn to CNN,"  The Wall Street Journal 21 January 1991: B-3.


64. "The Talk of the Town," New Yorker 28 January 1991: 20.


65.  Jim Lederman, Battle Lines: The American Media and the Intifida (New York: Henry Holt and Company, Inc., 1992) 325.


66.  "The Talk of the Town" 20.


67.  "The Old Order Changeth,"  Broadcasting  21 January 1991: 90.


68.  "The Old Order Changeth" 90.


69.  Alvin and Heidi Toffler, War and Anti-War (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1993) 170.


70.  Toffler 170.


71.  Lederman 326.


72.  "The Storm and the Eye," Broadcasting 14 January 1991: 51.


73.  Alan Campen, The First Information War (Fairfax, Virginia: AFCEA International Press, 1992) 125.


74.  Campen 87.


75.  Robert Wiener, Live From Baghdad (New York: Doubleday, 1992) 28.


76.  Wiener 210.


77.  Campen 126.


78.  Stephen Badsey and John Pimlott, The Gulf War Assessed (London: Arms and Armour Press, 1992) 220.


79.  "The Talk of the Town" 20.


80.  Conduct of the Persian Gulf War, S-1.


81.  Defense Intelligence Agency officials, personal interview with unnamed DIA officials on media coverage during Desert Storm, Washington D.C., 29 December 1993.


82.  Powers, Colonel. USA, Director of Plans, Office of the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense, Public Affairs, personal interview on Pentagon's Guidelines to Media Coverage, Washington D.C., 22 December 1993.


83.  Powers, 22 December 1993


84.  "The Storm and the Eye," 54.


85.  Powers, 22 December 1993.


86.  Robertson, General. USAF, "Address to Chicago Publicity Club on Military-Media Relations and Operation Desert Storm, Chicago, Illinois, August 1991.

87.  Campen 87.


88.  Lederman 317.


89.  Campen 87.


90.  Robertson, August 1991.


91.  "Washington Lays Down the Rules of War," Broadcasting 14 January 1991: 53.


92.  Lederman 39.


93.  "Washington Lays Down the Rules of War," Broadcasting 14 January 1991: 53.


94.  Harry G. Summers, Jr., On Strategy II: A Critical Analysis of the Gulf War (New York: Dell Publishing, 1992) 216.


95.  The vast majority of reporters may be like Fred Francis, but it only takes one among hundreds to compromise an operation.


96.  Fred Francis, NBC Correspondent, personal interview on military/media relations, Washington D.C., December 28, 1993.


97.  Andrew M. Bourland and Lorrie J. Bourland, "Public Affairs and Theater Campaign Planning," unpublished paper, Air Command and Staff College, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, undated, 17.


98.  Perry M. Smith, How CNN Fought the War: A View from the Inside (New York:  Birch Lane Press, 1991) 92.


99.  Lederman 323.


100.  Smith 16.


101.  Smith 75.


102.  Elaine Sciolino, The Outlaw State (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1991) 284.


103.  Zoglin, "It Was a Public Relations Rout To [sic]," Time 11 March 1991: 56. 


104.  Lederman 322.


105.  Campen 172.


106.  Moore, "Humor in Uniform," Readers Digest November 1993: 106.


107.  Lederman 322.


108.  Michael Dugan, General, USAF (Retired), Speech on doctrine at the Air and Space Doctrine Symposium, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, 9 March 1994.


109.  Campen 88.


110.  Campen 90.


111.  Campen 87.


112.  Campen 77-78.


113.  Campen 90.


114.  Robert H. Schultz, Jr. and Robert L. Pfalzgraff, Jr., The Future of Air Power in the Aftermath of the Gulf War (Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama: Air University Press, 1992) 256.


115.  Perry M. Smith, CNN Military Analyst, personal interview on the media's role during war, Augusta, Georgia, 18 March 1994.


116.  Campen 87.


117.  Smith 92.


118.  J. J. Sheehan,  Lieutenant General, USMC, Director for Operations, Joint Staff, personal interview on the media's influence on decision-makers, Washington D.C., 18 March 1994.


119.  Summers 222.


120.  Dugan, 10 March 1994.


121.  Toffler 172.


122.  Perry M. Smith, Major General, USAF (Retired), class lecture on military and the media to the Air Command and Staff College, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, 1 March 1994.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Badsey, Stephen. and John. Pimlott.  The Gulf War Assessed.  London:  Arms and Armour Press, 1992.

Blair, Clay.  The Forgotten War: America in Korea 1950-1953.  New York: Times Books, 1987.

Bourland, Andrew M. and Lorrie J. Bourland, "Public Affairs and Theater Campaign Planning."  Unpublished paper, Air Command and Staff College, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, undated.

Braestrup, Peter.  Battle Lines:  Reports of the Twentieth Century Fund Task Force on the Military and the Media.  New York: Priority Press, 1985.

Campen, Alan.  The First Information War.  Fairfax, Virginia: AFCEA International Press, 1992.

Cloud, Stanley W.  "How Reporters Missed the War."  Time 8 January 1990: 61.

Collier, Richard.  Fighting Words: The War Correspondents of World War Two.  New York: St. Martin's, 1989.

Conduct of the Persian Gulf War, Final Report to Congress, Appendix S, 1992.

Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA).  Personal interview with unnamed DIA officials on media coverage during Desert Storm, Washington D.C., December 29, 1993.

Desmond, Robert.  Tides of War: World News Reporting, 1940-1945.  Iowa City: University of Iowa Press, 1984.

Dugan, Michael.  General, United States Air Force (Retired).  Speech on doctrine at the Air and Space Doctrine Symposium, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, March 9, 1994.

Emery, Edwin.  The Press and America: An Interpretive History of the Mass Media.  Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1984.

Francis, Fred.  NBC Correspondent. Personal interview on military-media relations, Washington D.C., December 28, 1993.

Goldman, K.  "TV Affiliates of Three Networks Turn to CNN."  The Wall Street Journal 21 January 1991: B-3.

Hale, Julian.  Radio Power: Propaganda and International Broadcasting.  Philadelphia:  Temple University Press, 1975.

Hastings, Max.  The Korean War.  New York: Simon and Schuster, 1987.

Hammond, William M.  "The Army and Public Affairs."  Newsmen and National Defense: Is Conflict Inevitable?  Ed. Lloyd J. Matthews.  New York: Brassey’s, Inc., 1991.

Hoffman, Fred S.  "The Panama Press Pool Deployment: A Critique."  Newsmen and National Defense: Is Conflict Inevitable? Ed. Lloyd J. Matthews.  New York: Brassey’s, Inc., 1991.

Koop, Theodore.  Weapon of Silence.  Chicago:  The University of Chicago Press, 1946.

Knightley, Phillip.  The First Casualty.  New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1975.

Leaman, Gary R.  "Media Considerations for the Operational Commander."  Newport, Rhode Island: Naval War College, June 23, 1991.

Lederman, Jim.  Battle Lines: The American Media and the Intifida.  New York: Henry Holt and Company, Inc., 1992.

Lloyd, Clem.  "The Case for the Media."  Defense and the Media in Time of Limited War.  Ed. Peter R. Young.  London:  Frank Cass and Co. LTD, 1992.

Moore, R.  "Humor in Uniform."  Readers Digest November 1993: 106.

"The Old Order Changeth."  Broadcasting 21 January 1991: 90.

Pontuso, James F.  "Combat and the Media: the Right to Know Versus the Right to Win."  Strategic Review Winter 1990: 51.

Powers, D.C.  Colonel, United States Army, Director of Plans, Office of the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense, Public Affairs.  Personal interview on the Pentagon's guidelines for media coverage, Washington, D.C., December 22, 1993.

Rivard, David T.  "An Analysis of Operation Urgent Fury."  Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama: Air Command and Staff College, April 1985.

Robertson, H.E. Brigadier General, United States Air Force.  Address to Chicago Publicity Club on Military-Media Relations and Operation Desert Storm, Chicago, Illinois, August 1991.

Schultz, Robert H. Jr. and Robert L. Pfalzgraff, Jr.  The Future of Air Power in the Aftermath of the Gulf War.  Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama: Air University Press, 1992.

Sciolino, Elaine.  The Outlaw State.  New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1991.

Scott, Engle and Thomas Taylor.  "Trust and Confidence in Wartime between Commanders and the Media: Are They Related to Field Press Censorship?"  Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania: Army War College, June 1982.

Sheehan, J.J.  Lieutenant General, United States Air Force, Director for Operations, Joint Staff.  Personal interview on the media's influence on decision-makers, Washington D.C., March 18, 1994.

Smith, Perry M.  CNN Military Analyst.  Personal interview on the media's role during war, Augusta, Georgia, March 18, 1994.

---.  How CNN Fought the War: A View from the Inside.  New York: Birch Lane Press, 1991.

---.  Major General, United States Air Force (Retired).  Class Lecture on military and the media.  Air Command and Staff College, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, March 1, 1994.

Stoler, Peter.  The War Against the Press: Politics: Politics, Pressure and Intimidation in the 80's.  New York: Dodd, Mead & Co., Inc., 1986.

"The Storm and the Eye."  Broadcasting 14 January 1991: 51.

Summers, Harry G., Jr.  Korean War Almanac.  New York: Facts on File, 1990.

---.  On Strategy II: A Critical Analysis of the Gulf War.  New York: Dell Publishing, 1992.

---.  "Western Media and Recent Wars."  Military Review May 1986: 333.

"The Talk of the Town."  New Yorker 28 January 1991: 20.

Toffler, Alvin and Heidi Toffler.  War and Anti-War.  Boston:  Little, Brown and Company, 1993.

Voorhees, Melvin B.  Korean Tales.  New York: Simon and Schuster, 1952.

"Washington Lays Down the Rules of War."  Broadcasting 14 January 1991: 53.

Wiener, Robert.  Live From Baghdad.  New York: Doubleday, 1992.

Williams, Pete.  Memorandum on Lessons Learned, Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm, for the Secretary of Defense, May 1, 1991.

Zeidenberg, Leonard.  "DoD Criticizes U.S. Handling of Panama Coverage."  Broadcasting 26 March 1990: 100.

---.  "Media Go To War: Piecing Together the Panama Story."  Broadcasting 25 December 1989: 25.

Zoglin, Richard.  "It Was a Public Relations Rout To. [sic]"  Time 11 March 1991: 56.

	�.  The unleveled upper left quadrant considers the highly unlikely condition wherein an absence of information from the media increases enemy capability.  Since such a condition cannot rationally exist, it is therefore not addressed in this study since even disinformation is more media information.


	�.  Richard Collier, Fighting Words: The War Correspondents of World War Two (New York:  St. Martin's, 1989) 1.


	�.  Robert Desmond, Tides of War: World News Reporting, 1940-1945 (Iowa City:  University of Iowa Press, 1984) 448.


	�.  Collier 1.


	�.  Coller 2.


	�.  Peter Braestrup, Battle Lines: Reports of the Twentieth Century Fund Task Force on the Military and the Media (New York: Priority Press, 1985) 31.


	�.  Theodore Koop, Weapon of Silence (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1946) 163.


	�.  Koop 666.


	�.  Collie 184.


	�.  Koop 161.


	�.  Julian Hale, Radio Power: Propaganda and International Broadcasting (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1975) 191.


	�.  Desmond 93.


	�.  Collier 60.


	�.  Engle Scott and Thomas Taylor," Trust and Confidence in Wartime between Commanders and the Media: Are They Related to Field Press Censorship?" (Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania: Army War College, 1982) 2.


	�.  Conduct of the Persian Gulf War, Final Report to Congress, Appendix S, 1992: S-1.


	�.  Braestrup 33.


	�.  Koop 198.


	�.  Peter Stoler, The War Against the Press: Politics, Pressure and Intimidation in the 80's (New York: Odd, Mead & Company, Inc., 1986) 45.


	�.  Edwin Emery, The Press and America: An Interpretive History of the Mass Media (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1984) 533.


	�.  Harry G. Summers, Jr., Korean War Almanac, (New York: Facts on File, 1990) 180.


	�.  Phillip Knightley, The First Casualty (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1975) 337.


	�.  Melvin B. Voorhees, Korean Tales (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1952) 83.


	�.  Voorhees 103.


	�.  Clay Blair, The Forgotten War: America in Korea 1950-1953 (New York:  Times Books, 1987) 640.


	�.  Voorhees 105.


	�.  Max Hastings, The Korean War (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1987) 172.


	�.  Blair 238.


	�.  Voorhees 104.


	�.  Summers, Almanac 181.


	�.  Blair 640.


	�.  Blair 640.


	�.  Voorhees 109-110.


	�.  Blair 640.


	�.  William M. Hammond, "The Army and Public Affairs,"  Newsmen and National Defense: Is Conflict Inevitable? ed. Lloyd J. Matthews (New York: Brassey’s, Inc., 1991) 12.


	�.  Voorhees 93-96.


	�.  Summers, Almanac 181.


	�.  Stoler 61.


	�.  Harry G. Summers,  "Western Media and Recent Wars," Military Review May 1986: 333.


	�.  Clem LLoyd, "The Case for the Media," Defense and the Media in Time of Limited War ed. Peter R. Young (London: Frank Cass and Company, LTD) 103.


	�.  Stoler 61.


	�.  Knightley 377-378.


	�.  LLoyd 103.


	�.  Knightley 378-379.


	�.  Knightley 382.


	�.  LLoyd 379.


	�.  LLoyd 103.


	�.  Braestrup 73.


	�.  Mitchell, Michael C, "Televising War," U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings April 1986: 55.


	�.  David T. Rivard,  "An Analysis of Operation Urgent Fury," Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama: Air Command and Staff College, April 1985, 13.


	�.  James F. Pontuso, "Combat and the Media: the Right to Know versus the Right to Win," Strategic Review Winter 1990: 51.


	�.  Gary R. Leaman, "Media Considerations for the Operational Commander," Newport, Rhode Island: Naval War College, June 23, 1991, 12.


	�.  Leonard Zeidenberg, "DoD Criticizes U.S. Handling of Panama Coverage."  Broadcasting 26 March 1990: 100.


	�.  Zeidenberg, "DoD Criticizes..." 100.


	�.  Cloud, Stanley W.  "How Reporters Missed the War."  Time  8 January 1990: 61.


	�.  Hoffman 127.


	�.  Hoffman, Fred S.  "The Panama Press Pool Deployment: A Critique," Newsmen & National Defense: Is Conflict Inevitable?  ed. LLoyd J. Mathews (NY: Brassey’s, Inc., 1991) 100.


	�.  Leonard Zeidenberg, "Media Go to War: Piecing Together the Panama Story," Broadcasting 25 December 1989: 25.


	�.  Hoffman 100.


	�.  Pontuso 51.


	�.  Zeidenberg, "Media" 25.


	�.  Hoffman 127.


	�.  Pete Williams, Memorandum on Lessons Learned, Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm, for the Secretary of Defense, May 1, 1991, 9-10.


	�.  K. Goldman, "TV Affiliates of 3 Networks Turn to CNN,"  The Wall Street Journal, 21 January 1991:B: 3.


	�.  "The Talk of the Town," New Yorker 28 January 1991: 20.


	�.  Jim Lederman, Battle Lines: The American Media and the Intifida (New York: Henry Holt and Company, Inc., 1992) 325.


	�.  "The Talk of the Town" 20.


	�.  "The Old Order Changeth,"  Broadcasting  21 January 1991: 90.


	�.  "The Old Order Changeth"  90.


	�.  Tofflers 170.


	�.  Alvin and Heidi Toffler, War and Anti-War (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1993) 170.


	�.  Lederman 326.


	�.  "The Storm and the Eye," Broadcasting 14 January 1991: 51.


	�.  Alan Campen, The First Information War (Fairfax, Virginia:  AFCEA International Press, 1992) 125.


	�.  Campen 87.


	�.  Robert Wiener, Live From Baghdad (New York: Doubleday, 1992) 28.


	�.  Wiener 210.


	�.  Campen 126.


	�.  Stephen Badsey and John Pimlott, The Gulf War Assessed (London: Arms and Armour Press, 1992) 220.


	�.  "The Talk of the Town" 20.


	�.  Conduct of the Persian Gulf War, S-1.


	�.  Defense Intelligence Agency officials, personal interview with unnamed DIA officials on media coverage during Desert Storm, Washington D.C., December 29, 1993.


	�.  D.C. Powers, Colonel. USA, Director of Plans, Office of the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense, Public Affairs, personal interview on Pentagon's Guidelines to Media Coverage, Washington D.C., December 22, 1993.


	�.  Powers, 22 December, 1993


	�.  "The Storm and the Eye," 54.


	�.  Powers, 22 December, 1993.


� H.E. Robertson, General. USAF, "Address to Chicago Publicity Club on Military-Media Relations and Operation Desert Storm, Chicago, Illinois, August 1991.


	�.  Lederman 317.


	�.  Campen 87.


	�.  Robertson, August 1991.


�  "Washington Lays Down the Rules of War," Broadcasting 14 January 1991: 53.


	�.  Lederman 39.


	�.  "Washington Lays . . . ," 53.


	�.  Harry G. Summers, Jr., On Strategy II: A Critical Analysis of the Gulf War (New York: Dell Publishing, 1992) 216.


	�.  Fred Francis, NBC Correspondent, personal interview on military-media relations, Washington D.C., 22 December 1993.


�Francis, 28 December 1993.


	�.  


	�.  Andrew M. Bourland and Lorrie J. Bourland,  "Public Affairs and Theater Campaign Planning," unpublished paper, Air Command and Staff College, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, undated, 17.


	�.  Perry M. Smith, How CNN Fought the War: A View from the Inside (New York: Birch Lane Press, 1991) 92.


	�.  Lederman 323.


	�.  Smith 16.


	�.  Smith 75.


	�.  Elaine Sciolino, The Outlaw State (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1991)  284.


	�.  R. Zoglin,  "It Was a Public Relations Rout To, Time 11 March 1991: 56. 


	�.  Lederman 322.


	�.  Campen 172.


	�.  R. Moore, "Humor in Uniform," Readers Digest  November 1993: 106.


	�.  Lederman 322.


	�.  Michael Dugan, General, USAF Retired, Speech on doctrine at the Air and Space Doctrine Symposium, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, March 9, 1994.


	�.  Campen 88.


	�.  Campen 90.


	�.  Campen 87.


	�.  Campen 77-78.


	�.  Campen 90.


	�.  Robert H. Schultz, Jr. and Robert L. Pfalzgraff, Jr., The Future of Air Power in the Aftermath of the Gulf War (Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama: Air University Press, 1992) 256.


	�.  Perry Smith, CNN Military Analyst, personal interview on the media's role during war, Augusta, Georgia, March 18, 1994.


	�.  Campen 87.


	�.  Smith 92.


	�.  J. J. Sheehan, Lieutenant General, USMC, Director for Operations, Joint Staff, personal interview on the media's influence on decision-makers, Washington D.C., March 18, 1994.


	�.  Summers 222.


	�.  Dugan, March 10, 1994.


	�.  Tofflers 172.


	�.  Perry M. Smith, Major General, USAF (Retired), class lecture on military and the media to the Air Command and Staff College, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, March 1, 1994.









_1078813798

