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For my generation, World War I was history and
World War Il was our great watershed event. Vietnam was
secondary. For my son's generation, World War II was history and
Vietnam was the great watershed. For you, Vietnam is history and
only the future will tell whether you will face a watershed event of
the same magnitude as did these last two generations. I hope not.
Wars are hardly the benchmark needed to help:a gemeration come of
age. I suggest that you can perhaps avoid such an experience more
effectively by studying and learning the.lessons of the past.

Which is what you ‘are doing. this week and for
which I congratulate you. Vietnam is well worth: the time and effort
you are making for it will tell you much about us as a nation - where
we have been, where we are and perhaps where we are going - and
it can certainly provide you with some lessons and principles that
must be observed in the conduct of our international affairs if we are
to avoid such terrible costs as 58,000 American dead.

But I caution you in undertaking this evaluation to
avoid the temptation of succumbing easily to conventional wisdom.
Vietnam, more than most events of such magnitude, is the subject of
myths and misconceptions that have taken root and developed a life
of their own. It is only recently that history is showing signs of
gaining some balance and that the black and white pictures of the
past are beginning to change more accurately to the grays that
existed in fact. Tonight, I would like to offer some observations on
the nature of those grays from the perspective of one who was an
active participant for four and a half years of the war.

But first let me place myself more precisely. I
arrived in Vietnam slightly more than twenty-five years ago, in
February of 1964 to be exact, and spent the next four and a half
years as Director of all American communications activities in
Vietnam, including media relations and psychological warfare as well
as conventional information programs. My role included membership
on the U.S.Mission Council of chiefs of agencies where I served with
three different Ambassadors, three different Commanders of the



military forces and a score of other senior agency directors. This was
well before any of you students were born; at least, I assume it was.

I cite this not just to emphasize my age nor my
length of service in Vietnam but to make a point, an important one
for whose who would evaluate Vietnam. For though [ served in
Vietnam for a lengthy period, my service there covered only part of
the war. I call my period the "Middle Years"-the years of the initial
American combat involvement and the American buildup. Before it
came the French War which, though it did not involve American
troops, set precedents and patterns that had a great influence in later
years; the Diem period which set the direction and seeds of
destruction for the South Vietnamese government; and after it, the
post-Tet years which saw a partial deterioration of the American
military forces by 1970 and led to the withdrawal of the Americans
in 1973; and finally the post-American period which ended with the
collapse of the ‘South Vietnamese military forces and government in
1975. I might add parenthetically, there has been almost a
continuing post-Vietnam War "Vietnam War" in Cambodia since 1975.

There were thus in reality a series of Vietnam Wars
and though they were all tied to each other and part of an overall
pattern, each needs judgment on its own. It is dangerous and
misleading to speak about the Vietnam War as though it were a
single war; it is more accurate to speak about the "Vietnam Wars".
And therein lies a basic point: generalizations which may be accurate
about one of these phases do not necessarily apply to the others; in
fact, most often do not. And I should note that I as an individual
speak most knowledgeably about my period there. For the rest, I was
and am an interested observer but not a first-hand witness.

Today, the conventional wisdom is that U.S.
involvement in these wars - certainly its combat involvement in the
wars of the mid- to late sixties and the early seventies - was a
grievous and even immoral error of national judgment; that the
United States faced inevitable defeat because of intense Vietnamese
nationalism and the tenacity and determination and skill in the
conduct of insurgency of the North Vietnamese; and that the final
outcome reflected the arrogance and insenmsitivity of a superpower
seeking to apply Western concepts and solutions to a Confucian
society in a distant land about which it had little knowledge and
empathy. To quote a recent highly-acclaimed book on Vietnam:
"Vietnam was our first bad war. The American soldier had
everything he could want except a good cause and good leadership
without which you can't win.”



I demur - certainly insofar as a "good cause" is
concerned and I suggest to you that this conclusion like so many
others about the war deserves restatement in shadings of gray
rather than the black and white which it uses. I would probably
agree that in balance, the price we paid in the form of human lives,
the expenditure of national treasure, the deep divisions created in
our society and the negative impact on our national psyche was too
high for the results we achieved. But even that more moderate
judgment comes only with the benefit of hindsight.

Certainly, at the time, the cause seemed proper and
the policies appropriate. We tend to look now at Vietnam in
somewhat of a vacuum. It needs to be placed in its proper setting -
the last chapter of a post-World War II era in which the
confrontation of the two superpowers and the division of the world
roughly into Communist and non-Communist camps led to a national
readiness as a matter of national interest to help defend the rights of
people to develop their societies in their own fashion. We were deep
in the syndrome of John F. Kennedy's rallying cry of "We shall pay
any price..." in defense of liberty. And the growth of subversion and
guerrilla warfare to undermine allied governments and challenge
what we perceived as U.S. interests; the activities of a militant Mao-
led Mainland China that was extending its tenacles into the countries
of Southeast Asia; and the specific situation of Soviet-supported
North Vietnamese infiltration of a South buttressed by then with one
and a half million refugees from Hanoi's rule that clearly wanted to
resist Hanoi control led to the initial American commitment of the
early sixties.

Was that cause, that commitment, "bad"? Certainly
not in motive and certainly not in principle. And certainly not in the
spirit of the time. If my explanation strikes you as the conventional
wisdom of the period, as the justification by the establishment for
the policies of involvment, your reaction is correct. It is. There was a
voice or two raised in opposition but generally those seemed to come
from a small minority of chronic objectors. The substantial majority
- in the Executive Departments, in the Congress, among the foreign
policy experts, even in the media, including many of the reporters
who later became severe critics - supported the policies adopted first
by President Kennedy and subsequently by President Johnson. As
has been noted, the "best and the brightest" were the prime
proponents of the involvement in Vietnam, at least initially. The Gulf
of Tonkin Resolution of 1964 which provided the legislative basis for
American combat involvement received only two negative votes in
the Senate. And public opinion polls showed the general public was



also in support; remember, President Johnson won election in the fall
of 1964 by a landslide.

Now if this cause looked "good" in the judgment of
the period, where did it go wrong, when did the "good” become "bad'
and lead to the the student riots of the late sixties, to the growth of
the widespread and violent opposition of the early seventies, to the
judgment of our political leaders to withdraw from Vietnam at
virtually any cost, and to the conventional wisdom of today still
reflected in the quotation I cited earlier.

I suspect social historians will give a much more

knowledgable answer. The United States was in the midst of a social
revolution which started with the civil rights movement of the fifties;
the establishment in all its forms and institutions was increasingly
questioned; the critical pact of basic trust and credibility between the
government and its electorate was unraveling. War itself, pictured
daily on living room TV, was increasingly rejected as an instrument
of national policy. And student deferments brought a sense of guilt to
tens of thousands as they saw their contemporaries, many from
minority groups, dying in a far off land. Unease, frustration,
a changed sense of America's role in the world all focused on the
growing drain of our youth and treasure in a land that few had heard
of and almost none felt any attachment for. Which had the more
effect on the national mood of criticism and bitterness that emerged
- the social revolution or the war or did they interact and contribute
equally to the change in the world as we knew it? I do not know. The
historians are going to have to make that judgment eventually.

But I think the most important factor in turning the
supporters of the Vietnam commitment to critics who then had an
enormous impact in due course on the public's attitude was our
performance on the ground in Vietnam - a performance that was
constantly visible because whatever other shortcomings the
government may have had, it could not be faulted for drawing down
a curtain over the scene. This was the most open of wars, our first
war without censorship, and it unfolded on a very well-lighted
center stage for all the world to see.

In this massive public shift from support to
opposition, I suggest it was not our "cause" that was at fault but our
execution; it was not our thinking that led to our difficulties but our
implementation. The critics were and are wrong in this regard. It was
not that the Mission Council did not appreciate the importance of
carrying out programs to win the hearts and minds of the population
or of limiting the visibility of the Americans or of needing a more
effective South Vietname government or of using more selective and



targeted techniques in countering the Viet Cong. It is simply that we
could not put our intentions into effect successfully. We recognized
the limitations of the South Vietnamese government. We were
conscious of the drawbacks of the huge American presence. We were
acutely aware of the failures in the appeal to people. But most often,
because of prior conditions, because of hesitation about embarassing
the host government, because of the inadequacy of personnel or
resources, because of bureaucratic or military reluctance to change
American concepts or patterns, because of the force of political
pressures from home, we found ourselves applying not the programs
or policies we wished but rather choosing the lesser of bad
alternatives. Or facing the one unthinkable option we had:
withdrawal, abandonment, the ultimate desperate detachment,
shameful to me, that came finally in that dismal picture of departure
from the roof of the U.S. Embassy in Saigon in 1975.

Still, in an overall evaluation of these shortcomings,
you would find much that was positive and effective - and again I
suggest to you that the absolute judgments of the conventional
commentator on these detailed programs and policies are not only in
error; they are basically invalid. I reject the notion that it was an
impossible situation for the United States or, for that matter, for the
South Vietnamese government. There was nothing inevitable about
the final outcome - and a good case can be made that "victory" if that
is the right word for it or, perhaps more accurately, a defeat of the
North Vietnamese invasion of the South was possible just as United
Nations forces, largely American, had achieved in Korea against the
North Koreans a few years earlier

I note for you a few points to be made in support of

this contention:

Despite all the flaws and shortcomings of the South
Vietnamese government, the people of the South never clearly opted
for the North. There was no general uprising of the population in the
Tet Offensive of 1968 as Hanoi had anticipated. There were no
wholesale defections of the people, particularly in the hamlets in the
countryside, to the Viet Cong. There was passive acceptance of
control enforced by arms. In the hamlets, there was above all a
desire to be left alone by both sides so they could pursue their lives
in peace. As to the ultimate attitude of the South Vietnamese people,
ask the boat people, ask the one million Vietnamese in the United
States and the tens of thousands elsewhere who have left the historic
land of their ancestors.



Despite individual defections, balanced usually by
even more numerous individual surrenders to the Southern forces,
no South Vietnamese combat unit ever defected or surrendered in
toto to the Viet Cong or the North Vietnamese, as has been the case
in other wars of this nature, until the very final collapse of the entire
military force.

Despite all the criticism of its tactics and military
performance, the U.S. military forces never lost a battle to the Viet
Cong or North Vietnamese forces. That certainly includes the whole
series of battles labeled the Tet Offensive.

Yes, there was a certain deterioration in the morale,
attitude and performance of U.S. military forces by the 1970's but the
dramatic events reflected in movies like "Platoon™ were the
exception, not the rule, and the vast majority of American military
who served in Vietnam came back and resumed normal lives without
the trauma experienced by some.

The television program, "Tour of Duty”, is not
typical of Vietnam nor is "China Beach®” - certainly not of the whole
broad spectrum of the long years of American involvement: rice
growing in the Delta and education and medical assistance in the
riverside hamlets are just as valid. Dramatic license is fine but it
must be viewed in balance in seeing the real world.

My list could go on for a long time. My point again
is not that these particular observations present either a complete or
even a fully accurate picture. But they, and many more points in a
similar vein, are also legitimately part of the complex mosaic which
must be considered in evaluating Vietnam. So once again, I suggest to
you that the answers lie in a series of grays rather than the stark
absolutes that are so convenient for those seeking simple solutions.

I could even make a case that the "defeat" for the
U.S. - the final black and white judgment - may have its own
shadings of gray. I can argue - I confess I do not do it with too much
vigor -that the ten years we bought in Vietnam at the terrible price
of 58,000 dead and a much greater number of Vietnamese casualties
- provided the time necessary for the fragile Southeast Asia
governments outside Indo-China to get their roots down and achieve
stability. Thailand, Malaysia, Singapore, Indonesia are all relatively
stable today; the Philippines has been in turmoil but more because of
internal developments than external pressures; and Vietnam itself,
controlled by the North of course, has had to rest after its "domino"
expansion into Cambodia to attend to its own domestic problems,
many of them growing out of the war.



What is the point of all this? Simply that there are
no easy amswers, no flat unchallengeable conclusions. In Vietnam, we
often agreed on the facts but differed on the conclusions. The
specttum was so broad and varied that you could find whatever you
wanted, support whatever viewpoint you brought to the task. The
cup was truly half full or half empty depending on which half you
wanted to see.

Let me suggest as you probe the Vietnam
experience this week that you seek to make your own judgments on
some basic questions, questions on which I have opinions but to
which you may well find different answers. For it is your relatively
unbiased eyes and ears that may develop the right shadings of gray
for these questions that have plagued us for so long:

What was the effect on the final outcome of
President Johnson's decision to enter the war piecemeal and to offer
the American people both the Vietnam War and the Great Society,
guns and butter, at the same time? Certainly, I would argue that
these two fundamental decisions lengthened the war unnecessarily
and helped divert the American people from giving the war in its
early stages the full attention and involvement it needed. And one
clear lesson that I would cite from Vietnam is the need to fight a
war, if one must be fought, with full application of power, without
artifical limits on the military. International considerations, such as
concern about the entrance of China into the combat, are a legitimate
problem to take into account but handcuffs on the military,
particularly in the initial stages, is a questionable approach to a
military campaign.

What was the effect on the conduct and outcome of
the war of President Johnson's personal involvement in its everyday
direction?  President Johnson was a man bigger than life, an
overwhelming personality. He involved himself in the war in great
detail from providing directions for the civilian programs to selecting
targets for air strikes. He put himself in the position of having to
accept responsibility for the results - and thus lost that desirable
cushion between the President and subordinates which would enable
him to remove those whose programs did not succeed and seek new
paths with new direction,

Why did we fail to persuade and lead the South
Vietnamese government to a greater degree of effectiveness, to
implementing better the positive programs in education, health,
medicine, and agriculture which we knew were needed and which
we developed? For that matter, why did the South Vietnames



government not lead effectively on its own initiative? I question
whether it is possible for the United States to serve as a surrogate
government, particularly in a society with which we have no
common roots and perhaps it is even impossible to guide and lead
the government of such a country but, if so, we must seek other
ways to convince that government to conduct a positive program that
will appeal to the population .

Why did we fail to communicate the whole Vietnam
involvement more effectively, a task in which I played a role? In
the open world of today with its enormous capacity for transmitting
information, effective communication of a major foreign policy is
absolutely essential. Policies of the magnitude of Vietnam cannot be
long continued without public support. I contend that we, the U.S.
government, failed to meet that challenge in Vietnam. We must
identify the reasons why and seek corrective measures.

What was the effect on the final outcome of
America's natural impatience, of its intense desire to see a task
quickly finished even if the issues lend themselves only to long term
solutions? The Vietnamese have fought for a thousand years. Hanoi
thought in terms of decades. We needed quick and visibly successful
results. Our lack of staying power was reflected in many ways, in
our strategy and our tactics - and it was a characteristic which the
North Vietnamese exploited fully.

As you continue this week of analysis and
evaluation, beware the quick and easy answer. Vietnam may well
have been the most complex and difficult and certainly most
controversial of our wars. Whatever you learn will reflect those
difficulities. Nevertheless, it is important that we distill the
experience, that we learn the limitations of our national capabilities
and power, that we adjust to what is possible for us in a pluralistic
world, that we - no, more importantly, that you - learn where we
have been and make certain that you do not have to repeat the
errors of the last two generations. In pursuing this goal, I urge you
to undertake your examination without apology or sense of national
guilt. The United States began in Vietnam on a legitimate and
honorable course. Both the government and its representatives there
made many mistakes but they were mistakes of execution and not
mistakes of intent. As President Bush noted in his inaugural speech,
surely there is a statute of limitations on our defensiveness about
Vietnam.

Look with clear eyes and clear mind and without
preconception at the issues and lessons of this page in our history. It



is a difficult task but with sufficient commitment and perception on
your part, it can be done. It is important for the future of your
generation.

And now rather than try to continue to anticipate
your interests and comment further in detail, let me stop and open
the floor to questions.
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BARRY ZORTHIAN
Apt. 405E - The Towers
4201 Cathedral Ave. N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20016
202=-244=-1984

"REFLECTIONS ON VIETNAM"
OUTLINE OF A PROFPOSED BOOKE ON VIETHAM

Hote: The writer served in Vietnam as a senior member of
the U.5. Mission from February, 1964, to July, 1968. During that
period, he was chief spokesman for the U.S5. Mission, a member of the
Mission Council and at varicus times Director of the U.S.Information
Service, Director of the Joint U.5.Public Affairs Office (JUSPAQ),
Counselor of Embassy for Information with the personal rank of
Minister. He served under three U.S5.Ambassadors, Henry Cabot
Lodge (two tours); Maxwell Taylor and Ellsworth Bunker, and served as
g2 colleague and chief public affairs adviser (under an NSC directiwve)
to Gen. Paul Harkins, Gen. William C. Westmoreland, and Gen.
Creighton Abrams, the longest association being an almost concurrent
four year tour of duty with Gen. Westmoreland. As chief 0.5.
spokesman, he originated the daily briefings that came to be known as
the "Five 0'Clock Follies", served and had contact with some 2000
journalists(including repeats) who were accredited to the Miltiary
Assistance Command in Vietnam(MACV) during the four year period and
helped develop the concept and was the first director of the joint
U.S. Mission organization for psychological operations and
communications. His term of serwvice in Vietnam was the longest for
any senior U.S. official with the later exception of Ambassador
Ellsworth Bunker. The proposed book would draw upon his experience
and intimate knowledge of the events of this critical period of the
U.S5.presence in Vietnam.

"RBeflections on Vietnam" {or "Vietnam Revisited") would be
based on a return visit to Vietnam during which key places of
personal and historic significance would serve as the starting point
for comment and reflection on Vietnam and the American involvement in
the war. These reflections in turn would be followed by comment on
both the events involved and the author's comments on them by writers
representing other viewpoints- a prominent Vietnamese representative

and an experienced journalist each of whom served in Vietnam at



approximately the same time and had quite different vantage points
for the events under exﬁﬁinatiﬂn. If the differences in these
viewpoints turn out to be sufficiently diverse, the three might
undertake a further recorded first-hand "Post Script” discussion
which would be transcribed and appended to the particular chapter.
Two possible participants in this project are Ambassador Bui Diem,
former publisher of the Saigon Daily News, former Vietnamese
ambassador to the U.S., author of a boock and many articles on Vietnam
and now engaged in academic work at George Mason University in
Virginia, and Peter Arnett, Pulitzer prize winning correspondent for
the Associated Press for a number of years in Vietnam, one of the
most knowledgeable and critical of the correspondents who served in
Vietnam, subsequently a correspondent for AP in a number of foreign
assignments and now a correspondent for Cable News Network, recently
assigned to Jerusalem. Both informally have expressed an interest in
participation.

The key to the book lies in the return trip to Vietnam to
give the author an opportunity to revisit places to freshen his
memory and stimulate an informal and perscnal retrospective on the
war: Saigon and Cholon of course(and various parts of the city); the
Delta - Vung Tau, Cantho, Mytho, Ha Tien, Long An, Tay Ninh; the
highlands - Pleiku, Dakto, Ban Me Thuect, Dalat; the coast - Wha
Trang, Phan Rang, Chu Lai; and then up to Danang, Hue and Khe Sang
and others. The recent record indicates that present Vietnamese
authorities will permit this type of comprehensive wvisit - probably
with escort required but also with considerable leeway.

The history of Vietnam as written in the past twenty odd



years has been presented largely from the viewpoint of the critics.
The most recent books of note, "A Bright Shining Light"™ by Neil
Sheehan and the new "Flashbacks" by Morley Safer condemn both the
American and South Vietnamese efforts based largely on the comments
and viewpoints of unofficial observers, both in Vietnam and the U.S.
and critiecs within the U.5. Mission. There is a real danger

that this one-sided accounting of the U.S. involvement

will be accepted as accurate history and become dogma.

There is a need for balance, for some understanding and
presentation of the agony and complexity of decision making in
Vietnam, the reasons for the various actions and policies which were
adopted, and an appreciation of the South Vietnamese efforts and
sacrifices. There 15 also a need for a presentation of the human side
of the officials who conducted the war - why and how they made
the decisions they did from President Johnson and his close
associates in Washingten to the U.5. commanders - civilian and
military - in the field.

The writer does not propose a blind and uncritical
presentation of the official wviewpoint. Both then and now, he has
been critical of many aspects of the American performance in Vietnam
but he has alsoc believed in the basic wvalidity of our involvement
and having participated in many of the key decisions during those
four and a half critical years in the mid-sixties, has some
appreciation of the how and why of the course of the American
involvement. Furthermore, he would add his personal comments and
observations to this viewpoint from the inside.

The concept for the proposed book does not contemplate an



orderly history of the war. That kind of an effort is unnecessary.
It would cover too much ground and would be repetitious of what has
already been written. What is proposed instead is use of the
occasion of the wvisits to many of the cities and places where the
principal events of the war took place and the recollections which
will result from these visits to comment on some of the principal
issues of the war from the viewpoint of an official in the U.S.
Mission. The judgments will seek to bring some balance to the
history of the war. The commentary will will alsoc incorporate
vignettes and anecdotes about many of the personalities - journalists
and officials - who were on the scene.

For instance, the visit to Cantho and Mytho would be the
pceasion of commentary on the attempt to win the support of the
Vietnamese peasants - both by the Americans with their health,
medical and education programs and the Vietnamese with their
attempts to reach through the barriers of the hamlet to the peasant.
Cantho and Mytho alsoc provide the opportunity for comment on the V.C.
penetration and terrorism in the countryside.

Ha Thien and Tay Ninh near the Cambodian border provide the
opportunity for a discussion of the Ho Chi Minh trail, the frame of
mind of the V.C., infiltration of troops and arms by the VC and
North Vietnamese, our cross-border and "black" operations.

Long An and Vung Tau provide the opportunity for a
discussion of the pacification programs, the later
revolutionary development teams, and the Phoenix program.

Ban Me Thuot and Pleiku the occasion for a discussion of

the role of the Montagnards, the search and destroy strategy, the



eventual collapse of the South Vietnamese army.

Chu Lai and Whatrang for the build-up of American forces
and facilities, the huge construction effort which reached a high
point in Cam Ranh Bay, the first entry of America troops in 1965, the
wvisit by Fresident Johnson in 1967 and the famous "coonskins on the
wall"” meeting with the American generals.

Danang and Hue for the air war towards the North, for the
Tet battles of 1968, for the Marines and their civic action teams,
and for Westmoreland's strategy in EKhe Sang and the defense
perimeters of 65-66.

And Saigon: the official conduct of the war, the role of
the Vietnamese government, the Bhuddist uprisings, the political
intrigue of the Vietnamese, the Tet offensive, the role and
performance of journalists, the top-heavy American bureaucracy, both
military and civilian. And my personal memories of four years of
Mission meetings, press briefings and perscnal life.

The commentaries will be a blend of recollections,
anecdotes and substantive judgments. Where they are sufficiently
different from the current conventional wisdom, they will lend
themselves to contradiction or elaboration by the two supplementary
observers discussed in the first paragraph above.

And along the way, there will of course be comment on
broader aspects of the war - the political dimensions, the overall
conduct of the war, its effect on the Vietnamese and the American
participants, the validity and need for the American presence and
effort and of course the controversial questions about the public

presentation of the war which was the writer's particular area of



competence.

In addition, interspersed throughout the book both in the
reflections and the commentary will be highly personal anecdotal
evaluation and characterization of many cof the major figures of the
war period - based on first-hand observations and attendance at
mostof the key conferences during the war in Washington, Manila,Guam,
Honolulu and in Vietnam itself and the more than four years on the
scene in Saigon. Certainly there will be recollections and comment
on contacts with the Washington establishment: President Johnson,
Secretaries Rusk and McNamara, Walt Rostow, Carl Rowan, Robert
Kennedy, Edward R. Murrow, Gen. Earle Wheeler, Arthur Sylvester, Bill
Moyers, George Christian; famous visitors to Saigon like Henry
Kissinger, Frank Stanton, Billy Graham, Richard Nixon, Vice President
Humphrey, Sen. Symington, John Steinbeck, Congressmen and Cabinet
members, State and Defense Department officials and the endless
stream of visitors who were a highly visible feature of the setting;
and in Saigon, over the years, the Ambassadors and Generals named
earlier but also Ambassadors Alex Johnson, William Porter, Sam
Berger, Phil Habib, Bob Komer, the CIA station chiefs; the military
from major and lieutenant colonels at the province level to the
commanders like Lew Walt, Fred Weyand, Dick Stilwell, Bill Depuy,
Bruce Palmer and Crighton Abrams; the mavericks like John Paul Vann,
Ed Lansdale, Dan Ellsberg; the media of course - Morley Safer,

Peter Arnett, Malcom Brown, Neil Sheehan, David Halberstram, Ward
Just, Oriana Falaci, Mary McCarthy, Bernard Fall, Joseph Alsop, Frank
McCullough, Robert Shaplen, Keyes Beech, Bernie Kalb, Walter

Cronkite, Eric Severeid, the young ones who later became famous like



Dan Rather and Ted Koppel. And finally the Vietnamese, many now
almost forgotten: Gen. Theiu and Prime Minister Key, Gen. Minh and
Gen. Vien, Tran Van Do and Buil Diem, the seven ministers of
information with whom I dealt and the ministers and province chiefs
and "notables™ of the Vietnamese stage. The list is almost endless
because Saigon was a revolving door thru which almost anycone of note
of that period passed at one point or another and the writer had an
opportunity to see them all at first hand in meetings and
in conferences, in one-on-one dialogue and in news briefings and
backgrounders and social gatherings, in Saigon and in the field.
Every effort will be made toc reflect the sense and flavor of the
intensity and pressures that marked Vietnam during that periocd.
Beyond the visit to Vietnam and the first hand
recollections, there will be a need of course to undertake a good
deal of reading and research in order to prepare for the return and
further follow-up research after the visit prior to actual drafting.
The writer arrived in Vietnam twenty-six vears ago; a refresher is
necessary.
A rough estimate of a time frame for production of a
manuscript for this book would be as follows:
Spring thru fall, 1990 - reading and research.
Winter, 1990-91 - ¢ne month wisit to Vietnam
Spring thru fall, 199%1 - drafting.
Late fall, 1991 - manuscript submitted.
My normal work in public relations will have to be put
aside largely during preparation of this book which will require a

minimum of a half day on a steady, regular basis devoted to reading,



research, and writing. As a result, there is a need for an advance
to make up for compensation lost during the period involved. In
addition, the cost of travel to Vietnam will constitute a burden for

which assistance is needed. My estimate of the amount of advance

needed to cover these costs is 530, 000.

Two recent pieces on Vietnam by the writer are attached to
provide some idea of the guality of the prospective writing and

general approach. Neither of these deal as much as the book would

with personal experience and anecdote

- Barry Zorthian



PREPARED REMARKS BY BARRY ZORTHIAN
FOR SESSION V

"VIETNAM RECONSIDERED: LESSONS FROM A WAR"

Our meetings this week continue a process that one
sometimes feels began even before Ho Chi Minh returned to
that troubled land in the forties: an examination, a
searching, a conference on Vietnam, its problems and its
lessons. How often have we looked at this land in these
almost forty years and how often have we been frustrated in
finding answers. The only hope I see in cur sessions this
week lies in increased perspective, in the "re" in
"reconsidered”, in the calibre and the knowledge of the
participants. Before myths become history, let us hope that
we can shed more light than heat this time at least.

Except for a brief visit in the fifties, I went to
Vietnam almost exactly nineteen years ago - very junior by
some standards, a real old-timer by others. Mine were what I
call the Middle Years - the period between the Diem
government overthrow and the build-up of American forces to a
figure over one half-million in mid-1968. I might note
parenthetically that the press corps in Saigon grew
proportionately almost as much during the same years. I
speak with intimate knowledge only of these years. For the
others, my experience is that of an interested and involved
ocbserver but not of a first-hand participant. The
distinction is important. Vietnam was many things in many
periods. There are few generalities that apply to the whole
period of American involvement and few lessons that are valid
for the whole spectrum of our participation and experience.

This particular panel has been given the task of
evaluating the quality of reporting - a judgment that must be
just as complicated and inconclusive as the attempt to
evaluate all the other major aspects of this most complicated
and controversial of our nation's experiences in this
country. One 1s tempted to respond to the gquestion of
whether the reporting in Vietnam was good, bad or in-between
with the flip answer "all of the above."™ Such a response is
probably closer to the truth than any flat, conclusive
judgment.



Before turning to a more detailed answer, let us remind
ourselves of some of the particular characteristics of the
stage upon which the actors - the press, the U.5. government,
the Vietnamese, Hanoi - operated. For these characteristics
which made Vietnam so unigque in many ways in our national
experience certainly provided a significant influence on the
response to the question put before this panel.

I suggest that these were elements of considerable
importance in drawing up the answers:

¢ Vietnam was the first open war in modern history - at
least during the period I am talking about. Whatever the
merits - and there is much dispute still about whether there
should have been censorship or not - Vietnam was conducted
without pre-censorship and with unprecedented access for the
press to the war itself and to the people inwvolved. The
result was a goldfish bowl atmosphere that brought with it
periodically a tendency on the part of the government to
compensate.

o And yet for all this openness and the huge corps of
journalists usually in that country, I would remind you that
Vietnam can accurately be described as a war half-covered.
Sure, there was an occasional carefully controlled visit to
Hanoi:; sure, a Wilfred Burchett sometimes filed a dispatch
supposedly from V.C. front lines. But the North Vietnamese
and the V.C. hardly faced the scrutiny of dozens of probing,
skeptical and critical journalists looking at every facet of
their actions and communicating their findings in great and
uncensored volume to a public at home.

0o Vietnam was also the first television war - the first
complete exposure of all the horror and destruction of war to
a mass audience in color in the comfort of the home. And
while some specialists believe that television in the final
analysis did not make a difference, certainly television news
came to maturity in Vietnam - and its impact was considerable
in intensifying conceptions and emotions.

o Vietnam was our first experience with guerilla
warfare - both the government's and the media's - complicated
by a distant setting for which we had little knowledge and
little empathy. The subleties reguired for this war and for
this setting were hardly in the American manner or
experience. The clash was not only of men under arms but of
cultures, concepts, outlooks, and, yes, even methods of
communication to the world at large.



o Vietnam also developed in its early stages and
continued to hawe throughout an element of not only the
normal and desirable adversary relationship between
government and press in our system but a degree of hostility
and dispute that fed on itself and destroyed any prospect of
mutually developed solutions to some of the problems of
communication. The government was cast in the position that
its word was automatically guestioned until proven correct in
contrast to the past when its word tended to be accepted
unless proven otherwise. The word of the press seemed
equally challenged in many segments of the electorate.

o Judgments made now about practices then should be
based on the ground rules existing then. Vietnam came in the
midst of a social revolution in the United States - whether
cause or effect I leave to the social scientists. But the
government's relations with the media were changing. Indeed,
the government's relations with its electorate changed. Many
of the problems between the government and the press grew out
of these changing relationships.

o To generalize about virtually anything in Vietnam was
most often misleading and frequently dangerous. The war
extended through many phases and many administrations; the
press - and throughout these comments I use the word to
include audio-visual media as well - contained many outlets,
many forms and many viewpoints. To talk about "the
goverment" 1s as inaccurate as to talk about "the press."
There was no monolithic institution or contrel in either
category. But what comment I do make about "the press" in
these remarks applies to the major media, the national media,
certainly not to the dozens of "non-journalists" who were
present.

Now having cautioned against the practice, let me
proceed to try to answer in general terms the question that
has been posed to us. But in doing so, let me set my own
limitations: I speak of 1964-68; I speak of Vietnam; I speak
of the coverage of South Vietnam and the operations, programs
and actions there; I speak not of the Diem period or the
post-Johnson administrations in the U.S5., not of debate or
dispute about the war in the United States, not of coverage
of Hanoi, not as to whether we should or should not have been
in Vietnam, not even of the morality of war.



It is not helpful in attempting to make judgments in
this framework to say simply, as one distinguished journalist
wrote in 1977:; that "more often than not, and for far too
long, what the press was getting from the government over the
long, agonized, tormenting years of Vietnam...was trash."

Nor to say on the other hand as another experienced
journalist wrote in 1981 "But never before Vietnam had the
collective policy of the media - no less stringent term will
serve - sought by graphic and unremitting distortion the
victory of the enemies of the correspondents own side." The
truth as usual is much more difficult and complex and it
should be ocur ggal today to move a little closer to that
truth so that we can learn for the future.

Here then are some bottom line responses to the guestion
posed by our advisory group, based on the period and
limitations I have stated:

o More often than not, the press was more accurate in
covering the situation in Vietnam than the official
government public reports - at least up until Tet. And vyet
far too often at key points on critical issues, there were
stories that contained inaccuracies, distortions and
misinterpretations.

o More often than not, the U.5. public was well served
by the performance of the briefing authorities, military and
civilian. And I base this judgment not just on the on-record
briefings but also on the voluminous backgrounding and on the
extended and constant access the media had to government
sources. And again I savy, this is not to mean that there
were no flaws in the government's performance and no need for
improvements.

o More often than not, the press covered military
operations better than the political aspects; the American
presence better than the Vietnamese; the individual G.I.
better than the big picture.

o FPFar too infreguently, in fact virtually never, did
reporters transmit accurately the policies and objectives of
the Natigonal Liberation Front and the government of Hanol.



o Were reporters "used"? What does that mean? Were
they given information with the motive of seeing a particular
story appear in print? Of course they were - by the
government, by the critics, by the South Vietnamese, by the
V.C., by Hanoi; and, by each other.

o As the number of U.S. troops increased, did the press
switch from political analysis to an emphasis on battle
coverage. No but the press did let its growing opposition
and criticism of the war begin to show up in the nature and
tilt of its coverage - not more often than nt but in far too

many cases.

What are the lessons of all this? Certainly Vietnam was
a failure in terms of government communication to its
electorate. I would suggest that perhaps it was not an
overwhelming success in terms of communication by the media
either. How can the two sides do better in the future? The
particular set of circumstances that appeared in Vietnam are
not likely to be repeated elsewhere but there can certainly
be situations that lend themselves to the same kind of
problems of communication. If there are, let me suggest some
principles that need to be observed. I regret that these may
sound like they have been taken from a page of one of the
School of Journalism's textbooks but they were viclated
sufficiently in Vietnam to require repetition.

For the government:

o Expect and anticipate an open war with full exposure
to the media - to a pervasive, probing skeptical media.
Censorship and control may be possible in a conventional type
of war but it is not likely to be practical in the type of
situation we faced in Vietnam. Remember that for better or
worse, the open society which we have chosen puts a premium
on the role of a free press. The American publi¢c has never
accepted censorship of the press in war except for protection
of tactical military information. It is not likely to do so
in the future. The non-military stories and judgment which
are what gave you the most grief in Vietnam are part of the
ground rules that are likely to exist. Understand them,
respect them and plan to operate with them in effect.
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o Develop a government doctrine in dealing with the
press based on a concept of an independent press and as open
a government as is possible. Make such a doctrine part of
the training of your military and civilian officials -
particularly the foreign service and the military officer
COrps.

o Provide full and candid information to the electorate
on your actions and judgments. Maximum candor with minimum
security is a principle well worth observing. Your
communication must conform with the facts and with reality on
the ground. And I add that it should be consistent, between
Washington and Saigon, between general and lieutenant.

o Dewvelop a better method of collecting information on
military operations to meet the needs of the press and,
beyond it, of the electorate.

o Learn from the press. Use its observations as a
source of information; as a check on your own channels. The
added 1nput can be extremely useful.

Aand for the press:

© Re-examine the current institutional charactsristics
of the media. The pressures of time, competitiveness, volume
and dramatic impact distort and intensify coverage to a
degree that obfuscates rather than informs or clarifies.

o Place more stress on gualifications. The government
was criticized for putting both military and civilians in
Vietnam on a short tour. It was called a revolving door
policy. But was the media any different? One week wonders
and six month veterans passing overall judgments on this most
complicated of situations. Sure there were experienced and
knowledgeable hands but how does the reader or viewer tell
one from the other, particularly when the newer is making
dramatic and absolute comments in the effort to make page one
or the evening news., The media has a need to spend more time
and resources in developing gualifications of its personnel
for complex and difficult assignments - time spent learning
language, culture, history, politics, mores, 2ven the nature
and conduct of war if that is what is involved.
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o Don't generalize from the particular. And for the
government, don't dispute the particular on the basis of the
general.

o Be skeptical indeed of the government's public
posture. But be egqually skeptical of all your sources. Look
for the motivation - even from the critics, certainly from
the other side and most of all from any of the actors on
stage to whom you do not have access. HNeed I remind you that
at least one major news magazine found out after the war that
its most trusted Vietnamese employee, the man who had been
senior assistant to at least five bureau chiefs, was
a4 longtime V.C. agent.

9 Discriminate and limit the authority of your sources
ko the extent of their expertise. The President and the
private both spoke in Vietnam - and the press solicited and
sometimes gave egqual weight to both.

o Beware of the home office and its pressure for
competitive copy. Beware of the herd instinct and your peer
pressures. Beware of your own biases and sympathies. Save
yvour opinion for product labeled as such. Keep your
reporting to reporting.

o And finally when you think you see everything
clearly, when you feel you have all the answers, when
everything makes sense, when you begin to speak in absolutes
and feel you are the sole guardian of truth and morality,
run, don't walk, to another country. The time for
reassignment has come.



PREPARED REMARKS BY BARRY ZORTHIAN
' FOR SESSION V
"VIETNAM RECONSIDERED: LESSONS FROM A WAR"

Our meetings this week continue a process that one
sometimes feels began even before Ho Chi Minh returned to
that troubled land in the forties: an examination, a
searching, a conference on Vietnam, its problems and its
lessons. How often have we looked at this land in these
almost forty years and how often have we been frustrated in
finding answers. The only hope I see in our sessions this
week lies in increased perspective, in the "re" in
"reconsidered”, in the calibre and the knowledge of the
participants. Before myths become history, let us hope that
we can shed more light than heat this time at least.

Except for a brief visit in the fifties, I went to
Vietnam almost exactly nineteen years ago - very junior by
some standards,; a real old-timer by others. Mine were what I
call the Middle Years - the period bestween the Diem
government overthrow and the build-up of American forces to a
figure over one half-million in mid-1968. I might note
parenthetically that the press corps in Saigon grew
proportionately almost as much during the same years. I
speak with intimate knowledge only of these years. For the
others, my experience is that of an interested and involved
observer but not of a first-hand participant. The
distinction is important. Vietnam was many things in many
pericds. There are few generalities that apply to the whole
period of American involvement and few lessons that are valid
for the whole spectrum of our participation and experience.

This particular panel has been given the task of
evaluating the guality of reporting - a judgment that must be
just as complicated and inconclusive as the attempt to
evaluate all the other major aspects of this most complicated
and controversial of our nation's experiences in this
country. One is tempted to respond to the guestion of
whether the reporting in Vietnam was good, bad or in-between
with the flip answer "all of the above." Such a response is
probably closer to the truth than any flat, conclusive
judgment.



Before turning to a more detailed answer, let us remind
ourselves of some of the particular characteristics of the
stage upon which the actors - the press, the U.S5. government,
the Vietnamese, Hanoli - operated. For these characteristics
which made Vietnam so unique in many ways in our national
experience certainly provided a significant influence on the
response to the guestion put before this panel.

I suggest that these were elements of considerable
importance in drawing up the answers:

o Vietnam was the first open war in modern history - at
least during the period I am talKing about. Whatever the
merits - and there is much dispute still about whether there
should have been censorship or not - Vietnam was conducted
without pre-censorship and with unprecedented access for the
press to the war itself and to the people involved. The
result was a goldfish bowl atmosphere that brought with it
periodically a tendency on the part of the government to
compensate.

o &And yet for all this copenness and the huge corps of
journalists usually in that country, I would remind you that
Vietnam can accurately be described as a war half-covered.
Sure, there was an occasional carefully controlled visit to
Hanoi; sure, a Wilfred Burchett sometimes filed a dispatch
supposedly from V.C. front lines. But the North Vietnamese
and the V.C. hardly faced the scrutiny of dozens of probing,
skeptical and critical journalists looking at every facet of
their actions and communicating their findings in great and
uncensored volume to a public at home.

© Vietnam was also the first television war - the first
complete exposure of all the horror and destruction of war to
a mass audience in color in the comfort of the home. And
while some specialists believe that television in the final
analysis did not make a difference, certainly television news
came to maturity in Vietnam - and its impact was considerable
in intensifying conceptions and emotions.

o Vietnam was our first experience with guerilla
warfare - both the government's and the media's - complicated
by a distant setting for which we had little knowledge and
little empathy. The subleties required for this war and for
this setting were hardly in the American manner or
experience. The clash was not only of men under arms but of
cultures, concepts, outlooks, and, yes, even methods of
communication to the world at large.
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o .Vietnam also developed in its early stages and
continued to have throughout an element of not only the
normal and desirable adversary relationship between
government and press in our system but a degree of hostility
and dispute that fed on itself and destroyed any prospect of
mutually developed solutions to some of the problems of
communication. The government was cast in the position that
its word was automatically questioned until proven correct in
contrast to the past when its word tended to be accepted
unless proven otherwise. The word of the press seemed
equally challenged in many segments of the electorate.

© Judgments made now about practices then should be

based on the ground rules existing then. WVietnam came in the
midst of a social revolution in the United States - whether
cause or effect I leave to the social scientists. But the
government's relations with the media were changing. Indeed,
the government's relations with its electorate changed. Many
of the problems between the government and the press grew gut
of these changing relationships.

o To generalize about virtually anything in Vietnam was
most often misleading and frequently dangerous. The war
extended through many phases and many administrations; the
press - and throughout these comments I use the word to
include audio-visual media as well - contained many outlets,
many forms and many viewpoints. To talk about "the
goverment™ is as inaccurate as to talk about "the press."
There was no monolithic institution or control in either
category. But what comment I do make about "the press" in
these remarks applies to the major media, the national media,
certainly not to the dozens of "non-journalists" who were
present.

Now having cautioned against the practice, let me
proceed to try to answer in general terms the question that
has been posed to us. But in doing so, let me set my own
limitations: I speak of 1964-68; I speak of Vietnam; I speak
of the coverage of South Vietnam and the operations, programs
and actions there; I speak not of the Diem period or the
post-Johnson administrations in the U.5., not of debate or
dispute about the war in the United States, not of coverage
of Hanoi, not as to whether we should or should not have been
in Vietnam, not even of the morality of war.



It is not helpful in attempting to make judgments in
this framework to say simply, as one distinguished journalist
wrote in 1977, that "more often than not, and for far too
long, what the press was getting from the government over the
long, agonized, tormenting years of Vietnam...was trash."

Nor to say on the other hand as another experienced
journalist wrote in 1981 "But never before Vietnam had the
collective policy of the media - no less stringent term will
serve - sought by graphic and unremitting distortion the
victory of the enemies of the correspondents own side.™ The
truth as usual is much more difficult and complex and it
should be our goal today to move a little closer to that
truth so that we can learn for the future.

Here then are some bottom line responses to the guestion
posed by our advisory group, based on the period and
limitations I have stated:

o More often than not, the press was more accurate 1n
covering the situation in Vietnam than the official
government public reports - at least up until Tet. And yet
far too often at key points on critical issues, there were
stories that contained inaccuracies, distortions and
misinterpretations.

0o More often than not, the U.5. public was well served
by the performance of the briefing authorities, military and
civilian. And I base this judgment not just on the on-record
briefings but also on the voluminous backgrounding and on the
extended and constant access the media had to government
sources, And again I say, this is not to mean that there
were no flaws in the government's performance and no need for
improvements.

0 More often than not, the press covered military
operations better than the political aspects; the American
presence better than the Vietnamese; the individual G.I.
better than the big picture.

o Far too infreguently, in fact wirtually never, did
reporters transmit accurately the policies and objectives of
the National Liberation Front and the government of Hanoi.
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o Were reporters "used"? What does that mean? Were
they given information with the motive of seeing a particular
story appear in print? Of course they were - by the
government, by the critics, by the South Vietnamese, by the
V.C., by Hanoi; and, by each other.

o As the number of U.S5. troops increased, did the press
switch from political analysis to an emphasis on battle
coverage. No but the press did let its growing opposition
and criticism of the war begin to show up in the nature and
tilt of its coverage - not more often than nt but in far too
many cases.

What are the lessons of all this? Certainly Vietnam was
a failure in terms of government communication to its
electorate. I would suggest that perhaps it was not an
overwhelming success in terms of communication by the media
either. How can the two sides do better in the future? The
particular set of circumstances that appeared in Vietnam are
not likely to be repeated elsewhere but there can certainly
be situations that lend themselves to the same kind of
problems of communication. If there are, let me suggest some
principles that need to be observed. I regret that these may
sound like they have been taken from a page of one of the
School of Journalism's textbooks but they were violated
sufficiently in Vietnam to reguire repetition.

For the government:

0 Expect and anticipate an open war with full exposure
to the media - to a pervasive, probing skeptical media.
Censorship and control may be possible in a conventional type
of war but it is not likely to be practical in the type of
situation we faced in Vietnam. Remember that for better or
worse, the open society which we have chosen puts a premium
on the role of a free press. The American public has never
accepted censorship of the press in war except for protection
of tactical military information. It is not likely to do so
in the future. The non-military stories and judgment which
are what gave you the most grief in Vietnam are part of the
ground rules that are likely to exist. Understand them,
respect them and plan to operate with them in effect.
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o Develop a government doctrine in dealing with the
press based on a concept of an independent press and as open
a government as is possible. Make such a doctrine part of
the training of your military and civilian officials -
particularly the foreign service and the military officer
corps.

o Provide full and candid information to the electorate
on your actions and judgments. Maximum candor with minimum
security is a principle well worth observing. Your
communication must conform with the facts and with reality on
the ground. And I add that it should be consistent, between
Washington and Saigon, between general and lieutenant.

o Develop a better method of collecting information on
military operations to meet the needs of the press and,
beyond it; of the electorate.

© Learn from the press. Use its observations as a
source of information, as a check on your own channels. The
added input can be extremely useful.

And for the press:

© Re-examine the current institutional characteristics
of the media. The pressures of time, competitiveness, volume
and dramatic impact distort and intensify coverage to a
degree that obfuscates rather than informs or clarifies.

o Place more stress on qualifications. The government
was criticized for putting both military and civilians in
Vietnam on a short tour. It was called a revolving door
policy. But was the media any different? One week wonders
and six month veterans passing overall judgments on this most
complicated of situations. Sure there were experienced and
knowledgeable hands but how does the reader or viewer tell
one from the other, particularly when the newer is making
dramatic and absolute comments in the effort to make page one
or the evening news. The media has a need to spend more time
and resources in developing qualifications of its personnel
for complex and difficult assignments - time Spent learning
language, culture, history, politics, mores, even the nature
and conduct of war if that is what is involved.



o Don't generalize from the particular. And for the
government, don't dispute the particular on the basis of the
general.

o Be skeptical indeed of the government's public
posture,., But be egually skeptical of all your sources. Look
for the motivation - even from the critics, certainly from
the other side and most of all from any of the actors on
stage to whom you do not have access. HNeed I remind you that
at least one major news magazine found out after the war that
its most trusted Vietnamese employee, the man who had been
senior assistant to at least five bureau chiefs, was
a longtime V.C. agent.

© Discriminate and limit the authority of your sources
to the extent of their expertise. The President and the
private both spoke in Vietnam - and the press solicited and
sometimes gave equal weight to both.

o Beware of the home office and its pressure for
competitive copy. Beware of the herd instinct and your peer
pressures. Beware of your own biases and sympathies. Save
your opinion for product labeled as such. Keep your
reporting to reporting.

© And finally when you think you see everything
clearly, when you feel you have all the answers, when
everything makes sense, when you begin to speak in absolutes
and feel you are the sole guardian of truth and morality,
run, don't walk, to another country. The time for
reassignment has come.
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Address by
Barry Zorthian
at the National Press Club, Washington, D.C.
12:30 p.m., Friday, October 4, 1968

YA View of Vietnarmn and the Press"

When Peter Edson called to invite me to appear before you, I confess I
accepted with some enthusiasm, I had been away from Saigon for more than
two months and frankly, I was beginning to miss an audience and specifically
was homesick for - I think the accepted description is - a stimulating session
with the press.

Since then, the full significance of my commitment has begun to dawn on
me. For a government press officer to enter this Basilica of the Profession
and talk about the Press in Vietnam is snmgwhat akin to the quarry reversing
direction and entering the lion's den to discuss the well-being of the occupants.
There is no assurance he will emerge in cne piece.

Just the other day, a leading television executive told an audience "It is the

business of the press to tell the government how to run its business. It is not

the business of the government to tell the press how to run itself." In view of
past reaction on the part of the press to unsolicited advice from outsiders, this

is probably sound counsel. So for the sake of prudence and the record, let me

 discard whatever government mantle I have, even though I may use the editorial

{ more )
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"w';:" in referring to the government, and speak to you instead on a personal
basis as a friend and associate who shared with your colleagues in Vietnam for
over four years what has been perhaps the most difficult task of communication
we have faced as a society in the post World War II era -- the task of
cammuni.cating that complex, frustrating, perplexing part of our national
experience known as the war in Vietnam.

I would like to examine with you today the question of how well we, the press
and the government, performed that task. I speak of course only on the basis
of my own service in Vietnam and my use of the past tense today reflects this
cnntext.rather than any lack of awareness that the Vietnam story is still very
current.

In many ways Vietnam was the supreme test of our abilities. That public
opinion was a critical factor in the course of the war is stating the obvious. An
analysis of the formation of that opinion would involve many ingredients and we
may have to wait for historians to measure the interplay of various factors from
the perspective of time. But, at the least, the information reaching the public
from Vietnam was a significant factor. And .il: is not too early for us to look at
the record, to note the problems and to seek solutions in order to apply any
lessons that we may learn to the tasks of communication in the future.

Certainly in Vietnam, we had the opportunity and the means to demonstrate
our competence. The communications revolution of the past two decades has

.
given us the technical capability. In Vietnam, our government had unprecedented
access to the media and the press had unprecedented freedom of movement

and coverage. There remains the question of how well we met our responsibilities

( more )
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on the substance of the message.

I use the word "communication" -- a somewhat inadequate term -- to
include the task of both the government and the press. For I am convinced that
on issues of national affairs, we have a joint and parallel responsibility for
communication with the public: the government out of its obligation to inform
the electorate; the press in its capacity as the watchdog of the government in
behalf of the people. Almost by definilion, the government and the press are
natural adversaries; but if our relations must have conflict, they need not be hostile
and at best should be founded on mutual respect. Our relationship would also
be healthy and beneficial if we could engage in constructive dialogue on our
problems -- without self-righteousness, without recrimination, without undue
sensitivity, all admirable qualities which too often have been absent in our
exchanges in the past.

These are lofty sentiments -- perhaps they smack teo much of theory and
cannot exist in the world of reality. Newvertheless, I like to think that at least
a start was made along this road in Vietnam. That the government and the press
had differences there is hardly news. And that there were periods of hostility
between the two is not a startling revelation. But I would submit that a:vcnl:ual'i!_.r..
we eliminated most of the hostility - and while we still had very real differences
in outlook, in evaluation and in judgment, we also had dialogue: hours and hours
of dialogue at many levels and in many settings. The substance of that dialogue
was most often the war itself -- its conduct and status. The intensity of those
discussions and the preoccupation with our task at hand must have reached the

{ more )
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stage of boredom for many of you who visited Saigon. I remember the plea
repeated so often by visiting firemen ""Don't you want to hear about..,.?" and
the.rude "NO'" in response as we returned to the subject of Vietnam with renewed
passion. - As a debate went on, perhaps the atmosphere that was generated is
best reflected in what came to be the preliminary to any assertion of opinion:
""Now let me finish my blanketey blank sentence before you disagree with me."
Of course, no one paid the slightest heed and I am not sure I ever finished a
sentence. Apgainst this background, need I add that today's opportunity for an
uninterrupted monologue is doubly welcome.

Those discussions inevitably also turned to shop talk - to the question I
posed carlier, to the performance of the government and the performance of
the press. And, out of the heat of those discussions came an awareness of
the problems that faced us both.

Insofar as the government's performance is concerned, 1 hope you will
forgive me the understatement of simply recording that the government was
not usually treated gently in those exchanges. I suppose ] am one of the few
I!'I:‘I.'E'l'l alive who can claim the equivalent of a four-year college course in the

infinite variations of the use of the word "deception." However, my purpose
today is not to defend the government's performance nor even to rehash it with
you. Your evaluation of that has been thorough and blunt, as it should be, - and
I might add not without effect. For while I am not prepared to accept all your ‘
criticisms as having been justified, ] would also concede that the government

profited from the exchange and sought to make adjustments in response to your

criticisms. The results were not always completely to your satisfaction although

{ more )
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some corrcspondents on occasion would confide that we were doing all right -
after checking to make sure that they were out of earshot of their colleagues.

Rather than pursue further this particular aspect of the problem, let us
agree today Ifhat the performance of the government must be improved and that
we need to develop more effective means of communicating with the electorate
as well as with pcople of other nations.

Let us turn to the other half of the problem. The Vietnamese say "The

tongue has no bones. It can be twisted in any direction," What was the direction
of the press? In seeking to respond, I make no claims to definitive judgment or
that my particular presentation represents the views of your colleagues in the .
field - though I would note that the more thoughtful ones were as relentless in
probing the problems of the press as those of the government. The difficulty
in giving an unequivocal answer to the question ] have posed is the same
consideration that applied to almost everything else in Vietnam. There were
very few blacks or whites. There were instead shadings of gray and a judgement
as to the particular degree of gray depended on the cutlook of the individual - and
that in turn on his vantage point, his experience, his preconceptions, Judgments .
by me may be affected by the nature of my work in Vietnam and recognizing this,
let me resort to my claim of friend and associate and attempt only to identifly
areas that at least deserve analysis for any comprehensive evaluation of the
performance of the press in Vietnam.

The first major point to make in this attempt is that generalization about

the press in Vietnam was as treacherous as generalization about virtually every

other aspect of the situation. There was always an exception, a "yes, but",
{ more )
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During most of the past few years, there were anywhere from one hundred to

three hundred working journalists on hand at any given time together with
supporting cameramen, technicians and assistants -- though my first daily
briefing in my office in September of 1964, the start of that institution that
eventually came to be known so widely as the ""Five O'clock Follies" that even
government press officers began using the label, catered to less than fiftecen
correspondents, Ower the years, about two tlhuusand different individuals were
accredited and, including second and third and fourth visits by many of these,
;abuut four thousand accreditations were registered. These correspondents
covered the full spectrum of competence -- from many of the best journalists
available, to those for whom the label was only a thin camouflage for partisan
evaluation, to the inevitable adventurers who had somchow obtained the necessary
letter of endorsement. To lump all these into a single group labelled the "press"
is obviously unwarranted and misleading and my observations today refer only
to legitimate correspondents, not those whom I would describe as ""non-journalists".
The second major point is that any ev..aluatinn of the press in Vietnam must
recognizc and pay tribute to that part of the record which was in keeping with
the l:'ur:sl: traditions of a free press. The score of journalists who gave their
lives in Vietnam attests to the degree of raw personal courage displayed by
many of your colleagues. The professional recognition you have given the work
of many reflects the high degree of their competence and integrity. Let there
be no doubt that whatever the discomfort on occasion for officials, the press in )
Vietnam played its historic and proper role: the zealous judge of the government's
performance, the independent interpreter of events. It did so under trying

circumstances in which every facet of professional skill was necessary. The

{ more )
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general assignment reporter in Vietnam had to be a journalist for all seasons -
a combat reporter, a political analyst, a sociologist, an economist, an
investigator. He faced the most complicated of assignments - the reporting of
a so-called people's war that was alien tn.a.ll previous American experience. A
the response by many of your colleagues to this challenge was distinguished.

The third major point is that the record revealed problems and raised
questions - problems and questions which grew out of the situation itself, and
the nature of our system of journalism as it is practiced today.

Perhaps the most complex of these problems was the question of qualifi-
cation t,;f correspondents for this new form of war -- an insurgency war with its
compound of military, political, social and psychological elements, There werc
a significant number of highly qualified journalists in Vietnam -- men who have
been covering Asia for years; men who had sufficient professional experience
to perform competently in any situation; men who prepared conscientiously for
the task. But there were also many whose qualifications at best were doubtful,
Qualification is not a matter of age or even of desire. It is a question of outlook,
experience, knowledge, perspective. And the war in Vietnam required more
than most a knowledge of the history, culture, politics and circumstances of
the people. There is a cultural adjustment involved in going overseas for the
first time, particularly to Asia, There is a personal shock effect in coming
face to face with war for the first time. These can affect the nature and tone
of reporting -- and the only way to reduce their impact at all is to prepare in
advance. Perhaps few reporters would have responded as one did to my question

as to whether he had read a single book about Vietnam before his assignment

{ more )
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with the answer: '""No, I didn't want to clutter up my mind." Or one who interrupted
a military briefing to ask "What is a battalion? ' [f these cases are not
representative, are they essentially different from asking, as editors did so
often, for a definitive interpretation on the first or second day after arrival in
Vietnam from a correspondent who has been plucked out of a domestic assignment
with little warning and plunked down in Vietnam twenty-six hours later?

The problem was not unique to the press. The government faced the same
question but, though we did not solve it completely, literally thousands of
officers, both civilian and military, received training in Vietnamese history,
culture and language for periods ranging from a few weeks to a full year before
taking up their assignments,

Corollary to this problem of -qualificatinn was the pruhlen'l. of turnover.

Again, there were notable exceptions and again the problem existed for the
government as well but it seemed to be particularly severe in the case of the
press. Correspondents are not born with experience and a pericd of training and
acclimation is to be expected -- and was unawvoidable in the case of Vietnam in
view of the shortage of Vietnam specialists when the war began. Furthermore,
wWar coverage is a young man's game though I might note that a nunber of veterans
of World War Il covered Vietnam with considerable distinction. But granting

all this, does it make sense to transfer a correspondent quite so often after he
finally gets that experience? | have admiration and respect for those corres-
pondents who have stayed with it through these many long years but they are a
relatively small group. Six month tours for "resident" correspondents and one

and two week tours for transients were hardly exceptional. Just the number of

{ more }
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accreditations alone indicates some measure of the extent of the problem. You
would find it hard to believe the number of times we received cables that I
finally concluded were a standard form provided by Western Union. The text
would read: "Arriving Saigon Thursday morning PanAm Flight One. Please
meet and arrange appointments with Bunker, Westmoreland, Komer, Thieu,
and Ky. Also representative Vietnamese, Request travel Danang for interview
Walt, Pleiku for quick review Montagnard situation and Delta where hope to
see Vann. Also interested meeting with Gen. Thang and Major Be if time
permits. Keep Sunday clear since I must file before departure early afternoon
that day." And you know, sometimes they did it all. Vietnam must seem like
something viewed through the window of a fast-moving train to these instant experts.

I am not troubled by the question of whether qualification or length of service
in Vietnam resulted in criticism or support of the war; I am troubled by the
question of the wvalidity of the reporting when these are not present,

Ancther related problem was the one of sources. Few American
correspondents knew Vietnamese; not too many knew French; and yet many of
the most worthwhile sources in Vietnam were comfortable,only in those languages.
What limitdtions did this lack of language place on a correspondent in obtaining
and evaluating sources? How much did he depend on other correspondents rather
than undertake independent inquiry? How much was he a captive of his Vidtnamese
assistant or interpreter -- and what were his sources, qualifications and
prejudices? Whatmotivateithe Vietnamese who sought out the journalist with
infoermation and interpretation? How much did the established Vietnamese source

now respond out of habit with outdated comment on the general situation because
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he had come to believe the correspondents wanted to hear it that way? Certainly,
the official American position should be questioned carefully and providing
public exposure for the dissenter is an honorable tradition in journalism but
what were the motives and qualifications of the critic in the official structure?
These are questions that must be faced and answered by a competent journalist
in any involved story, particularly overseas, but in Vietnam, the problems
were more complex and the judgments harder to make.

Standards and definitions were also a source of difficulty. What yardsticks
were used to measure Vietnamese society? Western concepts and standards or
measurements that were relevant and realistic in an Asian country in the midst'
of war and tranailtiun [rom a traditional society to a modern state? Ewven if we
needed reference to our own standards to make coverage meaningful to an
American audience, were we applying these standards as they exist in fact or
as they are stated in textbooks? Why should we measure -- as some
correspondents did -- the Vietnamese elections of a year agu'against standards
more demanding than "any election held in the United States"? We've been at
it almost two hundred years; they, just a handful, " .

How were we to measure the war itself -- this most complicated of all wars
where the people rather than territory was the objective? The use of statistics
had severe shortcomings but was there a better yardstick or were we to depend
on the divining rod of each individual? How wvalid in Vietnam was the normal
practice of generalization based on the particular, of measuring the thousand
by examining the few? And how did you evaluate the attitude of people in a

{ more )
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country where sophisticated research techniques were limited at best and most
interviews were suspect because the person being questioned assumed the

inquiry was sponscred by the government and responded accordingly. I suppose
the extreme example in this context was one correspondent who loudly proclaimed
within twenty-four hours after his arrival in Saigon: "Hell, I know what the
Vietnamese think. As a matter of fact, I talked to two of them today.'" Not

quite. Not even when interviewed by both Gallup and Harris.

I don't think we ever agreed on definitions of relative words in Vietnam,
Perhaps it was not possible to do so0 -- and expect the audience to have the same
d-efinitil:-n as well, But certainly the meaning of relative words represented a
problem area. What was the meaning of progress in this unconventional war?
What did the government mean and what did the press mean when it used the
term? What was victory and corruption and democracy and stability and military
capability -- in Asia and in a war of this nature? Were we talking about the
same benchmarks or were we talking across each other?

Consider the problem of fairness -- not objectivity because that word is in
journalistic disfavor today. Accepting the new standard, there was still a
question of definition. Fairness as determined by whom and in terms of what
attitude? What was the fine line between reporting and advocacy -- and had the
line shifted? Was it "fair" to send a confirmed pacifist to cover a war -- and
not inform the reader of his viewpoint? And how often in a situation where E
apparent proof of almost any interpretation was available, did the correspondents --
or his editor -- simply seek confirmation of preconceptions or prutectinln of

prior judgments? What was the price paid in terms of fairness by the Vietnamese
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government for its lack of expericnce and its shortage of facilities and qualified
personnel in dealing with several hundred correspondents representing twenty
or thirty nations while not a single correspondent from any country -- including
the Communijst states -- had unrestricted access to the other side during the
entire war?

And finally, the institutional characteristics of modern journalism. What
were the results of competitive pressure on correspondents? Did that rocket
from the home office lead to more emphasis on the eye-catching, dramatic
version that would outdo the competition than the niceties of complete accuracy?
I am aware of the essential nature of journalism but I am also mindful of
Heywood Broun's admonition that "there is no deadline for truth,'" Did the
presence of so many lead the individual to try to justify his presence to his
editor and audience by overreaching for the story that would distinguish him
from his colleagues? How often was a story kept alive beyond its intrinsic value
in order to satisfy the demand for more copy?

What was the effect of the volume of coverage of the war? That it was
enormous is unchallenged. But did this volume contribute to clarity and
comprehension for the reader or to confusion? How much of it was he able to
absorb or did he ultimately just become dazed? The test is not the weight of
the product but its value,.

Have we learned to handle television -- or better phrased, has television
learned to handle war and particularly this type of war? There is no question
about the impact of the rn;:r:liuxn. But what was the cost in comprehension for

the audience when the medium brought combat in vivid color into the family

[ more )



- 13 -
living room cvery day but because of its nature was unable to provide the same
drama for the intangible or the humidrum that may have been more meaningful
in the long run?

These are troublesome problems. Many are cormmeon to complex stories
anywhere but some are unique to Vietnam and all were intensified there. 1
present them in some detail because I think that for you, as for the government,
the problems demand more attention than the successes.

They do not constitute an indictment of the press nor does the posing of
them necessarily imply conclusions that are critical. They do however represent
areas ;vhich desecrve frank recognition and searching examinatior for the lessons
they contain and the guideposts they can provide for the [uture.

l.et me add a footnote here. About two weeks ago, I gave a talk to the
"other house" - the Overseas Press Club - in which I raised some of these
same points. Within a few days, I received a tear sheet from the Saigon Daily
News with a bold front page headline "Zorthian Hits U.5. Press" and a cartoon
showing what purported to be a likeness of me holding my nose at the scent of
a flower labeled "The U,.S, and International Press'". I hope today's exercise
does not produce a similar result, for my intent is neither condemnation nor
provocation but rather stimulation of your own analysis of these questions.

Certainly, I present no sweeping conclusions or easy solutions, though I
suggest that some of the established practices of the press may be dated.for
the world of today and that a story as complex as Vietnam may require the
development of new techniques and new self-discipline if only to reduce the

scope of the problems. 1 also recognize that there are no magic formulas to
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some of these problems and that in the final analysis, the answer will have to
be what it has been historically - reliance on the judgement of a competent
professional journalist. The real challenge then becomes the training of
sufficient journalists - and editors - to satisfy the requirements of the press
in this age of instant communication.

Whatever the answers, one thing is clear. Friends and associates can only
pose the problems. The solutions can come only [rom you, your editors and
your publishers. I have not forgotten the advice 1 accepted earlier; it is not
the business of government to tell the press how to run itself, but I suggest that
it is the urgent business of the press to turn its well-developed powers of
analysis on itsell.

Ff;:r what is involved is not only the standards of your profession but in
the long run, the confidence of your readers alnd listeners.

Gentlemen, I have [inished that interrupted sentence of mine and now it

is your turn,
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Press relations is an art that re jects a pre-
cise formula, but consideration of certain
ground rules can make the often difficult
task more ef fective.

EFFECTIVE

P}

i

By Col Barry Zorthian, USMCR

RESS
ELATIONS

Col Zorthian's article is a moderately revised tran-
script of a speech he made to students at the
Command and Staff College on 21Janl970. Col

Eugene H. Haffey, Director. C&SC, sugpested that
the lecture would be meaningful for all Marine
Corps officers.

5 a former Marine it's good to get back
to Quantico. I am especially pleased to
share the next hour with you talking about
a subject of vital importance to Marines:

the broad field of public communication—or,
more preciscly, press relations.

If there is a new dimension that you as
commanders and staff officers must face up to
in 1970, it is the dimension of communication—
not as an additional duty or something to be
done in spare moments, but as an integral part
of your military duties. Whether you find it
agreeable or not, the fact is with you and must



Col Zorthian, a Fice President
af Time Incorporaled and
President of Time-Life Hroad-
cast, Inc, served in e Gow.
ermment for 20 years. During
his  Govermment  service, he
served for 13 years with the
Foice of America and 7 years
cuverieas wilh the USIS in In-
dia and Vietmarm. In the lalter
capacily, he was responsible for
the coardination and direction
of the Mission's press relations
in behalf of the Ambassador.
He served with the Ist Alarine
Divditen during WIFH end is
still active in the Reserves.

Le accepted as an area that must receive your
attention.

The temptation is for us to have a nice bull
session criticizing the character and nature of
the press and then leave early for the club
feeling that we've put in a good day's work.
Let me resist that, not because I'm here as a de-
[ender of the press but simply because 1 think
that there's not much mileage to be gained in this
setting by dwelling on the shortcomings of the
press. 1f you ask whether the press has many faults,
the answer is yes, it does. But let's put the per-
formance of the press aside for the moment and
leok instead at the government's performance. Un-
der that broad heading, 1 want to focus in particu-
lar on the performance of the military services
and the Foreign Service in the context of Vietnam.

Vietnam represents what may be the most
intense point of conlrontation in recent years,
perhaps in all times, between the government
and the press. Consider the role of each in
filing reports to the home front, the impact of
one on the other, the effects of this interac
tion on the American public and, consequently,
on national policy. These phenomena are going
to occupy the attention of sociologists, histo-
rians, politicians and, I hope, military career
officers for a long, long time—as indeed they
should, for the lessons and guidelines they can
mive us for the future. T want to contribute to
that exercise, to distill a few of what I think
are the lessons of Vietnam in dealing with the
press and suggest them to you perhaps as a
starting point for futwre dialogue and analysis
on your own part.

I think it may be well when considering the
role of the government in this field of commu-
nication to step back a bit in order to attain
some perspective in constitutional terms. Ay
purpose is not to give you a course in civics. But
1 do think that in all the heat and [ury of
today about the press, its role and its per
formance, the constitutional aspect (the con-
stitutional concept, if you will) is often for-
gotten. Our concept of government is based

in part on a free press. It is an essential, intcgral
part of the system of government that we have
chosen. The press has a role to play in that
svatem in behalf of the puhlic A% a monitor, as a
guardian, as an independent judge of the per-
formance of the government. This is a constitu-
tional rule, but too often, I'm afraid, it is not ﬂ!l"}‘
understood or accepted.

The press’ role in our society is one of
independence. It is not a handmaiden of govern-
ment, so to speak. The press does not have the
duty o create or contribute support to an
administration or 1o any of the administration’s
policies. Its role is one of the critic, one of
passing judgment. It is' perfectly within the
responsibilities of the press to pass judgment on
the facts—on whether the facts are accurate,
on whether they're complete, on whether we
in the government—military and civilian—have
enough [acts at hand. ;

Secondly, it is the press’ responsibility—its
constitutional responsibility—to judge also the
evaluation of those facts and the decisions and
policies reached by those in government.

At its best, the press performs its constitu-
tional role in a responsible, intelligent, posi-
tive sense. At its worst, it does it irresponsibly,
with all the possible drawbacks and faws that
we're all too aware of. But I sugpest that
essential to any discussion of the problem is an
acceptance of this concept of the role of the
press in our society. It becomes particularly
impartant in your case as carcer military offi-
cers and in my former role as a Foreign Service
officer to be aware of this, hecause we do live a
somewhat insulated life, a life detached from
the normal wmainstream of American society,
especially when we serve overseas. And the press
ends up becomning an inconvenience, an in-
trusion, a critic who isn't welcome.

An acceptance of the constitutional concept
becomes doubly important when you consider
that it's still possible today for an individual
to become an ambassador or a general without
ever having developed a sense for press rela-
tions, public affairs or communicating, and
without ever really having had any training in
it. This type of public relations course in a
command and staffl school is excellent, but it
is also fairly new. One of the tasks [facing
Uncle Sam is the development of a press doc
trine. It should be as much a part of the
training of career officers as tactics in  the
military case and as political reporting in the
case of foreign service,

The press media are going to be with us more,
not less. We live in a world of instant commu.
nication. The flow of information to the pub-
lic is just enormous. It's gone up several fold. I
don't know how you'd measure it mathematical-
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Iy, but certainly what we and our children are
getting is much, much more than even 10 years
ago.

The average American today watches ielevi-
sion for five hours a day, and of that a certain
amount is news, public allairs, and so on. How
long ago would you have accepted the thought
that a man would walk on the moon and be
watched simultaneously by 600 million people
while he's doing it? Five short years ago, 10
years ago, if vou'd made a statement like thar,
you would have been taken for a visionary,
Such things could never happen!

Our capability in communicating is pervasive.
It's become a much greater element in our
lives. Our substantive ability has not improved
equivalently; and yet, if we are to meet our
present responsibilities, that ability must im-
prove. Here, too, I suggest that we look beyond
the immediate problems, frustrations and an-
novances of the press and look at what is the
ultimate target: the public—hopefully, an en-
lightened, informed public. Again, if we believe
in our basic concepts of society, our govern-
ment rests ultimately on public opinion. Our
necd, then, is for a more enlightened, better
informed, more intelligent general public that
~ will reach better judgments or at least as good

judgments as possible. The channel to the
public is the press. And in dealing with the
questions that I'm raising, it would be well to
remember that the press is only a channel, not
an enil in itsell.

If we can start off on the basis of these few
points, there are a few principles (or command.
ments, as I like to call them) that should be
observed in dealing with the press and in becom-
ing more effective in communicating. Number
one is this basic point that I have tried to put
across: respect for the role of the press; accep-
tance and understanding of the role of the
press.

Secondly, in today's world a degree of sophis-
tication, or candor, is necessary. The rhetoric
of my generation, of World War 1II, is no
longer good enough. In the mood of our society
today, the “establishment,” the institution, is
under question and is being analyzed, and in the
proper spirit this is a healthy process. A gap
hetween words and fact—a reliance on rhetorice—
is simply not adequate for this kind of a situa-
tion. 1 think that too olten on the government
sie our approach to the press has been dis-
ingenuous; if not deceptive, at least misleading.
This is not right in principle. You simply cinnaot
get away with a gap between reality and your
articulation of it. So the sophistication of the day
~this irreverent, questioning, skeptical mood of
the day—has to be taken into account and
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accepted as a fact of life. The isue is not
really whether it's good or not; the issue is that
it"s there. : -

Let's try to put into perspective, also, the
role of the public affairs officer. He is a stall
olficer; and, while I don’t claim o present
Marine Corps doctrine in this area, as a stafl
officer he should be used. I argue that the
public affairs offlicer should participate in the
policy-making process just as much as the G-3 or
any other member of the staff.

The element of “public impact” is a facror
to be taken into account in making a decision.
It need not be a dominant factor, and there are
many times when it will not be. But it is
certainly not one that should be ignored. Very
often. as many of yvou are aware, the pround
rules under which we fought the war in Viet
nam were affected by public opinion or the
anticipation of public opinion.

The public affairs officer, then, should be
taking part in the decision-making process and
contributing his element, his dimension of the
command function, to your overall judgment.
Furthermore, 1 suggest that he not be held to
account, as is s0 olten the case, for the fail-
ures—that is, for the negative stories. I've had a
very, very knowledgeable ambassador tell me
that the trouble with the Foreign Service is
that it thinks it has to win all the press issues.
It has to hit 100 per cent, and if it doesn't it's
very disappointed. Again, it is the type of thing
that’s hard to measure. But if you do better
than 50 per cent, you're doing well; and if
you're getting 60 to 70 per cent on vour side,
just count your blessings and let it go at that.

The mood, the tone, the skepticism of the
day almost ensures that you're going to lose a
few. What a public affairs officer can do and
what you do with his help and staff counsel is
perhaps blunt the harm in a damaging story,
making it less bad than it might be otherwise. I
think that if you achieve that, you ought to be
satislied. A bad story is a bad story, and it's
going to end up as such. The facts of life are
not geing to be changed. You can, perhaps, put
it into perspective. You can, perhaps, blunt the
negative impact by the way you handle it, the
approach you take, and the attitude you show.

I said you can blunt and provide perspective;
and 1 get to a next major point, which is
education of the press. That sounds a bit pa-
tronizing, but it isn't meant to be,

When the press is filling its role properly, it
is anxious to have information and facts as the
basis for a judgment. You can help consider-
ably in that regard by ensuring that the judg-
ment exercised by the representative of the
press is as knowledgeable as possible, by giving
him the information you can subject to consid-
erations of pational and military security. To
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provide the press with the information at hand
together with your evaluation of the inlorma-
tion is part of a necessary exercise on your part
to educate and inform the press. This impor-
tant principle is shown, obviously, in the vari-
ous techniques used in dealing with the press—
in backgrounding, in giving the press access to
military expertise, and in providing all of the
facts and information collected. The press is
going to file is dispatches. Far better it does
so, even if it ends up aitically, based on accur-
ate information than done in a vacuum or on
only partial information.

Let me suggest. also, that a very sharp
distinction be drawn between information and
publicity. A post newspaper, an instrument of
command, is essentially publicity. Information
from the viewpoint of the press is quite differ-
ent. The press is not there not only just not to
be a handmaiden, but it is not there simply to
accept releases and file them without question
or without [urther examination. One of the
headuches we used to face in Vietnam was that
oo many of our press olficers, both military
and civilian, had been plucked out of post PAO
jobs where they had been involved really only
in publicity (they knew the story they were
writing was going to get into that post newspa-
per) and plunked down in the middle of the
liottest, most controversial, most complex story
in the world today and asked o do a real
information job, a press job. The distinction is a
real one. It is one I think you have to hear in
mind; and it is one, certainly, that the press is
aware of. When you hear the press eriticizing
the pap, the propaganda, the government re-
leases, what they're really criticizing most
often is the government's efforts at publicity.
There are some incorrigibles who criticize even
the information side. But 1 haven't heard any
really responsible correspondents complain about
the provision of information to them. Ohviously,
most of them would welcome it.

Finally, I'd suggest as part of press doctrine
that we look at the press as an opportunity. I
think there is a difference in approaching the
press within a [ramework of positive, construe-
tive thinking rather than as a chore, a frustra-
tion, or perhaps the last choice beyond jumping
immo a pit of vipers. Too often our senior
commancers in Vietnam, both military and civil-
inn, failed with the press. As a resule they
failed with the American public and failed to
support US. policy by actively disliking the
press and by approaching the press in terms of
hostility, whatever the justification. (There was a
good deal of justification, I assure you that some
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of these gray hairs 1 atribute to my [riends of the
press.) Nevertheless, if you put aside the individ-
ual behavior of certain correspondents and look
at them as a channel, as the means to an end—
and the end is an enlightened public affecting
decisions on great issues in our society—if you
look at the press along these lines despite the
temporary annoyances and [rustrations, their re-
action to you lnight be a little more pﬂiit.i".'t.
Because while all of the things I say sound fine
in theory, they do develop and take effect and are
applied by human beings; and the element of
human relations in press relations is very impor-
tant. To be respected asa human being by the press
is an important part of it. While you can’t change
your personality to fit a certain mold, you can
help influence these human relations by your own
attivude.

And let me suggest that in this spirit of going
half way and achieving a better rapport, you learn
something about the tribal customs and mores of
the press; that you understand something about
how and why a correspondent functions. Just as
you want liim to know smmething about your
business, so he will respond better if you under-
stand something about his.

Here is a list of a few ground rules that I re-
ferred to earlier as “commandments™:

No lying to the press. While that isn't very
often done, 1 do say deception, deliberate or other-
wise, has happened often enough. Being disingen-
uous, not providing all the facts—there should be
no deception today. One of the aspects of Vietnam
that will someday get a great deal of examination
is the “goldfish bowl™ aspect, the fact that every-
thing was public. We not only had no censorship,
I'm not sure we had much security. There were an
awlul lot of papers labeled “top secret” and so on,
but there was very little going on in the country
that the press or even the Vietnamese public
didn’t catch up with eventually. It's much better
to get out the full picture accurately as you know
it rather than be cute and coy and hold back part
of it because you think it's negative and will alfect
the impression you want to leave,

Restriet .!nTI:rH]I' te an absolule sinemun, Ml
tary security and national security have been used
as a crutch too oflten for papering over just
distastelul, negative situations. Hold security to
an absolute minimum. If it's not justified, it won't
Tast very long: it won't be respected very long. In
terms of military security in Vietnam in the four
years I was there, we only had four corvespond-
ents who violated the ulf—impused E'rmnul rules
on military censorship badly enough to have their
credentials lifted. Out of 2,000 correspondents
with as wide a range as you can get in terms of
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yuality and attitude, that's a pretty good record.
Legitimate military sccurity is not going to be
violated by any journalist worth his salt. But if he
thinks you arve using that as an excuse for other
purposes, your so-called security just won't last
five minutes.

Estalilish grauird rules in dtaﬁng with the frress
clearly and without any misunderstandings. Be
clear and then be hirm on whatever the ground
rules are. Too often someone has talked in-
discreetly, thinking he was “background,” the
correspondent thinking he was “on the record.”
Again, legitimate, responsible corvespondents will
accept ground rules. These are tools of the trade.
They should be learned and they should be stated
clearly without any embarrassment or hesitation.
We just had occasion to talk to the Commandant
about something this morning. He said, "This is a
subject I cannot speak about.” Fine. Period. This
is all you need. What is not right is, “You cannot
use this” or “You can wse it but you can't at-
tribute it to me,” and then provide material and
be surprised when it appears in print. Just know
where you stand and how you're dealing with the

Parts of the government are interrelated. Nei-
ther the armed [orces as a whole nor a single
military service nor the State Department iwself
nor any other element of government exists inde-
pendently today. Our world, our society and our
government arc too sophisticated. There is an
interrelationship between the press relations of
one element of the government and the others.
Whether you are in a command position or a
PAQ position, you cannot operate and execute
your responsibilities without regard for the im-
pact on other elements of the government.

Your audience is a wide one. To [all back an a
cliche, it is a small world. There is no distinction
hztween a domestic audience and a foreign audi-
ence that means much any more, Why, our press
conferences are covered almost as heavily by repre-
sentatives of the loreign press as they are by the do-
mestic press. One of the major problems you face
in a place like Vietnam—and it is a problem that
you've got 1o he eonscions of—is, “Whe are you
talking 102" You talk to the whole world at once,
Consider Gen Westmoreland as COMUSMACV
just about two years ago standing in front of the
American Embassy after the TET attack. He's talk-
ing to the Marine guards who are surrounding him
then aflter a vicious all-night battle, He's talking
to his command. He's talking to the South Viet-
namese peopls. He's talking to Hanei, to Com-
munist nations, 1o Allies, to neutrals. Finally, he's
talking to the U.S. There are conflicting interests,
certainly, and what is appropriate for onc audi
ence very often is not appropriate for another.

There aren't any easy answers to this. A four
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star general, after a fight surrounded by a platoon
of Marines who went through a hell of a night.
saying, “You've won a great victory here,” is
understandable. Two years later you look at that
statement in cold light with the perspective of
two vears and the effect of that TET offensive and
U. 5. public opinion and so on; and you say.
“How can a man be so optimistic:” It leads to a
Herblock carwon which you may remember: “All
is mot lost; the mimeograph machines were
saved!™ As I sav, [ have no magic solution for this
problem. But it is a problem that must be borne
in mind. Sometimes there are ways out. Very olten
vou've got a conflict and you've got to compront-
ise. All I'm suggesting is that it not be forgotten
that your audience is a wide one; and, depending
on the issue, it can be a worldwide audience.

You must take the initiative. Finally, I'd list the
need for initiative, for being concerned about
Eetting out a story—even a negalive one—in your
terms, under conditions of your choosing, and in a
setting that you've help to set up. Again, this can
be extremely important in the light and mood
and tone of a difficult story. That first headline
very often sets the tone. Provide the form—if vou
will, the framework—for the development and
evolution of that story.

I have no firsthand knowledge of what went on
helhind the scenes in My Lai; but a "My Lai”
would have been a negative story no matter what
was done. I think it would have come out hetter—
less negative, if you will—if the military had heen
in a position to take the initiative in surfacing it.
ta get it out under the best possible circumstances
rather than having it leak out the way that it did.
Bits and pieces came out, and the buildup was
much longer than perhaps had to he the case.
And the [ramework in which it came our was
about as negative as it could be. So I don't sav vou
could have gotten a good story out of Ay Lai no
matter what happened. Dut it might not have
been quite as bad if some initiative had been
taken.

Too often in the past our philosophy has been
refllected in the classic guidance to PAO's: “If
asked, if you are questioned about this. . . " I'd
suggest that in many ol these cases it's far prefer-
able to take the initiative rather than wait for it
to come to’you, and that you'll end up with a
hetter story.

Let me close with the point that I can't prom-
ise that application of all these princiules I have
listed will automatically bring you better press
relations. For press relations is an art, not a
science, and precise formulae cannot be applied.
But I do promise that conscientious adherence to
them will make your efforts with the press more
elfective; that it will make easier this critical task
of communicating with the public which has
become an integral part of your military responsi-
Lilities, UsF MC
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Major's failings, The sharcomings of the cooks and
kinchen police hardly exceeded primitive ssupidiey.
My own problems were not serious, Some sacrifice
must ke offered on the aloar of discipline—passes
curtailed, pay docked, and so on. But underlying
opinion was clear. The fawx par was the Major's,
and the Calonel would see it thar way—as he did.

Meanwhile the summer was passing, The horses’
particular brand of preumococcus seemed o lose
irs zesz. As chey recovered, they became more amen-
able wo military discipline, Soon the drivers had the
caissons rolling along; and the gunners grew profi-
cient at mental arithmetic as they listened o the
shouted numbers, ewirled che wheels that moved
their gun barrels, and learned o push home dumemy
shells, lock the breeches, and jump aside o avoid a
thenretical recoil as lunyards were pulled.

South of the border the palirical emperamre
conled as the days shorened, {General Pershing
came home em rumars fAew that the
Mational Guard would be demobilized: but noe be-
fore che effort and swear of summer had been put
to- the test of Aring live ammunition. Labar Day
came and went. The mouneain foliage began wo
rurn, the blueberries to ripen on che hillsides. A few
trenches were dug on a hill across a valley, enemy
battery emplacements were simulated with ply-
wood, notices were posted o warn berry pickers off
the range on the chosen day. The Major was posted
as range afficer w ride over the rger area before
firing began to ensure that it was dear,

na glosious autumn morning the regiment set
out for the firing positson, a plareau some miles
beyond our camp at the far end of the military res-
ervarion, On the parade ground the sight of the
full regement in formation was & moving one;

bt when Barery D brought up the end of the col-
uma of march and our rolling kirchen took it place
at the end of thar, marrial spirit suffocared under a
pall of dust. Wox a breath of air moved i Onlya
wet handkerchief aver the nose and mouth kept
lungs from Alling solid.

A burief respite came when the calumn haled and
the kitchens moved up from the tail o the head of
the bateeries. The drivers warered and fed cheir
harses while the gunners ate and then rook their
place, Even though the Major was far away on his
assigned range patrol, we risked no chances with
the meal—na botbed rice—there was oo much live
ammunition sround. Mot long afrer lunch the col-
ume debouched onro the plateay and moved
straight across it As Bacrery [ emerged, the col-
umn broke into a trot, then swung st right angle
into regimental front with guidons Aurtering.
When they were aligned, a bugle sent the whole
command into a full gallop, a brave sight, As they
resched firing position, they swung around, wnlim-
bered guns and caissons, and ook the Toorses, sill
excited and rossing their heads, to the rear.

TW'e lefr the kitcchen m the drivers and joined a
group it the steps 1o s pladorm from which the
Caolone] was observing the rerrain through feld

glasses. The last preparations for firing had been
completed, gun crews and officers were in their
pleces, range finders manned. Soon officers thouted
nummbers as they compued distances, angles, and
elevations; wheels on the guns mrned. The regu-
lation procedure from here on was pretry conven-
tional, One or two guns would fire a long and thena
shart—that is, on the firss they would add to the o5
rimated range, on the second, subtrace. Having
thiss, hopefully, brackered the rarget, they would
splir the diference, or make ather correction, and
everyone would be ready for business.

The Colonel nurned o his second-in-command,
“Range clear?” be asked with rising inflection. The
words were repeated across the placform and down
the sieps. The words wene picked up and rolled back
as a receding breaker is by an incoming one. This
time the inflection was reverssd, assertive; nota
question bue an answer, “Range clear!™ Then from
the platform came the electrifying command:
“Regimental sabva!”

The usual procedure might be conventional, bae
the Colone] was nor. He would smare this exercise
with a bang that few present would forget. In 16
guns shells were shoved home, breeches slammed
shut; gunners jumped chear while lanyard sergeants
warched for the signal. “Fire!” mid the Colonel,
The resultans roar was eminently satisfactory.
Some of the horses snorred and gave a plunge ar
two. The whole hilleop across the valley burst inm
smoke and dusz.

Abour 3 mile our side of it appeared a separace
source of dust burss, moving mward usat great
speed, wuching, so it seemed, only the higher
mounds. An order 1o cease fire stopped the reload-
ing, and feld glasses centered on the speeding horse-
man, Word spread that it was the forgoteen Major,
As he came neaser, he seemed o be urging the horse
o greurer effort. Panicor rage of both had clearly
raken over. He would cerminly gallop up flushed and
beeathing hard, Ring himself from the saddle, and
run mward the steps shouting, ~W hat dama
fool . .. ¥" One could see him, siopped by the Colbo-
nel's cold ssare, salute and sammer out, "Range
clear, sir!™ [ didn't wait for the confronrasion. The
placform would sson be the scene of high words,
pessibly controversy, in any event, unpleasanness.
Trwas clearly no place for a mess sergeant who be-
longed with his field kitchen.

For a few days much ralk and questioning re-
volved about who said what w whom. Unform-
nately | coubd not help with this since 1 had re.
joined the kichen group before the dialogue began
nd was quite as puzzled as the ochers about whae
had happened, Anyway, it was all forgoren ina
few days when we broke camp for the move home
and mustering out.

Years laver | met the Major again. We had both
exchanged milicary titles for somewhar higher civil-
ian ones. But although we were to see a good deal
of one another, not always under the pleasantes:
CiTCUMATANCEs, it never seemed o e that our rels-
rionship would be improved by probing the evenes
of that memorable range practice.



As United Srarcs informaros chicf in Vietnam
foe mee than bour years, Barey Zorthian seea
ragged pace. In o Life magszine profile he win
descrabed 25 8 mas whe spared no effort ta
keep himacl| informed and wha preferced o be
im the field secing things finthand insoead of
remsaining closeved in Saigon.

Looking back aver the past year, it i clear
that the pasuibilicy for dialogue on the
Vietnam war has slowly been evaporating.
By lase spring, convictions had hardened
o the point where people invarably de-
fended conclusions instead of discussing
issues—all quite different from the well-
inzentioned if sometimes medndenng
search for answers that characrerized the
teach-in, the academic communicy’s first
attemps to come o grips with the questions
raised by the war,

Just how far this damming up of discus-
100 on the war had gone was
home chis fall when Barry Zarthian visited
Yale, It was casy to anticipate that Zorth-
ian's three-day visit as a Poynter Fellow
would be exeremely lively; it seemed cer-
tain he would be grilled intensively, per-
haps even greeted rudely. lf:hownppm:d
v the war wanted m confrons semeone
intimately identified with ir—indeed, the
person in Saigon who was most responsi-
bile for the way the government presented
the 'war to the public—then Zorthian was
the man.

Baut it didn'e turn our that way arall. In-
stead, his reception was repid; his appear-
ances seldom drew more than a handiul of
people and in news conferences and public
meetings the questioning was polite, su.
perficial, disconnected. Even Zorthian
himull'wu.mrpri.ml. He had expecred, be
allowed at one point, many more sharp

questions, even some hostility, His reason
hm-ngm Yale, he said, was in part
find out whar students were thinking, and
he must have lefe with the impresgion that
nently in their thoughts.

‘The very fact, though, thar Zorthian's
visit was something of a non-event had it
cwen imporeance. Ie said & grear deal abour
the mood on this campus with regard
the war and it implied or suggested a num-
ber of ways in which people, here and
elsewhere, have coped with the impact of
the war,

The Reasons for Quicscenoe

Undoubtedly, & number of external cir-
cumstances contribured roward making
Zarthian's visit remarkably quicr. Firscis
the matter of contexe. Although he had
served as the chief U.5. informarion officer
in Viemam for more than four years—
during which time he was singled out by
Life a3 "one of the most powerful Ameri-
cans in Vietnam"—Zorthian was a private
cirizen, oot a goverament spokesman,
when he came to Yale in Movembes, In
July 1968 he had resigned his dual post in
Saigon ( as Minister Counsellor for Infor-

mation and director of the Joine U.S, Pub-
lic Affairs Office ) and returned 1o Wash-
imgton to fake a cemporary position at the
headquarters of the United Seaces Informa-
tion Agency. By the end of the sumemer,
i'li_?l'ﬂ“.‘l'. he had &0 EXECULIVE po-
sition with Time, In¢. and moved o Mew
Yok Ciry.

If leaving his position in Saigon made
him more accessible, icalso made him less
interesting, besd central. Somehow the re-
laxed civility of Yale—in concrast to the
shirmsleeve energy of Zorthian's venure in
Vietnam—only served w0 emphasize his
remove, boch in space and time, from the
war effore, People ar Yale responded o
him mare as the corporase executive than
a3 che hard-nosed professional wiho served
in Saigon longer than any other senior
Amerscan official except General Weat.
mareland and who was informally known
throughout Viemam simply as Zorro,

A second circumstance influencing
Zorthian's receprion at Yale was the di-
minished level of campus frustration con-
cerning the war. A year ago, those seri-
ously troubled by che war, or Racly opposed
et e, saw lindde Likelibood of change in
American policy. Then President John-
son's decision not to seek reelection, the
Paris negotiations, and the bombing halt
promised to bring peace info view, While
progress since has been slow, there has
been the prospece this fall char a new ad-
ministration would be sble 1o seck pesce
with new energy. As & consequence, the
aemiosphere here and aatiomlly in the last
six monchs has been o Licde less super-
charged than it was during the previous
six myonths.

Muore specifically, frustration among se-
dents was notas high this fall because the
draft didn’t appear as threatening as it had.
Last spring, when graduate student defer-
meents were climinated, the prospect of
impending conscripaion broughe the war
very close o many students. But then, over
the summer, the expected assaulc by the
drafron those intending to go on w grad-
e school never marerialived, While
drafr calls in the past rwo months have cut
muoee deeply inm the graduate student
population, there is not yee any sign char
the draft is creating the degree of active
student opposition o the war that itdid
last year.

Thie overall effect of the less explosive
artirude toweard the war on campus was
summed up succincely by one faculty mem-
ber: “1f Zorthian had appeared here a
year ago he would have been crucified.
Opposition oo the war woday is no less im-
placable; it's just bess on the offense.”

The last, and possibly most impormant,



circurmseance affecting Forthian's visic was
that it coincided with Corducarion Week.

Most of Yale's activist studenes were other-

wise oooupicd, and it was perhaps encour.
aging o note that a positive demonsera.
tion ook precedence over a negative one,
Apparently the only member of 508 that
Lorthian met was over dinner in Silliman
College Maseer Elias Clark’s house, and by

all repores the conversarion was more pleas-

ant than probing. In brief, the collective
artention of the Universicy was turned
quite inward during the days Zorthian was
here.

A Few Sparks

If owerall there was litele electricity in the
air as a resule of Zorthian's presence on
campus, sparks did fly during a Yale Re-
ports program when he was interviewed
by Dy, Robert Lifton, a research professor
of psychisery, and Jaraslav Pelikan, Tins
Street professor of ecclesiastical hissary,
But the program also illuscrated the degree
o which confronenion over the issues of
the war has replaced discossion,

From the beginning, Zorthian and Lif-
ton were pobes apart. Lifeon, whose schol-
arly work has for che moss pare been done
in Easr Asia and wiho spent several weeks
in Vietnam a year-and-a-half ago, eook es-
sentially a moral position while Zorthian
took & political one. The prediceable im.
jpasse was that Zorthian ook off from the
conclusson that the war was in the national
interest of the ULS, whibe Lifton felt ic was
indefensible in any rerms acall, Ara few
poins in the program, the exchanges were
heated encugh so the theead of conversa-
tion was all bue bose in the Buery of intet-
ruptions and counterinierruprons:

Lifeon: You say the Vietnamese in the
South are bearing the brunt of the war. In-
deed, they are. They are suffering and dy-
ing in much larger numbers than Ameri-
cans, there i no doube abour char. And
hundreds of thousands of civilians among
them are dying oo,

Zorthian: Not hundreds of thousands, Dy,
Lifeon.

Lifton: Hundreds of thousands of civilians
have died, . .

Forthian: Mo,

Lifecn: | don't know how you can contra-
dicr thar.

Zogthian: Dy, Lifron, | am sorry, we have
gone ineo this very thoroughly. Thisisa
disservice a person like you does o your
own studenes in passing on that rype of
STATErmEnt.

Lifron: | am not invelved in the subject of
hivwr many thousands or tens or hundreds

a4

Ia addinion v his revpomsibilies for disprasing
informuion, Lorthizn also headed the U5, pay-
chologicel wariare effont. “You can’t divarce
ommiunication from programs,” he is fond of
saying. “The actual American progrums at the
Brass rooes bevel have moee paychological impace
than mere leafles,”



of thousands of civilians have been killed
" in chis war,

Zorthian: But flat staternents are being
circulated. You do sortof shoot off hun-
dreds of thousands withour a thoughe.
Lifton: Over the course of the Viemamese
waf hundreds of thousands of civilians
have not been killed, is char what you are
saying?

Zorthian: What do you mean, hundreds
of thousands? How many? Seriously, be-
cause | have read a Aiguse chat said & mil-
lion have been killed and chis couldn’t be
MOre inscourate.

Lifeon: Hundreds of thousands have been
killed,

Pelikan: Some 200 thousand plus.

Lifeon: That's right, at least plus. Now
having said char, which is a oree stacermsent,
let me go on.

Zorthian: May we leave chat? | disagree
with the truth of that smeement. I think
my knowledge of it is probably much more

Just beneath the surface of chis kind of ex-
change lic 2 number of very imporanr is-
sues that have o do with the complexities
of the Vietnam war in particalar and the
capaciry of our syscem of government o
respand o a high level of complexity on
matters of policy in general. For example:
As & public, we are very statistic-oriented,
biax at the same time we are very nalve
about statistics. Juse what do “facts™ mean
in a situation as complex as Vietnam? How
can the public sore out competing claims
of "fact”? And what of those facts chat can,
quite legitimately, be interpreted o sup-
port weally opposiee points of view?

Anocher issue: Clearly there is the pre-
sumption in foreign affairs, quite righely,
that the government has access to mare
information than the citizen at lasge. At
the same time, though, that presumpaion
cannot disquslify the citizen from regiser-
ing his point of view based on the infor-
marion that he has {in dee way thae Wash-
ingron “disqualified” many critics of the
war ) without isolating the policymaking
process from public accountabiliy except
at infrequent intervals.

These are the issues thar Zorthian was
squarely in the middle of during his tour of
duty in Viecnam. And most of his infor-
mal conversation at Yale was devoted m
giving his perspective on some of the ques-
rions growing out of these issues. If on the
one hand he failed to canalyze opposing
paints of view on the war, on the other he
took advantage of the resulting calm w
reflect on the communication processes
that tie the government and the public ro-
gether,
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A Double Perspective

In his career, Zonthian has worked on both
sides of the slough of distruss thar gener-
ally szparates government and press. After
graduating from Yale in 1041 ( where he
was sparts edicor on the Yale Daily New:r
board chaired by Kingman Brewster ),
Zorthian served brictly as editor of a Ver-
mant newspaper befose enlisting in the
Marine Corps. At war's end, he was dis-
charged a5 a major and returned o MNew
Haven to resume his journalism career.

Within a year he moved o New York
1o become senior news editor of the inger-
national section of the Columbia Broad-
casting System, then lefra few months
later to rake a position with Yoice of
America. While serving as program man-
ager for w04, he amended evening sessions
ar the New York University Law Schoal
and received an LLB. in 1943,

After nine years with voa, Zorthian
msoved o the Unired Seaves Informanion
Agency and in a variery of assignments
over the succeeding years he traveled wo
meote than Bo countries. Ia 1961 he was
named USIA's depury public affairs officer
in India. That assignment, in rurn, was the
springboard for his sppointment in Febru-
ary 1944 as direceor of the US, Informa-
tion Service in Viemnam.

His tenure in India was so sucoessful
that it probably played a large part in his
selection o ke aver the badly frayed pub-
lic information campaign in Viemam. One
friend wid a Life reporter: "He's a grea
talker, and | think the Indians finally met
sormeone who could ealk longer and argue
bemer than they could. They were
charmed.” Also pleased were the journal-
1513 he dealt with, who found his frankness
1 happy change of pace from the rounds of

“no comment.”

Once he was established in Sﬂ'pn.
Zorthian quickly gained a reputation asa
bowe-keey bur hard-driving, courageous pro-
fessiomal, He released mane unvarnished
information than any of his predecessors
ever had; said one friend, "Barry works
twice 25 hard as anyone else because he
thinks he was born ewo steps behind.”
Burly in build and deliberate in manner,
he presided regularhy aver the daily press
beriefings char were known throughout Sai-
gon as the Five O'Clock Follies.

An index of Zorchian's efectiveness in
his relarions wich the press is the fact thae
mist veteran reporters feel the now-fa-
mous credibility gap wasa product of
Washingron, not Saigon. ~We cannog
exist without realiry as a base,” Zoethian
once told the press; "if | cormor talk abour
something, | simply dow’s ralk about i,
But I have never lied to the press.”

In a speech ar the Narional Press Club
last fall following his rerurn from Viet-
nam, he summied up the substance of his
relationship o the press: “That the gov-
ernment and the press had differences is
hardly news, And that there were periods
of hosaility berween the rweo is not & start-
ling revelasion. But 1 would submit char
evennually we eliminared most of the hos-
riliry—and while we had very real differ-
ences in outlook, in evaluation, and in
judgment, we also had dislogue: hours
and hours of dialogue at many levels and
in many sexings, .. . And out of the heat
of these discussions came an awareness of
the problems char faced us boch.”

I s Mew Milieu

Zorthian had lost none of his press brief-
ing skills by che time he arvived at Yale,
He was clearly ar home with an audience,
and had the easy grace with reporters thas
only men who dispense information regu-
karly and are quoted often seem to exhibit.
The only signal that he was on a univessity
campus rather than still in Saigon was his
habit, early in the visit, of prefacing his
answers o quesions dealing with broad
arcas where he felt no special competence
with, "You may kncw more about this
than [ da, but ., "

The burden of much of his discourse at
Yale was devoted o emphasizing the com-
phexities of the Viemam situation. The
residual instinces from his Vietnam tour
of duty could be seen in the frequency
with which the "Yes, but” syndrome ap-
peared. Zorthian's standard rejoinder o
& number of questions was w point out the
alternative set of Faces o the aliernarive
interpretarion before launching intoa
Fuller answer, “lsa't the level of corruption
in the South Vietnamese government tes-
ribly high?" "Yes, but you must remem-
ber you are judging by Western standards.
Much of what we would label corruprion
wre standard emohuments of office ina Con-
fucian sociery.”

“Hasn't the government erred oo often
in its predictions about the war 1o be cred-
ible any longer?" "Perhaps, but we are all
human. Lex's not forget thar the press has
erred too—rFor example, with regard o
Khe Sanh—Dbut people don't seem 1o re-
member that.”

“Hasn't the war elaimed the lives of
great numbers of South Vienamese ci-
vilians?™ “Yes, but doa't forget that this is
probably the most restricted army in his-
tory in terms of mules governing when they
can fire their weapons, Beyond that, . "

{ When asked whar he thought of co-
education, Zorthian’s response was char-



acreristic: while be wasn't enthusiastic
about it personally, be said, the only thing
that surprised him was the apparent unan-
imiary of opinion on campus, Where ane
the people, he asked, who are opposed —
there must be another side 1o 1)

Early in his visit Zorthian essblished
a enngext for his remarks by giving his
own view of the war, Like most sensor mis-
sion officials, he said, he had doubes aboue
the way in which U5, policy was executed.
Homrewer, sbout the policy itself be had
few doubes ar all: "We are esentially, it
seems 00 me, in Vietnam o enable the
Sauth Vietnamese o control their own
funire, develop their own society, This |
think is done in the U5, natsonal interess.”

In the pase year or so, the questons in
his mind concerned the price thar the war
was exacting ar home. “The picnore we had
in Saigon was of great manonal doabe, di-
vizion, and dissent.” While Forthian ac-
knowledged thart the insulariry of Saigon
may have beightened the sense of division,
he nevertheless felt char Scateside reaction
to the war had o figuere prominently in the
equation determining the scope and con-
duct of the war, Public epinion, in one
form or another, sooner or luter, would
have o be reflected in mamers of policy

Particularly becase of his cwn respon-
sabilires in Viemnam, Zorchian had a great
dieal o say about the facors which help to
shape public opinion and sbout the ways
in which the press, government, and peo-
ple relane o one anocher. The Vietnam
war represents, in his view, the most diffi-
oult fask of communication this society has
faced in the pose-World War 11 ers. And
while the government has had unprece-
denred access o the media, and the press
has had anprecedented freedom of move-
ment and coverage, be feels the war has
been communicated oo the public in such a
way that, by and large, Americans have
been unable m assimilate the complexity
of the fsmues it has raised

Ar faule are 2ll three parties, Zorthian
feels: the government has nor presenred
the war well, especially in terms of making
its reasoning clear at various poins of de-
cisaon; the press, despite some outstanding
maoments, has had difficulties in dealing
with some of the new problems presented
by this kind of conflict; and the public ic-
self has been a linle oo anxious fior sim-
plistic answeers, a lietle o quick with emo-
tomal responses.

Four Sets of Quesgions

Reduced ma sentence, Zorthian sees the
exsenial problem as how o asmune clarity
in transmmutting relatively complex, in-
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Generalizing from his Viernam experience,
Zarthian suggeses thar government officials need
mede craanang im public affairs, moee maining
tn dealing with the press. The rewale, be feels,
wrnald be more candor, mose relanos m realiy,
and g beeerer realizagion of che Funcelon of & free

prei



volved, and qualified concepts 1o a mass
-andience. To the degree that the perform-
ance of the press offers a handle on the
problem, he suggests four kinds of consed-
erations that deserve close attention.

First, since there are so many judg-

mental aspeors wo the war, how is it pos-
sible for reporting w be fairly balanced?
Asan example: A year-and-a-half ago,
during the election campaign in South
VYietnam, there were 11 candidaces ran-
ning. OF the 11, all voiced hape that peace
would be forthcoming soon, but only one,
* Truong Dinh Do, alked peace in wermas
of negotiation with the Viercong and im-
medizre abandonment of the war efforr.
On election day, Diru surprised everyone
by coming in second with 17 per cent of
the vore, What is the significance of that
face? ls it chat a significant portion of the
population—almast a5 many as vooed for
Thiew—wanted peace ac any cost? O iz it
thar 83 per cent of the voters, while spread
peace at any cost approach?

Zorthian points out that interpretation
of events and selection of “significant”
facts is a constane difficuley facing the
Vietnam correspondent. To do his job, the
journalist in Vietnam has 1o be combat re-
poareer, political snalyst, sociologis:, econ-
odmist, and investigator all rolled intmo one.
Hivw well e does any of these jobs will
depend on his background, experience,
and lnguage competence { for sccess toall
shades of opinson, knowledge of Viema-
mese and French is pracrically o necessity ),

Thus the qualificarions of the reporeers
are likely o weigh beavwily in how well
they sccomplish cheir aim, The problems
of qualificarion in Vietam have been
complicated by the usually short ours of
duty given a correspondent | Zorchian says
over 3,000 journalises have been accredined
in the past four years, representing a full
spectrum of competence ) .

A second set of difficulries arise when a
repoctes, no matter how well qualified
himself, artempes to convey information m
the U5, public. Clearly, the usual Western
yardsticks and defininons have limited
usefulness. In general terms, the Vietna.
s wir has been the occasion for the
public’s firse extended exposure m Exsrern
sociery, cubture, and palitics. Is i really
fair, Zorchian asked at one point during
his visie, 0o evaluate the function of 2 new
comsrirational dermocracy in South Viet-
narn on the basis of American standards?

Even in the marter of semantics Viet-
nam poses new problems, What, for in-
seance, constinuces progress in this kind of
war? When people, not territory, is the
objective, how is it possible o convey an
a3

sccurate reflection of the acrual state of the
war!

A third set of problems grows out of the
voluminous the Vietnam war has
received, It is generally accepred that this
is the most thoroughly reparied war i
history, yet na one is quite sure whether
comprehensiveness has bed to obfuscarion
ar clarificarion, One reason for the val-
ume of reportage, Zorchian Feels, is the
competitivensss of the media; chere izal-
ways the pressuse to geta story before an-
other network or another paper does. Asa
resulr, some unconfirmed—and ultimarely
misleading or inacourate—informanion
has been reported. In sddition, the empha-
sis in reporting has sometimes been on the
superficial “color” story at the expense of
e substantive analysis.

Lasdy, there is a web of problems that
are peculiar to television reporting. For
ane thing, television is ata disadvanrage
when it comes to reporting the soory thar
takes place over 2 long period of time or
which is non-visal in its substance. Even
with combat storses, though, 3 five-minute
film clip on the evening news can convey
only a limited amount of informarion.

The more interesting questions about
television coverage of the war have o do
with its impact on the public. Whart has
been the effect of the constant exposure of
the public to the war? Has the result been
to callous people’s sensitivities and make
them mase aware of political realities? Or,
as is more likely, has it brought the realiza-
ticn char all war is ghasely and thereby
genersted a wave of general anti-war feel-
ing? These are the kinds of questions,
Zoethian said, thar we really have not had
time yet o evaluate; but he emphasized
his feeling that ic was questions such as
these that will have mw be at the core of any
examination of public opinion and the
Wilr,

In raising these issues, Zorthian was
careful to explain thar he intended no in-
dictment of the press. Many of the same
problems, he said, were shared by the gov.
ernrment, which has hardly revised it
methods governing the discriburion of in-
formation in 20 years. Iois just thar ques-
rins such as these “deserve frank recogni-
tion and searching examination for the
lessons they conmin and the guideposts
they can provide for the future,” As he had
said a few weeks earlier in his National
Press Club speech, which covered much of
the same ground, his observations were
motivated by his conviction thar on issues

of national affairs the press and the govern-

mient have “a joint and parallel responsi-
biliry for communicagion with the public:
the gowernment out of it obligation o

inform the elecrorate; the press in its ca-

pacicy as the watchdog of the government
in behalf of the peaple.”

The Unexplored Ground

‘There is no question char the issaes which
Zorhian raised during his visit are impor-
tant and deserve study, particularly with
regard to the future conduct of foreign af-
fairs and the responsivensss of the policy-
making process to informed public opin-
1on, But at the same time, it is wrong o
assume thar the divisiveness the war has
caused can be areribured solely o 3 “oom-
misnications gap.” The sense of estrange-
ment because of the war—ar lease on this
carmpui—goes much deeper than thar. In
ane stadent’s woeds, the "moral devase-
tion wroaght by the war is a function pri-
martly of 2 boss of faith—in our govern-
mieny, in our effectivencss a5 citizens, in our
goals and our lives—and thar kind of
wound mkes a great deal of time wo heal.”

Thar senriment explains, in large pare,
the uneventfulness of Zordhian's vise and
the evaporation of dialogue about the war,
But the great danger of the kind of polasi-
zation that renders debate useless is char it
also makes learning impossible. And if
there is s compelling need at the moment
it is thar we dissece the Vietnam experi-
ence in order to Formubae what we have
learned o it can be applied in the futare,

The present mood of the country,
though, seems to be leading us generally
in the oppasite direction. There is some-
thing of an avaidance neurosis sbout Yiet-
marm, a desire—especially since the begin-
ning of the Paris miks—o avoid intensify-
ing old divisions, o lesve cender scar tissue
undisturbed. For much of the pablic, it
amounts to a retreat from the complexities
in issues and judgmenes thas have been
posed by Vietnam,

The academic communiry is where one
would expect thar rend o be reversed
firse, where the probing examination of
what has occurred would provide a basis
for deciding whar should ooour in the
future. And Barry Zorthian’s three days at
Yale was only a tiny step in thar direction,
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THE DIMENSION OF COMMUNICATION

Banny ZorTHIAN

Y ASSIGNMENT this moming is to
talk to you about the U.S. Information
Agency ; but, if I may, I'd like to speak

more broadly about communication—communi-
cation by our Government with the publie, pri-
marily through the medium of the press.

In the last analysis, our society depends on
the existence of an enlightened publie, a public
that is in possession of gIE- facts and makes con-
sidered and reasoned judgments, particularly
on issues of national affairs. Our ultimate
source of authority is that same publie, and
public opinion must play a major role in the
conduct of our Government.

I would suggest to that today this process
of communication is in trouble, even though we
have made tremendons progress in purely tech-
nical terms, This morning we will try to trans-
mit television signals from the A pollo to ground
stations, but we are having great difliculty right
here on this planet in communicating intelligi-
ble signals from people in Government offices
to {m?pl_e outside them. )

"his is understandable. The world is becom-
ing more complex, issues and problems are more
invelved. Mass understanding and appreciation,
particularly in foreign affairs, are very difficult
to achieve,

What people think is almost as important
as the facts themselves. The “image,” of course,
ig itself a fact. More than anywhere else, re-
cently, this has been an issue in Vietnam. What

ME, BARRY ZORTHIAN ls a senlor member of corporate
management ot Tlme, Ine. A graduate of Yale University
(AP, 1841) ond New York University (LL.H, 1653), he i
A member of the New York Siate Bar, He jolned the Volce of
Amerion In late 1147, holding such positlons as Chisf of thes
News Hronch, Chlef Polley Advizer. nnd Program Manager.
Mr. Zorthlan bas been ome of the key mem In Amerlen's
oversras informatlon program. He served 3 years in Indla as
D:‘EII-E Publie Affalrs Ofleer for the ULA. Information Agpency
{UBIA) and 41 rpﬂ.lﬂ 1964-62) In Bouth Vietonm where
he was Director of JUSPAQ (Joint 108, Public Affairs Ofer)
and then Minlster-Counscllor for Information. In Vietnam, he
wii reeponelble for peliey directlon and esordinatlon of the
American Milsslon's entipe Information pr\a?“m, Inclading
?'Ptht |I‘rru‘_ hrfln“nh'}ﬂ.“dz Mmﬂbﬂlﬂﬂt ﬁwﬂfjﬂ.g‘ﬁ FI:I tIH:I:IrI:I.-
ng to Washington, Mr. Zorthlan was nam nl Assigtant
to the Director of UFS1A,

Thiz talk was ccndessed and edited for publicatlon here
with the author's approval from a tranecript of his presomia-
tlon o the College on 14 October 1868,

really happened? What did people think hap-
pened ! Both questions are important. But what
people think about Vietnam is, in many ways,
gven more important than the actual situation
on the ground. \

Many of you will someday occupy positions
of importance in the conduct of our national
affairs. Your participation in this process of
communication is essential. To me, it seems
tragic that today you can reach thiat high level
of responsibility with little experience in com-
munication, with almest no confrontation or
dialog with the great communications media.
I would hope that, as we develop our training
programs for potential senior officers in Gov-
ernment, we can add more of this dimension of
communication and provide a doctrine for this
process of talking to the public and dealing
with the communications media. We don’t have
guch a doctrine today, and at times the conse-
quences ean be disnmlrn%iu :

Vietnam is an examp a.%m' senior officials
there are required to deal with the media every
da}'. Some are superb. But others fail miserably.

don’t think we can afford to leave this task
to chance or to the individual personality. I
firmly believe that, if it is to performed
effectively, we will need more preparation in
institutions such as this, in order to develop a
better understanding among our future senior
officials of the fundamental principles of deal-
i“ﬁ with the public.

"he Government has two audiences, domestic
and foreign. The U.S. Information Agency
(USIA) is its instrument for dealing with the
foreign andience. Our concern with foreign
opinion, of course, goes back to the Constitu-
tion and the Declaration of Independence; but
in a formal sense we need look back only to the
Committee on Information, the Creel Commit-
tee, in World War I. After the war we dis-
banded this agency and did not establish another
one until the eve of World War II, when the
Office of the Coordinator for Inter-Ameriean
Affairs was set up to conduect an information
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Emgmm in Latin America. During the war, the
flice of War Information was in general chax

of public information. Still later, the basic
legislation for what became the 17.8. Informa-
tion Aﬂ(‘-}’ eame in the Smith-Mundt Act,
Public AW 402 of 1948. At first, the Agency
wis a semiantonomous institute within the State
Department, but in 1953 President Eisenhower
gave it independent status.

Two other pieces of basic legislation shonld

be mnutionuﬂ.[i‘lm Fulbright-} lﬁ}'es Act of 1961
broadened TUSIA's mission, giving it more re-
sponsibility and authority in the international
information and eultural-exchange fields; and a
Presidential directive to all overseas missions
in 1861, making the Ambassador the Chief of
Mission for all U.S. activities in a particular
country, also gave USIA responsibility for the
public affairs activities of the U.S. Govern-
ment overseas in all areas execept the Joint
Commands, .
. USIA today is spending roughly $180 mil-
lion a year. It operates a worldwide communi-
cations network, the transmitters of the Voice
of America. It has facilities both in the States
and overseas for publications, moviemaking,
and utilization of the various media. It employs
some 12,000 peaple, meluding 7,000 foreign na-
tionals, and is represented in about 100 coun-
tries, where it is known as the U.S, Information
Service (USIS). The key TISTA official in each
country is the Public Affairs Officer (PAQ),
a member of the country team on the Ambas-
sador’s staff,

The mission of the USIA is twofold. It has
the task of creating support abroad for the
United States and its policies and, in a broader
sense, for developing a sympathetic understand-
ing by foreign peoples of our country, our insti-

tutions, and our way of life, Its other major

task is that of advising all elements of the Gov-
ernment, from the President on down, on the
potential impact of our actions on foreign
opinion, In other words, it is responsible for
injecting into the policymaking decisions of onr
Government a consideration of the factor of
communieation with foreign audiences.

The Director of USIA is a member of the
National Security Couneil. He attends Cabinet
meetings on appropriate occasions: he is the
principal public affairs adviser to the Secre-
tary of State; and, insofar as foreign nudiences
are concerned, he advises the Secretary of De-
fense and other Cabinet officers. Overseas, the
Publie Aflairs Officer plays a similar role on the
Ambassador’s staff.

Let me speak for a few minutes of USIA's
stafl advisory role, In theory it is clear and un-
equivoeal, but in its acceptance and execution
I believe it is honored more in the breach than
in the observance. Too often, despite what the
organization manual says, the Public Affairs
Dlhnr'r or Information Officer is simply brought
in after a decision is made and told to exploit
it as best he can. He id not brought into the
policymaking process itself. Yet it is crucially
important that the public affairs dimension—
the dimension of what people think, of the im-
pact of our actions on world and domestic opin-
ion—be brought into this process at the very
start. It nmdgnut rule that process. There will
be oceasions when an action 15 so necessary that
it must be earried out regardless of its effect on
opinion. Nevertheless, the public affairs dimen-
gion is an essential |]mrt of the policymaking
process and one which I feel is ignored far too
often. As professionals in the business say, we
are always in on the erash landings but not
often on the takeoffs. We must be in on the take-
offs if we are to do what we should do and what
is expected of us,

Today it is more true than ever before that
actions speak louder than words. The mechanics
of reporting and interpreting actions in com-
munications media are important, but far more
important in shaping the message communi-
eated is the substance of the actions reported.
USIA’s job is not just to turn out a pamphlet
or a film or a radio show. People, even ordinary
people in less-developed parts 4:|u'f1 the world, are
more sophisticated than they used to be. The
capability for communicating has grown so
great, and the volume of communications grown
80 enormous, that people are becoming increas-
ingly immune to words as such. The PAO over-
seas is often told, “Go out and make some prop-
aganda on this.” But in the world of 1968 you
don't make propaganda, at least not in the old-
fashioned way. %’:}u must communicate through
the hard realities of your actions,

The trained communicator is less a publicity
man than a “substance” man. He has a profes-
sional appreciation for political realities. He
has o feel for the people of a country, for what
and how they think; he can sense how they are
likely to react to a given policy or action. The
professional communicator also knows how to
nse the media to best advantage. He knows their
limitations and their capabilities and how to
eireumvent the one and exploit the other.

I would urge you to make use of this profes-
sional. Prineipals too often try to be their own
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communication specialists, substituting their
own judgment for the professional judgment of
the trained communicator, T am not questioning
the authority and ultimate vesponsilnlity of the
commander or accountable official who must
make the decisions. I do suggest that the PAO
be regarded as more than a mere specialist or
technician whose only function is to explain or
interpret to the public decisions already made—
often, indeed, using a dictated “approach.”

In any case, foreign audiences are sometimes
less influenced by what we tell them in those
comntries than by what we do and say here in
the United States. What happens in Washing-
ton becomes known all over the world in very
short order. Washington has a large corps of
foreign correspondents; it is a nerve center of
worldwide communications, A Presidential
press conference, an action by the Department
of Defense, a policy statement by the Depart-
ment of State may affect public thinking
abroad, through almost instant dissemination
by the media, more powerfully than the efforts
ug’ the USIS on the scene overseas.

Remember, too, that by comparison with the
huge volume of eommunications through com-
mercial and private channels, the efforts of
USIS in a foreign country arve almost marginal.
Communications traffic between the United
States and Great Britain, for example, is so
heavy that all the USIS can do locally is to pro-
vide a little more perspective and depth through
local contact work.

There are, in short, severe limitations on what
can be accomplished through public affairs ac-
tivities abroad. The PAD on a country team
eannot control the whole process of communica-
tion to a local audience. Often his influence is
only marginal. Far from evoking a positive

ublic reaction to given actions, he may do well
if he is able to mitigate to some degree n nega-
tive one,

Let me turn now to a very controversial ques-
tion, the relative responsibilities of the Govern-
ment and the press in the area of public infor-
mation. A little while ago I snid that our society
depends on the existence of an enlightened pub-
lie. Both the Government and the press have, it
seems to me, a heavy responsibility in this mat-
ter. I do not deny, or excuse, the shortcomings
of the press in discharging their responsibilities,
and 1 Emwa often discussed those shortcomings
with my friends in the press. I would suggest,
however, that it is preferable for us in the Gov-
ernment first to examine ourselves and to clean
our own house before we criticize the media.

You may recall a statement miade by a tele-
vision executive not long ago that it is the busi-
ness of the press to tell the Government how to
conduct its business, but not that of the Govern-
ment to tell the press how to conduct its business.
This, it seems to me, embodies the whele con-
cept that lies behind the first amendment to the
Constitution. The press in our fociety has the
role of a watchdog, a judge, an independent
observer of events. In this capacity it represents
the people, and it is to the people—not the Gov-
ernment—that it is ultimately accountable.
This concept is basic to our type of society, but
it is too often given only lip service by same of
us in Government service. There is a tendency,
after s?anding years in the Foreign Service or
the military service, to become insulated from
this aspect of our democratic system, to forget
that a free press and free expression are essen-
tial parts of it and that we in the Government
are snbject to the scrutiny of the press and the
pubdie,

But this is as it is. The press, the media, and
this need for an enlightened public are not going
to disappear. This is not a burden on ns, It 15
not additional duty, if you will. It is built into
our very concept of government. It is built into
your very basic responsibility. The dimension
of communication, in this day of mstant com-
munication, becomes more and more integral in
the execution of whatever responsibilities yon
have.

So I would suggest that we need, first of all,
to adopt a positive, constructive attitude toward
the press and its representatives. We should not
look on the correspondent as a nuisance to be
tolerated or circumvented. He is an intermedi-
ary between us and the people, performing a
funetion vital to our society, a function that in
execution may cause us some discomfort. Be-
tween him and us there is a relationship of
mutual dependence. He needs our cooperation
to do his job effectively and play his role in our
society—and we, equally, need him beeause we
cannot afferd to insulate ourselves from the pub-
lic to which he reports and interprets our
actions

I would not argue that our interests are
identical. We in Government naturally want the
ublic to see our actions in the most favorable

ight. The press and other media, for their
parts, have no natural disposition to present
them favorably. I would even argue that they
have some obligation to present t,ilem in o less

favorable light than that in which we ourselves
view them—Dbecause, yon might say, we are in-
terested parties while they, the media, are dis-
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interested observers. In this sense there iz a real
conflict of interest between Government and the
media. But this does not mean that the relation-
ship must be one of hostility, It can and should
be @ relationship of mutual respect and mutual
awareness of each other's point of view.

I think we have two functions in this com-
munication dimension of Government. One is
to make the facts known as we know them. In
s0 doing, we must recognize that the media have
a right to review the facts as we present them
and to determine, by direct investigation if nee-
essary, whether these facts are incomplete or
possibly inaccurate.

The second function is to set forth our own
evaluation of the facts as the basis for our polic
judgments. Here again, like it or not, that eval-
uation is subject to review. Moreover, it is often
reviewed by individuals who are less informed
than we are and less qualified to appreciate all
its ramifications. Here, it seems to me, we have
some responsibility, even though this may sound
patronizing, to educate the press m%resm:tutiws,
to give them, insofar as we are able, an oppor-
tunity to learn all the relevant facts and to
understand the judgments we have made based

- on those facts.

There will always be correspondents who are
unresponsive, who lack desired gqualifications,
or who carry a chip on their shoulder, But I
can assure you, on the basis of having dealt
with more than 2,000 correspondents in Viet-
nam, these types arve in the minority. Most of
our press representatives nre responsible indi-
viduals, dedicated to the defense and well-being
of our society. They have a job to do, a job that
we must respect, and they play a role that we
must learn to accept.

_I often get the feeling that some of our offi-
cials regard the press simply as an outlet for
their publicity releases—in someone’s words, as
a handmaiden of Government. This, T submit,
is & grave error. The function of the press is
to give the public its own, independent viaw, not
just the Government’s view, and it is foolish
for officials to be annoyed or disappointed when
the press performs this function. We must ac-
cept the fact that our actions are subject to press
analysis. We should ask only that such analysis
be responsible and hﬂlﬂtlﬂ'ﬁd}—w]‘licll, of course,
it sometimes is not.

_In dealing with the press, there are a few
simple |11r|nc1||1]es that need to be observed, One
has to do with the withholding of information

on grounds of security or sensitivity, In the
first place, I believe restrictions of this kind
should be kept to the absolute minimumm, Secur-

ity should not be used as 4 Erttexl: for holding
back unpalatable truths. When the claim of
security or privilege is bona fide, then the only
thing to do is simply to refuse to discuss the
point. Any responsible correspondent will ac-
cept a “no comment” if he is persuaded it is
based on legitimate considerations. In Vietnam
we asked the press to observe voluntarily cer-
tain I'quud rules concerning publication of
specified categories of military information.

ver a period of 4146 years, only six violations
occurred that were serious enough to lead to a
withdrawal of accreditation—and we had some
2,000 correspondents.

The second rule is even more simple: No de-
ception of the press. Qur Government faces a
credibility gap today. The reasons for it are
complex; but, for our purposes this morning,
they are not really relevant. The point is, the
gap exists; and when the good faith of the U.S.
(Government is questioned by large segments of
its people, then I submit to you that we are in
trouble. Whatever the truthi of the charge in
the past, I think it goes without saying that we
should aveid giving any grounds for it in the
future. Of course, we are not always able to pre-
sent all the facts, and the facts we do have may
sometimes be incomplete. All that ean be ex-
pected is an honest presentation of the picture
as we have it and full recognition of the right
and responsibility of the press to check the in-
formation for itself by going to the scene of
action and interviewing the participants, if
feasible. A correspondent is not doing his job
if he is simply a transmission belt for what you
tall him. :

The third principle has to do with the impact
of that first story about an event to hit the Fn-
pers or televizion. When a troublesome item has
to be released to the pres?], I think we all are
inclined to stand back and take an “if asked”

ure—*“Don’t respond unless you have to.”
hat attitude, it seems to me, defeats itlﬂl}ur H0Se.
In such a situation we should be forthright—
present the facts, our evaluation of them, and
the position or action we propose to take. Too
often, in Vietnam, we found ourselves trying to
catch up with stories about which half the world
had already made up its mind. The classic case
was the use of tear gas, a perfectly legitimate
and humane weapon, widely used, as you know,
in riot control. Yet, we were coy and secretive
about it when it was first used in the field. Two
correspondents who happened to be on the
scene rushed out with a 5[0?’, basged on incom-
plete information, under a headline proclaim-
ing that American troops in Vietnam had used
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gas. Enemy propaganda had s field day, and
many people throughout the world still believe
that American troops in Vietnam are using toxie
gas. If we had taken the initiative and put out
a full and frank account of the facts, I am con-
vinced we could have avoided most of the dam-
age that was done.

Ay final principle also relates to the matter
of credibility. In releasing information and
evaluation to the pm&.ti_ll would urge that we
give some thought to the sophistication of the
press and the audiences they reach. Don’t hand
out a story that paints a complex picture in pure
blncks and whites, that describes ambiguities as
though they were absclutes, or that covers up
the close ba?:mm between pro and con considera-
tions entering into a policy or decision. We
will get more credibility if we “tell it like it
is” at the outset. Eventually the whole picture
is going to emerge anyway, whether we like
it or not. ]

The rhetories and the absolutes of the past
are no longer adequate. We talk about a new
politics. We in the Government have to design
a new communication for today. And many
of the methods and many of the principles under
which we have operated in the past are no longer
adequate.

I would suggest that the full, balanced pie-
ture, with a presentation of it by us, is part of
this process of new communieations and in the
long run will bring positive results, rather than
negative ones.

Tp to now I've been talking about the Gov-
ernment's shorteomings in the public affairs
area, The press also has its share. Some of the
problems it faces have been clearly demonstra-
ted in Vietnam. The most difficult is finding pro-
fessionally qualified correspondents who can un-
derstand and report something as complex and
alien to our experience as what is going on in
Vietnam. The volume of coverage and the num-
ber of media are ter than ever before. I'm
afraid that, too often, the press is being staffed
Ly &.‘leop]n who, ﬂ“:.gﬁh highly motivated, are
inadequately prepa for their jobs, To some
degree, we can help the press to overcome this
shorteoming—and I believe we should—by shar-
g our knowledge with the correspondents as
fully as possible so that they can learn on the
job. It is as muach in our interest s in theirs that
a correspondent be well qualified.

The press also needs to try harder, I belicve,
to adjust certain conceptual terms common in
our own culture, such as progress, democracy,
and stability, to a local context. The same ap-
plies to our standards and criteria of judgment.

X8-880 O -89 -7

Do we appraiss Vielnamese sociel [T~
ment by the standards of .Teﬂ'ﬂrﬁi::f;ﬂ %]T;E_
racy  Or do we see their elections, for exam le,
as an attempt by a traditional, anthoritarian
Asian society to adapt demoeratic procedures to
their own situation! Buth we and the press, T
believe, are guilty of automatically t]iiu]l);ing in
Western terms n 'I_I'Lll.'l"tl'n-[-._v[ing and evalunating
what is happening in other parts of the world ;
and, of course, the misconceptions of the press
are transferred to the publie. This is another
area where I think we should conduct  eon-
tinuing dialog with the press in order to educate
ench other and, ultimately, the publie,

Finally, I worry alwnit the whole institution
and practice of modern journalism as it was re-
flected in coverage of the Vietnam war, T am
speaking of such things as the effects of media
competition on the accuracy, completeness, and
slanting of press reports; the effects of “over-
kill” in assembly-line reporting of trivial events
and_reliance on questivnable sources of infor.
mation. I wonder whether all this makes for
clarity or econfusion in public understanding. I
u.:{.;_lrr;y.", tﬂ?,iﬂ.:ﬂiﬂ the trvinendous impact of tele-
vision, wh am certain is providing a dis-
torted picture at times, "0 In]il.\n the television
industry itself are also worried about it and try-
g to do something about it, I'm not sure what
the answers are,

I would like to sngges that, for thoss of us in
this room, these probloms—the challenges to us
as Government officials, and the challenges to
the press, and the arcas in which we can hielp
them—are ones that nry becoming increasingly
important in the future of our society.

The importance of this dimension, T think, is
one that must be recogmized ; and it is one that
you, as the potential rl"ltlripn,ls in embassies and
i military commancs, must, begin to take much
more into account in the performance of your
command responsibilities 1lh:m has been the case

in the past.

Liseussion

QUESTION: You mentioned that military
security was the only kind of restriction you
would place on ecorrespondents, Would you
comment on the problem of zealous correspond-
ents whose eriticism of the national effort in
Vietnam amounts to n campaign of psychologi-
cal warfare i reverse? Might this not be just
as damaging as a viokution of military security

MR. ZORTHIAN : 1 may be in a minority on
this question, even within my own agency. We
often considered censorship” in Vietnam and
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always concluded that, both as a matter of prin-
-;I)1:r|ﬂ and for practical rensons, it was not feas-
ible—except, of course, with respect to military
security. This is the only kind of censorship we
have had in our country, going back to World
War I when it was first tried. I happen to be-
lieve it is the only kind admissible in our society.
As soon as yon begin to use the eriterion of com-
fort 1o the mem]v in suppressing information,
you are well on the way to stﬂFpmg nll dissent,
criticism, and independent evaluation. That will
be the end of our open society. North Vietnam,
with a clozed society, enjoys a definite advantage
in this respect. We have accepted this handicap.
I don’t think we can have it both ways

One correspondent in Vietnam told me, “I'm
out here deliberately to make this war look bad,
because my paper doesn't think we should be in

is war, My paper thinks the greatest service
1 can perform to the American people is to show
the ewvil of this war. This is our ultimate respon-
sibility to the American public.”

Personally, I believe he is wrong, dead wrong.
But I'd also hesitate to set myself up as a judge
and eensor his dispatches.

QUESTION : In justifying the influence of
the news media, I gather the argument is that
they don’t take positions and that they con-
stitute a broad spectrum of the population. How
do you reconcile that claim with the fact that
correspondents actually represent only a narrow
segment of the population?

MR, ZORTHIAN : I doubt whether you could
argue that the press refrains from taking a posi-
tion. Objectivity has been discarded by a large
part of the press in favor of fairness, and even
this applies, in theory at least, only to the actual
reporting. Many would argue that even the re-

rling 13 often quite uncbjective, almost ad-
vocacy. But there is no doubt that a wide variety
of opinion is reaching the American public, not
only mn the editorial columns but through pe-
riodicals, films, and all the other medin.

Furthermore, the press would point out that
the amount of coverage given to oflicial posi-
tions, through quotations from the President,
the Secretary of State, and on down the line, is
far, fnr‘frmﬂM:r than comment from all other
sources. There is no lack of opportunity for the
Government to get its views to the public—
through press conferences, press releases, tele-
vision programs such as “Face the Nation” or
“Meet the Press,” and many other outlets, Of
course, there are ample outleis for the Govern-
ment's critics, too, I don't really see a problem
with regard to diversity of opinion. In fact, it’s

the reverse; I would question whether there is
enough straight reporting.

QUESTION : Let’s take a look at the situa-
tion in this country. Isn't it true that the report-
ing of campus disturbances—such as when 200
students at Columbin rioted and closed the ad-
ministration office—has tended to obscure the
fact that a handful are denying educational
opportunities to a vast majority of the students?

MR. ZORTHIAN: The central problem
here 13 not Fress reporting but telovision cover-
age. The television lens has only so much scope
and shows only so much of the picture. And yet
some thoughtful reporters will say, “Part of our
task is to report the unusual deviation from the
norm.” T wouldnt quarrel with that, but I
would urge the importance of deeper perception
and more balance. This is what people in tele-
vision are starting to worry about. More than
Vietnam, the criticisms of what happened in
Chicago have bothered them. I don’t think they
have any answers yet, but they are experiment-
ing. For example, on CBS and NBC in these
past few weeks you have seen this new program,
a sort of 1-hour, newspaper-format type of ap-
proach. In short, serious professional journal-
1sts are worried about just the type of question
you've raised.

QUESTION : Mr. Zorthian, would you dis-
cuss the role of JUSPAO? in psychological
operations in Vietnam

MR. ZORTHIAN : JUSPAOQO is a unique or-
ganization in our humqucmc.i' though the con-
cept i3 not altogether new. he essential idea
was to get away from the normal bureancratic
structure—the State Department, DOD, ATD,
USIA, and so on—and to approach the task of
communication on a functional basis with a sin-
zle organization. In management terms; it's a
horizontal organization, vaidinﬁ commurnics-
tion support for the entire 175, Mission press
effort in Vietnam.

It is truly a joint organization—not TUSIS
(although we provide the bulk of the civilian
employees), not military, not ATD, not State.
It represents all four on a completely integrated
basis. The personnel are completely layered,
civilians supervising military and military su-
perviging civilians. Funds are provided by all
elements and thrown into a common pool.

The basic reason for setting up JUSPAO was
the nature of the communications problem in
Vietrinm. You could not distinguish clearly he-
tween audiences, You couldn’t talk to a foreign

! Jolot 1.8, Poblic Affalrs Offes,
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audience, a Vietnamese andience, or a Hanoi
andience in a compartmentalized fashion. The
only answer was to bring it all together.

'TUSPAO’s responsibilities range from press
activities to support of USIS posts in other
countries to the internal psychological opera-
tions program. I am sorry we have not dis-
covered a better phrase than “psychological
operations,” which has some connotations of
“psy” warfare, almost a department of dirty
tricks. We interpreted the term to mean the
whole task of communications by the Vietnam-
ese Government with its population and by
the American Mission with the Vietnamese
population,

would give us, maybe, a B-plus on organiza-
tion, and perhaps n somewhat lower rating on
substantive performance, There are several fac-
tors involved. First, we had no trained person-
nel prepared for the particular task., USIA’s
experience in underdeveloped countries was
close to the mark but not altogether applicable.
Second, there was our own problem of com-
municating with the Vietnamese, An American
division can rveplace a Vietnomese division in
combat, but Americans eannot substitute for a
dialog within Vietnamese society or a_govern-
ment responsive to its own population. We
tried, but without too much guccess. Our termi-
nology and our approach to the Vietnamese
sounded too much like translated English,

So we tended to rely too much on what we
could do well—turn out billions of leaflets, set
up hours and hours of loudspeaker missions.
Last year we dropped 5 billion leaflets in Viet-
nam; that’s an awful lot of reading for a small
population.

I don’t want to knoek us down too much, We
learned techniques, and we are better this year
than we were Inst. But there was too much reli-
ance on & mechanieal media-product rather than
face-to-face communication,

To zome extent the uller:uiuu wias dated al-
most before it began, JUSPAO was technically
set up on 1 July 1963. It took about a year or a
year and a half to get personnel and resources
in place and the product coming out. By that
time the Military Establishment was up to
400,000 people or thereabouts; and, as you know,
it has gone much higher. The war became more
conventional, and “psy” war a task for the mili-
tary rather than one of communiecating with the
population. Eventually we made an agreement
with MACV that the psychologieal effort
agninst the enemy was their responsibility and
that aimed at the friendly population was
JUSPAO’s responsibility, Even so, there were
some jurisdictional problems.

On balance, I would say that the basic con-
cept of JUSPAQ, the functional approach to
this problem of communication, is valid, It is
much superior to the traditional bureaucratic

© one, with AID providing hardware and train-

ing and techniques, and MACV specializing
in training of ARVN,? and USIS trying to
project the United States and acting as a sur-
rogate information service for the Vietnamese.
JUSPAO deserves careful analysis after the
war is over for its potential applications else-
where, particularly to insurgency situations.

T Army of Vietnan,
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Saturday Evening General Session

Thank you, President Hitch, Mr. Reeves, Having a name that begins with Z,
this role of bringing up the end of the line is not a new one for me. I ag-
sume that by this hour you've had your fill of the media, foreign policy and
the rest that goes with it. I'm not quite sure what's left for me to throw
-light on, or to clarify. And in this sitvation, I've decided the only approach
is the offense -- so I hereby declare Zorthian's dictum which, in a situation
like this, says: Act as if nothing prior occurred; ignore all previous discus-
sion; speak as though your revelations are unique and your observations origi-
nal. This is what I propose to do and I beg your indulgence in this exercise.
I'm here tonight not to try to discuss the substance of the Vietnam war with
you and certainly not to try to persuade you of the merits of our involvement
there, I'm not sure there's much dialogue left on Vietnam, It seemed to
end about two years ago when just about everyone made up his mind. The
pros and cons of Vietnam have become a subject on which people's eyes al-

most glaze,

If I speak about Vietnam almost in a past tense, it is not because I am not
aware that it is very much with us at this very moment, in fact, but simply
because my own experience there is in the past and because the subject mat-
ter with which I want to deal calls for an analysis and perspective. Tonight
I want to talk with you about the process of communication, the difficulties
we face in our society in this regard and, together with you, analyze and
examine the case of Vietnam for whatever it may hold in the way of lessons
for all of us, for the future, for other complicated problems which we face
in other aspects of our society teday, and will face as we go along,

Our goal in this process of communication, I would assume it is agreed, is
that of an enlightened public, a public that can exercise a knowledgeable, wise
judgement on major problems of foreign or domestic affairs, problems that
may involve life and death, war or peace, il you will.

47
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I'd suggest to you that this goal is the very essence of the snciety_r in which
we exist; and the very heart of the task we face today as a society. Andl
would also suggest the obvious, that the process of communication is
trouble.

There are many dramatic examples we could use to duscuss the problem.
The choice of Vietnam is a personal one for reasons of reference and exper-
ience. It is also, I think, probably the most dramatic, most complex and
most difficult task of communication, which our Government and the press
together have faced i1n the past generation. As I say, perhaps distillation
and analysis will give us some lessons that can make the job of communica-
tion, the process of communication, easier and more effective in the future.

I approach the particular subject with some reluctance and some reservations.
Perhaps we are still too close to Vietnamm for any real perspective. It is dif-
ficult to take an historical approach to the task when headlines about Cambodia
face us in the daily newspapers. The intensity, the bitterness if you will, the
divigions created by Vietnam are still very real To put aside emotions and

adopt an outlook of detachment towards the problems seems very hard to ask.

Furthermore, Vietnam is a problem that has had its ecffects and is inextric-
ably entwined with the other problems of our society today, with the disen-
chantment of our youth, with the issues of a gap in communication of our gen-
erations, with the entire credibility of the government. And whether it can
be isolated and judged by itself is very difficult, But, even with these reser-
vations, I think the need is so great that we must undertake the task.

In attempting to evaluate Vietnam, the temptation in commenting either on the
government or the press is to deal in absolutes, to provide you with sweep-
ing conclusions that lay the blame, or the fault, or the credit strictly on one
side or another and leave nc room for doubt. I want to aveid this, not
through any sense of moderation or through any desire to compromise, butl
simply because the record is an involved one and does not justify the absolute.

There were very few blacks and whites in Vietnam, very few final judgements
that could be made. And certainly the role of the press, the process of com-
munication was among these. If I may, then, let me fall back on the "vyes,
but" syndrome, the effort to try to identifiy the problems that existed in this
process, the shortcomings as I would see them on the part of both the gov-
ernment and the press, without seeking to weigh the balance or to measure
the contribution or the failures of either of the major parties.

To adopt and to look at the problem a little more clearly, I suggest it's nec-
essary to step back, initially, a little further and look at the backgroud, the
stage setting of the 60's during which this experience of Vietnam took place.

We find a stage that almost argued for a focus for many forces which were

coming into play in our society; a society which was growing disenchanted for
many reasons, in which communication was becoming more difficult, and in

which the generation gap was growing.
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;'; Now there is a chicken-and-egg question here. Was Vietnam a product of the
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disenchantment in the divisions in our society? Was it the cause of them? I
suppose sociologists will have to provide the final answer to that question. I
would simply note at this point that Vietnam was very much at the center of
our problems and that the society and the mood and temper of the times in
which it took place was both a result of Vietnam and at the same time had a
very major effect ultimately on our national attitudes and our Administration
policies towards Vietnam.

-
The 60's was the period also of an Administration led by a President whose
very personality was controversial, whose difficulties in communicating with
his electorate had application and implications for Vietnam. The national con-
troversy about LBJ certainly had effect on national attitudes in Vietnam and
again, ultimately, on our national policies involving Vietnam.

The 60's were also a period of an amazing explosion in our c'apability to com-
municate; a period when, literally, instant communication became possible
world-wide. And I would suggest that, as a corollary of that capability, indis-
criminate communication became available world-wide. Communication :
was so immediate, so fast, and so visual that the essential element of dis-
crimination in communication which was possible in the age of the printed
word disappeared. And one of the troubles we faced in this task of communi-
cation during the 60's was the failure to discriminate; the fact that almost
anything said by any public official, whether in a whisper or a shout, was
addressed through this technological capability we had to the world at large.

furthermore, this age of instant cornmunication, of expansive communication
came during a period where journalism itselli was changing concepts; when
there was a requirement in terms of manpower to meet the needs of this com-
munication capability that led to an overwhelming coverage, and I would argue
to an over-coverage of most events that took place.

The fourth major element in this stage setting of the 60's was the impatience
of the public. A public with a very limited attention span, satiated almost by
the information available to it, ready to look for new interests very quickly,
looking for simple solutions and quick resolution of problems, without provid-
ing the proper evaluation of the complications that exist in our world today.

This, if you will, was the backdrop for Vietnam. Let's turn to Vietnam it-
self and some of the unique aspects that created problems in communicating.
Vietnam presented a society far distant from this country, distant not only
physically, but ethically, culturally, socially., It was a Confucian society in
a setting that barely existed in our consciousness before 1950, certainly did
not exist before World War II. For a European-oriented country, such as
ours, to turn suddenly to Asia, even with the experience of World War II and
the Korean War under our belts, was a task in shifting of gears which be-
came extremely difficult to undertake. This society, with its own ethics, its
own mores, its own heritage, its own values, was one that we found wvery

[,
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hard to understand and, 1 would argue, still do not {ully understand. The
nature of the war we face, the guerrilla war. war of liberation, gr whatever
label you want to put on it, 1s certainly guite distinet from the conventional
wars of our experience. It certainly was not the ball game, the box score
type of war, the war where there was clear advance or retreat, where terri-
tory was the main objective and the mvasurement of the war was relatively
simple. Instead, this was a war where the essence was an appeal for the
support of men's minds, for political commitment, almost impossible to
measure; where the war was fought among the civilian population; where the
degree of support given to either side was virtually impossible to measure,
and where control shifted very quickly and sometimes within 24 hours, back
and forth,

It was also a war in which the bench marks were not agreed upon, where we
didn't know whether casualty figures had a meaning or not, whether the sup-
port of the government through payment of taxes or through participation in
an election had meaning or not; a war which the American public found very
difficult to fit into its experience, and one which perhaps, even today, has
not been so [itted,

Furthermore, the start of the war without a national consensus made popular
reaction to it much more difficult, There was not a clean-cut Pear! Harbor,
not even a 38th Parallel. This was a piecemeal war, if you will, one which
vwe backed into step by step, so that at each point along the line discussion
and dissension were possible and, in fact, continued. There was no cut-off
romnt where the national interests were clearly challenged or when the nation
as a whole closed ranks.

Again, in Vietnam, rew to our experience, a host government, a sovereign
- government which was not preparcd for the overwhelming presence of the

Americans, either officials or the press. At one point, I'll never forget, a
Minister of Information in Vietnam told me in response to a complaint by
me about the cable facilities for the [oreign press: "Barry., this country
simply wasn't made for 300 foreign correspondents'". His point was a very
valid one, not just in terms of the press but in terms of the whole, enor-
mous presence we had in Vietnam. The Country simply wasn't ready for
this kind of a war. And the result of these slortcomings, of this' capabil-
ity of handling this enormous Western presence, was very damaging to the
Vietnamese as a people in terms of acceptance and sympathy on the part of
the press and, ultimately, of the public in the West.

Finally, this was the [first war in our history which we have had to try to
fight on center stage, the first open war, if you will, the first war without
censorship of copy, without complete control of the substance of communica-
tion. This is a price we pay for the society we have, but it was a price
that we must recognize we did pay. The Vietcong, the North Vietnamese
were the closed society that were are able to control the information which
emerges, We very often felt we had the spotlight on us on center stage,
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under complete scrutiny in which every flaw and every defect was magnified
and immediately discerned. A difficulty, I suggest, which has a great deal
of effect on the communication about the war since all the drawbacks were

readily wvisible. ]

In this situation, facing these difficulties, how did our two protagonists, the
government and the press, perform? 1 use the word protagonists advisedly
because I am convinced, and I hope you would agree, that the basic concept
we have of our government and the role of our free press makes an adver-
sary relationship between the government and the press essential. I avoid
the use of the word hostile because it need not be hostile, but I am convinced
that it must be adversary. I would like to examine the performance, again
the shortcomings, if you will, on the part of both.

While I lay emphasis on the shortcomings, let me hasten to say that where
there was much that was on the plus side for both, and I woild remind my
colleagues on the press side that this applies to the government as well,
But in terms of drawbacks, let us f{irst look at some of these shortcomings
which 1 suggest existed on the part of the government,

First and foremost, let me suggest that the government does not have, and
did not have a concept of press relations, a doctrine for handling the press.
It is still true that in our career services an officer can become an ambas-
sador or a general, reaching positions of major responsibility without ever

having really been trained to deal with the press or even to face the press.

This is an area I would suggest which deserves a great deal of attention.
This lack of a press doctrine, this lack of an instillation in our career offi-
cers of a concept of how to deal with the press led to a number of subsidi-
ary shortcomings, The most important Il would state in almost civic text-
book fashion was a lack of respect and acceptance for the role of the press.

Now, I don't mean not paying lip service to the First Amendment. 1 mean
a failure to really absorb and accept the full implications of what a free
press means to our society. That means accepting the role of the press as
an independent judge, as a watchdog, if you will, a press that has not only
the prerogative, but almost a constitutional responsibility to pass judgement
on the facts as the government knows them and on the policies which grow
out of those facts.

While 1 state it as a generalization to which there were certainly individual
exceptions, I would contend that institutionally the government did not fully
respect the basic concept of a free press and that this constituted a major
shortcoming on the part of the government in regard to Vietnam.

Secondly in this area wasthe government's failure to see the press as an
opportunity, not an obligation, an pooortunity to communicate with the elec-
torate, to develop that enlightened public which we established as our objec-
tive, Too often, more often than not, the press was a burden and some-
times a very frustrating and annoying burden =--- at best an obligation --- to
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¢ dealt with., Not often enough was the press seen as a channel of com-
munication with the public.

Again, a shortcoming on the part of the government, again subject to all

the drawbacks of generalization, a failure to undertake communication with
the candor and sophistication that was essential in the years of the 60's; too
great a reliance, if you will, on the rhetoric of the past, the gap between
reality and statement that was perhaps acceptable in a World War II but is
no longer acceptable in the 60's and 70's by a public which is being innunda-
ted with information and is gradually becoming more discriminate.

[And again under this general heading: too great a readiness on the part of tqe
government to use the cloak of security as a cover for shortcomings, for fail-
ures, for mistakes; too little recognition of the difference between information
and publicity, a belief too often -- almost a concomitant of that-failure to re-
spect and recognize the role of the press -- a belief too often that the press's
role was to serve the government, to become a handmaiden to the government,
¥
And while I do not accept that the government lied frequently, certainly not 4n
Vietnam, I do accept that too often it was a little less than candid, a little too
disingenuous in the presentation of its version of events.

Finally, let me suggest a very real and practical drawback on the part of
government -- the failure to organize properly for handling the press; a f{ail-
ure to coordinate sufficiently the wvarious elements of the government; a failure
to appreciate fully the customs and the tribal habits of the press and to deal
with them accordingly.

Now, this seems a fairly strong condemnation, a fairly lengthy list of short-
comings of the government. Lest I seem to have turned too much against my
former association, let me say very clearly that the press had sins enoughof
its own., And if we may, let us turn for a mement or two to some of those
shortcomings.

I would suggest that the major shortcomings of the press could be listed unde?

two broad headings: one, the institutional aspects of the press, the institutiosd.
aspects of the press as it functions today, I think it is hard to measure, bt

nevertheless there is no doubt in my mind that the quality and the effectivenc®
of the coverage was affected significantly by the intense competition which ex:1td
in the press today, not just between different media, but within media. The
competitive situation between a Huntley-Brinkley and a Cronkite show put 3 i
mium on the dramatic, on the sensational. The effect was one that very ofif®
gave only a limited and, if you will, unbalanced view of the war.

LI o

It seems to me that the nature of the press today, with its tremendous emptd
sis on volume, on completeness, on thoroughness, very frequently obfuscated _
the war rather than clarified it. And the individual reader or viewer m-ll“’""
often inundated with information which was not essential and not particulasi}
informative.
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Very often, 1 would suggest, the demand for speed, the emphasis on prompt-
ness in coverage, and again this a result of competitiveness, had an eifect on
accuracy. Heywood Broun used to say there is no deadline foxr the truth, and
I would suggest that our press today might well apply that standard.

Furthermore, in this period of instant communication, a tendency to a simplis-
tic interpretation, a catering, if you will, to the public desire for quick solu-
tions, and a catering which the press can ill afford, particularly, when the
story is as complicated as Vietnam,

1 would contend that the second major shortcoming on the part of the press
was in the area of qualification of the individual correspondent. During the
time 1 was in Vietnam, we accredited some 2,000 different correspondents.
This is large enough for a four-year period. If you count repeat visits, sec-
ond and third trips, we had something like 4, 500 accreditations over a four-
year period. To speak about this many people as a group, ‘to talk about

"the press', is obviously not valid. For among that number were a great
many highly competent, well-qualified journalists, the best we have. But far
too often there were too many journalists with major outlets who arrived in
Vietnam either for too briefl a period or with minimal qualifications, and
often with no gualifications. It was not unusual, I suggest to you, and the
individual cases can be cited to have a correspondent plucked out of Atlanta,
or Chicago, or Los Angeles, put on a jet airliner, plunked down in Vietnam
26 hours later and have him broadcasting or writing for an audience of 10

or 20 million Americans within 24 hours after his arrival, with definite judge-
ments on the nature of the war. This [ submit is not responsible journalism
and is a shortcoming that journalists must face up to and remedy.

Equally, I would suggest that not only was there no preparation in terms of
time and experience, there was wverv little, if you will, preparation for the
country. Too many journalists faced Asia for the first time, faced war for
the first time, faced dead bodies for the first time. There was a cultural
shock, a cultural shock which reflected itself in their coverage. Vietnam

was an area where journalists had almost no knowledge, again with the few
exceptions, of the history, the heritage, the background of the war, the na-

ture of the competing parties, the standards by which they functioned and the
goals they were seeking.

Now perhaps you can take the correspondent with no aptitute or preparation
for this kind of a complicated task and ask him to cover an individual com-
bat situation. Perhaps he can then answer the gquestion of whether one side

or another side has won on the battlefield, DBut 1'd suggest that he can't do
much more than that without adequate prepration. And even in the case of

battle, there was a need to interpret the significance of the individual battle
in terms of the political implications and impact on civilian thinking.
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Now 1 would agree readily that this type of shortcoming was equally applicable,
the criticism was equally applicable, to the government in many cases. But
our infantrymen, who had very little background in Vietnam and very little
qualification (to) judge the war, were not writing for audiences of 20 million,
And the government did seek, ultimately, to try to improve its qualifications,
the caliber of its manpower, by investing a year to 18 months of preparation
for its key personnel. We did end up, ultimately, with personnel who spoke
the language, who could communicate with the Vietnamese in terms the Viet-
namese understood because they'd had some preparation on the history, and
the background and the culture of that country. Too few correspondents were
equally qualified.

The six-months' tour for a correspondent was not unusual. The three-day,

gquickie, tourist approach to Vietnam was not unusual, and, again, while gov-
ernment personnel very often worked only a year or at the most 18 months,

the press's turnover was even faster. In four vears in Vietnam I dealt with

five generations of correspondents, and by that I mean five different bureau

chiefs for the New York Times, certainly as many for NBC and CES, three

at least for the Associated Press, and an equally fast turnover for other

major agencies. Again, this is a shortcoming that the press must recognize

and remedy. 1

¥Finally, let me point out that there was a tendency for the press to regard
itself as an internationalized, uninvolved observer. In one way this perhaps
is a plus. It certainly increases and underlines objectivity. But it also
meant very often that, in terms of individual correspondents, there was al-
mosgt an anti-American overtone to the coverage. And particularly on the
part of non-American representatives, non-American media, the press that
arrived in Vietnam came too often without an open mind, with their stories
virtually written, with their conclusions certainly determined.

The press, if it is going to claim standards of objectivity and fairness, must
begin applying them to correspondents, and to insure that those who approach
a story as complicated as Vietnam, do so with some measure of objectivity.
My classic example in this case is the New Yorker's running of a series of
stories by a young man named Jonathan Schell (that) led to a very moving and
effective and damaging book in terms of Vietnam, in support of the Vietnam
war, "The Village of Ben Suc'”. The New Yorker certainly has a right to run :
just a story, and Jonathan Schell certainly has a right to write about Vietnam
in any way he wishes. DBut what was missing was the notification by the
Mew Yorker to its readers that Jonathan Schell is a confirmed pacifist, which
he also has a right to be. But when I read his material, I want to know the
preconceptions, the outlook from which he's writing. And when that is not
done, the reader is not being provided a basis for a fair judgement on the
article.
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What must be done in this situation? Well, by implication, the reverse of
some of the shortcomings I've listed. In terms of the government, the cre-
ation of a press doctrine, the training of its career personnel:.to understand,
respect and respond to the rcle of the press in our society. A readiness on
the part of government officials, from the highest to the lowest, to recognize
the existence of the press as an opportunity, as a channel of communication
with an electorate. An increased readiness to deal with the public with can-
dor, with honesty and with the degree of sophistication which the public has
been led to expect and can absorb., A minimal use of security to cover up,
I've never known legitimate correspondents to argue with military security
where it was legitimate. They will respect thoroughly a tactical military
security. In four years we only had to suspend credentials of four corres-
pondents for violation of military security. But when military security is
used as an umbrella or camouflage to cover other ills, the attempt has not
been accepted by the press and, properly, has been disregarded. The gov-
ernment's secretiveness and tendency to restrict information must be liber-
alized, must be loosened up. And, finally, for individual government offi-
cials, to acquire a greater understanding, if you will, of the customs and
methods of operation of the press, of a recognition of the importance of

that first headline and of the initiative in establishing and releasing informa-
tion under terms of the government's own choosing. A recognition that stor-
ies can no longer be limited to a domestic audience, or a world audience, a
recognition that agencies of the government are inter-related, that they can-
not work in isolation and must be thoroughly co-ordinated,

If you will, on the part of the press again, the reverse side of the criti-
cisms I've mentioned -- an examination of the institution of the press that
exists and an effort to remedy some of the shortcomings resulting from the
ermphasis on speed, and competition and volume, The development, if you
will, of new methods, new techniques and new approaches of communicating
in the face of these shortcomings. A much greater investment in the prep-
aration of personnel for complicated tasks. An investment in terms of time,
il you will, in terms of resources to insure that those who have undertaken
the responsibility of communication to millions, are qualified to exercise
that responsibility.

And for both the government and the press, if you will, some agreement on
standards, some agreement on yardsticks, some agreement on semantics,
whether it's a war in Vietnam or a war on poverty here, or a civil rights
igsue. What do we mean by the terminology we're using? And too often,
again, the fact is that in Vietnam, as well as elsewhere, the government and
the press using the same words have meant different things, There must be
a dialogue, there must be a readiness to agree on basic terms so that the
public, in turn, can accept and absorb these same terms and understand
them in the same wayv.
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Too often, in Vietnam, we would use words like democracy, or morality,
or freedom without any real agreement on their true significance, either
among ourselves and certainly not in terms of Vietnamese standards.

MNow if all this is done, is the problem solved? 1'd suggest not because a
third element in this equation is the public. And again, perhaps, from
some of my comments you can distill what I regard as the shortcomings in
this situation on such complicated stories on the part of the public. Less
impatience, greater commitment, greater discernment, greater sophistica-
tion and intelligence. These are easy to ask for. I'm not sure this best of
all worlds will come about readily. I do suggest that it is a goal we must

' seek and one which has as a goal that ideal of an enlightened public.

If we'd achieved this goal on Vietnam, I don't know how accurate my crystal
ball is, and I certainly can't prove the point, but I do suggest that we might
- have had a much greater national dialogue before we entered and therefore a
more effective one and a more knowledgeable one. And then when we did
make a decision, whether we entered or not, we would have had greater con-
sensus, And if we had entered with that greater consensus, I'd suggest that
we would have had greater support for the war and a shorter and less costly
war in terms of manpower for ourselves and interms of manpower for the
Vietnamese.

This is a crystal ball, and I'd readily admit that perhaps it would not have
turned out that neatly. Because what we're dealing with here in this area of
communication is not a science, but an art. But it's also an art that we
must learn to manage and to handle effectively if we are going to achieve
that enlightened public that will insure the continuation of the world in which
we live on a decent basis. Thank you very much.
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“The guerrilla swims like a fish
through the sea of men,”
according to Mao. What is our
course when the sea is an inviting
one for the fish?

B:’ mid-1969, it had become
perfzctly obvious that in one way
or anolher, soconer rather than
later, the United States was going
to disengage in Vietnam. Whatever
the precise terms of that discngage-
mient, whatever the ultimate resolu-
tion, the cflort at counterinsurgency
in Vietnam was coming to an end
and the way was clear for the in-
evitable next question: What now?
Where do we—the United States—
go from here?

The first and easiest answer to
the question would undoubtedly be
& fervent *“never again.” And the
so-called howks might be just as
emphatic in this response as the
doves. For the agony, the bitter-
ness, the tensions which our society
has suffercd at least in part becavse
of Vietnaum have constituted a very
heavy price indeed. IF there is any
reasonable way in which another
Victnam can be avoided in the
future, all sensible Americans
would accept the alternative. In-
deed, the present administration in
the now famous no-direct-quote
bricting on Guam prior (o President
Mixon's mid-summer visit 10 2
number of Asian nations laid down
just such a national policy: “No
more Vietnams."

Hut while national policy may or
may-not be able to maintain such a
hearifelt  intention, prudency re-
quires acceplance of the possibility
that our best preventive elfforts may
be insufficicnt and that once again
somewhere, sometime in the fore-
sceable future, some country will
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again face an insurgency situation
which our national leadership will
decide involves our essential inter-
ests and requires our assislance.
Such a prospect hardly seems likely
in today's atmosphere but, ncver-
theless, only the foolhardy would
rule out cither the possibility or the
need for preparing for that possibil-
ity.

An estimate of the likelihood of
this prospeel 15 measured best by
examining the pust. We must recog-
nize that the course of events in
Vietnam was such that renewed use
of the technigues of insurgency, of
wirs of liberation at other vulner-
able points is possible and cven
likely.

For neither sentiment nor sell-
delosion should Blind ws 1o the

that Vietnam has proved the validi-
ty of the Mao-Giap thesis that a
determined, skillful “peoples’ ef-
fort™ can bring the world's most
powerful  industrial and  military
power 1o heel in eertain situations
short of total war. We can reassure
oursclves in many ways. If we want
to so argue, we can hold that we
succeeded in our basic objective of
preventing the takeover of South
Vietnam by military force, and in
this scnse, we have scen to it that
aggression has not paid and have
forced the aggressor to revert to a
political track for his goals. but we
should be clear that the other side
of the coin is a very persuasive onc
to dissident elements everywhere in
the world: application of insurgen-
cy tactics as perfected by the Viet
Minh and their successors, the Viet
Cong. provides a blueprint for suc-
cess for “Wars of National Liber-
ation.” This Communist brief could
be argued regardless of further de-
velopments in Vietnam. While the
Viel Cong and Hanoi have come to
the necgotiating rable, the fact is
that we are there too, dealing with
them not as defeated parties but as
wiuals. The argument can extend
ad infinitum with point and coun-
terpoint. For the purposes of this
presentation, let it simply be ac-
knowledged that there is more than
a color of a respectable case to be
made from the viewpoint of puten-
tial insurgents—and the United
States as the prime target for the
dissidents of the world would do

merits of a2 Communist contention o rwell Torecoppl@Ethap e challenge
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Vietnam. of course, had g
characteristics that made the upph-
cation of insurgency comcepls cisi-
er: the largely  uminbabited  and
casily penctrated border greas that
permitted infiltration with itk hin-
drance; a trudition of popular op-
position G a central povernment ol
any k. et alon: one identificd
with a forcign power: a political,
social and  historical  heritage  that
facilitated the role of the insurgent:
and above all, legitimate political.
social and evonomis grievances on
the part of & major portion of the
population that needed corrcetion.
The zpecific proverbial occan was
an inviting one for the fish,

But if Vietnam contained char-
acteristics that cnceuraged the par-
ticular type of war which it experi-
enced, it should not be regarded as
impossible to reproduce clsewhere
E.ich potential serting for insurgen-
ey will have its special circumstanees
bhut resourcelul  insurgents  need
unly adjust and modify technigues
to that particulier  situation. The
clfort will not alwass b elfeative,
but there is no doubt that the hasic
theories of Moo and Giap can be
manlified  for  situations  of  many
s, I will be largely a matier wf
imagination and skill thar will de-
termine  whelher  an insurgenc
presemts a eeal threat which  je-
guires  pssislance  bovond  local
FEsOUNCEs,

Fortunately. there can be
corollary flexibility in the response
v insurgency, provided certain es-
sentinl bedrock principles are ob-
served, It is these princinles that
this paper will seck to identify amd
examine. These principles are rela-
tively few in number and simple in
concept but exiremly difficult 1w
apply consistently in the face of
counter pressures, The problems of
application  have  been  discussed
af great length in the continuing
amtlysis of Vietnam. At this point,
we limit ourselves 1o the exercise of
distilling the lessons of Vicinam and
pinpointing  Mundamental  require-
micnts for future successful respon-
ses 10 insurgency—no matter how
determined and  skillful. Further-
more, the requirement for modifi-
cation in application to particular
situwations is a demanding one but is
not considered here simply because

the basics must be absorbed first—
amd then the variation can be al-
miost inlimite depending on the imadi-
vidual settimg.

This act of wlentification of es-
sentiols  aceompanicd by the  de-
velopment of doetrine and capabili-
v has an additional  prospective
virfue of serving o8 o doterrem o
future challenge. For, while the po-
tential insurgents of the world are
likely 10 be cncouraged by the
course of events in Vicinam, so the
conterinsurgents have also had the
opportunity o test their metbods
amd slumld be betier prepared in
any future contest. IT that betier
preparation s evident, then (e
likclibood of needing it s reduged.
If ¥ou will, the United States has to
be visibly less of a maork, less of a
hig, hopeless, sitting duck for every
small fry movement that wanis 1o
demonstrate its insurgency prowess
—and the challenge may be discour-
aged by the climination of such a
templing target,

Our creditahility in this context
of preventive readiness will be bet-
ter established by a vigorous distil-
lation amd acceplance of the lessons
of Victnam—u process that has
been reltively neglected under the
pressures of the immaediaie prob-
lems facing ws in the recent past,
The  agencics  of  povernmenti—
primarily  the  militury — directly
invalved  in Victnam  have  been
s husy  trying 1o fight the war
andd wur society as a whole has
been so absorbed debating it that
there has been too liule cffort de-
vuted to a concerted and systematic
evaluantion of the Victnamese ex-
perience o to the corollary  de-
velopment of a strutegic doctrine for
counterinsurgency. We  have had
much on racties: loo little on strate-
gv. We have in effect had too few
uwalificd specialists writing for us
on how o meet the challenge of
insureency.

The emphasis on “we.”  the
United Stmies, is a deliberate one.
For our concepl of response to in-
surgent challenge must necessarily
grow out of the nature of our rol:
in a prospeclive insurgency situa-
tion—a role in sharp contrast 1o the
problems facing the existing local
sucial structure and government,

The most likely prospect and the
one that will require the greatesi

skill = a situation similar to Viel-
maim: an insurgent challenge o an
existing  government which we re-
gard wnd continue to treat as inde-
pendent amd allied rather than sub-
onlimate and submissive. We i
lered in Victnam—and ihe likeli-
howd is that we will differ i Tutue
sitmations—fIrom  the British  in
Mulaya, perhaps the most relevant
of previous counierinsurgency situ-
ations. The British were in charge
with a direct line of authority in
Maluya. When we talk about the
United States mecting an insurgen-
cy challenge, we are really talking
about a situalion in which we will
be assisting an  existing  rovern-
meni: an lact, we will be i an
allicd role. not o position of com-
mand. The difference is enormous.

This fundamental characteristic
will inevitably color our approach,
our policies and our actions, It de-
termincs the principles which we
seck o apply and provides the ba-
sis for our participation amd ellec-
liveness, I also limits the per-
tincnce of other expericnces und
situations. It is why we must de-
velop a docirine based on the 1vpe
of situation and relationship with
the local government in which we
are likely to find ourselves.

It is in this context that we can
identify four essentials of counter-
insurgency for future American in-
volvement. While these principles
seem primer level in formuobdtion.
the Failure to observe them fully in
spirit and concept led to many of
our difficultics in Victnam and sim-
ilar shoricomines  in the fulurc
waould cast doubt on the polential
effcetivencss of any response by us
to a resourceful insurgent move-
ment.

These  principles, of  mecessity,
revolve around the basic ingredi-
ents in the type of situation likely
to face ws: the United States. the
host governmen!, the relalions he-
tween the two and the proces<ss of
communicaling 1o our respeclive
publics amd 1o the world as a
whole. It is useful 1o examine cach
of these broad segments and estab-
lish some bhasic  considerations
which must be oberved.

Perhaps one note of caution or
limitation is cssential if the follow-
ing presentation of principles is to
be placed in proper perspective,

-I'_la'r-:-n- . I‘
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Discizssion of insurgeney-—or coun-
terinsurgcicy—should not be un-
dertaken in the conteat of the more
comventional  war  that  eventually
evolved in Vietnam through the
presence of more  than  one-half
millien American troops amd many
tens of thowsands of North Vietna-
mese regulars. Many of the prinei-
ples enunciated below still have rel-
evance  oven  when  the  conllict
reaches the classical third stage of
insurgency that finally emerged in
Vietnam bat the desired applica-
tion of these principles is intemded
to toke phice long before  that
phise-—ndead, in e Tor  the
third phase o need never arrive.
For though these principles will still
have relevance, it s also true that
they arc harder to apply and even
lesz cffective as the war grows;
chunges if vou will from the rela-
live Muidity, political as well as
military, of an insurgency to the
rigidity and massive bluntness of a
more  conventional war. Qur  re-
marks are to be read in the frame-
work of a true insurgency: not an
insurgency transformed into o bat-
tleficld war.

Fllv'.':-l'. the  imwvalvenient  of  the
Lmited Stanes: the principles sovern-
ing the Amcrican part ol 4 Joun-
wrinsurgency  offort  break  down
inte two broad  eategorics —hasic
philosophy and  organization. The
two are closcly interreluted.

In terms of philosophy, we must
first and foremost accept Mully in
decd as well as in word the truism
that msurgency movements almost
by definition—and the response 1o
them—ure essentially political or at
mosl  political /military, not exclu-
sively or even predominantly mili-
tary. Without the acceptance of this
principle, we are on a completely
fulse footing and we ean save our-
selves a great deal of disappoini-
monit by not petting involved, In
insurgency. it is the political agent
backed up by the military capabili-
iy who provides the culling edge
and the response or “defense™ must
be based cssentially on the same
approach, As simple as the point
may seem, we have not given much
evidence of learning the lesson in
the past while the Communists
have  demonstrated  Tull  apprecia-

iFH Folrrwey Sreview Jores . Frdrwary, 7970

tion wfl the basic principle for more
than fifty sears, Qur invidvement in
terms ol assistance o o host gov-
erimment cannol be limited 1o hard-
ware and/or ceononic  assistance;
it must extend into g political anea
without apology or hesitation, Or,
perlups  stuted  betler,  we  must
hitve assurance that an  eflective
pohincal progeam will be undertak-
e by the host povernment amd we
in turn must insist and assist in
'ﬁl.t'l..'h M I'II.'I."“E'I.;H'I.I.

Secondly, our approach and the
ovrganization  for  our  assislance
miust he determincd by this inlerre-
lagion of political and militery fuc-
tors. Sonee ol the most astule uvb-
servers in Victnam insist that the
ereatest contribution made by the
Viet Cong to the art of insurgency
has been organization—and  there
is much to be said for the theory.
Conversely, it might be argucd with
considerable  validity  that  the
greatest American weakniess in Vi
etnam  was organization. In ciloct,
wi sought 1o conduct our portion of
the effort for many years through
the mechanism of a burcaucratic
structure designed for normal gov-
criment operations in Wiashington,
We worked closely with o military
that, like the nalitary in all wnder-
developed countrics, was intenscly
paliticil—and  told our own mili-
s te stay oonl of (he  political
aspects, a restiction our own mili-
tury accepted much oo willingly.
Sinularly, our civilion  agencies—
State, AID. and USIA-——avaided
the military aspeets of the effort for
too leng, Only the CIA tricd to
bridpe the gap bul it was 0o inhi-
hited by its very mature to serve the
purpose. It was not until the late
stages of the war that some of these
artilicial barricrs began to break
tlown—und in truth. we musi ree-
vgnize that the essential erasing of
ageney distinclions wis never com-
plete, nor was command and re-
sponsibility in Vietnam ever truly
unificd under one chicf,

For the Tuture, we need to estab-
lish a United States povernmontal
organization that is designed spe-
cilically for counterinsurgency
rather than conventional war. Such
an agency  must  mitially break
down the rigid distinetion between

military and civilian personnel aml-

among Washingion agencics just as

““dnd arginizati

"

our doctrine of  operations  musl
break down the artificial distinelion
between the political and military
aspects of the war, Recognizing
thiat an wsurgency siluation is ¢s-
sentially a political problem or at
munt  political, military need  not
predetermine the calegory of per-
sonnel who  should  conduct  the
ellort. Mot only is the military not
ruled ouwt of such an undertaking
but yuite to the contrary: the mili-
tury must parlicipute, provided it
recognizes the nature of the effon
anid boecomes gualified 1o eoniribute
to the political dimension. This is
particnlarly  true aod  particelarly
difficult for our own military which
traditionally has cither avoided pol-
itics completely or has lended to
be identificd with the status quo.
An  insurgency  situation  requires
our military to be political—as dis-
tinguished perhaps from engaging
in politics in a demestic sense—and
io be sensitive and responsive to
the necd for political change in the
host couniry,

Similarly, civilian—or political—
persunnel must recognize and ac-
cept the military dimension of the
insurgency  situation with full ap-
preciation for the problems and ca-
pabilitics of the military Fforces,
Scparating the civilian  participant
fromy the military  aspects of the
situation is just os Jdamaging to the
elfectiveness of the overall effort as
separating  the military  from  the
political aspects.

It is not wntil one has served
within our governinent thal one ap-
preciates the depth of the heresy
involved  in the foregoing  state-
ments. But, il we do not catch up
with the Communists now after
fifty vears und several major exam-
ples of this interrelationship of po-
litical and military factors and the
need for proper organization and
personnel 1o conduct an effective
campaign, then perhaps we should
not even try to undertake a counter-
insurgency cffort again and simply
concede that we are not capable of
meeting a challenge of this type.

More thun anything ¢lse, the di-
rection of any future United States
cffort in counterinsurgency nceds
the distinguishing characteristic of a
coordinated, integrated single chan-

-nel of polideal/miltary  authority

N i



TIIE secomd esscntial to consider is
the role of the host government. If
Vietnam has taught us nothing
else, it has taught us the impor-
tance of the nature and calibre of
the host government which we are
assisting: if that government rep-
resents only the status quo. an oli-
garchy or a dictatorship, which has
neither support nor potential sup-
port of the population nor any in-
terest in gaining such support. then
we are better off rejecting whatever
rcasons justily our involvement. A
dictum applics. If the host govern-
ment is not inlerested in undertak-
ing the programs nccessary 1o gain
the support of its people. then all
the assistance we provide will be
useless. The eritie will say that this
is, a circular argument; that if the
existing government were intercsted
in the welfare of the people, the
insurgency would not have been
able to start in the first place. The
objection  does  not  necessarily
hold. There arc cerfainly gov-
ernments seeking to respond to the
needs of a population which have
not had the time or the means to do
e there are clements within socie-
tics that recognize popular needs
but need encouragement to emerge
und assurance of assistance and
support to carry out needed re-
forms: there are progressive politi-
cal parties which prefer evolution
to harsh revolution. These are the
tyvpe of groups with which we must
associate ourselves. Without them,
it is preferable to save ourselves the
heartbreak and blood and treasure
for in the long run, we will expend
all three and have litie to show for

any. In any counterinsurgency
cffort, we thus nced a host govern-
ment intcrested in responding to
the legitimate nceds of its people
rather than a simple preservation
of the status quao—and that govern-
ment must be prepared to mount
and carry through a necessary pro-
gram of politieal, social and
economic change. Here again, the
concept is deceptively simple, the
exccution extremely difficult.

Rm.n’rmus between the two gov-
ernments iz the third fundamental
aspect that must be considered.
Here i an area which roises all
kinds of =ensitivities and  limita-
tions. both for us and for the host
government, Our role. presumahly,
will be one of aseistance: the host
government will be sovergien and
independent. And vet. with doe re-
gard for public sensitivities and wis-
ible humiliation. we must not per-
mit our surrogate role to inhibit the
use of our assistance—military and
economic—as leverage to press for
the desired eonls of political, social
and economic responsivencss to the
needs of the people. How we apply
our pressurcs is a matter of skill
and adaptation to the peculiarities
of the nation invalved, bot apnlvine
snch pressures when required is es-
=entinl tn success. Once more we
find a fundamental principle which
is relatively easy to state and enor-
mously compler in application. Tn
Vietnam. we either refrained from
applving our leverare =fficientlv
or. when we attempted to do 0, we
did it so crudely and visiblv that Tt
was almost self-defeating. Perhans
the ultimate test of diplomacy in an
insurgency situation is the cffective
application of leverage based on
our assistance. We have a perfectly
valid rationale for such pressure.
Our lives and respurces are in-
volved and our stake in the effec-
tiveness of the host government is a

very real one.

F INALLY, the fourth principle in
the basics of counterinsurgency is
the effective communication of the
nature, goals and progress of the
effort to the public of both the
United States and the host country—
and indeed to the population of the
world at large. Volumes can, have

been and will be written about the
communication process in the Viet-
nam war, For purposes of this par-
ticular discussion, it is enough to
note that the cffort of the United
States government fell short of the
needs: that the lack of understand-
ing and support at home Ted inevi-
tably to the presidential speech of
March 31. 1968, and the subse-
quent American determination to
disengage almost regardless of con-
gsequences. ITn a verv real semse, as
seen from Hanoi, history has re-
peated itself. If the French effort
apainst the Viet Minh waz lost in
metropolitan France. with the cli-
mactic factor being Dien Bien Pho,
the American effort might similarly
he =aid to have been lost in the
metronolitan United States with the
ultimate dizillusionment coming in
the Tt offensive of 1968,

Tt iz patently clear that popular
snpoort is needed for a counter-
insureency  effort—bath  in  the
country of orizin and in the eonntry
af assistance. That sunport must be
based primarily on the substance
and attractivencss of the political/
military program being conducted
bv the host government and lead-
ership—and thus the relative an-
peal of the competing sides from
the viewpoint of ultimate inetice.
But communication in todav's
world has become so immediate
and pervasive that, even with a
valid proeram. the failore fo com-
municate effectivelv can leave an
information vacuum which will
incvitably lead to an erosion of
support. The requirements for soec-
cessful communication in such cir-
cumstances are demanding but fail-
ure in this vital arca ultimately can
undermine the entire program.

For it is mo longer valid to as-
snme that TS official identification
with one side assures an automatic
base of support in the US bodv
politic; in fact, given the nature of
todav's skepticism about official
acts. US involvement might almost
mean the opposite. A major com-
munication effort is essential right
from the start—an effort based on
candor, openness and dialogue.

Srmprsu of all elaboration, the

bedrock requirements of a success-

ful counterinsurgency doctrine for
" .. {Continned on page 46}y
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the Umited Staies in the role of

assistance o an existing  govern-

ment thus can be stated as follivws;
I. Recogrition by the United

States that a successiul cllort

depends on an  integrated

and responsive political /mili-

Lury  program; and organiz-

tien of our own considerable

resourees in accordance with
this principle as a means of
maximum effectivencss,

Recognition of the same has-

ic philosuphy by the local

leadership which  we  qssist

and o readiness on @8 part 1o

carry  out  aggressively  and

encrgeticully  an effective
program along these lines,

3. A readiness o use American
assistunce, both military and
coonomie, as keverage on the
host povernment to pursue
these goals consistently and
vigorously,

4, Eflective communication of
the program and the effort to

(5]

the peaple of the the assist-
ing and host countrics.

Ah impartant and critical as (hese
four cssemtials ure. they are =il
I'L'I.'.Llhl:'|'_-' caster o distll and wWden-
tfy than tooapply. And in this later
tisk lics an additional grear chal-
lenge for future American  practi-
tioners of the art of counterinsur-
Ta ke (ol wdvantage of
wur expericnce m Yiietnam, twoim-
sure that the trincd manpower we
have acyuired i not dissipated, 1w
provide an elfective ready capabili-
ty in this highly specialized feld of
n_'.'l»:,!n_'.:'..:i,_ siyne cenler of coordina-
tion and development is necessary.
The exact nuture of that center can
bz flexible. One approach would be
o have some existing agency of
government, such as the Keonedy
Center o Forl Wragg, serve as an
executive agent for the whole gov-
ernment. Anather possibility would
be to st up an independent plan-
ning oflice, such as the (Mhee of
Emergency Planning for Civil De-

£Cncy.

ey — -——

lense, to serve the same [unction,
But in one form or another, the
Unmited Stittles newds a center for
counterinsurgency o evolve on le-
half of the entire government, mili-
tiry as well as civilian, a doctrine
fior the future hased on our experi-
ences in Viclnam and  elsewhere
and taking into acceunt the refine-
ments in tactics and theory which
Communists will undoubiedly  de-
velop and disseminate in the year<
ahicad, Such an agency would also
draw up contingency plans for pos-
sible trouble spots in arcas of po-
tential American vital interests.

The ercation of an independunt
center with imteragency  authorty
fior this purpose would probably
require special approval by Con-
gress,  The necessary  legislution
could provide the planning agency
with a small budget and modest
manpower (o undertake triining of
personnel from all appropriate mili-
tary and civilian agencics and a
charter to evolve national counter-
insurgency Jdoctrine. Soch an agen-
ey could also keep a master list of
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ﬂ:iTI;d povernmenl  personnel, re-
gardless of service, who  have
demonstrated special aptitude for
counterinsurgency  roles and cven
train limited cadres of personnel in
the language, culture and politueal
situation of countrics where insur-
gency might involve the United
States, The integrated civilian /mili-
tary approach cutting across existing
povernment agencies is essential in
this process of preparation. Not only
should the development of doctrine
and the training process draw on the
personnel of many agencies, but
these same personnel could play a
missionary role in spreading con-
cepts during their service with their
parent organization,

Once a situation deterivrates and
a national determination is made
that Amecrican assistance is  re-
guired in an insurgency situation,
the agency could even play an op-
erational role, Initially and at a low
level of activily this agency could
work perhaps within the existing
diplomatic structure in the samc

manner that ClA or Special Forces
clements have Tunchioned 1n vari-
ous situations in recent years. Buot,
when the situation becomes more
eritical, when and if we approach
the seale of assistance to Viclnam
ol the carly sixtics, then the Pres-
ident could transfer responsibility
for dircction of Amernican involve-
ment in the country over to the
insurgency agency. Thus, all Amer-
ican e¢lements in that country—
State, Defense, CIA, AID, USIA,
cic., would come under one dirce-
tion and one leadership. In cffeet,
the President could apply the joint
command concept to the insurgency
ficld, cstablishing a chanmel of sin-
gle  authority  reporting  back
through any necessary intermediate
levels to one point of authority in
the United States—the National
Security Council, a specially consti-
tuted Civilian/Military Chicfs  of
Staff or whatever other structure is
devised, The principle is the impor-
tant point: total intcgration of the
civilian/military effort both in the
fizld and in Washington.
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There is much to be said for the
proposition that only through some
such device—whether an  agency
specially established for this pur-
pose or assignment of the function
Lo an existing organization in the
role of exceutive agent for the gov-
ernment—can  the United States
properly prepare for and, if neces-
sary, conduct the counterinsurgency
effor: of the fulure, Integration of
effort, a hreaking down of burcau-
cratic barricrs, an acceptance of the
interrelation of all aspects of coun-
terinsurgency is absolutely essential
for our Tuture readiness. Whatever
unorthodoxy is required to apply
these principles must be accepled.

At enormous cost in Vietmam,
we have gained the expericnoe and
foundation nccessary 1o conduct
more effective national cfforts in
counterinsurgency situations. If we
build on this base along the lines of
the fundamental principles which

can be distilled from that n.xp'rn-
cnce, then perhaps the price we
will have to pay need not be nearly
o high if therc is a next time, =
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OUTLINE

"The Use of Psychological Warfare Techniques in Combatting Wars of
Hational Liberation" - Barry Zorthian

Introduction:

Our tradition and experience give us little aptitude or skill in the
conduct of psychological operations. Our performance is influenced by our
belief in:

1. The separation of the military from political affairs

2. Our concept of an open society

3. OQur past military experience which has been conceptually sim-

plistic and conventional

4. The confusion created by the term "psychological operatioms".

Basic Principles:

This shortcoming must be remedied if we are to perform effectively in
future insurgency situations. Psychological operations must be based on five
principles:

1. The psychological operator must participate to the fullest in the
poliey making process as well as the communicating process.

2. The psychological operations message must adhere closely to reality.

3. The psychological operation camnot transmit inconsistent messages to
different audiences.

4. The assisting power cannot substitute for the host government in the
task of communicating with its people.

5. The process of communicating must be undertaken on the basis of

functional integrity.
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Having identified these five basic principles, the presentation then
examines functions, organization, personnel and techniques for psychological
operations. All should be characterized by one essential feature: integration
of effort between personnel, between audlences, between functions.

In the case of functions, psychological operations has a major staff
role - first, in the identification of desirable programs and then in partici-
pation in the policy-making at the highest levels. In both, he must insure
the greatest possible consideration for the psychological factor. Beyond this
role he then has the function of actual communication - the operational }‘D].E'.
While this latter is the more conventional of his roles, it is actually the
lesser in comparison to the staff fumection.

In the case of organization, the basic requirement is integration under
central direction. The actual placement of boxes in the chart is more a matter
of preference and local considerations than one of rigid standardization pro-
wvided that all aspects of communication - domestic and foreign audiences, press
relations and psychological warfare, staff and operational functions, military
and civilian operations - are under one general authority.

In the case of personnel, again integrity provides the keynote with use
depending on capability and skill rather than military vs. civilian identification,
Personnel from the host government must be from and of the people while those
from the assisting government need aptitude and background. All need training
in the task of communicating to that particular audience. The elimination of
distinctions between military and civilian so both appreciate the complementary
nature of political and military efforts is essential to effective operations.

In the case of techniques, many detailed considerations are involved
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depending on audience and attitudes. In general terms, however, the points
of consistency and relation to reality must be observed. Domestic friendly
audiences should recelve emphasis on positive accomplishments of the govern-
ment while hostile audiences should be dissuaded from actions supporting the
insurgency. General conditioms must be carefully and accurately described
and promises scrupulously kept.

Facts and reality should be observed alsoc in communicating to foreign
audiences with the foreign press regarded as an opportunity rather than a bur-
den. There is considerable backlash effect in communication to foreign audi-
ences - and this interaction can serve to strengthen internal efforts.

Finally, the entire psychological operations effort depends on the merits
of the government's program and actual execution in terms of the aspirations of
the population. If those are not well selected and skillfully executed, then all
other aspects of the counter insurgency program will be ineffectual and that re-

sult will be particularly true of psychological operationms.
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Introduction

Despite the increased attention it has received during the past ten
years in Vietnam, psychological operations remains the least understood and
most undeveloped of all our concepts in regard to wars of insurgency. This
deficiency must be corrected if we are to be more successful im our response
to challenges of a similar nature in the future.

It should be noted at the start of this discussion that the term "wars
of insurgency" is used here almost interchangeably with wars of national 1lib-
eration. The former could of course be non-Communist and might even be jus-
tified and merit our support in the right circumstances while the latter is a
term of Communist origin and significance. However, for purposes of this dis-
cussion, we are assuming that the govermment being challenged by insurgents is
one which we should and do support against an internal challenger, aided usually
by foreign powers hostile to United States national interests.

Psychological operations is defined and used in this paper as nothing
more -- and nothing less -- than the whole process of communication in a war-
time situation and is critical to the effort to counter insurgency. It is
also one area in which Americans should logically excel. Who else made the
"opinions of mankind" such a tenet of faith? But our aptitude and capability
in the field are questionable and an analysis of the reasons for these limita-
tions as well as the precepts which should guide us 1s essential for an improve-
ment in the effectiveness of our efforts in any future insurgency situation.

Our shortcomings in this field are rooted in both our basic concepts of
society and our particular national experience in war and near-war. The size

and scope of this discussion permits at best only a cursory commentary on these
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sociological and historical elements but at a minimum, identification of them
is necessary to provide some of the background for our experience amd lessons
in Vietnam.

The first difficulty which should be recognized is our basic belief in
the separation of the military from any political role. The reverse of that
proposition 1s also true of course: the civilian is supposed to stay out of
purely military operations (eXcept of course for the ultimate civilian control
of the military represented in the role of the President as Commander-in-Chief).
This separation is as fundamental to American tradition as the separationm of
church and state and the roots go back almost as far. (Such seeming exceptions
as Gemeral MacArthur's pro-consul role in Japan eventually proved the point
since his dismissal was a result of his involvement in the political side of the
Korean War.) This paper reflects neither desire nor possibility of changing
such a basic tenet of our faith - but certainly the effects of the principle
should be recognized and appropriate compensation made where the situation or
circumstances require. And wars of insurgency (and probably most wars of the
future except brief nuclear holocausts) are such situations.

Another one of our basic beliefs which affects the practice of psycholo-
gical operations is the concept of an open society: a philosophy that is parti-
cularly significant in these days of mass communications, both visual and audio.
The overwhelming presence of the media today magnifies our tradition of close
public scrutiny of all govermment action and stands in sharp contrast to the comn-
trol of motives and actions available to a closed society. Here too, the basic
concept is cited rather than criticized.

The first of these affects our organization for psychological operations
as well as our general outlook for it means that when we talk about a combined
political/military effort, we are running against tradition and habit and that
established walls must be demolished. The second means that when we think or

act in the area of psychological operations, we do so on center stage in the
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full glare of spotlights and with little possibility of inconsistency or im-
propriety - even if we should want to indulge in either.

Both problems are complicated by our martial experience. For psycho-
logical operations in any real sense have hardly been essential to our military
operations in either of the great wars - or even of Korea. (Earlier wars are
less pertinent to the present body of living Americans.) Ours was a simplistic
approach and success: banners flying; military power blunt and dominant; civi-
lian populations almost incidental. All our history and image of war has been
relatively uncomplicated. When the bugles blared, politics was put aside and
the military took over in classical fashion. Psychological operations were
used in a most limited tactical semse at the battlefront and perhaps in the
broadest strategic sense in terms of an Atlantic Charter or a Fourteen Points
but, certainly, they were never intertwined as an essential part of our effort
from grand strategy down to front line platoon operation.

Furthermore, our basic experience in conflict usually involved only
civilian populations of ethnie and cultural background that had some mutuality
and relevance to our own experience. Primarily, this meant Europe with a similar
Christian-Judeo tradition and, thus, with roughly the same ethics and values.
Bemember we never fought the war with Japanese in Japan or really made much
appeal to the Japanese people during World War II. The Korean War was closer
to the population but even that was limited since the sustained fighting took
place largely in the underpopulated areas. We really had no experience relevant
to Vietnam from the viewpoint of psychological operatioms, let alone military
tacties.

For all these reasons - presented above in the most abbreviated and sim-

plified form - Americans have had little feel for psychological operations at
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any point and almost no skill in execution where force and circumstance made
them conscious of the meed for it. Our concept of execution was perhaps
gummed up best in the directive issued so often by the uninitiated in psycho-
logical operations: "go out and make a little propaganda on this action."

As a result, our performance inm the past has been almost primitive,
starting with the most fundamental error of all: the identification of psy-
chological operations as a separate dimension of war, as an add-on if you will
to the military and economic and political policies under which the effort is
conducted. Certainly, there are psychological operations and psychological
operators just as there are economic operations and economic operators but the
very firast lesson we must learn is a rejection of any thought that the psycho-
logical dimension either exists in a vacuum or can stand on its own feet. In
the fullest sense, and particularly in the war of insurgency, psychological
operations must be considered as integral to every action and policy: must be
woven into every move and decision; must be as natural and instinctive as the
alr we breathe. What else is the true meaning of Mao's famous aphorism about
the fish and the ocean?

Part of our difficulty in understanding the role of psychological opera-
tions is the very term. Here again, cne goes back to history. Psychological
operations was a somewhat strange new field to Americans, certainly outside the
American tradition, questionable at best, something alien at worst. Psycholo-
gical operations and psychological warfare and propaganda and dirty tactics and
sometimes even black magic seemed mixed all together into a mew art conducted
quite separately from the more famillar and comprehensible tasks of the infantry
and artillery and armor.

Because of these implications, there is great attraction to the thought
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of discarding the entire phrase "psychological operations" and seeking an
alternative which comes closer to the desired meaning. But by now, the term
is ingrained in general use and there does not seem to be an acceptable sub-
stitute available: propaganda, psychologlcal warfare, information - all have
their own definitions more limited in scope and use than psychological opera-
tions and therefore do not serve the purpose. One that comes close - and tends
to be used by the Communists in this context - is political warfare but this too
has evolved somewhat different meanings of its own in our use by connoting the
determination and executiom of policies as well as their communicatiom. So,
both because of habit and because of lack of an adequate substitute, this dis-
cussion will continue to use the term "psychological operations".

Whatever it is called - and I hasten to add that the semantic problem
is not an inconsiderable one because of the comnotations to unsophisticated
participants in the war - the basic concept of this dimension as integral to
every other part of our response to wars of insurgency is essential. The validity
of this fundamental principle was accepted by the Communists many many years ago
and constitutes dogma for them in wars of national liberation. In fact, though
the concept is not ideological, it has been effectively used only by totalitar-
ian groups - at least in the twentieth century. To overcome this shortcoming,
we must develop techniques and organization which make full use of psychological
operations in the framework of an open society in responding to wars of insur-
gency.

This is essentially what was tried in Vietnam. And though our conduct of
psychological operations there was closer to requirements than in past wars, the

importance of this consideration, the complexity of the situatiom, and the lack
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of effective mixture of the Confucian and Christian-Judeo outlooks repre-
sented by the partners made the performance limited in success even at its
most effective stage. We meant well and understood the needs better but our
achievements were generally quite modest. What is needed now is an examina-
tion of this performance and distillation of lessons and doctrine to guide

us in the future. The inquiry can be best conducted through a review of basic

principles, functions, organization, personnel and techniques.

Basic Principles

Without attempting a listing and presentation of all the basic prin-
eiples which should be applied in the conduct of psychological operations,
reference to at least some of the most pertinent is worthwhile. If insurgency
iz the effort to overthrow the established government by leading eventually to
Giap's third stage of a general uprising which commands the support of the popu-
lation, then the government's equal desire to maintain and intemsify the support
of that population is the essential objective of the govermment's program. Just
what constitutes appropriate actions towards that end is a question which need
not be answered here. In Vietnam, we would usually list these requirements
under five general headings: a "just" govermment, land temure, education, medi-
cine and economic improvement. The point is that the needs of the people, the
actions necessary to gain their support must be determined and acted upon. That,
if you will, in all its complexity is the task of the government seeking to re-
gist insurgency - and I would suggest the role of psychological operations is
support of that effort by communication.

But 1f the psychological operator 1s to be effective in his share of the

overall task, then he must have a volce in the determination of those policies
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which he must communicate. In fact, the impact of those policies when com-
municated should be one of the principal considerations in their adoption.
And the determination of what will make an impact leads to an important role

for the communicator: responsibility for the survey or research that points

to the desirability of various actions. The results of that search must be
incorporated into the policy-making process. And thus we have the first basic
principle which must be observed: the psychological cperator, the communicator
must participate to the fullest in the policy-making process as well as the
communicating process. In fact, his contributiom in this regard may be even
more important in final effect than the actual task of communicating. The
point will be discussed again in the context of functions for the psychological
operator but, here, the basic principle must be stated.

The essential need of course is the determination and adaptation and
execution of effective, attractive, beneficial policies designed to garner sup-
port of the population. The other part of the process, the actual task of com-
municating, is also critical and both grows out of and must be tied closely to
the first. The second psychological operations principle that needs citing
is this requirement to base communication on reality. There can be no gap be-
tween the two - not even in societies that we consider somewhat unsophisticated
in communications terms. For one thing, just as a matter of ethics, there
Should not be a gap between message and reality. For another, a gap cannot re-
main unnoticed for lomg. It does not require modern communications to reveal
the discrepancy. The bamboo telegraph does perfectly well. The gap between
Diem's promises and actions was quickly discovered. The gap between Viet Cong
promises and actions took a little longer because it was less visible right

away but the facts caught up. And with the transister radio - and now even
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television - in wide use, the time required for the public awareness will
be telescoped even more.

This requirement for close adherence to reality is somewhat at wvari-
ance with the concept of psychological operations as something separate and
apart from the main thrust of operations. It violates the thought of clever,
deceptive frontline psychological warfare. Actually, there are circumstances
under which short-lived psychological tricks in the tactical sense are both
possible and profitable but these are at most limited exceptions to a funda-
mental rule of basing psychological operations on a foundation of reality.

On this score at least, the concept of an open society which was des-
cribed earlier as one of the drawbacks to our effectiveness in psychological
operations constitutes an asset - the existence of that umblinking spotlight
represented by the press constitutes a force for observation of the rule; it
helps to keep us "honest" if you will and, in the framework just described,
becomes a plus on the side of effectiveness.

The third principle for psychological coperations is consistency of
message to different audiences. There are distinctions to be sure between
rural and urban audiences, between domestic and foreign, between friendly and
hostile but those differences are ones of emphasis and interest. Just as there
cannot exist a gap between message and reality in the long run, so there camnot
exist a gap between the substance of messages to these different audiences. A
different content may be delivered to different audiences but a contradictory
one may not. Both ancient and modern means of communication amd the efforts
of the other side will serve to provide extensive public circulation of any
differences.

Once more, the open soclety concept is a restraint on viclation of the
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principle - or in this situation perhaps is the foundation of the rule. For
the press in its broadest sense becomes so pervasive through the scope of its
transmission that the distinction between audiences disappears. Modern com-
munication 15 intense, instant and indiscriminate and the communicator in

war or peace cannot assume any compartmentalization of audience on subjects
of interest - and in war or limited war, interest extends virtually to all as-
pects of the confrontation, This interrelationship of audience is a factor
that is too often disregarded by the unskilled psychological operator.

A fourth basic prineiple for this process of communicating is recogni-
tion that the assisting power - in our terms, the United States - can never be
a substitute for the host govermment in the act of communicating. Some of our
most nettlesome difficulties in actual operations in Vietnam grew out of our
failure to cbserve this principle. The reasons were understandable. The dif-
ference in pace and concepts, the difference in ethics and customs, the differ-
ences in desire and capability led Americans to conclude repeatedly - and per-
haps rightfully - that the Vietnamese were not doing the job. As a result,
proverbial American impatience led to the inevitable effort to do the job our-
selves. The effort was doomed to failure before it started. Americans are
having considerable trouble communicating with themselves, let alone with Asians
in a completely alien setting. When we realized that we could not do the job
for the Vietnamese, we finally devoted greater attention and resources to get-
ting them to do the job themselves. And then again, we erred. We insisted
that the task be done with our tools through our techniques in our image. What
emerged was something neither American nor Vietnamese and was often characterized
by the worst of both. Certainly, there has to be effective communication but it

cannot be effective through surrogate channels; the host government must be the



-10-

communicator with its own tools through its own techniques im its own image.
The assisting forces have thelr own message to communicate - the reason and
nature and actions of their conmtributions - and they can assist the host
govermment with hardware and advice behind the scenes but this is a subsi-
diary role at most and there can be no diminution of the responsibility of the
host govermment in communicating with its own people.

Finally, a fifth principle which is equally fundamental is the need to
recognize that the process of communication must be approached on the basis of
functional integrity. To put it simply, there is no compartmentalization in
the task, This statement has implications, of course, for organization and
those will be considered in due course but the essential point involved in the
oneé of substantive unification. This means that there can be no separate or
uncoordinated approach to the military, political or economic aspects of the
task just as there can be no essential distinction between audiences. Communi-
cation is of one plece - and disregard of the principle leads to disaster in
effectiveness for inmevitably, the different parts end up at cross purposes.
Particularly is this true for military and civilian aspects, If the distinction
has any validity at all in insurgency situations, it has none in the task of
communicating. And here we require considerable adjustment in the traditional
thinking of both our military and civilian elements for the concept requires

each to accept the otler's interest and involvement and joint participation.

Functions

These principles lead to the statement of functions for psychological
operations. If the policy process of identification, adoption, execution and

communication of policy is observed, the role of the psychological operator
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becomes easier to define, His tasks fall into two broad categories - staff
and operatiomnal - and then in turn into a number of subordinate functions.

Under the heading of staff functioms, he must help both identify and
determine policies and here all his knowledge of the people and his awareness
of the preferable in communication terms comes into play.

The task of determining needs is far from a simple ome. The great
leader will know instinctively what his people want and the govermment that
has its roots in the population will find the knowledge evolving from its ramks.
But insurgency usually means that the government in power has lost at least par-
tial touch with the people and has not facilitated development of natural chan-
nels for determining its people's needs and so an identification process is es-
sential.

Here is a major task for the psychological operator for even if the
sophisticated survey organizations of advanced societies were possible, usually
they woulq not be effective in obtaining an accurate index into people's needs.
So the communicator must use methods of determination that are at once both
Erimitive and skillful: primitive in actual appearance and highly sophisticated
in penetrating age-old cynicism and distrust in order to reach the people's
innermost thoughts. The question arises as to the means for attaining these
results., The site and circumstances will determine that, of course. But cer-
tainly the whole process must be indigenous. Simply put, the surveyers must
come from the ranks of those being surveyed and must speak their language and
know their burdens. The Viet Cong were particularly effective in this regard -
more so certainly tham the representatives of the Sailgon government who too
often not only did not go into the hamlet but when they did, were patently town

boys wearing white shirts and store shoes with little knowledge and experlence
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in the lives of those being surveyed., In such eircumstances, the results
of the survey inevitably were wirtually useless. The surveyer must probe,
must distill and must present perceptive conclusions to the policy maker.
Armed with this insight into the people's needs, the psychological operator
then faces a further staff function in the process of determining policy.
And here he must play a bold and active role. For while the popular appeal
of particular actions cannot always be the controlling factor im the adoption
of policy, it should certainly constitute a major consideration and should be
ignored only for the most overriding reasons. Further, if the factor of ap-
peal must be overlooked, the communicator can often offer modification or
method of presentation that will increase its acceptability. But tﬁis is
the negative aspect of the communicator's task; his role in the policy-adoption
process must be more positive and comstructive, Having determined the appro-
priate course of action through survey and research, he 18 in a position to
make a vital contribution to the determination. And his skill and persistence
in advocating the desirable course of action can often spell the difference
between selection and rejection. Furthermore, it is essential that this par-
ticipation and contribution take place in the inner circle of policy-making so
that the critical importance of the psychological role, including the subse-
quent task of communicating is both accepted by subordinates im all categories
as fully supported by senior authorities and achieves the greatest possible im-
pact because the need has been taken inte account in the policy decision.

Once having influenced the adoption of policy, the psychological opera-
tor does not have a primary role in execution but he has an important function

nevertheless. His is a role of monitoring - policing if you will. For 1if
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message cannot be separated from reality, the communicator should seek to
insure that reality is close to intention - or more properly to what was
intended as reality. The psychological operator's monitoring of the rules
of war (the ground rules for military operations) in Vietnam were often es-
sential to insure adherence to those rules. And since the rules in turn
were designed to have the most positive effect possible on the population,
this honest broker's role was important.

It is in the area of staff participation - ldentification and adoption
of policy and monitoring of performance that American psychological operations
in Vietmam played a greater role than has been the case in the past. Psycholo-
gical operators both helped to identify necessary actions and sat in the high-
est councils of the American Mission to help determine policy. This was not
true on the Vietnamese side and actually the degree of influence on the Ameri-
can 8ide varied with different direction in the Mission. MNevertheless, the
participation in the American effort came closer to the desirable than has
usually been the case.

In addition to his staff responsibilities, the psychological operator
has the duty of transmission of the message. Here he is more a technician -

a skilled one hopefully, but essentially a conveyor of messages, rather than
an originator. In this capacity, he faces a variety of tasks and audiences.

He is in turn a direct communicator to the populatiml:l. or an advisor to the host
communicator as his origin or capacity dictate; he communicates with the domes-
tic audience, the friendly alien audience, the hostile alien audience, the
assisting nation audience, the military, the civilian, the bureaucracy, the

peasant, the urban dweller - all as required. He may be communicating foce to
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face or through media; through his own media or through the foreign press.
Again, some subsequent discussion of these tasks is necessary under the
heading of techniques, but here at this point, we need to recognize this
function of the psychological operator as the actual communicator.

The basic principle also needs restatement: in all these roles as an
operator; he must observe the requirement for substantive cohesion - consis-
tency of outlook and message.

This operational task of communicating is5 the most visible and con-
ventional of the functions of psychological operations. It is extremely im-
portant but there is some question as to whether it is the most important of
the psychological operator's functions. This observer, for one, would contend
that the staff role and the operational role are both important and comple-
mentary, but if one must be selected to the exclusion of the other, then the
staff role is the more critical one. For in the final analysis, the process
of communication cannot be divorced from reality, and if the reality is not
good enough, then the message will not take. But on the other hand, if the
reality is attractive, then it will have an effect on its own merits - with
or without communication by psychological cperations, perhaps mot as fast norx
as effectively but the message will penetrate eventually on its own. For this
reason alone, if none other, the staff role, the voice in the determination of
policy becomes the most important of the functions faced by the psychological

operator.

Drganization

Many of the features of effective organization for psychological opera-

tions have been implied in earlier comments. The essential organizational
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consideration is inherent in the basic principle of functional integrity

in the whole process of communication. If the message must be unified,

then so too should the organization. The concept requires the unification

in one organization of elements dealing with military and civilian support,
press relations and psychological warfare, domestic and foreign audiences,
staff and operational functions. All must be part of and contribute to the
whole. Here too, Vietnam broke new ground in bringing together the entire
psychological operations apparatus under the one roof of the Joint U.S, Public
Affairs Office. The integration was never perfect and did not extend to either
the Vietnamese or to Washington and there were flaws in performance but never-
theless the concept was tested and proven valid. As such, the experiment re-
presented significant forward movement in our application of effective concepts
in this field.

Organization thus follows the substantive need - if one may borrow a con-
cept from another field, form follows function, Integrated operation requir es
integrated organization. The variations are considerable but the essential
need is a line of authority to a central point. And this requirement applies
to all elements taking part in the process of communication - whether "informa-
tional" or "psychological warfare" or any variation in between. Lest the JUSPAO
experiment in Vietnam be regarded as the only justification for this statement,
Sir Robert Thompson's comments in his book "Defeating Communist Insurgency" are
relevant:

"The best organ’zational arrangement is probably for the pEFEhﬂlﬂE“

ical warfare section to be in the position of an independent subsidiary
to the information services as a whole but working in close liaison, so
that under no circumstances is there any contradiction in what is put out

by each of them, The information services, which have their normal func-
tion quite outside the insurgency, should still be the government's main
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instrument in handling the whole of its public relations amd pub-
licity towards the population. These services are responsible for
putting across all that the govermment is trying to do in accordance
with its policies."

Once the concept is established, the actual organizationmal structure
becomes more a matter of preference and local considerations than rigid stan-
dardization. The elements dealing with the foreign press probably should be
in a special unit and the staff and operational functions separated though
centrally directed, and thoroughly coordinated. So also should be the func-
tions of direct communication with the domestic population and that with any
enemy population. And in fact, military and civiliaa support elements may
have to be separated particularly in regard to tactical psychological opera-
tions at the unit level. And of course, some vertical field structure leading
from the lowest jurisdictional unit, the hamlet or village, up to the capital
must be established. Perhaps even the nature of the task will require dif-
ferent units - culture on one side, the various media on another, advisory
still different. But the important point is not the particular placement of
the boxes on an organizational chart, but the integrated nature of the structure.
And in this sense, there should be no distinction between personnel in uniform
or mufti except as individual aptitude and experience dictate. The blurring

of military/political lines in policy requires an equal erasing of military/

civilian lines in the organizational structure and use of personnel.
Personnel

These thoughts lead naturally enough to the question of personnel. Like
other problems, the key lies in integration - and if that word has become re-

petitious, it is only because it deserves the emphasis., But while integrationm,
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particularly between military and civilian elements, constitutes the goal,
the other vital ingredient in terms of personnel is training, of course.
This latter requirement extends not only to the representatives of the as-
sisting power but to those of the host govermment as well,

For the earlier statement about the need to undertake research through
indigenous channels applies to the selection and training of personnel for
all other aspects of psychological operations as well. Unfortunately, the
established bureaucracy has a tendency to perpetuate itself in outloock as well
as other respects and eventually the bureaucracy, including the communicating
element, becomes insulated from its own roots and finds itself unable to com-
municate. This is particularly true in underdeveloped countries where the
aspirations of the bureaucracy are often aimed at escape from the masses rather
than involvement with them.

These probable characteristics of the host govermment favor the type of
techniques used by the Viet Cong who recruit from within the ranks - and in fact
seek those whose natural talen;s would lead them to positions of leadership but
who are blocked from prngrea; ﬁecause of social and wconomic barriers to upward
mobility. These barriers must be overcome and the communicator - more than per-
haps any other elements in the government's apparatus - must be of the people
and able to communicate with the pecple with empathy and true knowledge. The
"of, by and for the people" concept has great relevance to the selection and
effectiveness of the communicator.

S0 the ideal becomes selection of personnel essentlally from the people -
whether military or civilian - with subsequent training for the task of serving

as effective representatives of the govermment.
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Selection and training of nationals to support the govermment at
least does not invelve training in ethics, customs or language, although
even here there may be need for tralning for actual communication with the
mass. But the selection and training of representatives of the assisting
power involves these more complicated problems to a much greater degree.

Even recognizing that these advisors cannot substitute for the host govern-
ment, their assistance and advice will be more effective if they are selected
for their basic aptitude for communication, trained properly, and kept in their
assignment until they have gained sufficient experience and knowledge to con-
tribute in a significant sense. Selection must obviously be based on a whole
range of intanglble factors - empathy, cross-cultural curiosity, language ap-
titude, perhaps interest most of all. But training then becomes critical and
every moment spent in learning culture, history, religion, ethics, language,
communications techniques is time well spent. And once trained, extended use
is desirable. In the case of Vietnam, the training program for Americans even-
tually developed to desirable levels but uwtilization was much too brief and the
role of the advisor was imevitably less effective because of its revolving door
aspects.

The other element of personnel that seems to ralse questions because of
its somewhat unorthodox mature is the intermixture of military and civilian per-
sonnel with assigmment and uvtilization based on skill rather than organizational
origins. Once the initial hurdles were finally breached, neither in JUSPAO nor
subsequently in CORDS did the mixture prove impractical. There were difficulties,
to be sure, but most were superficial and once the mechanics were resolved,

the organizational origin seemed to matter little, What is needed is a readiness
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by the parent group to forgo continued parochial loyalty and to accept the
guidance and operations of the integrated organization as serving its best
interests. At times, this ideal attitude was achieved in Vietnam.

The repeated references to the integration of military and civilian
aspects of the effort - most pronounced perhaps in the above comments on per-
sonnel - wvioclates of course our historic emphasis on separation of the mili-
tary from political affairs which was discussed briefly in an earlier portionm
of this paper. Penetration of this barrier does not constitute of course a
recommendation that the military undertake either partisan polities or support
of a particular and separate ideology than one supported by the United States
itself. It does take into account the reality that there is not and therefore
cannot be a ah{rp line between political and military aspects of an insurgency
situation and that programs and efforts in either area must be determined as
complementary parts of a whole and conducted with due regard for both.

This thesis also means that in terms of personnel, neither military nor
civilian have a monopoly on aptitude or wisdom in either area and that both
must contribute their skills without artificlal restraint to operations in both
fields and both must accept and take into account the problems and wvalidity of
both dimensions. Certainly, there are both military and political undertakings
which are sufficiently distinctive to require the assignment of responsibility
to a specialist but in the best of all counter insurgency efforts, even this
specialist will realize the importance of thoroughly coordinated, mutually sup-
porting political/military integration to his more limited assignment. And the
greatest guarantee of this type of outlook is proper training of persomnel in

both categories.
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Techniques

Having listed principles, described functions, outlined organization,
and cited personnel needs, we turn now to the methods appropriate for this
apparatus -- the techniques to be utilized. The subject is clearly a broad
one that warrants extensive discussion - certainly a subject that is beyond
the scope of this paper in terms of great depth. This is an area that has
been a favorite subject for the specialists on guerilla warfare - Thompson
and Duncanson and Cross and Trinquier and Galula - and reference to these
commentators is recommended for a thorough examination of the guestiom. But
in this area also, identification of the essentials is important to this brief
survey of the broad field of psychological operations. The subject should be
looked at from two general viewpoints: the first, the use of the various media;
the second, the nature of the emphasis and approach to the differing audiences.

First a word on the media. In the normal insurgency situation, i.e. the
underdeveloped area where the aspirations of the mass have not been met and the
government in power is somewhat lsolated from the people, the best and most ef-
fective medium is the God-given one of oral communication. It is a lesson that
Americans could not apply in Vietnam for obvious reasons and the Saigon govern-
ment could not apply because its representatives, particularly in the country-
side, were not willing or able to communicate with t.he people. The Viet Cong
never had this particular difficulty. Their communicators came from the ranks
if you will and talked in the language of the ranks - peasant, urban proletariat
or the Vietnamese version of the G.I. And the term "talked" is literal. For
like most Communist organizations, the one modern medium used by the imsurgents,

radio, was essentially a weans of communicating instruction and background to
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the cadre, rather than communication with the mass. Forsaking radio and

without extensive circulation of print and without television or any other

modern means for reaching their targets en masse, the V,.C. used the one other
technique available - the most effective one. They talked to people face to face.

There is almost a mathematical rule reducing the effectiveness of com-
munication in direct proportion to the distance between the communicator and
the audience. If it is face to face, it 1s most effective. If it is by near-
oy loud speaker, it is next effective. If it is via picture whether in print
or tube, it comes next. If it is cold print or disembodied radio, it is still
less effective; and if any of these come from a great distance, then they be-
come weaker by the mile. Particularly on subjects of direct involvement, the
greatest discount is applied to messages from the foreigner via radio or leaf-
let drop when placed in direct competition with oral communicatiom from an ar-
ticulate and trusted neighbor. The impact or ineffectiveness of any message is
even greater, of course, if it is supported by first-hand experience or phy-
sical evidence. Hence, the virtue of basing the message on reality.

So starting with oral communication, we move backwards in a sense through
the media to loudspeaker, picture, television, tactical print, radio and so on.
Actually, there is little purpose in arguing the order of these media. The im-
portant considerations are relevancy, immediacy and intimacy with the audience.

As for development of the media, our frustrations led to an inevitable
result in a situation where the Americans could not communicate and the Saigon
government would not, at least initially. We resorted to the typical American
reliance on machine and volume and went overboard in the provision of hardware
in order to make up the existing shortcomings. It is difficult to realize the ex-

tent we went in this regard but once statistic perhaps reflects the pattern. In the
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year 1967, we dropped some five billion leaflets in MNorth and South Vietnam -

a reliance on machine and volume that taxes the imagination. All this leads

to the statement of a firm dictum which should be observed scrupulously by

the assisting government inm a counter insurgency situation: provision of any
plece of equipment should be undertaken only after satisfaction of an E;'LI:I'EI'IIE].F
demanding set of yardsticks for proof of need.

This is not to argue against a comprehensive national newspaper or radio
or television system. Quite the reverse. Each of these media can be extremely
effective if properly utilized by the central government as a means of communi-
cating with the friendly population - and even with supporters in areas under
insurgency control. But these media are complementary to the vital need for
oral communication. It is at the local level that substitution of mechanical
product for direct contact must be avoided assiduously.

In terms of emphasis to the differing audiences, there are perhaps three
that should be considered by the host govermment with the assisting government
helping in each regard as well as undertaking its own communication when appro-
priate. The first is the domestie public: the second is the public under hos-
tile control; and the third is the foreign public.

The easy distinction is an informational approach to the domestic and
foreign publics and a propaganda approach to the "enemy". But though this dif-
ference is favored by some commentators, the difference is largely semantic.
The requirement for all is the same. The message should be designed to meet
audience interests; it should be stated in terms the audience understands; it
should be based on reality; and it should be consistent, though not necessarily
the same, with the message to the other groups., Furthermore, it should not be

assumed - in fact the reverse is perhaps more likely if the insurgent rule is
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larsh - that the population under hostile control is unfriendly to the host
government. It 1s probably apathetic and might even be receptive. And these
possibilities should be taken into account in setting the tone of the message.

With these requirements in mind, the substance of the message becomes
somewhat easier to determine but the formulation still depends on the expertise
of the actual communicator. We have commented at various points throughout this
presentation on the nature of the message for the friendly population: the re-
liance on fact and the recognition that the govermment's policies are being con-
ducted in a goldfish bowl sets certain standards for this communication. The
audiences deserve and will insist on adherence to the actual facts.

It should be noted that the emphasis in communication to the non-hostile
population - friendly or simply apathetic - should be positive and constructive.
If you will, it should focus on the accomplishments of the existing system as
supported by evidence visible to that population. But part of the communication
effort may also be designed to dissuade that same population from either apathy
or actual action which consciously or otherwise helps the insurgent. One special
rule of caution is critical in this regard: the population must never be asked
to undertake action that is unrealistic and that usually means action that is
contrary to its direct self-interest. The most obvious instance of this type
is action which leads to physical jeopardy or, in the extreme, to death. The
population will not undertake such action if it is aware of the consequences
and therefore the appeal will fail or if it does take such action without aware-
ness of the consequence and the outcome is harmful, let alone death, the authority
-that sponsored the communication, presumably the govermment, will not be listened
to easily again.

Comment is also appropriate on the message for the population committed
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to support of the insurgent either out of conviction or involuntary involwve-
ment. Here, the same principles of adherence to reality and consistency ap-
ply, but the emphasis in the message has a speclfic purpose: a withdrawal

of support for the hostile effort and defection in place or im person to the
host government. Thus, a surrender program of some kind - or at a minimum,

a dissuvasive program - becomes the core of the effort towards the enemy. Once
more, the message must be based on reality. Description or discussion of con-
ditions in friendly territory; offers of inducements for return to support of
the govermment; programs of retraining and rehabilitation must be completely
accurate and supported by actual performance and any promises must be scrupulously
observed. Here too, the bamboo telegraph will communicate any discrepancy
promptly, as it did in Vietnam, even if no specific element seeks to do so.

An additional dimension of this problem of communication to the "enemy"
is the use of "psychological warfare" in frontline tactical situations. We
have observed that special circumstances can justify some short-lived tricks
but even these cannot be completely divorced from facts for memories are long
when lies or deception have been used. This does not rule out exploitation of
superstition, custom, myth, even tradition in appealing to the hostile population
to either withdraw support or reverse attitudes towards the government.

Finally, some comment is necessary in regard to communication with for-
eign audiences - which range of course from highly friemdly teo highly hostile.
At times, these audiences - and their representatives, usually and primarily
the press - seem to constitute an unbearable burden to a govermment not properly
prepared for the full impact of a free press and an open society. And so they
may well constitute problems - practical as well as emotional. But they come

with an open society and the trick is to convert them into an opportunity and



= -

=25

perhaps even an asset. Given the need for adherence to reality in intermal
communication, adherence to the same principle in communicating through the
foreign press should not be impossible. While shortcomings can be magnified
in these circumstances, accomplisiments can be equally exploited. And above
all, facts can receive wide circulation. Furthermore, the communication
through the press to foreign audiences cam help communication with domestic
audiences for there is a clearcut backlash - particularly in urban areas -
from foreign reaction to the effort. One feeds on the cther - and consistency

can help make them mutually beneficial to the government in power.
Conclusion

This completes a brief examination of the precepts which should be ap-
plied to psychological operations in wars of insurgency. The effectiveness of
all this effort depends on one essential Ingredient that has been present
throughout the presentation by implication only thus far and needs explicit
statement at this point. The ultimate effectiveness of the emphasis on message
and reality, openness and consistency, indigenous communication and direct dia-
logue depends eventually on one fundamental feature: the inherent merits of
the government's policies and programs, whether military or ciwvilian. These
must reflect an effort on the part of the govermment to respond to the needs
of the people and must be effectively executed in support of that goal. If
this is not the case - if they are not the proper programs or are not carried
out skillfully or do not meet the aspirations of the people - then the rest of
the effort comes largely to naught. And that end result will be true of

the psychological cperatioms effort most of all.
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"You don't have to like correspondents to deal

with them (though it helps), but you should

understand them and their ways."

Tn! FOREIGN SERVICE JOUR-
KAL'S September issue on the press
provided a highly welcome con-
tribution to a subject that has re-
ceived far too little attention from
the career foreign service in recent
years despite efforts during this
period to improve and modernize
the role and performance of the
service generally. However, while
the JourNAL provided long overdue
reportage and analysis, it did not
attempt the next step of proposing
a program to remedy existing short-
comings in the service's handling of
press relations. It is this next task
that now merits priority attention,
for development and adoption of a
program in this field—a press rela-
tions doctrine, if you will—is one
of the basic needs for a foreign
service thal is adequately prepared
for the problems of the '70s. The
service must conduct itself in this
frequently controversial and frus-
trating area with the same skill and
knowledge that are expected in the
polirical and economic spheres.

The very thought probably raises
hackles among the traditionalists.
Certainly, at one time the term
“press relations”™ would have been
regarded as anathema even in con-
cept for the career foreign service,
The posture for the foreign service
was the one of a silent, profession-
al, non-exposed service and the
press be-dampedsim wa v To

We're past that stage now. To-
day, even the most conservative
foreign service officer would’ con-
cade that effective conduct of for-

A Press

Relations Doctrine

for the

Foreign Service

BARRY ZORTHIAN

Mr. Zorthian, now a Fice Presi-
dent of Time Inc., is a veteran of
iwenry years of governmen! ex-
perience, much of Ir involving
news and the press. He served for
thirteen years with the Voice of
America, including four years as
chief of the VOA newsroom. In
1961 he wenr overseas with USIS
and served first In India and then
from J964 1o+ 1948 ar chief of
prese relations for the US Mizzion
in Vietnam.

eign affairs requires an effort in
the broad field of public communi-
cation. But even today, most
officers would take the position that
the task is one best left to the
political clements of an administra-
tion on the domestic side and to the
specialists (read “technician”; read
“USIS"™) overseas. As for press rela-
tiomns specifically, most foreign serv-
ice officers would rather deal with
the devil himself,—or—even—the—tocat

ity , than
plunge into that particular pool of
professional jeopardy.

The proposition prttenied here is
quite the contrary. The comtenfion
is that the foreign service needs
much greater participation and ex-
pertise in the field of press rela-
tions. (It should be noted that the
word “press”-as used here means
all the news media and most de-
cidedly includes television.) The
point can be demonstrated best
within the larger context of public
communication—and before dealing
with the specifics of press relations,
it is useful 1o examine the wider
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stage of the foreign service role in
communication gencrally.

There is a great deal of appeal in
the preference of the careerist for a
passive role. It lcaves a difficult—
and wsually thankless—chore to
presumed skillful hands and per-
mits the foreign service officer to
devote his energies to those tasks
for which he is especially trained.
So powerful, in fact, has this ap-
peal been historically that during
the fifties and sixties, the foreign
service establishment—in theory at
lzasti—adopted just such a division
of labor, although we shali find that
practice was somewhat different.
Assistant Secretaries, Ambassadors,
and occasionally DCMs were in-
volved in communicating . {al-
though—a—surprisimg momber—of-the
Aatier smid, "1 Will never, BEver Taik
+4e—e—correspondentand_only reluc-

. But the aver-
age forcigm service officer dealt
with the press only in very excep-
tional circumstances—or when he
had a touch of unauthorized “leak-
age” in mind.

Now, with the '70s ahead, this
whole series of precepts should be
re-cxamined. What is needed is an
piring of the role of the foreian
service in communication in gener-
al and, as this article will szek to
argue, in press relations in partico-
lar. A conclusion that urges prealer
foreign service activism in this field
will undonbtedly violaterestablished
practice, but here at least is one -
advocate who says that past prac-
lices are dated and the foreign ser-



vice had best be right in the middle
of the communications arena.

The theory that the forcign serv-
ice is not involved in the commu-
nication task probably had its
origins in pre-World War IT prac-
tice but became fully established in
the post-war development of the
forcign affairs organizational struc-
ture that led to specialization on an
Agency  basis. Those principles
seemed valid enmough at the time,
but they are no longer adequate,
eertainly not in the "70s, and they
need modification te a considerable
degree both in theory and in prac-
tice.

On both counts, the foreign serv-
ice proper has a role, an impor-
tant role, and there is mneed for
active training and participation.
Certainly, this is not a plea for
uncontrolled or, in current terminol-
oy, “unstructured™ efforts at com-
munication by everyone on the De-
partment’s payrell. The Depart-
ment is already notorions for self-
serving, and often uninformed, con-
tacts with the press in Washington.
It dees not need more of this type
of unauthorized press relations.
Mor, before witack by former col-
leazues in USIA, is this a plea to
undercut those guite esteemed pro-
fessionals in the tasks assigned
them cither by law or by the Pres-
ident. And finul disclaimer: an ad-
ministration  certainly must  and
should remain the principal public
advecate of its foreign palicy.

What then is soggested? Simply
that the foreign service officer must
acquire a much better appreciation
and develop a much greater skill
and undertake o much more active
role in the task of communicating.
Such a development should not dis-
place the existing machinery but
rather, provide greater body and
depth to the present machinery.
The officer should have the back-
ground, expericnce and feel for the
task that will permit both skillful
performance on a personal level
and knowledgcable guidance to
subordinates when he is given sen-
ior assignments.

Many foreign service officers to-
-day do just that. They are effective
communicators. They constitute im-
portant assels in the task of com-
municating our foreign policies. But
the skill is individual and almost
accidental. It is still possible to be-

| is that foreign service officers are not

come an Ambassador in a major
post, or a senior Washingion
official dealing with extremely con-
troversial and involved forcign poli-
¢y issues, without any experience
or training in the art of comnwuni-
cation. Institutionally, the forcign
service has no communication skill.

This judgment is not dirccted at
the Department’s press affairs of-
fice. The task faced by Deputy As-
sistant Secretary Robert McCloskey
i5 guite distinet from the require-
ments for the foreign service, al-
though the two obvicusly are re-
lated. What the judgment docs say

prepared for the task of communi-
cating at home or abroad. Tt be-|
comes largely a matter of accident/
whether they are at all effective in
the field when they reach a position
where it is important to have the
skill.

The need for the skill is clear.
Whatever the merits of particular
policies over these past few years,
the importance of public under-
standing and support for the suc-
cessful execation of those policies
hus never been more apparent.
And the key to public support is
cffective communicationi—not com-
munication solely by specialists,
whose effecliveness may  be  dis-
counted simply because thev are in
the business, but communication by
those who formulate and carry out
policy.

The task is one for the political
administration in office in regard to
the broad aspects of foreign policy,

but the professional has an impor-
fant supporting role to play even in
this respect Boih here at home and
evien more of o role overseas where
he is both more visible as the na-
tional representative and more
available. And at a more detailed
stage or on policies of lesser world
magnitude, the professional has
even more responsibility for its com-
munication,

This utilization of the career man
is perhaps unorthodox, but it is
proper in both cases. For the public
both wants and js able lo receive
more information about the con-
duct of its affairs, and szince the
professional at a minimum has
great influence in the formulation
of that policy and at a maximum is
responsible for making it, he should
be subject to public scruting and
dialogue.

These considerations make for-
eign service activism in  modern
communication important in theo-
ry. There is an equally compelling
case for wisible activism when
present practice is examined.

Except in unusual situations
where the professional communica-
tor (the press officer in Washington
or the PAO overseas) has a spe-
cinlly favored relationship with the
Ambassador or is an individual of
unusual skill and strength of char-
acter, the foreign service officer ei-
ther in the role of Ambassador or
DCM or Political Counselor or As-
sistant or Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary usually ends up making the
basic decisions behind the scenes
on issues of substance in communi-
cation. He mayv not decide what
magazine or movie comes from
Washington, but he usually decides
when and how a particularly diffi-
cult forcign policy issue is surfaced—
and even more important, how it is
explained. Furthermore, very often
it is the foreign service officer,
rather than the communicator,
who must bring the element of pub-
lic affairs into the decision-making
process simply because the latter
frequently does not participate in
that process. Thus in practice, deci-
sions involving communications are
very often made by the foreign
service officer even though he may
not be qualificd to do so and even
though he may not accept any re-
sponsibility for the actual task of
communicating publicly.
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All this is not necessarily bad. In
[act, if you accept the thesis that
the participants in the formulation
and execution of policy must also
play a role in communicating it,
then this role of the foreign service
pfficer in practice of making deci-
sions on communication can be a
plus, But it is a plus only if he is
trained and cxperienced in the
ficld. Just as he brings into play his
training and accumulated experi-
ence in the formulation of policy in
the political and economic areas, so
he must have (raining and aec-
cumulated experience in communi-
cation to bring 1o bear.

Thus. the forcign service has a
communications role both in theory
and practicc but its qualifications
for filling that role are question-
able. The remedy is not withdrawal
but an even more active role based
on training and experience.

THE primary aréa for this train-
ing and subsequent active partici-
pation is the ficld of press relations;

foreign service officers cannot and |

should not attempt to duplicate the
techmical skill and experience of
USIA personnel in the various
media. But they should develop in-
sight and experience in communi-
cating foreign policy to the public—
abroad or domestic. While public
speeches and articles are important
aspects of such a skill, the heart of
the effort normally will be directed
lowards the press and the effec-

tiveness of that eflort in turn de-|

pends on “press relations"—the art
of dealing with and communicating
with the public through the press.
Even if the foreign service officer
wants to contend that he should not
deal with the press directly. he will
recognize the importance of skillful
press relations in the process of pub-
lic communication by others. And if
he is to participate, or even if he is
to perform effectively in the role he
fills behind the scenes in sciting
policy on communications, he has a
stake and needs to be knowledge-
able about effective press relations.
The carcer service hardly pre-
pares him for the role. As a junior,
he pets at best only a passing ac-
knowledgment that there is such a
ficl! as press relations. What ex-
posurec he receives is usually lim-
ited to the most perfunctory tasks.
The situation does not improve by

-

mid-carcer. By then, if anvthing, he
has accepied a deep-seated preju-
dice aboul the press lrom his sen-
iors and he is given little opporiuni-
ty to modify that attitude through
firsthand cxposure or dialogue with
the press. By the time he reaches
principal officer assignments where
dealing with the press is often a
critical part of the job, he is often
indifferent or hostile and almost
always ignorant about the press.

There are exceptions, to be sure
—not just non-carcer Ambassadors
who have earlier experience in
communicating but competent, ar-
ticulate foreign service officers
who have an instinct and aptitude
in dealing with the press. And there
are, of course, a good many USIA
officers who are effective in han-
dling the press because of previous
experience (although as the USIA
becomes more and more a career
service, this area of practical press
relations experience is one that will
suffer).

Whatever the number of excep-
tions, the charge of inadequacy is
basically valid and remedies must
be sought. The first and most im-
portant element in providing that
remedy is development of a Press
Relations Doctrine to serve as the
basis for training and the frame-
work for consistency in practice
throughout the service. There is real-
ly no doctrine in existence today—
not in the Department, or in the
foreign service, or even in USIA
for that matter. Individual senior
officers may have personal concepts
that they apply, but thers is no
institutional doctrine that survives
the change of personalities.

It is tempting, of course, to ig-
nore this institutional requirement
for o press doctrine because it can
lead 1o change and contention. Far
casigr to concentrate on the draw-
backs of the press, whieh—can ab-
sorb an cvening of good cathartic
dialogue that does away with the
need for self-examination. But this
article concedes readily that there are
many. many flaws in the press in
the United Stptes. (Me—YieePres
ident,—please—nete—this-positive and
declarative seatence.)- It then says
that the purpose of the present dis-
cussion is not to propose solutions
for the press's shortcomings, but
rather to look for a doctrine that
will help the service to deal better
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with that very same inadequate
press. Furthermore, a doctrine that
becomes part of foreign service tra-
dition and practice can serve as a
highly important influence on the
determinution of press policies at
the departmental level,

That doctrine cannot be precise
and absolute. Press relations is an
art and the practitioners will dis-
agree on many aspects because a
good deal depends on personal skill
and relations. But there are some
basic elements on which it should be
possible to reach consensus or at
least wtilize as a starting point for
further discussion and refinement.

There is one important prelimi-
nary to making a press doctrine
meaningful: the individual forecign
service officer should learm more
ubout the tribal customs and mores
of that somewhat amorphous pro-
fession known as joumnalism, par-
ticularly of foreign correspondents.
You don't have to like correspond-
ents to deal with them (though it
helps), but you should understand
them and their ways just as you
want them to understand foreign
affairs and the foreign service.
What is the difference in role and
approach between the wire services
and the specials? Between dailies
and periodicals? Belween the print
and the audiovisual media? What
are the characteristics of journalism
in the United States that afiect cov-
erage of foreign affairs? Just as
important, what are the ground rules
under which yvou are dealing with
a correspondent? What is “back-
ground"; or “attribution™; or “off the
record?” These must be clearly un-
dersiood and accepted for conmtact
with the press to develop into mu-
tual confidence and dialogue. All
these questions are just starters, But
while the ficld has its share of need-
less esoterics, just as any other pro-
fession, the elements that the non-
specialist has to learn are not so
difficult that they are beyond the
scope of reasonable inguiry. And
the knowledge is important to the
cffective application of the ten
principles listed below—the Ten
Commandments of Press Relations,

These principles have been for-
mulated in terms of a functioning
free press such as we have in the
United States. Clearly, there is an
equally free press in many other
parts of the world and the same



* principles appiv, Where there i not
a frze press, and the press functions
as an instrument of the government
in power, some of thesc concepls
are not applicable although others
are still worth practicing  because
they may have some impact. But
regardless of the status of the press
in the host couniry, the forcign
serviee will still have 1o deal with
free press representatives, including
American, in that country uand
there is an important impact both
in the United States and in other
free press countries from communi-
cution through such representa-
tives. So the principles are worth
attention even when the local ap-
plication may not scem worth the
effort,

The ten:

s Respect the Role of the Press:
The first and foremost of the cindi-
nul rules is a genuine respect for
the role of the press. And this of
collrse requires an understanding of
it. The siatcment of this principle
mayv sound like the opening lines in
a high schoo] civies lecture, But the
number of cases when foreign serv-
ice officers pay lip service o the
eoncept of a free press and object
o it in practice is surprisingly high.
The requirement is not mercly ac-
ceplance of the simplistic schonlboy
concept of a free press bur full
appreciation of the whole constito-
tional role of the fourth estate. Our
system of society is, of course,
based to a significant degree on the
existence of a press that serves as a
wialchdog and observer of the gov-
ernment. And in this role of adver-
sary to the povernment, the press
is—and constitutionally should be—
free and independent. Even when
it hurts—aus the press docs at times,
Even when it's irresponsiblo—as

the press is at times. Even when it
is simplistic or superficial or unin-
tormed—as the press isoal fimes,
The foreign serviee officer miust ie-
cept the function amd the role of
the press in our concept of society
even when the press falls short of
the mark.

o Look at the Press as an Oppor-
tunity: This pranciple s slmest a
corollary of the first cardinal rule.
Il we accept the basic concepis of
our socicty, the poul is an informed
public which passes  enlighiened
judzment on governmental pulicics,
High school civies again? Perhaps.
But again, this is & basic that is
frequently overlooked in the course
of aggravation by the journalist as
an individual, The JefTersonian idcal
of an informed public is more im-
portant than cver today and 1he
best means to that goal is the press.
The press represcnls an opporiunity
and a channel, not o burden or
ohstacle 1o the effective conduct of
forcign affairs which would be the
evaluation given by most foreign
service  officers.  Positive  thinking
about the press thus besomes a
cardinal virtue,

« Educate the Press: This basic
guidance sounds somewhat patron-
izing and would be if misbndersiood.
But in a constructive =ense. vduca-
tion of the press by the foreign serv-
ice constitutes o highly purposeful
exercise. In many cases. the instru-
ment of the press. the correspondent.
is lacking information for either an
accurate réport or a balanced eval-
vation. The problem may be even
more basic; he may not even be
qualified. Rather than dismiss the
problem out of hand, the effcetive
foreign service comununicalor secks
te impart his knowledge and exper-
tise to the press. He informs, he

Fukiy ¥ BEpvid

expluing, he expands. Within the
Imits of nutional security, he pro-
vildes the correspondent with all ex-
pericnce, knowledpe and wisdom
which he has acquired. He has little
o lose, Hegardless of the motiva-
tion or preconceptions of the corre-
spondent, the subsequent  product
will not bhe loss  aceurate—and
might in fact be much more so0. The
fugt is thal mest journalists wel-
come a8 much  background  in-
formution as possible—even though
they will reserve the right to pass
judgment on the accuracy or valili-
ty of that information. The foreign
service’s relationship with the press
will be adversary: it need net '
howtile for there is o joim, if paral-
Iel, responsibility 1o the public,

o Distinguish between  Informa-
tion and Publicity: All of which leads
to principle four—the need o Jdif-
ferentiate boetween information and
publivity. Hervin lies the source of
many of the service's past and cui-
rent pwmﬁmﬁ_f
ment B N is publicity. Most
press releases are publicity in con-
cept and  intent.  Difficultics—and
disappointment—arise  when the
press refuses (properly) to act a5 a
comvevor belt for  publicity, the
transmission of information or facts
from the originating source io the
public without evaluation, review
or screening. The government com-
mumicator has two obligations 10
the press: make the facts known as
he knows them and explain the
policies he has evolved and is seek-
ing to exccute based on those facts.
He must recognize that the role—
the constitutional role—of the press
discussed under rule number one
permits the press (obliges or re-

quires the press would be more opfr

decusie terminology) to review,
cheek on and pass judement on the
accuracy or adequacy of those facts
and review and pass judgment on
the wisdom and effectiveness of
thosce policies, When the foreign
service officer begins to stop heing
disappointed or hurt because the
press has mot served simply as a
transmission  belt for his version

and imerpretation of the sitwatiop— » *~

but instead has acted as the—fnde-
pendent watchdog and judge. he
will be at the point of maturity in
press relations.
e Ne candid and forthcoming:
(Continued on poge 55)
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FPRESS RELATIONS DOCTRIME

continied fromm page 23

Is it still mecessary to state the ob-
vious: "Don’t lie”™? Well, dont. A
far more necessary warning: don’
bhe disingenuous cither. Or even too
clever by hall. It never works and
credibility gaps are born from ignor-
ing such fundamentals. A “no com-
ment” is far preferable to deception
or obfuscation. The world has come
oo far for the service to depend on
the rhetoric and circumlocution of
the past. The public is too sophisti-
cated: the press too skeptical. What
may have been aceeprable cven a
few vears ago is no longer good
enough. The gap between words and
reality. must be  eliminated. The
terminology, the concepts, the style
must be credible, forthright. sophisti-
cared and balanced, Otherwise, it
will almost certainly be rejected out
of hand or at best Jead to such a
degree of skepticism that it will face
incrensed security or hostility. And
when legitimate sccurity considera-
tioms enforce silence, once more the
“no comment” approach is far pre-
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ferable to deception or verbal cam-
ouflage and certainly much more re-
specied by correspondents,

& Restrict Mational Seeurity 1o a
Alinlinum: National sccurity is @
legitimate resiraint that is highly
abused in practice. Today's world is
almost a goldfish bowl and there is
lile that remains confidential for
long. The responsible journalists—
and most arc—recognize that cer-
tain  situations require  discretion
and respeet the limitations ef in-
formation when this is the case.
But they also object to misuse of
the protection when it is simply
camouflage for either shortcomings
or a cloak for activities that merit
public exposure. Properly limited,
national security will be respected.
nocmally, it is resorted to so fre-
quently that it has tended to Jose
meaning. The basic principle for the
forcign service practitioner is the
preatest possible limitation on s
use.

e Take the Initiative: One of the
characteristics of the modern press
that leads to this cardinal principle
is its imtensity and pervasiveness,

Fhe fucts of life decree that most of
the time the Rrst cast to a stocy
provides the shupe for its wltimaie
thrust and impact. The old policy
sujdanee. 11 usked, ete. cle,” is a
dated concept. Far better 1o surface
your story. even the mast negative
one, under circumstances and 1erms
of vour own choosing, Just about
anything damaging is going to be-
come public sumewhere along the
ling af wyou let nature lake its
course, and a variation of Murphy's
Law seems inevitably 1o come into
effect: the story will emerge under
the worst possible  circumstances.
Call it managed news il yvou will,
but usually vou'll do better, cven in
a negative sense, when vou tuke
the imitiative and provide the set-
tng and time. And in view of the
brevity of the public spun of interest
on most storics, contrary inlcrproa-
lions may never eatch up with your
pre-cmiption of the figld.

o Bear in Mind the Interrelation-
ship of Government: Gone are the
days when State was State and De-
fense was Defense and never the
twiin need coeriE= Even State
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and Commerce now have 1o -2!1"
wogether, The reality onee more
dictutes the concept that all povern-
ment agencies are interrcluted. It is
bécoming increasingly hard 1o dif-
ferentiate between civilian news and
military news, or between political
news and cconomic news. Apencies
of the same government have to one,
pay more than lip service to each
other’s existence and interests, Co-
ordination, common press policies,
€ven inler-government communica-
tion would scem in order.

# [car in mind the Interrelation-
ship of the World: There was also a
time when there was a foreign aun-
dience and a domestic audience.
Witness the restrictions placed upon
USIA. But if the distinction was
ever valid. it is not valid any more
in this cra of instant communica-
tion. The words from the steps of
the White House are heard as
<learly and promptly in New Delhi
and Bangkok as in Mew York and
Chicago. There is no such thing as
comment to a restricted auwdicnce.
Technically, communication today
can take your words whole and
immediatcly transport them an}'~

T

where in the world 1w a different
seiting that may
different meaning. Tt is important to
bear in mind this capahility of
modern journalism when communi-
cating, The audicnce is a vast and
diverse one. And if the subject is of
sufficient intcrest, it is a wniversal

well lead 1o o

« Finally, remember this is an
Ari: Between cardinal principle one
and cardinal principle ten are a
whole series of warnings, admoni-
tions and pguidances. But in the
end, the practitioner must be aware
that press relations is an art and if
all the nine earlier principles are
faithfully observed and cffectively
executed, there is still no assurance
that the results will come oot as
intended. And once more, that is
nat necessarily discouraging. There
is no such thing as a 100 per cent
favorable press coverage; by the
very nature of things there should
not be, You may be eminently suc-
cessful if that story is less negative
than it might have been otherwise.
And you are probably highly effec-
tive if you have a batting average
over .500. For foreign policy is not

meant to he popular ot all times;
nor is the nature of the press such
that it feels comfortable in the role
of constunt supporter. So the tenth
and last cardinal principle is 1o
count your blessings if vou get a
fair deal by objective standards—
standards other than your own.
Having listed all these guide-
lines—these Ten Commandments
of Press Relations, this foundation
for a State Department Press Rela-
tions Doctrinc—there is the need to
warn against expecting too much
from skilled efforts in this arca.
Effective communication, skilled
press relations is not a substitute for
substantive policics. Tt is only a
complement and  supplement to
them. But as such, it can oflten
constitute the ingredient that marks
the difference between success and
failure in the conduct of forcign
affairs. And it is a skill—whether
based on this set of principles or
another—in which the foreign serv-
ice needs training and experience
if the service is to meet ils responsi-
bilitics in the conduct of foreign
policy in the "70s, ]
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Thank you, Ed, for the kind introduction.

I'm very pleased to join with you today. I must confess
that when Gen. Simmons asked me to make this presentation, 1 had
some reservations. l've played a number of roles in my life but

certainly historian 15 not one of them.

However, I alseo realize that Vietnam where I spent a
very intense period of wy life, is now coming under renewved
scrutiny by vyou and your professional colleagues. A key aspect
of that re-examination must be the coemmunication of that war to
the American public and the effect of that communication process
on public support of the war and icts ultimate outecome. And that
gquestion in turn raises the subsidiary questions of the respective
roles of the government and the media in the process and the

relations between the fwo.

The issues raised by these guestions are &5 controversial
gtill as any that deal with this most complicated and unhappy of
our nation's experiences in this century. Ultimately, it is
you, the scholar-historians, who will have to provide the definitive
answers for it 1is only ¥ou who will have the perspective to find
the balance and that mcst elusive of 511 commodities, the truth.
It was Walter Lippman who said, "Ae the free press develops, the
paramount point is whether the journalist, like the scientist or
scholar, puts truth inm the first place or the second.™ I would
suggest that insofer as Vietnzm is cencerned the same thought

would spply to free govermment a&s well.
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And I suggest that this is the basic question you will have to

answer - whether the media and the government provided the truth

in Vietnam.

Let me try to contribute to this undertaking of yours
by giving you some personal thoughts, thoughts incidentally which
have evolved over the years and been tested over and over in the
intense dialogue during this time between representatives of the
two. [ would not suggest that consensus has been reached - far
from it = but perhaps the parameters of the discussion are better

established now. It will be up to vyou to find the middle way.

Except for a brief wvisit in the fifties, 1 began my
service in Vietnam a little more than twenty years ago — Very
junier by some standards, a real old-timer by others. Mine were
what 1 call the Middle Years = the period between the Diem
government overthrow and the build-up of Awmerican forces to a
level of over one half-million in mid-1968. 1 might note
parenthetically that the press corps in Saigon grew proportionately

almost as much during the same years.

I speak with intimate knowledge only of those vears.
For the other vears in Vietnam, my experience is that of an
interested and involved observer but not of & first-hand participant.
The positioning is important. Vietrnamw was —any things in many
periods. There are few generalities that apply te the whole
period of American iovolvement and few lessons that are valid for

the whole span of our participation &nd experience.
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One is tempted to answer the question of whether the
government and the media communication on Vietnam to the American
public was good, bad or in-between with the flip answer “all of
the above." Such a response is probably closer to the truth than
any flat, conclusive judgment. But unfortunately it does not
contribute much to understanding. So let me try to probe a little
deeper but before doing so, it is important to identify some of
the particular characteristics of the stage upon which the actors
= the media, the U.5. government, the South
Vietnamese, Hanol - operated.

For these characteristics which made Vietnam so unique in many
ways in our mational experience certainly are significant

factors in a response to the questions 1 have posed.

I suggest the following as important elemsents in

understanding the communication of the Vietnam war.

» Vietnam was the first open war In moderm history -
at least during the period 1 am talking about. Whatever the
merits - and there is much dispute still about whether there should
have been censorship or not = Vietnam was conducted without pre=
censorship and with unprecedented access for the press to the war
itself and to the people involved. The result was a goldfish
bowl atmosphere that brought with it periodically a tendency on

the part of the government to CcoOmpensates.
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. Ahd yet for all this openness and the huge corps
of journalists usually in that country, I would remind you that
Vietnam can accurately be described as a war half-covered. Sure,
there was an occasional carefully controlled visit to Hanoi;
Eure, a €ommunist journalist sometimes filed a dispatch supposedly
from V.C. front lines. But the KNorth Vietnamese and the V.C.
hardly faced the scrutiny of dozens of probing, skeptical and
critical journalists looking at every facet of their actions and
communicating their findings in great and uncensored volume to a

public at home.

. Vietnam was also the first television war - the
first complete exposure of all the horror and destructien of war
to @ mass audience in color in the comfort of the home. And
while some specialiscs believe that television in the final
analveis did not make a difference, certainly television news

came to maturity in Vietnam - and its impact was considerable in

intensifying conceptions and emotions.

» Vietnam was our first nationally-shared experience
in this century with guerilla warfare - the government's, the
media's, and the public's - complicated by a distant settimg for

which we had little knowledge and little empathy. The subtleties
required for this war and for this setting were hardly in the
American manner or experience. The clash was not only of nmen
under arms but of ecultures, concepts, outlooks, and, ves,; even

methods of communication to the world at large.
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- Vietnam developed in its early stages and continued
to have throughout an element of not only the normal and desirable
adversary relationship between government and press in our system
but a degree of hostility and dispute that fed on itself and
destroyed any prospect of mutually developed solutions to some of
the problems of communication. The government was cast inm the
position that its word was automatically questioned until proven
correct in contrast to the past when its word tended to be accepted
unless proven otherwise. The word of the press seemed equally

challenged in many segments of the electorate.

. Judgments made now about practices then should be
based on the ground rules existing then. Vietnam came in the
midst of a social reveolution in the United 5tates - wWhether cause
or effect 1 leave to the sccial scientists. But the government's
relations with the media were changing. Indeed, the government's
relations with its electorate changed. Many of the problems
between the government and the press grew out of these changing

relationships.

- To generalize about wvirtually anvthing in Vietnam
was most often misleading and frequently dangerous. The war
extended through manvy phases and many administrations; the press =
and throughout these comments 1 use the word to imclude the
audie-visual mediaz as well - contained many outlets, many forms

and many viewpoints. To talk about “the government' is as
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inaccurate as to talk about “the press.” There was no monolithic
institution or control in either category. But what comment I do
make about “the press” in these remarks applies to the major

media, the national media, certainly not the dozens of "non-

journalists” who were present.

Now having cautioned against the practice, let me

proceed to try to answer in general terms the gquestions that 1
have raised. But in doing so, let me set my own limitatioms: I
speak of 1964-68; I speak of Vietnam; 1 speak of the coverage of
Scouth Vietnam and the operations, programs and actions there; 1
speak not of the Diem periocd or the post-Johnson administrations
in the U.5., not of debate or dispute sbout the war in the United
States, not of coverage of Hanoi, not as to whether we should or

should not have been in Vietnam, not even of the morality of war.

(Opt.) It is not helpful in attewmpting to make judgments
in this framework to say Sioply, as one distinguished jourmalist
wrote in 1977, that "more often than not, and for far toec long,
what the press was getting from the government over the long,
agonized, tormenting vears of Vietnam...was trash.” Nor teo say
on the other hand as another experienced journalist wrote in 1981
"But never before Vietnam had the collective policy of the media -
no less stringent term will serve = sought by graphic and unremitting
distortion the victory of the enemies of the correspondents own side.”
The truth as uvusuwal is much more difficult and complex and it should
be our goal today to move a little closer to that truth so that we

can learn for the future. (End Opt.)
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Here then are scme bottom line responses based on the

periéd and limitations I have stated:

. More often thanm not, the press was more accurate
in cu;ering the situation in Vietnam than the ocfficial government
public reports - at least up until Tet. And vet far too often at
key points on critical issues, there were stories that contained

inaccuracies, distortions and misinterpretations.

. More often than not, the U.5. public was well
served by the performance of the briefing authorities, military
and civilian. And I base this judgment not just on the on-record
briefings but alsc on the woluminous backgrounding anmd om the
extended and constant access the media had to government Sources.
And again I say, this 1s not te mean that there were no flawg in

the government's performance and no need for improvements.

L] More often than not, the press covered military
operations better tham the political aspects; the American presence

better than the Vietnamese; the individual G.I. better than the

big picture.

™ Far too infrequently, in fact wvirtually never,
did reporters transmit accurately the policies and objectives of

the National Liberation Front and the government of Hanoi.
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.
. Were reporters “"used”? What does that mean? Were
they given information with the motive of seeing a particular
story appear in print? Of course they were — by the government,

by the critics, by the South Vietnamese, by the V.C., by Hanmoi;

and, by each other.

- As the number of U.5. troops increased, did the
press switch from political analysis to an emphasis on battle
coverage. MNo but the press did let its growing opposition and
criticise of the war begin to show up in the nature and tilt of

its coverage - not more often than not but in far too many cases.

What are the lessons of all this? Certainly Vietnam
was & failure in terms of government communicetion to its
electorate. I would suggest that perhaps it was not an overvwhelming
success in terms of communication by the media either. Heow can
the two sides do better in the future? The particular set of
circumstances that appeared in Vietnam are not likely to be
repeated elsewhere but there canm certainly be situtations that
lend themselves to the same kind of problems of communication.
1f there are, let me suggest some principles that need to he

observed.
For the government:
. Expect and anticipate an open war with full exposure

to the media - to a pervasive, probing skeptical media. Censorchip

and control may be possible in a conventiconal type of war but it
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is8 not likely to-be practical in the type of situation we faced
in Vietnam. Ranéubar that for better or worse, the open society
which we have chosen puts a premium on the role of a free press.
The American public has never accepted censorship of the press in
war except for protection of tactical wilitary information. It
is mot likely to do so in the future. The non-military stories
and judgment which are what gave you the most grief in Vietnam
are part of the ground rules that are likely to exist. Understand

them, respect them and plan to operate with them in effect.

- Develop a government doctrine in dealing with the
press based on a concept of an independent press and as open &
government as is possible. Make such a doctrine part of the
training of vour military and civilian officials - particularly

the foreign service and the military officer corps.

. Frovide full and candid informatiom tec the electorate
on vyour actions and judgments. Maximum candor with minimum
security is a principle well worth observimg. Your communication
must c¢onform with the facts and with reality on the ground. And
I add that it should be consistent, between Washington and Saigon,

between general and lieutenant.

(Opt.) . Develop a better method of collecting information

on military operations to meet the needs of the press and, bevond

it, of the electorate. (End Opt.)



§
(Opt.) - Learn from the press. Use 1its observations as a

source of information, as a check on your own :hannelﬁ. The

added input can be extremely useful. (End Opt.)
And for the press:

. Re-examine the institutional characteristics of
the media. The pressures of time, competitiveness, volume and
dramatic impact distort and intensify coverage to a degree that

obfuscates rather than informs or clarifies.

& Place more stress on qualifications. The government
was criticized for putting both military and civiliams in Vietnam
on & short tour. It was called a revolving door policy. But was
the media anvy different? One week wonders and six month veterans
passing overall judgments on this most complicated of situations.
Sure there were experienced and knowledgeable hands but how does
the reader or viewer tell one from the other, particularly when
the newer is making dramatic and absolute comments in the effort
to make page one or the evening news. The media has a need to
spend more time and resources in developing qualificacions of its
personnel for complex and difficult assignments - time spent
learing language, culture, history, politics, mores, even the

nature and conduct of the war if that is whart is involved.

{Opr.) . Don't generalize from the particular. And for the

government, don't dispute the particular on the basis of the

general. (End Opt.)
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. Be sknptical indeed of the government's public
posture. But be equally skeptical of all your sources. Look for
the motivation — even from the critics, certainly from the other
side and most of all from any of the actors on stage to whom you
do not have access. At least one major news magazine found out
after the war that its most trusted Vietnamese employee, the man
who had been senior assistant to at least five bureau chiefs, was

a longtime V.C. agent.

» Discriminate and limit the authority of your
sources to the extent of their expertise. The President and the
private both spoke in Vietnam - and the press splicited and

sometimes gave equal weight to both.

- BEeware of the home ocffice and its pressure for
competitive copy. Beware of the herd instinect and wour peer
pressures. Beware of your own blases and sympathies. Save your
opinion for product labeled as such: Kepp your reporting to

reporting.

- And finally when vou think you see everything
clearly, when you feel you have all the answers, when everything
cakes sense, when you begin to speak in aboslutes and feel you
are the sole guardian of truth and wmorality, run, den't walk, to

another country. The time for reassignment has come.
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And that would normally be the end of my story. But

like one of those semi-documentary television programs, this -
Etory deserves a postscript. How have the actors fared since

Vietnam came to a close for the United State in 1973 - and where

do they stand today.

Well, let's fast-forward to the currenmt era. For the
media and the government went through further years of hostility
and adversial relationship for a period after the war - is it
necessary to mention Watergate - and relations which applied to
the military as well. But then new generations arrived on the
scene and relations seemed to improve gradually. While there were
still strains and disputes, normalcy seemed to be returning.

That trend was disrupted late in 1983 by an operation called
Gremada when the military, with the backing of the Administration

= parclvy put of confusion a&nd partly out of distrust = prevented
the media from covering the operation for two days. I will not
review for you the specifics of the controversy that erupted.

You are well aware of that dispute but perhaps you are not as
familiar with the prospective ultimate post-mortem. For the
controversy over the media in Grenada led to the appointment of a
commission of active miliitary and retired journalists on which 1
served to review military¥y-media relationships and coverage of combat
operations in the future. That in turm led to recommendations te
the military that have still not heen endorsed but we are told

will probably be accepted inm whole that are perhaps wore indicative
of the relations between the two institutions than the Grenada

experience.
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While it would not be proper ‘to go into teo much
detail on the Commission renunmendatlnn; until they are made
public, it is appropriate to note that the group concluded “"the
U.5:. media should cover U.S5. military npnrn:iunn to the maximum
degree possible consistent with mission security and the safety
of U.5: forces.” And its most lmportant specific recommendatioen
would codify the key principle of an "open war"” - media coverage
of combat with voluntary adherence to limited restrictions on

tactical military information but without pre-transmission

censorship of copy or broadcast.

(Opt.) The military could choose otherwise. It could revert
to the Korean War and World War II patterns of formal censorship
of combat coverage. There are many both in the military and in
civilian life (and evem some journalists) who prefer the great
safety and reassurance (and shifting of responsibility)} of pre-
transmission censorship. For "open wars™ have been almost as
unpopular on the democratic side of the world as the cowmmunist in
the vears since our involvement in Vietnam. Some of our closest
prospective Allies have chosen formal cenmsorship in their most
recent military operations: the Israelies in their abbreviated

operations involving their Arab neighbors and the British in the

Falklands. (End Opt.)

(Opt.) Acceptance of the Commission's recommendations would
constitute a gamble by the military. The ecritics have some ground

for concern. Unrestricted coverage is not without its problems.
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The prospect of either inadvertant or even deliberate violation

of the tactical rules by inexperience or hostile correspondents

can lead to a good deal of distress for fronmt line commanders.

Field generals contemplate with considerable concern the possibility
of real time coverage of the battlefield that may reveal important
information to eavesdropping enemy intelligence. And the thought

of unrestricted nightly coverage of combat on television is not

likely to bring restful nights to political leaders. (End Opt.)

There would be of course some leverage remaining in the
hands of the military. Violatien of the ground rules could lead
to suspension of acereditation = but this condition is one that

virtually all journalists are ready to accept.

Even with this, the military would be sticking its neck
out by opting for "open war." It seems ready to do so largely
because of the track record in Vietnam, for despite all the
disputes and controversy surrounding the press in Vietnam, there
were only half a dozem recorded violations of ground rules that
required the lifting of credentials while 1 was there. The
controversy and criticism was over stories that would not normally
be subject to censorshilp - judgmental stories on strategy,

leadership, perforwmance, political factors, etc.

There is of course no guarantee that an “open war”

policy would not be overturned at some future date by another
FPentagon leadership but I suggest that the apparent readiness of

the Pentagon toc endorse the concept now is a wvalid indication of



Pige - Fifteen

\
the attitude of the military towards the media - a vote of
confidence in the media's responsibility and coupefance. And
the media itself has stated flatly its readiness to accept and

exercise this degree of responsiblity.

It's a nice positive thought with which to end these
comments — the development of a healthy, mutually respectful
relationship between the government and the media. It is a
desirable prospect for i1t will mean that the electorate - the
ultimate foundation feor both the governmemt and the media will

be served more effectively.
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