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. Should America Have A
“War Press Act”?

by
Captain James E. Wentz, US Navy

Would the American public support the enactment of a War Press
Act; parallel legislation to the War Powers Act?

Or, a Protection of (military) Information Act; as a balance to the Freedom °
of Information Act, with scope similar to the British Official Secrets Act?

These questions are relevant against the backdrop of our recent military
experience in Grenada. On 25 October 1983 US forces, acting on the orders
of their Commander in Chief, occupied Grenada. The island was closed to
nonmilitary air and sea traffic and journalists were excluded from reporting
on-scene action. The reasons for excluding reporters, according to Defense
Secretary Caspar Weinberger, were fear for the safety of reporters and the
desire of military commanders to preserve the secrecy of ongoing military
operations.

Experienced military officers recognized additional reasons for excluding
the press. On-scene newsmen require three vital assets to report a battlefield
story, assets that are in short supply during the initial phase of a military
operation. They are transportation, communications, and the precious time
and attention of knowledgeable personnel to explain strategy, tactics,
suc cesses, setbacks, and human interest facts.

Usually, modern military operations are fast moving, with jeeps, heli-
«opters, and armored personnel carriers speeding forces to tactical battle
points. Even pencil-and-paper newsmen, unencumbered with video and
audio gear, cannot be given personal transport, or assighment to the transport
of a combat crew, without disruption to the operational flow of combat and
support personnel. Until a military operation has stabilized and lives are no
longer at great risk can the assignment of transport to nonmilitary functions
be considered without impinging on a force’s mission.

Once a story is gathered it takes a communications circuit, or a courier
using operational transportation, to deliver the manuscript or film to the
editorial offices of the publishing or broadcast organization. Military
communications circuits and personnel must be taken away from operational
duties in order to facilitate the filing of news copy. Editors in the United
States, in competition with one another, expect on-scene correspondents to



66  Naval War College Review

overcome the problems and fighting men’s objections to having copy
transmitted over military cricuits. Often, this leads to acrimonious confron-
tations between the on-scene reporter and the on-scene commander who
controls the priority of outgoing messages. When more than one reporter is
competing for use of limited communications facilities, the resalt is almost
always bitter feelings. News media discontent joins enemy opposition in the
problem matrix of the theater commander.

Even if the difficulties of transport and communications were overcome,
the third factor needed to compose a battle news report—perspective and
quotes from the mouths of battle participants—is both trying and burden-
some for an on-scene commander to accommodate. Many military officers
and enlisted men are uncomfortable in media encounters. They may be cool
in combat but self-conscious in front of a microphone. The morale of men and
the efficiency of battlefield operations is, in the view of many combat-tested
veterans, impeded by the intrusion of reporters seeking intervicws and
broadcast worthy footage. Better, they think, that participants in the battle
be left unhampered by outside distractions until the shooting subsides.

The New York Times editorial on Friday, 28 October 1983, decricd the
absence of newsmen during the initial phase of the Grenada cumpaign. It
cited news coverage of several events during World War II as examples of
courageous and responsible media reporting. Those examples took place
several years after the commencement of hostilities, not during the eritical
first days of the action. In any event, WWII was a war in which press
censorship was accepted and, in which, all elements of American society—
including the news media—were involved in the preservation of America as
a nation against the military might of the Axis powers. The editorial also
implied that the presence of newsmen in Grenada would ensure objective,
public scrutiny of administration actions.

While it is certain that the political process of the American system will
ensure that the military actions ordered by the administration will be
subjected to public debate, the American public might agree with the retired
British reporter who stated that in times of crisis, “objectivity can come back
in fashion when the shooting is over.” The apparent national approval for the
successful, and seemingly necessary security operation in Grenada, and the
relatively small casualty figures for the operation, would seem to justify the
policies adopted for the conduct of the campaign—including the initial
exclusion of reporters.

Some journalism schools teach the definition of “news’” as any event that
has the element of conflict, catastrophe, controversy, or uniqueness.
Everything else is “information” or human interest. US and foreign news
organizations are highly competitive; company against company, editor
against editor, reporter against reporter, anchorman against anchorman.
They want to ferret out the news of a conflict, i.e., about equipment that does
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not work or about poorly led units. Everyone wants to be first; with the
announcement of the impending or unfolding news event and with follow-up
facts, analysis and interpretation. Correspondents in a *‘hot,” combat
environment are no different. Their reputations, and livelihoods, and the
prestige of their parent organizations, are at stake.

Unfortunately, to prevail in this highly charged environment, the press
corps must intrude into the execution of military operations to gain, most
importantly, the time and attention of personnel whose mindset should be
exclusively devoted to achievement of tactical objectives and preservation of
human life. The on-scene commander must expect his superiors to provide
him with a combat environment that is devoid of distractions that might
interfere with the swift exccution of operations and lead to casualties. A
reporter can follow a battle, gather material for his story, and withdraw
while the marine or soldier muststay. The latter’s attention should be riveted
to the battle and covering his buddies on his flanks—not to how he wiil
appeat on 40 million television sets back home.

Military operations, and the news coverage of combat, have changed since
Matthew Brady took his primitive camera onto Civil War battlefields, or
since. Walter Cronkite covered World War II action in Europe as a
notebook-toting reporter for the United Press. The arrival of a CBS minicam
team, cither alone or headed by a modern day electronic Walter Cronkite,
during any US combat operation, cannot help but cause disruption to the
onhgoing opetations; no matter how much the celebrity newsman may wish
differently. Multiply that hypothetical scene by the hundreds of correspon-
dents who assembled to cover the Grenada operation and one can imagine the
leadership problems facing NCOs and company commanders. Combat
marines should have tunnel vision—they should focus solely on swift,
victorious termination of hostilities with minimum casualties. Until the
shooting subsides, political leaders, not men under fire, should be the center
of media attention.

Is federal legislation needed to regulate news media access to the initial
phase of a US military operation? Can American lives be saved, and the
legitimate rights of a free press be protected, by tougher laws governing the
dissemination of classified, military information? Has the time come to
rethink the roles and responsibilities of the military and the media, during
combat, in the electronic age? The author’s responses are yes, yes, yes.

Captain Wentz, a former newspaperman, will soon leave the Naval War
College to become a research scholar at the London School of Economics and
Political Science.

v Y/



68

US Policy Opportunities*

by
Richard Pipes

he year 1983 marks two-thirds of a century from the time when the
Bolsheviks seized power in Russia. In the decades that have elapsed,
US attitudes and policies toward the Sovict regime have undergone frequent
changes. There were the initial fifteen years when Washington simply
ignored the Communist state, as if expecting it to go away. There were the
periods of rapprochement which on occasion (as during World War II and
the early 1970s) bore all the marks of an alliance. There were also periods of
aggressive containment of Soviet expansion that now and then came
perilously close to the outbreak of hostilities. And yet, notwithstanding such
seemingly extreme oscillations, there runs through the record of US policies
toward the USSR one common thread: the virtually exclusive concentration
of American policy-makers on Moscow’s external behavior, or, as Ernest
May has recently put it, on “events.”” US policies toward the Soviet Union
have been and continue to be determined by Washington’s evaluation of that
country’s behavior outside its own domain as being either “aggressive” or
“restrained.” When the USSR exercises “restraint” in its foreign policy, we
respond with friendship and rewards. When it behaves “aggressively,” we
resort to punishments. In this calculating manner we seem to expect to tame
the Soviet challenge.

As someone interested in intellectual history,  have often wondered about
the philosophical underpinnings of such a foreign policy, and concluded that
it is rooted in Watsonian “behaviorist” psychology, a theory particularly
suited to America’s predominantly commercial culture. For it was John B.
Watson who introduced earlier in this century the principle that human
conduct canbe explained almost exclusively in terms of stimuli and responses
and has nothing to do with “‘states of mind”* which, in international relations,
would consist of a country’s political traditions, culture, and ideology. In the
view of the behaviorist school, one simply adds or subtracts stimuli until the
desired response is attained.

In one sense, such a behaviorist approach to the conduct of foreign
relations is understandable. The only threat we face from the Soviet Union

*Lecture given at the Naval War College annual Current Strategy Forum.
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and its dependencies derives from their external actions, namely, intimida-
tion and overt aggression directed at us, our allies, and neutral powers. Much
as Americans may dislike the internal policies of Communist regimes, they
are not prepared to try to change them; indeed, we accorded the Soviet
Union diplomatic recognition at the very time when it was setting in motion
a most appalling internal bloodbath. We may condemn undemocratic
regimes, whether of the so-called left or right variety, but we act against
them only when they try to impose their systems on others. And then we seek
to manipulate them with ““stimuli’’ in the form of rewards and punishments.

It may be understandable, but is it sensible? Is human behavior, whether of
an individual or of a government, really determined only by external stimuli
and hence at the mercy of outside manipulators? Not only is this proposition
questionable on its own merits but, as experience has shown in international
relations, it does not serve well in practice either. One cannot divorce
behavior from the nature of the behaving object, nor can one reasonably
expect to secure the desired response merely by adding or withholding
stimuli.

I do not propose to provide here an analysis of the causes of Soviet
aggressiveness. But surely, before we can ask ourselves what policies are
most likely to attenuate our problems with the USSR, we must be clear in our
own mind where the problems lie. Let me, for my part, state emphatically
that I do not believe—as many do—that the state of US-Soviet relations is
primarily a function of US intentions and initiatives. We sometimes act as if
US-Soviet relations were the by-product of controversies between “hawks”’
and “doves’” in this country, with the Soviet Union relegated to the role of a
concerned but passive party. As far as I can ascertain, the United States and
the Soviet Union have no genuine conflicts of interest: neither territorial
claims against each other, nor competition for markets nor—given the small
role assigned to ideology in the American political culture—ideological
differences that matter. The tensions between the two countries bear no
resemblance to the ones that dominate Sino-Soviet relations or cause Arab-
Israeli enmity. Oursis a purely artificial conflict initiated by Stalin as soon as
the tide of World War II had turned in his favor for reasons imbedded in
Soviet requirements and aspirations. Strictly speaking, there is nothing the
United States can do (short of outright capitulation) to avert this enmity. As
George Kennan once well expressed it, they hate us not for what we do but
for what we are. Ever since it had become certain that the expectations of
spontaneous world revolution which the Bolsheviks had entertained until
1920 or so would not be realized, the elite that lords it over Communist
countries has had to find an external enemy to furnish it with internal
legitimacy—to safeguard the privileges that it had monopolized, and to
justify the disproportionate expenditures on the military establishment,
whose essential function it is to protect this elite from its own people. For the
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real enemy of every Communist regime resides within its own borders. To
deflect this domestic hostility they require surrogate enemies elsewhere. In
the interwar period they were the “Fascists’’ and since 1945 it has been the
United States. If this assumption is correct, then the fundamental problem
that we face in our dealings with the Soviet Union lies inside that country,
i.e., inthe “system” of which its external conduct is but a manifestation. To
concentrate attention on and respond to conduct alone is to deal with
symptoms instead of causes.

The practical difficulty here is that while our ability to influence internal
conditions in the Soviet Union and other Communist countries is obviously
extremely limited, itis not entirely absent. What I would like to plead forisa
closer coordination of our policies vis-a-vis the USSR so as to take into
account the effect our actions have not only on Russia’s international conduct
but also on her internal developments.

As concerns the Soviet military threat, there is wide consensus in this
country that it must be matched and neutralized, even if considerable
disagreement exists as to the precise extent of the threat and the best ways of
coping with it. Controversy over such issues is legitimate and proper.
However, it is disconcerting to see responsible public figures approach the
problem not in terms of the need, but of fiscal affordability. It is as if the
competitor of our armed forces was Medicaid rather than the Red army. On
the subject of the military threat, one only needs to stress that, given the
uniquely advantageous geopolitical situation of Russia—which enables it to
shift forces rapidly within its own confines from the frontiers of Western
Europe to those of the Middle East and from there to East Asia—we are wise
in not contesting Soviet superiority in land forces. But this forfeiture places
on us the obligation of maintaining a comfortable margin of superiority on
the sea and in the air, not to speak of credible deterrence in strategic forces.
Credible, that is, to the Soviet High Command even if not necessarily to the
American Association of Atomic Scientists.

The military threat is readily understood by most people, which is
probably why governments that feel externally threatened tend to reduce the
threat to military terms. But it would be a delusion to believe that by
neutralizing the danger posed by Soviet armed might we would eliminate the
Soviet threat altogether. One needs only to recall that in the immediate
post-World War II years, when the United States enjoyed nuclear
monopoly, the Soviet Union was in an exceptionally truculent mood.

To cope effectively with the Soviet threat, one has to understand its
comprehensive character. Leninism-Stalinism, which continues to dominate
Soviet thinking and behavior, is a doctrine that calls for the militarization of
all aspects of life. It has been rightly observed that Lenin put Clausewitz on
his head by treating politics as the pursuit of war by other means. This
conception is a historic novelty to which the non-Communist world has had

US Policy Opportunities 71

great difficulty adjusting. In the Communist view, foreign policy (for which
there exists, properly speaking, no Marxist theory) is the extension of class
conflict onto the international arena. In the blunt words of D.B. Riazanov, a
leading Russian Marxist of the 1920s, “the war of the proletarian state is a
continuation of the revolution by other means.” In this view, struggles between
nations represent the internationalization of struggles among classes; and since
the class struggle must rage until it is finally resolved by the triumph of
“classless” society, international conflict is equally unavoidable until the
ultimate triumph of “socialism” around the globe. In this conflict, all
instrumentalities must be employed because all of them are expressions of
underlying productive relations: ideas as well as economic resources and
political levers, not to speak of military force. Failure to grasp this essential
feature of communism and exclusive concentration on the military threat has
been the cause of the failure of numberless attempts to stem Communist
aggression, from the Russian Civil War to the war in Vietnam. To act as if the
challenge were exclusively military is to leave one’s flanks open to devastating
nonmilitary assaults.

Adam Michnik, a leading theorist of Solidarity, opens one of his books with
the startling statement: ‘“The government under which [ live has as its objective
the establishment of dominion over human minds.” This is the view from the
inside; but because in the Communist outlook the line separating internal from
external policy is far less sharp than it is in our thinking, it applies in some
measure to Soviet foreign policy as well. Inside their own realm, the
Communist authorities seek to establish dominion over minds by controlling
the flow of information; outside of it, where they lack this power, they do so by
semantic manipulation and by setting the rules of international discourse in a
manner that exclusively favors their cause. Let me illustrate what I mean.

The majority of Americans would probably define the cause they espouse
and defend as that of freedom, broadly interpreted. But since in any contest
over freedom the Soviets would obviously lose, Moscow has consciously
striven—and to an astonishing degree succeeded—to define the East-West
conflict as one pitting the forces of peace against those of war, or “nuclear
holocaust.” Indeed, so successful has this campaign been that there is a certain
cmbarrassment in the very mention of freedom as a national objective, as if it
were a cause detrimental to peace.

Once this principle has been established as a frame of reference, several
consequences follow:

e Peace can only be preserved by “détente,” defined as the antithesis of
“cold war” and interpreted to mean the acceptance, among other things, of
Communist-sponsored “wars of national liberation” in the Third World.
Under such rules of the game, to raise the issue of the Soviet occupation of
Afghanistan, for example, is tantamount to undercutting détente and risking
nuclear holocaust, détente’s allegedly sole alternative.




























































































