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“The liberties of the people…never will be secure when the transaction of their rulers may be concealed from them…I am not an advocate for divulging indiscriminately…such transactions as relate to military operations…which required their secrecy should not have been effected.  But to cover with the veil of secrecy the common routine business is an abomination in the eyes of every intelligent man.”  Patrick Henry 1775

Abstract

This paper provides an overview of the practice of public diplomacy during military and peacekeeping operations conducted in the Western Hemisphere.  Its purpose is to offer generic commentary on the more specific pieces to be presented by U.S. and Latin American panelists on the approach to handling media representative during periods of crisis occasioned by such operations as the U.S. rescue mission in Granada, coverage of military operations during the turbulent years of the 80’s in Central America, the peace keeping operations undertaken by the Clinton administration in Haiti, including analogous situations elsewhere.  It traces the evolution of the approach to “handling the media” from one of seeming obstructionism to the most recent strategy of “embedded press.”  It includes strategies to meet media needs for collective information, for facilitating access to military action and authoritative spokespersons, to providing in-house information with a view to providing an accurate view of developments as they occur.  It also discusses of the role of the media in wartime, posing the question of whether the media reflects reality or creates it own reality via an active process of selecting, structuring, and shaping the news.  It includes too a Latin American viewpoint, one that is quite the opposite of that of the American practitioner of public diplomacy – one that sees government officials and the military on opposite sides from the media during military and peace-keeping operations.
This paper is keyed to the input of panelists who have consented to participate in a panel discussion of the role of public diplomacy in managing the media and molding public opinion during three U.S. military operations in Latin America.  These include Mr. James Dandridge, charged with assisting the U.S. press during the U.S. Grenadine incursion, who will present his sometimes frustrated efforts to assist the media in Granada, and Mr. Stanley Schrager, former Public Affairs Officer, in Port au Prince, Haiti, who will describe his role in developing a public information strategy and his relationship with the international media during the Peace Keeping Operations in Haiti Mr. Donald Hamilton, former Public Affairs Officer in El Salvador, who will focus of the public information strategy and media handling in Central America in the 80’s.   Adding a Latin American perspective to the subject is Mr. Raul Sohr, respected Chilean journalist and media commentator. 
Introduction

What is Public Diplomacy?  Public diplomacy is the process of communicating with overseas publics.    Public diplomacy is often meant to be media direction or media handling, though it also includes long term cultural and educational exchange.  It can result in media products written from an official viewpoint, meant to correct distortions and clarify policies.  The explosion of sources of information in an age of computerized information and electronic media make it more difficult for governments to communicate an clear and positive view of their policies and their societies.  Attempts to twist the truth will eventually be discovered and therefore will create even greater doubt about governments and their policies.  Public diplomacy is conducted by career diplomats, by government officials, and by civilian and military public affairs officers.  Public diplomacy usually involves strategic communications campaigns and media products tailored to influence foreign public opinion in a positive direction.

Public diplomacy differs from conventional diplomacy, which is usually conducted behind closed doors between government officials.   Conventional diplomacy is closed to the public, secretive, and often lacks the perspective of understanding the public interests that are affected by negotiations.   Conventional diplomacy often fails to take public opinion into account.   Diplomats that negotiate should not and cannot ignore the opinions and reactions of the public.  They must work outside the negotiation halls to project the true goals of what they are trying to negotiate to foreign publics, who in the end can make or break the results of negotiated agreements.

Public diplomacy works in three phases: 1) daily communication, 2) planned mid range communication campaigns, 3) and long-range relationships.  Daily communication is a matter of coordinating traditional diplomacy with the news flow from day to day.  Public diplomats have little control over the way the media present their country’s image on the whole, but will attempt to correct the press on specific distortions of the news about their countries and about their governments’ policies in hopes of providing them a better perspective.   This involves providing daily news services and frequent contact with media representatives, such as editors and reporters.  Planned communication is a matter of formulating and then implementing a campaign to gather support for a specific policy or operation over a specific period of time. .  Governments are often good at stating their positions on particular issues, but are less successful in managing overall understanding of their intentions.  Planned communication is similar to designing a political campaign with a series of symbolic events and media opportunities to emphasize a key message.  

Most public diplomacy experts would say that public diplomacy is best practiced over the long term: developing long-term relationships with key individuals through scholarships, exchanges, training, seminars, conference, and access to media channels.  This approach differs from the conventional diplomatic activities meant to cultivate contacts, such as courtesy visits, meetings, and social events.  Long-term relationships are less frequently built between diplomats, assigned to a foreign country for two to three years, and their contacts, than they are established through friendships and professional relationships between colleagues (politicians, special advisors, business people, cultural leaders, and academics).  Military institutions establish long-term relationships through officer exchanges and training programs, education programs in defense and security issues for civilians, and seminar and conferences for national security researchers and professors like REDES.  

From the early 1950’s till the end of 1999, official U.S. public diplomacy was the purview of an independent government agency known as the U.S. Information Agency.  In October 1999 public diplomacy melded into the infrastructure of the State Department and became the responsibility of the Undersecretary for Public Diplomacy, who carried out the functions of communicating with foreign publics via the Public Affairs Sections of U.S. Embassies throughout the globe.  In fact, U.S. public diplomacy is not necessarily the exclusive domain of the State Department, but may be exercised by Public Affairs Officers of government agencies working overseas, including the military.  In fact, in military operations the Public Affairs Section of an embassy often play a support role to the Public Affairs Offices of regional Commanders in Chief. Even so, in theory, at least, the Public Affairs Section of the State Department is responsible for planning and coordinating of overall public diplomacy strategy in a host country overseas.

Public Diplomacy in Military and Peace Keeping Operations: Can Public Diplomacy Make a Difference?  

Whether or not public diplomacy can make a difference in wartime or in peace keeping operations depends on what one believes can be the impact of the media on public opinion.  Several questions arise:  Does media can mobilize public opinion to force government action (the so-called CNN effect)?   Can a government public diplomacy campaign some kind of control over the media (what is sometimes called “media management”)?  Does the media determine a message that is then consumed passively by the public, or does the public interpret information received from the media with some degree of independence?

Media Effects School: Many media observers who suggest that the mass media has considerable influence over public opinion, shaping attitudes and determining agendas.  This “media effects” school of thought would tend to subscribe to the idea that the media does not simply reflect reality, rather they created it or, at the very least, interpret it via selective edited.  Images of the world are constructed via an active process of selecting and presenting, of structuring and shaping, of making things mean.   The news media determines the public’s view of the world: the TV camera determines what people see and what they do not see.  This process may be influenced in turn by those who control the media or have influence over it.  These will include media owners, the government, the political establishment, or other powerful political groups.  Such control need not be direct and specific, but may be routine, through the ability to initiate, define, and provide information to the media.

Fallacies:  The problem with this school of thought is that it assumes consumers to be passive, which results in a tendency to overstate the power of the media to determine audience perceptions.  Instead, media reports and images may be subject to multiple interpretations, and audiences may resist the message provided by the media.  Media pundits offer their own interpretations of reports, which may or may not agree with the viewpoints of consumers, but offer alternative interpretation of the news reports.  Audiences are not mere sponges, but are capable of exercising independent thought and judgment.  They are also susceptible to the thoughts and judgments of media commentators, who viewpoints they share.  

Most welcome this independence as proof that the media and other powerful institutions are limited in their ability to mold public opinion.   Those who practice public diplomacy applaud the ability of the consumer to make up his or her mind about the “facts”; but, at the same time, are convinced that judicious and thoughtful presentation of the news in the proper fashion can steer public opinion in a direction that supports a desired political objective.   Most Western diplomats, perhaps naively believe, that if all sides of a story are presented to a discerning public, then their viewpoint will win out.  

Media management in war involves a trade in which the media give up their autonomy for access to and information about the war.  In the first Gulf War, the lessons of Vietnam were applied and the media successfully managed.  Frontline reporting was restricted; much of the information was provided at a distance by the Pentagon, State Department, and White House briefings.  In the second Gulf War, it almost seemed that embedded journalists were being co-opted in playing a controlled role of myopic by-standers.  The over-all perspective on what was happening in Iraq was provided to the international media by Pentagon and CENTCOM briefings.”

Granada: 

James Dandridge, a Senior Foreign Service Officer and one of two then junior USIA Press Officers recruited to assist the U.S. military in handling the press during the Granada incursion, addresses the Grenada model as a major policy departure from traditional cooperation between the press and the military.  His paper concludes by contrasting the Department of Defense’s positive policy on using embedded journalists in the war in Iraq.   “The Pentagon’s denial of the press’s entry into Grenada is a classic case of military missteps in not keeping the public informed in the first days of military operations.  The Pentagon’s argument was that protecting lives was more important than allowing free reign of the media in Grenada.  The military asserted that the island was too small and the situation too fluid for the large press contingent demanding entry into Grenada.  The press felt that this was an undesirable precedent after covering the U.S. military in wars since the Civil War.  The press argued that it had traditionally protected information that could conceivably have been a threat to military operations and was not given credit for its professionalism.

The military did not relent, and the press was denied entry into Grenada in the first two days of the operation.  In fact, some of the press had privately chartered boats to go in on their own, but were apprehended at high sea and detained on U.S. Navy vessels that were part of the operational task force.  Nevertheless, one press-chartered boat did manage to elude capture and gained entry to the island.  This experience was the low-point of military/press relations. From a policy perspective, the perception of military disdain for the press manifested itself in this unfortunate policy, supported by the Pentagon.  Not only were the media stiffed, but the American public also was underserved and ill-informed about the conflict.  Congress passed a resolution, which was not binding, in support of lifting the restrictions on media access to Grenada, but by this time, an enormous amount of hostility between the two institutions had developed.”

El Salvador

Donald Hamilton, another believer in the ability of public diplomacy to influence the course of events, discusses in detail how continuous frank background discussions with the international press during his tenure as Public Affairs Officer in El Salvador from 1982 to 1986 gained extraordinary credibility for the U.S. Embassy there.  This candor, which extended to extensive and detailed discussions of criminal misdoings by host government officials and detailed analyses of just-concluded military operations, went well beyond the norms of embassy interface with the media.  Diplomatic and military personnel were given permission to speak to journalists in interviews not arranged by the press section and with no members of the press section present (provided these meetings did not violate parent agency regulations).

Hamilton believes and demonstrates how the credibility the U.S. Embassy gained from this extraordinary openness paid dividends.  “Hardly any respectable journalist would write a major piece on El Salvador without seeking embassy comment.  He notes that even when the story did not touch on embassy activities, embassy personnel were sometimes asked for their opinions about the truthfulness or plausibility of accounts presented to them by others.”
 

According to Hamilton such candor implied risks: 

“Embassy briefers continuously pressed the limits of what could be said without provoking the open wrath of host country officials and, on occasion, senior officials in Washington.  This media strategy depended heavily upon substantive progress in “ground truth.”  The heart of the embassy’s message was:  “Yes, things are awful, but they are getting better.”  Because the embassy had been willing to acknowledge just how bad things were, when death squad killings plummeted (and were known to have plummeted as a result of U.S. pressure) and when successive elections brought more obviously representative governments, the embassy was well positioned to trumpet these successes.”

Haiti 

Still another media manager, Stan Shrager, Public Affairs Officer at the U.S. Embassy in Port-au-prince during the peace keeping operations conducted by U.S. troops that eventually reinstated the regime of Bertrand Aristide describes his experience in Haiti thus:  “From May to September, 1994, over a hundred journalists, U.S. and international, waited, some patiently, some not so patiently, for the U.S. to intervene militarily in Haiti to restore the democratically elected President, Jean Bertrand Aristide, who had been overthrown by a military coup on September 30, 1991. This “captive audience” of media presented both problems and opportunities; Shrager explores both of these elements.

The famous U.S. journalist Edward R. Murrow said that the most difficult part of delivering a message is the “last three feet.”  First comes the framing of a message, second the selection of an appropriate “delivery system,” then the most difficult last three feet.  In this light, Shrager explores the distinction between knowledgeable journalists and “parachute journalists,” with little experience or knowledge of the subject, and attempts made to “guide” their coverage.

The continuing presence of the media in Haiti enabled the public diplomacy team to frame an “issue of the day,” and essentially direct media coverage in the direction most suitable.  It also provided an opportunity to get to know the journalists personally, and appeal, unofficially, through a series of drinks and dinners, to the particular desires of individual journalists.  Bonds of trust developed that served not only the interest of the media, but also of the U.S. Government.  All this was intended to develop a preface to the eventual military intervention, and was part of a long-range strategy to influence the media in the desired direction.

A White House conference call early in the morning elaborated on the theme of that particular day, a daily briefing was held, the results then communicated to Washington in time for the noon State Department briefing.  It was also important to frame different messages and develop different themes for the U.S./Western media and the local Haitian media.  This resulted in a daily 9:00 briefing in English for the international and U.S. media, and a 10:00 briefing in French for the Haitian media, each appealing to a distinctly different audience. The military intervention itself caused efforts to focus on Embassy (USG)-military public affairs collaboration, including the rare concept of joint briefings from the Embassy spokesman and the military public affairs officer.  This worked well – the military briefer handled questions on military strategy and tactics, while the Embassy spokesman focused on policy issues.

Shrager explores the ability of a civilian briefer to “make policy,” in this one particular case to the dismay of the military. Did the spokesman go too far?  The military would have said so – and did….” 
 

Shrager’s role in conducting the information campaign for the Haitian Peace-Keeping Operation was much more complex than it would appear on the surface.   It was not just a matter of genial jaw-boning sessions with foreign journalists in the Montana Hotel.  The following passage indicates the dimensions of the coordination challenge:

“During Operation Uphold Democracy PSYOP coordinated leaftlet drops with the Air Force Special Operations Command and the 16th Special Operations Wing; Radio Democracy and electronic warfare transmissions with the 193d Special Operations Group; command and control warfare operations and the Electronic Capabilities and Analysis Center; political and information strategies with the NSC, DOD, DOJ, DOS, USIA, JCS, the U.S. country team in Port au Prince, DIA, the Aristide government-in-exile, U.S. Atlantic Command, U.S. Special Forces, and Special Missions units.  The challenge was enormous and to the significant impact the PSYOP achieved.”

Key to meeting the coordination requirements was the establishment of coordinating committees at the national and task forces levels.  In Washington the Interagency Information Working Group was created and became the author of information policy with considerable ability to cut through red tape.  Soon after the intervention took place, a counterpart organization was established in Haiti, the Information Coordination Committee.  This body was chaired by the U.S. Embassy Public Affairs Officer, and included representatives from the joint task forces, the joint PSYOPS task force, and the Department of Justice.

From Jim Dandridge’s initially frustrating attempts to facilitate access for the press in an environment consciously frustrated by the U.S. military in Granada, Don Hamilton’s latter experiments with communicating the “unvarnished truth” in El Salvador, followed by Stan Shrager’s complex coordination of the international media in Haiti, the tendency in military relations with the media has been gradual movement toward more and more transparency and experimentation in modalities meant to facilitate the media’s work, even to the extreme of  “embedding press” in military operations.   How did this come about?   It is the result of trial and error – a slow, but steady learning process.  

Much of the difficult relationship between the military and the media during the Granada operation stems from the Vietnam experience and the British policy of maintaining secrecy during the Falklands invasion.  British journalist David K. Willis (1982), reporting in the Christian Science Monitor, that a U.K. Defense Ministry official said: “A substantial number of our military think the Americans lost Vietnam because of television coverage…they were determined Britain was not going to lose the Falkland for the same reason.”
   British censorship of the Falklands campaign was notorious.  AP journalist Marueen Johnson (1982) reported that pooled newspaper stories went through no less that three censors, television film was subject to substantial delays, and many in the international press suspected misinformation.  Ms. Johnson also reported that all official news of the conflict from Argentina came in the form of communiqués issued by the ruling junta at an official press center.
  The Argentine government refused to let foreign and most Argentine correspondent into the conflict zone.  So, censorship and mutual distrust between the military and the media were endemic in the post Vietnam era.  Lt. General Sir Martin Farndale, former British army public relations director, who regarded the press as a necessary evil, summed up his view of media handling thus:  “My job is to win the battle, not to produce a damn good story about a battle we just lost….”
   Evidently, the British won their battle with the Argentines, though not necessarily with the press.   Their attitudes carried over into the U.S. military operation in Granada.  On October 25, 1983, the U.S. Marines landed on Granada without taking along a single reporter.  In fact, no reporters were allowed onto the island until the third day of fighting; some journalists trying to get there were turned back.  The Sidle Commission study of the media relationship, resulted from a barrage of media protests over their exclusion from the island, led to a qualified administration endorsement of press presence during military operations.   Journalists appearing before the Sidle Commission reluctantly supported pool coverage of sensitive operations, as at least better than no coverage.  Subsequently the Department of Defense established a special panel of journalists to advise the Secretary of Defense in implementing pool arrangement.

Press Pools: Normally, press pools are used when the site for an event or press conference is not large enough to accommodate all the reporters interested in covering a story or when transportation logistics or the sensitivity of an operation do not permit the physical presence of all interested reporters.  Pool reporting involves representatives of each type of media “pooling together” to cover an event; they write a report on, film, or tape the event and make their materials available to their colleagues in the press or broadcast media.  The material is then given to everyone at the same time; no one can use the material until everyone has it.  A typical “pool” consists of a wire service reporter, a print reporter, a cameraman, a sound technician, and a still photographer.  Sometimes it might involve just a single camera filming the event for transmission to reporters in a distant or nearby venue.  

Though there were some initial failed experiments in front-line press pooling in military exercises (Universal Trek 85 in Honduras and the Eternal Triangle exercise in Germany) both by the Americans and the British to see if journalists could, indeed keep secrets, sharing embargoed pooled reports with the larger group of media.   Neither the British exercise after the Falklands nor the American pool experiments solved media-military relationship problems.   They proved that press pools cannot keep military secrets, particularly when competing media find alternative sources to the news outside the pools themselves.    When the media are asked to pool, they don’t necessarily pool their interest as well as their technology.  The First Amendment was not designed to protect “scoops”.   Fierce media competition and instantaneous front-line reporting have taken the military/media relationship beyond the well beyond the limits of censorship and self-imposed embargoes. 

The Latin American Journalist’s Viewpoint:  

We have been examining the relationship between the military and the media from the viewpoint of U.S. practitioners of public diplomacy.  The view from the outside, from the eyes of the journalist, is understandably quite different:  Raul Sohr, noted Chilean journalists and commentator, maintains the following in his paper: 

 “For government [officials] and the military, the press is, in times of war, part of the battle filed.  As a result, media coverage forms part of the battle plan.  The relationship between the military and journalists is frequently difficult.  The professional norm is for the former to hide their plans and intentions.   The correspondents, on the other hand try to inform the public with the greatest detail possible.”

To Chilean commentator Raul Sohr, and many other journalists and military officers in Latin America, secrecy is the essence of the military’s role in its dealings with the press.  The military and the media play antagonistic roles.  This viewpoint would seem to fly in the face of the trends toward transparency, openness, and integration of the press corps into military units, expressed in the papers of our U.S. public diplomats.    Where does the truth of the military/media relationship lie?  On the side of secrecy and manipulation?   On the side of openness and transparency?  On the side of some openness, coupled with a sense of protecting sensitive military operations?   This is what our panel discussion of the role of public diplomacy in military and peace- keeping operations in REDES 2003 seminar is meant to explore.  

Embedded Press:  While there has always been an uneasy tension between the Fourth Estate and the military.  War and armed conflict, and the events just before and following wars, serve to ratchet-up tensions as each side tries to meet their dissimilar, but intertwined objectives.  The Department of Defense placed substantial emphasis on, and devoted significant resources to, preparation of the media to coexist with coalition forces and cover operations during the Iraq war.  The core concept of that effort was the embedded journalist, attached to, and dependant upon coalition combat units.  Many, from both camps, believe that military-media coordination and cooperation were overwhelmingly successful, in part because of the access given to embedded journalists. While there were security breaches, and several casualties among journalists, levels of trust and respect have risen between the military and the media.  

The practice of “embedding journalists” in military units appears now to be an accepted public diplomacy practice.  It is the culmination of the trends of the past three decades in U.S. military-media relations.  It has its advantages and disadvantages, as Secretary of Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld pointed out in a briefing on March 25, 2003.  During World War II, he said, there was no television and most people received their news from radio or newspapers. The Movietone News reels, played in movie theaters, were the source of moving pictures of the war, and they were weeks or months old. "And now what we're seeing is every second, another slice of what's actually happening out there…. It is a breathtaking sight to see it. It tends to be all accurate, but not in an overall context."  And it leaves people with the impression that the war has "been going on for days and weeks and months" and not just five days.” 

There are limits to what embedding can show. Embedded reporters cover what they see. They are great at getting a company or battalion look at the war. One battalion could be charging toward Baghdad. Another, 10 miles away, could be involved in a firefight. Still another battalion could be waiting for something to happen.  Someone needs to present the larger picture because the overall picture is missing from embedded reports. Briefers at higher headquarters -- U.S. Central Command and the Pentagon -- are needed to stitch those snapshots together into a coherent mosaic. 

Then are those who would allege that “embedding journalists” is another means of  “co-opting journalists.”  Journalists accompanying coalition troops suffer the same hardships and dangers.  They rely on their military colleagues for their security.   Hence, they could easily be predisposed to report on the war from the viewpoint of the troops they accompany.  Air Force Major General Victor Renuart, operations chief at U.S. Central Command, unwittingly described this symbiotic relationship was during a March 25 briefing. "I think most of the commanders who have embedded correspondents out there with them are very comfortable with them. I think they have been supportive of them," he said. "So, I think … it's something we've had to adapt to, but I think we have adapted pretty well, and we'll continue to have the media with us."
 

To provide an impartial alternative source of information to that of officially blessed “embedded journalists” independent, roving “pools” of journalists, financed by international news agencies, and not dependent on the military for protection and sustenance, is essential.   These roving independent press pools have, in fact, existed too, in Iraq and elsewhere.   They circulated in Iraq freely without the benefit of troop protection or the restrictions of censorship.  And independent journalists also reported directly from Baghdad, again without the support of the coalition governments.  

This said, a concerted effort to facilitate the work of the press military operations, U.S. and foreign, has become the hallmark of the public diplomacy efforts in recent years.  Proof positive is an email the author received recently from a U.S. Press Attaché in San Salvador, while the author was acting as Acting Public Affairs Counselor in nearby Managua, Nicaragua this summer (2003).  It dealt with facilitating media access to the humanitarian and medical assistance activities of Central American troops from Honduras, El Salvador, and Nicaragua, dispatched to Iraq in August to join the “Plus Ultra” division led by a Spanish commander.  These instructions were shared with all Embassy Public Affairs Officers in Central America. The email read:

Subject: Plus Ultra deployed to Iraq

Foreign journalists must request permission from the commanding officers of the units they want to accompany, presenting their proof of citizenship and credentials.  So, Salvadoran journalists should request permission from the commanding officer of the Batallón Cuscatlán, I should think via the Defense Ministry and be ready to show proof of citizenship, journalist credentials, and the approval of the Foreign Ministry.  If the commander approves, the reporters may become "embedded" with the military unit and the commander then becomes responsible for the lodging, sustenance, and security of the reporters embedded in their units.  

Col. Gary Shield, Public Affairs Officer of Coalition Joint Task Force 7 …in Baghdad said that there indeed have been foreign journalists in Iraq since Operation Iraqi Freedom began, and that sustenance for the reporters has not been a big issue… Journalists have to get to Iraq by their own means, by way of Kuwait or Jordan, which means getting visas through Kuwait or Jordan and all necessary travel permission from those countries.  Once in Kuwait or Jordan, they should find a way to get to Baghdad over land. COL Shield said that foreign journalists do not/not need to register or obtain accreditation from the Council for International Coordination.  Rather, upon arrival in Baghdad, they should check in with the Coalition's press center at any of the following phone numbers, all of which may be dialed the same way one dials any number in the United States: >914-360-5072, 914-360-5082, 914-360-5071, 914-360-5089. The Press Center will want proof that the commanding officers and the reporter's governments concur with their being embedded.  With that, the Press Center officers will assist reporters with getting to where the soldiers are. When the reporters feel their job is done, the Press Center officers will also assist them with getting back to Baghdad so they can travel home from there… 

Rebecca Brown [Press Attache, U.S. Embassy, San Salvador]

What a difference from the “bad old days” in Granada, when the press hired their own boat to land on the island only to be arrested by U.S. troops and promptly shipped back to as prisoners to a U.S. aircraft carrier off shore!  The U.S. government and military are now fully engaged in the business of facilitating the work of reporters intent on reporting the facts of the military/peace-keeping/reconstruction efforts in Iraq.  Barring unforeseen developments, there is little doubt that this type of positive relationship between the governments, the U.S. military, and the media will continue in future military and peace keeping operations.  What new means of improving the relationship still remain to be defined in collegial meetings between military, civilian experts, and journalists in the field and in continued academic discussions of the role of public diplomacy during wartime and peace-keeping operations like that taking place here in REDES 2003.  And other vexing questions remain:  Certainly the media needs to report on the workings of government and implementation of foreign policy, including that which requires military intervention.  What are the parameters of information to be released to the media?  Few would argue against the military establishment’s need to protect information about battle plans and strategy for peace keeping in the interest of the safety of the fighting forces.  The military establishment has valid limits of safety, security, and logistics when it come to accommodating the media in wartime.   How much information should be released?  To what point are “hangers on”, such as the embedded media, a detriment to military operations?   These are important questions that need to be considered in this and future REDES conferences.
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