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ABSTRACT

The cultural gap was large between the military and the media. Both of these titans of U.S. society and culture were well-meaning, and their representatives worked hard to reconcile their two cultures, to understand the nexus of tactics and strategy. Brought up speaking two distinct languages, the reporter and the soldier tried to work together amid the chaos of military intervention and potential violence. That there was no single coherent message should have come as no surprise. But the looming train crash of cultures amid a torrent of mixed signals was avoided, and hundreds of media reporters found their collective and individual voices. Twenty thousand troops reluctantly landed in an island nation peripheral to U.S. national interests. A grudging military, and the use of "soft power" conveyed through the media, brought temporary peace to this otherwise- violent nation, and, partly as a result of a unique combination of military and diplomatic public affairs approaches, a coherent story line emerged. The captive media, who waited months for the "invasion," put aside their grumbling amid sweltering nights at the bar of the Montana Hotel in the hillside of Port au Prince, brushed past the prostitutes gathered inside the hotel lobby, and wrote the story of how the United States brought democracy back to Haiti.

The Night of the Coup 

Haiti was a sad land on September 30, 1991. Two hundred years of history resulted in a country characterized by poverty and violence. The first black republic, founded by freed slaves, Haiti nearly two hundred years later was still racked by divisions between rich and poor, mulattos and blacks. It was a country of extreme poverty, whose very few natural resources had been long ago used up. The Dominican Republic shared the island of Hispaniola with Haiti. There was no need for a demarcated border; if one flew across the island, it was easy enough to tell where one began and the other left off. The Dominican Republic was the green part, Haiti the brown and gray part, the half with no trees. Santo Domingo reminded one of Miami; Port au Prince reminded one of the fetid slums of West Africa. Only 90 minutes from Miami, Port au Prince was by far the poorest country in the hemisphere, the most unstable historically, a land of voodoo and Christianity in an unholy alliance, and, in those days, was led by a Catholic priest, Jean Bertrand Aristide, a democratically elected president, an adherent of liberation theology. Aristide spoke in a strange kind of prose, characterized by convoluted parables which, it seemed, only the poorest Haitians could understand. To the Western mind, they made no sense, but to the Haitians, steeped in mysticism, they made perfect sense. 

They made little sense, however, to Gen. Raul Cedras, a lantern-jawed mulatto officer who led an officer corps frustrated with Aristide's government and his appeal to the black masses. Coups were, of course, nothing new to Haiti, just coming out of the years of "Papa Doc" Duvalier and his feeble-minded son, "Baby Doc. Cedras and his cohorts planned a coup, a take-over of the government. They would later claim they had the implicit backing of the United States, particularly the military attaches at the U.S. Embassy, with whom they felt a camaraderie that transcended national boundaries and nationalities. Cedras and his people figured Haiti was marginal to U.S. interests. He knew that U.S. officials were never great fans of Aristide, who U.S. Government officials felt was mercurial and a leftist, perhaps even a communist. Perhaps he could even get away with the coup, he thought. In any event, frustrated by Aristide, the military went ahead and moved on the government. The coup was successful, Aristide was spirited away to Miami, and Gen. Raul Cedras was now the man running the sad republic of Haiti. 

The U.S. and the Organization of American States (OAS) made the predictable noises of how such coups were dangerous for a Latin America coming out of decades of military authoritarian rule. The loss of democracy in Haiti was a step backward for the continent; after all, Cuba was the only country that was not a democracy. Now, instead of34 of35 nations being democracies, there were two countries outside of the hemispheric democracy - Cuba, and now, Haiti. 

For Bill Clinton and his State Department, run by the quiet taciturn Warren Christopher, Haiti was a problem they did not need. It was still early in Clinton's first teffil. Military intervention was probably at that time the farthest thing from their collective minds. Clinton at that time had a rocky relationship with the senior military officer corps, and had one suggested that three years later, Cedras would still be in power and the U.S. was going to dispatch twenty thousand troops to restore Aristide from exile, well, that was just downright crazy. 

Cedras was not an evil man. He was a quiet person, clearly uncomfortable as the front man. Like many of the mulatto officer corps, he despised Aristide, and was afraid of the passions Aristide could arouse in his majority black countrymen. Now he was the strong man of Haiti, and his troubles had just begun. 

The Congressional Black Caucus, a group of a little over twenty black U.S. congressmen gradually mobilized around the cause of bringing about the return of Aristide to Haiti. Months of pressure on Bill Clinton finally moved Clinton toward a policy of removing Cedras and returning Aristide to Haiti. Diplomatic means were to be used, primarily through the OAS, and, if necessary sanctions, to persuade Cedras to give way and permit the return of Aristide. Special envoys were appointed, but Cedras and his cohorts stood steady in Port au Prince, trying to rule a country historically incapable of being ruled except through violence. He and his men were not above violence, and their heavy handed rule produced casualties, usually black and poor. Cedras and his colleagues were fairly certain that the United States would not intervene militarily in Haiti, and if they played their cards carefully, and made the right sounds with the occasional special envoy that showed up, they could remain in power. 

Waiting it out 

For two years the United States government had made desultory sounds and non- committal moves to return Aristide to power. But there were limits to what rhetoric could accomplish. The OAS made the same noises, but Cedras believed the OAS, like the United States, was all talk and no action. The election of Bill Clinton a year after the coup, and the Black Caucus finding a cause to promote, came together, however, to move the political equation toward a more activist approach. Media coverage was sporadic, and there was little interest in intervention in Haiti. Clinton had his problems with the senior military at that time. The military had been converted to the "Powell Doctrine" which suggested that any military intervention had to be to protect U.S. national interests. Overwhelming force should be used, and there had to be an exit strategy. None of these fit the Haiti equation, and Cedras probably thought he was safe. He failed to take into consideration the emerging political power of the Black Caucus, however, and Clinton's inclination to take on the concept of "nation building," which had been anathema to previous Republican administrations. By the summer of 1993, the pressure was mounting, the rhetoric was hardening, and there because the first hint that the United States was ready to use pressure, perhaps even military pressure, to strengthen the OAS sanctions already imposed. 

The Administration, against the arguments of the senior military commanders, was ready to make a show of force, and decided, in October, 1993, to land lightly armed troops under the guise of a technical assistance component, on the Harlan Country troop ship. The troops would be armed, because the military insisted on that, but only lightly armed; they were not there for combat, but rather to defend themselves if attacked. They were not numerous, but their presence on Haitian soil would change the nature of the political equation. This was a story for the media, and many U.S. reporters were in Port au Prince awaiting the arrival of the troops, the first major military commitment of the new President. 

Fate would intervene, however, half a world away. The United States had attempted to land a humanitarian and peace-keeping mission in Somalia, and a disaster occurred. The American people were devastated by the images of an American soldier being dragged behind a truck, seventeen Marines killed, and a precipitous withdrawal followed. It was against this background that the Clinton administration prepared to send troops into Haiti 

The morning of the Harlan County's much-publicized arrival was hot and muggy. Reporters and diplomats and an eager and curious public headed for the docks in the middle of Port au Prince. There had been some question as to whether the Harlan Country could manage to dock on the rickety wooden pier, but the word went out to proceed as planned. The first sign of an impending crisis became apparent rather quickly when the word went out that there was no room for the ship to dock, that all the landing spots were occupied, and there was essentially no room for the Harlan County. The Cedras port authorities claimed not to know anything and could not predict when there might be a spot for the ship to dock. The reporters grew restive, the port authorities, essentially thugs from the Cedras regime, became impatient. They fired warning shots to keep the crowds and the reporters back, a melee ensued, and the crowds scattered. The reporters gathered at the U.S. Embassy where a nervous Charge d' Affaires assured them that the United States remained committed to landing the Harlan County. Two days of frustrating talks with Cedras and his officers got nowhere. It became increasingly apparent that if the Harlan County landed, the political equation would change significantly in favor of those favoring the departure of the military government. The presence of U.S. military would be a major element in a changing political environment. Two days later, at about 4:00 in the afternoon, those watching the Harlan County stationed not far offshore Port au Prince, were startled to see it turn away and slowly sail away from the shores of Port au Prince. The pressure had become too great for the Clinton administration, and it became apparent that Haiti, from that moment on, would be seen through the prism of the military and diplomatic disaster in Somalia only days 

before the attempted landing of the Harlan County. Cedras was strengthened. He had been handed a victory, essentially by some local warlords in Somalia, and now believed that the United States would no longer consider a military intervention in Haiti. The media had a story, got some nice photos of violence in Port au Prince, and went on to other matters. 

But still the pressure mounted on the Clinton administration, and another element - -boat people, refugees from Haiti - provided more ammunition to those in favor of some kind of intervention. Cuban boat people were a fact of political life, and had been for two decades, but the additional of potentially hundreds of Haitian immigrants landing on the shores of Florida, tilted the political equation and gave the administration another reason to take a hard line on Haiti. 

In May, 1994, the U.S. significantly increased the rhetoric, and began to back itself into a comer where military intervention might be the only and last resort. The media dutifully reported this rhetorical escalation, and the Clinton Administration increasingly committed itself to military intervention ifCedras did not give up peacefully. Cedras called the United States' bluff, and refused to b~dge, frustrating the special envoys sent to encourage a peaceful exit. It was a big gamble for Cedras, but after Somalia and the Harlan County, and the U.S. Government's essential distrust of Aristide, he felt fairly safe. But a cycle was underway; the U.S. Government threatened, the media reported the threats and reflected their doubts that the U.S. Government meant what it said. Cedras refused to budge, and things got worse; the U.S. Government spoke tougher and tougher, backing itself into a comer. The media challenged the government to fulfill its pledges, and a stubborn Cedras only made things worse by cracking down harder on Haitian dissidents which encouraged more boat people. The media reported on the murders committed by Cedras' henchmen, the "thugs", as they were referred to by U.S. Government officials. Dead and dismembered bodies of political opponents began to appear on the streets of Port au Prince, and the Miami based U.S. media quickly scurried to Port au Prince to cover the story. 

By May, then, it had become apparent that the United States had gone too far to back down, and if Cedras did not agree to some kind of deal, military intervention, supported strongly by the Black Caucus, was essentially inevitable. 

Sensing a showdown, but not knowing precisely when, the media descended on Port au Prince. Military preparations for an invasion were speeded up, and what soon became hundreds of media, mainly from the U.S. but also from Europe and other parts, landed, in their own type of invasion, into the sleepy, hot and humid capital of Port au Prince. 

The wait began. The reports took up residence at the Montana Hotel, in the hills above Port au Prince. The view was spectacular, of the water and of Port au Prince. The poor lived in the city, the rich in the hills, and the Montana was in the hills, but only a short drive from the city's fetid slums. It was a decent hotel. It appears that in all such crises, the media ends up predominantly in one hotel; in Haiti, it was the Montana. Every evening the bar was crowded with media, prostitutes on the prowl, and diplomats from the U.S. Embassy exchanging information with the reporters and learning from them. Reporters and diplomats went to dinner, and an uneasy alliance developed between U.S. embassy press elements and reporters, a symbiotic relationship that was to continue through the U.S. military intervention four months later. 

A reluctant and grumpy press corps was essentially stuck in Port au Prince, awaiting the intervention, the date of which was unknown. The reporters did not want to miss 

anything, so were reluctant to leave town. They competed for coverage with their colleagues around the world. Their advantage was that Haiti was close to the United States. The drama developed, interest picked up, and the reporters became increasingly desperate for stories, since not very much was happening. 

It was in this infonnation environment that the U.S. Embassy, in collaboration with the State Department, the White House, and officials at what was then the United States Infonnation Agency (in 1999 incorporated into the State Department) developed a media policy. The military, of course, was not yet involved, though in a few short months it would become central to the three way cultural collision of the media, the diplomats, and the military. Cedras' future hung in the balance, but so, too, did a successful U.S.military intervention. 

The Immaculate Invasion 

Nobody really wanted a military intervention; certainly not the military junta, who still believed that the U.S. was essentially waging a rhetorical war and would not commit its forces to small and insignificant Haiti; certainly not the State Department, who believed that Haiti and what happened in that sad land was not a matter of U.S. national security; and certainly not the U.S. military, who did not see nation-building as within its mandate. But intervention took on a life of its own, and it soon became inevitable. The only question was when, no longer if. 

In an unusual move, both the White House and the State Department essentially made a decision to move the story to Port au Prince, where the reporters were assembled. A daily morning conference call between Port au Prince press officers, the White House and the State Department at 8:30 preceded the daily press conference conducted by the U.S. Embassy Port au Prince Public Affairs Officer. This kind of close collaboration was essentially unprecedented, and demonstrated a new decentralized approach on the part of the Clinton administration. The daily State Department noon briefing built on the morning's Haiti briefing and coordination was effective. The daily Port au Prince briefings throughout the summer were effective in channeling the story, in developing story lines, and highlighting elements which the United States wanted the media to be aware of. Combined Haitian and U.S./western briefings became two separate briefings, not because of any particular prejudice, but rather because it became apparent that besides literally speaking two languages - English and French - the two media groups had different interests, different perspectives, and interests in different stories. So the Embassy Public Affairs Officer met daily at 9:00 with the Western and U.S. media for a briefing in English, and at 10:00 with the Haitian media for a briefing in French. Massive coverage of both briefings was characteristic of the interest in what was happening in Haiti. The military was not yet a player, but it would soon become a crucial one, and it would tip the coverage of this developing story. 

Restoring Democracy to Haiti 

D-Day was well advertised. The military had sent a small group ashore to plan the intervention several days before the planned landing. Military PADs and Psychological Operations officers were among them. They met with the Embassy PAD, by this time recognized as the official U.S. Government spokesman. 

Monday was the scheduled landing, but the previous Friday, in a last-ditch attempt to avoid violence, President Clinton sent former President JimmyCarter, Gen.Colin Powell, and Sen. Sam Nunn of Georgia to Port au Prince to meet with Cedras. Sunday night, some twelve hours prior to the scheduled intervention, an agreement was reached. The U.S. troops would still come ashore, however, this time into a non-hostile environment. Cedras would leave office at a time still to be determined, and Aristide could return to his country after the departure ofCedras. Monday morning, September 15, 1994, reporters, diplomats, Haitian government officials and a curious public gathered at Port au Prince airport to witness the scheduled 0900 U.S. military intervention. Right on schedule, helicopters appeared in a line and touched down. The U.S. marines, the vanguard of the landing force, despite the non-hostile environment, came ready for anything, in full battle gear, and amid the assembled horde of relaxed reporters, hit the ground in full battle gear, took up prone firing positions, and seemed somewhat puzzled by the bemused reporters filming them and sticking microphones in their faces. It was all rather surreal, the "immaculate invasion," it was later labeled by one reporter who wrote a book with that title about the intervention. The military intervention in Haiti had begun, the reporters finally had their big story, the operation to "restore democracy" to Haiti was underway. The military and the media were now the two main protagonists, and the inevitable culture clash between these two titans of U.S. society was about to begin. 

There were other relationships at work as well. Each would have a bearing on how the story was reported. There was the White House and its reporters. There was the State Department and its reporters. There was the Department of Defense Office of Public Affairs and its reporters. There was the Embassy Spokesman in Port au Prince and the reporters in Haiti. There were the military P AOs in Port au Prince and the reporters in Haiti. There was also the relationship between the Embassy P AO and his staff and the military, which, in the end, became crucial to how the story was reported, both in the United States and around the world. 

The intervention attracted hordes of reporters from around the world to the story. The "regulars" were, of course, most familiar with the story, having been there for weeks, even months. But now other journalists came, some with scant knowledge of the story. These "parachute journalists" came to the story with eagerness, but with little understanding of unfolding events. They tended to report in generalities rather than in specifics, lacked, in principle, the ability to interpret what had gone before. It was as if they had come to the event in the middle of the game and had to play catch-up. For the briefers, military and civilian, the parachute journalists presented a special challenge. They were prone to simplistic interpretations of unfolding events, and were in a hurry to catch up. The phenomenon of the "parachute journalist" is not unique to Haiti. 

Obviously, when stories heat up and move toward a U.S. military intervention, more news outlets become interested. Haiti was no exception. The situation did, however, set up a two-tier media contingent; the regulars, the experts, mainly from larger publications and media outlets, and the newly-arrived. Most of the newcomers were quick studies, and had done this kind of thing before, despite their unfamiliarity with the issues at hand.. They relied on the "regulars" and on embassy and military sources more than the regulars did, who had already developed their own stable of local sources, an advantage lacking to most of the newcomers. The "newcomers" were more amenable to influence on the part of military and embassy briefers, having come new to the story with few local contacts. A clear lesson emerged from this phenomenon, common to military interventions; there is a clear two-tier journalist system which emerges - first, those with more fundamental knowledge of the issues, either because of their continuing presence in the conflict area, or because of their experience - the foreign correspondents, for example, or reporters from large publications or networks. The second is the newcomers, the parachute journalists, with less experience, however well-meaning. Some regulars looked with disdain on the new arrivals. The two-tier nature of the media presented problems to military and civilian briefers. While the Haitian political situation was not all that complex, some of the regulars clearly knew as much or more than the briefers and had their own independent contacts, contacts they were reluctant to share with the newcomers. It became apparent that the same briefings could not be utilized for the two groups, though it was often inevitable. Both military and embassy briefers had to be sensitive to the nature of the two kinds of journalists. This suggested briefing smaller groups more often, depending on the nature of the journalist being briefed. The ability of military public affairs, as well as embassy briefers, to adapt to this phenomenon turned out to be important to how the story was played to different audiences in different countries. The media in such conflicts is not a monolith; they are all different, bring different capabilities and experience to the story, and write for different audiences. Though military public affairs cannot be all things to all people, this ability to adapt to the expertise of the reporters turns out to be vital in how this kind of story is covered. 

The First Encounter 

It was probably inevitable that the original messages would be mixed ones. The U.S. military had prepared for a hostile entry, and less than twelve hours before it was supposed to happen, the environment changed precipitously. The military information people were also prepared for the hostile environment, and were clearly thrown off balance at the beginning when their information battle plans failed to conform to reality. Clausewitz' much quoted "fog of war" applies to information operations as well. While the Embassy press officers were more flexible and had quickly adapted to the changing environment, the military information officers seemed still to be responding as if they had entered a hostile environment. In essence, as many of us know, the military can be victims of over-planning, which reduces the ability to be flexible and make the necessary changes. This was only a temporary phenomenon, however, and the military information people recovered rapidly enough to the less threatening environment which greeted them. 

They, of course, were not alone; the military landed in full- body armor, as if they were fighting a war. In reality, the intervention of Jimmy Carter twelve hours prior to the landing had made it much more of a political confrontation, and much less of a military one. Military information folks have proven themselves to be quite good at communicating tactical battle information, but the background for this intervention was now much more political than military. It was clear that the reporters were now more interested in the political implications of what was happening with the U.S. military than with the tactics employed. The most important question was now how the military tactics played into the political equation to rid Haiti of the military junta. While the U.S. military, concerned with force protection, was outfitted in full combat gear, Gilbert and Sullivan would have found in it an excellent parody in terms of the contrast of the battle- hardened U.S. soldier and the puzzle4 unarmed Haitian. While the U.S. military clearly had to prepare for any eventuality, the predicted threat never materialized, and the thugs who had turned away the Harlan County months before, went quickly, and quietly, underground. 

The military loves to plan, and military infomlation operations people are no exception. Had their frame of reference remained only tactical, it all might have worked out, but, as mentioned before, the situation had quickly turned into a political drama. The military intervention was clearly the driving force and had changed the political dimension dramatically. Just as the "parachute journalists" had difficulty adjusting to the new reality, so, too, did the military infomlation people. Given this inevitable shortcoming, military briefings for the rabid journalists became essentially defensive in nature, and the military was left attempting to provide a policy context for what was essentially a tactical military intervention. 

The answer to this dilemma was the concept of joint briefings between military spokesmen and the U.S. Embassy spokesman. They and their staffs met every morning, prior to the briefings, to frame their approaches and determine who would answer what question. Essentially they agreed that the military spokesman would respond to questions about the military tactics, while the Embassy press officer would provide the political context to what was happening. Ideally, the military would handle tactics, the Embassy spokesman the strategic context. Each would defer to the other's area of expertise. 

The necessity for this, ifit ever was in doubt, carne the first day of the joint briefings, while the briefers were still feeling out their appropriate roles. The media was in a particularly argumentative mood that day, and sought to draw responses from the military spokesman he was clearly unable or unwilling to provide. The reporters kept pressing the military spokesman to go farther than the carefully worded non-expansive response he continued to repeat. Finally, an exasperated military spokesman, clearly frustrated by the reporters' unwillingness to move to another topic and reluctant to accept his essentially unresponsive comments, provided what was to become the quintessential stonewalling line - "I can't say it any different, 1 can only say it louder! ! !" 

(It should be noted that years later, several reporters who covered Haiti still remembered that line, one claiming that it reflected the typically rigid military responses which characterized military briefings.) In reality, the trick of an effective spokesman is to be able to say the same thing differently, thus becoming to the extent possible, all things to all people (reporters). Throughout the next several weeks, however, as the mission clarified itself and everyone, the briefers and the reporters, became more familiar with each other, the briefings went increasingly smoothly, and the media coverage effectively balanced the military role, essentially tactical, with the State Department role, essentially strategic and political in nature. 

Using the Haitian media 

The military and the Embassy had distinctly different approaches to getting the messages out. The military psychological operations units quickly moved to set up was essentially U.S.-sponsored media - the famous Commando Solo aircraft to broadcast into Haiti, and moves toward setting up its own radio station to get the message out. Haiti was essentially a radio country; most people were too poor to afford television, and the low literacy rate made newspapers of only marginal utility. Radio, then, was clearly the most important way to get a message into the mainstream public. The Embassy public affairs officer argued, however, that instead of substituting U.S. media, it would be more effective to utilize friendly Haitian media. The Haitian radio stations would clearly have more credibility than externally imposed radio stations. That was fine as far as it went, but the major radio station, the one with the most reach and the most easily accessible of all stations, was Haiti national radio, and that remained controlled by Gen. Cedras and his people. It was broadcasting anti-U.S. propaganda. 

It is a sign of the strange nature of this non-hostile intervention that the National Radio station remained in the hands of the military junta, but apparently no one had thought about that. The military was focused on setting up its own radio station, while the Embassy Public Affairs Officer, familiar with the local media, particularly the broadcasting landscape, saw other opportunities, including the irony of allowing the military junta's mouthpiece to broadcast anti-American propaganda during a U.S. military intervention. In what was to have far-reaching implications in turning local opinion in favor of the U.S., the PAO suggested that the U.S. military "liberate" the national radio station and essentially boot out the Cedras followers and install legitimate Haitian broadcasting teams. The next morning, in what proved to be an easy operation, U.S. troops entered Haitian National Radio and legitimate Haitian broadcasting units moved in. Literally overnight, Haitian listeners of national radio - the only radio station with the broadcasting power to reach the entire country-began hearing a different perspective, and, coming as it was from their own people, were more inclined to believe what they were hearing. If there is any lesson to be conveyed from this episode, it is that it is preferable to provide a situation where indigenous media can transmit your message. This may, of course, may not always be possible, but when it is, it is clearly the preferred way to operate in terms of credibility. (This event was prominently featured in a summary of the media aspects of the Haiti intervention by the Fourth Psychological Operations Group at Ft. Bragg, North Carolina.) 

The report of the Fourth Psychological Operations Group on the Haiti lessons-learned media operation summary, notes, too, that the Public Affairs Officer/Embassy spokesman suggested that psychological operations focus on a clear message, in this particularly case, the theme of , 'Making a Difference." This concept provided the context for the military to demonstrate how the V.S. military intervention was indeed "making a difference" in the lives of the Haitian people. "Making a Difference" provided the 

central focus for V.S. military activities, particularly in terms of civil affairs projects throughout the country. 

Dealing with a crisis 

The problem with not having a clear mandate was never more evident in the issue of what was euphemistically called "Haitian-on-Haitian violence." Haiti was, is, and always has been, a violent society, a land of voodoo where many of the restraints so familiar to Western society are weak or non-existent. Thieves, for example, if caught in the act, would be tied and marched through the streets and beaten, often until they died. The "necklacing" of political opponents - placing rubber tires around their necks and setting the tires on fire - was not unusual. It was not impossible, then, that Haitian-on-Haitian violence would continue despite the presence of U.S. troops in the streets of Port- au- Prince and throughout the country. The problem was that it was now taking place in front of U.S. troops who had no mandate to stop it, as well as in front of hundreds of U.S. reporters and photographers who could clearly the irony of the U.S. "liberators" watching and doing nothing as Haitians killed and maimed each other. 

The U.S. military had been in Haiti less than two weeks when the matter came to a head. Photographers had captured a particularly gruesome torture and beating of a Haitian, directly in front of U.S. troops who simply watched and did nothing because it was not, as the military spokesman was to point out the next day, in their "mandate." In fact, he explained, the U.S. military was not to intervene in Haitian-on-Haitian violence, even if it occurred in front of them, which was becoming increasingly the case. The photos were riveting, highly dramatic and the irony of the U.S. liberators watching Haitians kill each other was not lost on either the reporters, the U.S. public, or, it turned out, on the U.S. administration. 

The next day's joint briefing was particularly difficult, and Haitian-on-Haitian violence became the theme. Reporters pressed the military spokesman who continued to insist that it was not within the mandate of the U.S. military to deal with Haitian-on-Haitian violence. The reporters were not pacified and continued to press the spokesmen on what the United States would do, if anything, about this violence. In a move which should not be recommended should career enhancement be a major priority, the Embassy spokesman at that moment took it upon himself to essentially change policy. He understood the critical nature of what was happening, not to mention the irony of the liberators watching Haitians kill themselves and do nothing. The Embassy spokesman explained that the United States did not come to Haiti to watch violence and do nothing about it. 

When pressed as to if this amounted to a "change of policy," the Embassy spokesman noted that it was not for him to make changes in policy, but clearly the United States could not stand around and watch people be killed on the streets of Port au Prince without intervening. That became the big story, and indeed, the policy changed. U.S. troops were instructed not to stand by and watch Haitians kill each other, but rather to do what they could, consistent with their own safety, to prevent such violence. 

The next day the Embassy spokesman was told by the military spokesman, with whom he had become friendly by now, that the military believed that the spokesman had exceeded his mandate, and had, essentially, "made policy." A White House official told the embassy spokesman that the U.S. had come within "24 hours of losing it" after the photos of Haitians dying in front of U.S. troops were published, but that the new policy would alleviate the pressure and enhance the image of the U.S. intervention. Both the embassy and military spokesmen spent a large part of that evening over a series of cold beers ruminating on how the media could change policy, and how important it was for government bureaucracies to be able to react quickly to what was, in this particular case, a scenario dictated by the media. 

Did the Embassy spokesman do the right thing? Bureaucratically, clearly he did not, morally he probably did. But bureaucracies cannot react quickly to a fast-developing change in the political or military context promoted by the media. It should be said that the media were not at fault here; they were covering a legitimate story, a dramatic one, one essentially of life or death, and the juxtaposition of Haitian- on-Haitian violence with lack of action on the part of the watching U.S. military was a poignant commentary on the U.S. military desire to bring peace and democracy to Haiti. Completely apart from the personal intervention of the Embassy spokesman, military spokesmen need to have the ability to respond quickly to developing stories and situations and break the bonds of rigid bureaucracies. Easier said than done, however, but it became increasingly clear during the Haitian intervention that military information people needed the ability to move outside the lanes of the traditionally rigid bureaucracy. 

The last three feet 

The famous newsman and broadcaster Edward R. Murrow once said that "the really crucial link in the international communications chain is the last three feet, which is bridged by personal contact - one person talking to another." He understood, before it became popular, the concept of what today is referred to as "soft power," the ability to use persuasion to change perceptions of self-interest and alter how "hard power" and strategic information are used. If the military is to be truly effective, it will need to learn how to apply "soft power" along with its inherent "hard power." That is an alien concept to some militaries (including to some degree to the U.S. military, which is still coming to grips with that concept and overcoming its natural distrust of the media). In the Haiti intervention, it was the State Department, through its embassy spokesman, who supplied the majority of the "soft power." 

Things worked out well in Haiti, and the military information people slowly moved from their essentially tactical nature to a more strategic view of things and an increasingly appreciation for the use of "soft power." This became even more important because of the non-violent nature of the intervention, which created considerable confusion on the parts of all involved. The intervention eventually had to be won or lost in the "soft- power" arena. U.S. popular support had to be won through the U.S. and western media. It had to be "earned" and not dictated. Edward R. Murrow's "last three feet" had to be bridged; that difficult last three feet between the military and the media, and between the U.S. and the Haitian people. 

The Use of "Soft Power" 

Haiti was a perfect example of the use of "soft power." The "hard power" was obvious; there was, in fact, no resistance whatsoever to the intervention. There was no easy military victory to be paraded around because there was no resistance. This intervention would have to be "won," both in Haiti and in the United States, if it was going to be won at all, through the use of "soft power," essentially through the media and public opinion. This was the kind of "power" Robert Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, Jr. referred to in a Foreign Affairs article in 1998; "Soft power and free information can, if sufficiently persuasive, change perceptions of self-interest and thereby alter how hard power and strategic information are used." The hard power that came from America's strategic might in Haiti, and the soft power that flowed from the appeal of its inherently selfless intervention would be equally important in assuring the success of this particular military endeavor. This is why solving the issue of Haitian-on-Haitian violence turned out to be so important. This had nothing to do with "hard power," with the U.S. military intervention, but it had everything to do with what the United States was all about and what is was doing in Haiti. The media understood that right away - as did the White 

House and the State Department. The initial reluctance of the military was not due to any particular doctrinal differences, but rather because of the inability of the military bureaucracy to move quickly enough to think strategically in what was essentially a tactically-oriented information operation. This is not meant as a criticism, but rather as an observation of the necessity for a successful military information operation to think in strategic (in this case "soft power") terms as well as the usual tactical procedures. 

The Return of Democracy to Haiti; Mission Accomplished 

The democratically elected President of Haiti, Jean-Bertrand Aristide, returned to Haiti October 15, 1994, on the plane of Secretary of State Warren Christopher, accompanied by the Secretary, Administration officials and members of Congress. It had been a little over three years since he was overthrown in the illegal military coup d'etat. Aristide deplaned to a roaring crowd at Port au Prince Airport. As he wound his way slowly through the assembled crowd, he glimpsed out of the comer of his eye the U.S. Embassy spokesman, who was calmly standing off to side watching the event. Aristide quickly detoured and went over to the embassy spokesman. Holding out his hand, he said, "I have seen you on television many times. I want you to know how much I appreciate what you have done for my country and for my people." Finally, the nameless and~ 

faceless bureaucrat knew what Edward R. Murrow meant when he talked about the last three feet, and how the power of the media had transformed a country and produced a successful U.S. military intervention. 

Gen. Cedras had left the week before for exile in Panama, where he remains to this day, living comfortably on the money he stole from Haiti. His henchmen have scattered to different countries, some remain in Haiti causing trouble. The U.S. military soon left Haiti. It would be nice to say that Haiti changed dramatically, but that would not be the case. It remains a poor, unstable land, where democracy continues to be threatened, and violence is a way of life. The media have pretty much lost interest and have moved onto other things. A few wrote books about the U.S. role in Haiti. The military intervention and the role of the media have been r~legated to occasional articles and War College discussions. The Montana is still one of the better hotels in Port au Prince, but has never again known its glory days, where what happened in its bars affected U.S. policy and led to a military intervention. The U.S. television reporters would send in their feeds and then gather around the bar and watch the nightly newscasts featuring - themselves. It was the supreme existential irony. Watching yourself on television. Day after day, night after night. Until everyone got tired of it and moved onto other things, leaving the people of Haiti much the same as they were before. 
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