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Introduction
THIS

BOOK CENTERS IN WHAT WE CALL A "PROPAGA:N'DA

model," an analytical framework that attempts to explain the performance of the U.S. media in terms of the basic institutional structures and
relationships within which they operate. It is our view that, among their
other functions, the media serve, and propagandize on behalf of, the
powerful societal interests that control and finance them. The representatives of these interests have important agendas and principles that they
want to advance, and they are well positioned to shape and constrain
media policy. This is normally not accomplished by crude intervention,
but by the selection of right-thinking personnel and by the editors' and
working journalists' internalization of priorities and definitions of newsworthiness that conform to the institution's policy.
Structural factors are those such as ownership and control, dependence on other major funding sources (notably, advertisers), and mutual
interests and relationships between the media and those who make the
news and have the power to define it and explain what it means. The
propaganda model also incorporates other closely related factors such
as the ability to complain about the media's treatment of news (that is,
produce "flak"), to provide "experts" to confirm the official slant on the
news, and to fix the basic principles and ideologies that are taken for
granted by media personnel and the elite, but are often resisted by the
general population." In our view, the same underlying power sources that
own the media and fund them as advertisers, that serve as primary definers of the news, and that produce flak and proper-thinking experts, also,
playa key role in fixing basic principles and the dominant ideologies.
We believe that what journalists do, what they see as newsworthy, and
what they take for granted as premises of their work are frequently well
explained by the incentives, pressures, and constraints incorporated into
such a structural analysis.
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These structural factors that dominate media operations are not alIcontrolling and do not always produce simple and homogeneous results.
It is well recognized, and may even be said to constitute a part of an institutional critique such as we present in this volume, that the various parts
of media organizations have some limited autonomy, that individual and
professional values influence media work, that policy is imperfectly enforced, and that media policy itself may allow some measure of dissent
and reporting that calls into question the accepted viewpoint. These considerations all work to assure some dissent and coverage of inconvenient
facrs.> The beauty of the system, however, is that such dissent and inconvenient information are kept within bounds and at the margins, so that
while their presence shows that the system is not monolithic, they are
not large enough to interfere unduly with the domination of the official
agenda.
It should also be noted that we are talking about media structure and
performance, not the effects of the media on the public. Certainly, the
media's adherence to an official agenda with little dissent is likely to
influence public opinion in the desired direction, but this is a matter of
degree, and where the public's interests diverge sharply from that of the
elite, and where they have their own independent sources of information,
the official line may be widely doubted. The point that we want to stress
here, however, is that the propaganda model describes forces that shape
what the media does; it does not imply that any propaganda emanating
from the media is always effective.
Although now more than a dozen years old, both the propaganda
model and the case studies presented with it in the first edition of this
book have held up remarkably welJ.3 The purpose of this new Introduction is to update the model, add some materials to supplement the case
studies already in place (and left intact in the chapters that follow), and
finally, to point out the possible applicability of the model to a number of
issues under current or recent debate.

UPDATING THE PROPAGANDA MODEL
The propaganda model, spelled out in detail in chapter r, explains the
broad sweep of the mainstream media's behavior and performance by
their corporate character and integration into the political economy of
the dominant economic system. For this reason, we focused heavily on
the rise in scale of media enterprise, the media's gradual centralization
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and concentration, the growth of media conglomerates that control many
different kinds of media (motion picture studios, TV networks, cable
channels, magazines, and book publishing houses), and the spread of the
media across borders in a globalization process. We also noted the gradual displacement of family control by professional managers serving a
wider array of owners and more closely subject to market discipline.
All of these trends, and greater competition for advertising across
media boundaries, have continued and strengthened over the past dozen
years, making for an intensified bottom-line orientation. Thus, centralization of the media in a shrinking number of very large firms has
accelerated, virtually unopposed by Republican and Democratic administrations and regulatory authority. Ben Bagdikian notes that when the
first edition of his Media Monopoly was published in 1983, fifty giant
firms dominated almost every mass medium; but just seven years later, in
1990, only twenty-three firms occupied the same commanding position.'
Since 1990, a wave of massive deals and rapid globalization have
left the media industries further centralized in nine transnational conglomerates-Disney, AOL Time Warner, Viacom (owner of CBS), News
Corporation, Bertelsmann, General Electric (owner of NBC), Sony,
AT&T-Liberty Media, and Vivendi Universal. These giants own all the
world's major film studios, TV networks, and music companies, and a
sizable fraction of the most important cable channels, cable systems,
magazines, major-market TV stations, and book publishers. The largest,
the recently merged AOL Time Warner, has integrated the leading Internet portal into the traditional media system. Another fifteen firms round
out the system, meaning that two dozen firms control nearly the entirety
of media experienced by most U.S. citizens. Bagdikian concludes that "it
is the overwhelming collective power of these firms, with their corporate
interlocks and unified cultural and political values, that raises troubling
questions about the individual's role in the American democracy,">
Of the nine giants that now dominate the media universe, all but General Electric have extensively conglomerated within the media, and are
important in both producing content and distributing it. Four of themDisney, AOL Time Warner, Viacom, and News Corporation-produce
movies, books, magazines, newspapers, TV programs, music, videos,
toys, and theme parks, among other things; and they have extensive distribution facilities via broadcasting and cable ownership, retail stores,
and movie-theater chains. They also provide news and occasional investigative reports and documentaries that address political issues, but the
leaders of these pop-cultural behemoths are mainly interested in entertainment, which produces large audiences with shows like ABC TV's
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Who ~nts to Be a Millionaire and CBS-TV's Survivor, or with movies
like Disney's Lion King that also make possible the cross-selling "synergies" that are a focal point of their attention and resources.
Important branches of the media such as movies and books have had
substantial global markets for many years, but only in the past two
decades has a global media system come into being that is having major
effects on national media systems, culture, and politics.s It has been
fueled by the globalization of business more generally, the associated
rapid growth of global advertising, and improved communications technology that has facilitated cross-border operations and control. It has
also been helped along by government policy end the consolidation of
neoliberal ideology. The United States and other Western governments
have pressed the interests of their home-country firms eager to expand
abroad, and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and World Bank
have done the same, striving with considerable success to enlarge transnational corporate access to media markets across the globe. Neoliberal
ideology has provided the intellectual rationale for policies that have
opened up the ownership of broadcasting stations and cable and satellite
systems to private transnational investors.
The culture and ideology fostered in this globalization process relate
largely to "lifestyle" themes and goods and their acquisition; and they
tend to weaken any sense of community helpful to civic life. Robert
McChesney notes that "the hallmark of the global media system is its
relentless, ubiquitous commercialism."? Shopping channels, "infomercials," and product placement are booming in the global media system.
McChesney adds that "it should come as no surprise that account after
account in the late 1990$ documents the fascination, even the obsession,
of the world's middle class youth with consumer brands and products.ve
The global media's "news" attention in recent years, aside from reporting
on crusades such as "Operation Allied Force" (the NATO war against
Yugoslavia) and on national elections, has been inordinately directed to
sensationalism, as in their obsessive focus on the O. I. Simpson trial, the
Lewinsky scandal, and the deaths of two of the West's supercelebritiea,
Princess Diana and John F. Kennedy, Jr.
Globalization, along with deregulation and national budgetary pressures, has also helped reduce the importance of noncommercial media
in country after country. This has been especially important in Europe
and Asia, where public broadcasting systems were dominant (in contrast
with the United States and Latin America). The financial pressures on
public broadcasters has forced them to shrink or emulate the commercial
systems in fund-raising and programming, and some have been fully
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commercialized by policy change or privatization. The global balance of
power has shifted decisively toward commercial systems. James Ledbetter points out that in the United States, under incessant right-wing political pressure and fmancial stringency, "the 90S have seen a tidal wave of
commercialism overtake public broadcasting," with public broadcasters
"rushing as fast as they can to merge their services with those offered by
commercial networks."? And in the process of what Ledbetter calls the
"mailing" of public broadcasting, its already modest differences from the
commercial networks have almost disappeared. Most important, in their
programming "they share either the avoidance or the defangmg of contemporary political controversy, the kind that would bring trouble from
powerful patrcns.t't?
Some argue that the Internet and the new communications technologies arc breaking the corporate stranglehold on journalism and opening
an unprecedented era of interactive democratic media. And it is true
and important that the Internet has increased the efficiency and scope
of individual and group networking. This has enabled people to escape
the mainstream media's constraints in many and diverse cases. Japanese
women have been able to tap newly created Web sites devoted to their
problems, where they can talk and share experiences and information
with their peers and obtain expert advice on business, financial, and personal matters. I 1 Chiapas resisters against abuse by the Mexican army and
government were able to mobilize an international support base in 1995
to help them publicize their grievances and put pressure on the Mexican
government to change its policies in the region.u The enlarged ability of
Bolivian peasants protesting against World Bank privatization programs
and user fees for water in 2000, and Indonesian students taking to the
streets against the Suharto dictatorship in Indonesia in 1998, to communicate through the Internet produced a level of publicity and global
attention that had important consequences: Bechtel Corporation, owner
of the newly privatized water system in Bolivia that had quickly doubled
water rates, backed off and the privatization sale was rescinded; the protests and associated publicity, along with the 1998 financial crisis, helped
drive Suharro from office.U
Broader protest movements have also benefited from Internet-based
communication. \Xlhen the leading members of the World Trade Organization (WTO) attempted in 1998 to push through in secret a Multilateral
Agreement on Invesnnent that would have protected further the rights of
international investors as against the rights of democratic bodies within
states, the Internet was extremely valuable in alerting opposition forces
to the threat and helping mobilize an opposition that prevented accept-
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ence of this agreement.t't Similarly, in the protest actions against the
W'TO meetings in Seattle in November 1999 and the IMF and World
Bank annual gatherings in Washington, D.C., in April 2000, communication via the Internet played an important role both in organizing the
protests and in disseminating information on the events themselves that
countered the mainstream me-dia's hostile portrayal of these prctests.t''
However, although the Internet has been a valuable addition to the
communications arsenal of dissidents and protesters, it has limitations as
a critical tool. For one thing, those whose information needs are most
acute are not well served by the Internet-many lack access, its databases
are not designed to meet their needs, and the use of databases (and effective use of the Internet in general) presupposes knowledge and organization. The Internet is not an instrument of mass communication for those
lacking brand names, an already existing large audience, and/or large resources. Only sizable commercial organizations have been able to make
large numbers aware of the existence of their Internet offerings. The
privatization of the Internet's hardware, the rapid commercialization
and concentration of Internet portals and servers and their integration
into non-Internet conglomerates-the AOL-Time Warner merger was a
giant step in that direction-and the private and concentrated control
of the new broadband technology, together threaten to limit any future
prospects of the Internet as a democratic media vehicle.
The past few years have witnessed a rapid penetration of the Internet
by the leading newspapers and media conglomerates, all fearful of being
outflanked by small pioneer users of the new technology, and willing
(and able) to accept losses for years while testing out these new waters.
Anxious to reduce these losses, however, and with advertisers leery of the
value of spending in a medium characterized by excessive audience control and rapid surfing, the large media entrants into the Internet have
gravitated to making familiar compromises-more attention to selling
goods, cutting back on news, and providing features immediately attractive to audiences and advertisers. The Boston Globe (a subsidiary of the
New 10Tk Times) and the washington Post are offering e-commerce goods
and services; and Ledbetter notes that "it's troubling that none of the
newspaper portals feels that quality journalism is at the center of its strategy ... because journalism doesn't help you sell things."!» Former New
York Times editor Max Frankel says that the more newspapers pursue
Internet audiences, "the more will sex, sports, violence, and comedy
appear on their menus, slighting, if not altogether ignoring, the news of
foreign wars or welfare reform,"!"
New technologies are mainly introduced to meet corporate needs, and
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those of recent years have permitted media firms to shrink staff even as
they achieve greater outputs, and they have made possible global distribution systems that reduce the number of media entities. The audience
"interaction" facilitated by advancing interactive capabilities mainly help
audience members to shop, but they also allow media firms to collect
detailed information on their audiences, and thus to fine-tune program
features and ads to individual characteristics as well as to sell by a click
during programs. Along with reducing privacy, this should intensify commercialization.
In short, the changes in politics and communication over the past
dozen years have tended on balance to enhance the applicability of the
propaganda model. The increase in corporate power and global reach,
the mergers and further centralization of the media, and the decline of
public broadcasting, have made bottom-line considerations more influential both in the United States and abroad. The competition for advertising has become more intense and the boundaries between editorial
and advertising departments have weakened further. Newsrooms have
been more thoroughly incorporated into transnational corporate empires, with budget cuts and a further diminution of management enthusiasm for investigative journalism that would challenge the structures of
power.
Over the past dozen years, sourcing and flak have also strengthened as
mechanisms of elite influence. Media centralization and the reduction in
the resources devoted to journalism have made the media more dependent than ever on the primary defmers who both make the news and subsidize the media by providing accessible and cheap copy. They now have
greater leverage over the media, and the public relations firms working
for these and other powerful interests also bulk larger as media sources.
Alex Carey, Stuart Bwen, John Stauber, and Sheldon Rampton have
helped us see how the public relations industry has been able to utilize
journalistic conventions to serve its-and its corporate clients'c--ends.te
Studies of news sources reveal that a significant proportion of news originates in public relations releases. There are, by one count, 20,000 more
public relations agents working to doctor the news today than there are
journalists writing i1.19
The force of anti-communist ideology has possibly weakened with the
collapse of the Soviet Union and the virtual disappearance of socialist
movements across the globe, but this is easily offset by the greater ideological force of the belief in the "miracle of the market" (Reagan). The
triumph of capitalism and the increasing power of those with an interest
in privatization and market rule have strengthened the grip of market
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ideology, at least among the elite, so that regardless of evidence, markets
are assumed to be benevolent and even democratic (vmarket populism"
in Thomas Frank's phrase) and nonmarket mechanisms are suspect, although exceptions are allowed when private firms need subsidies, bailouts, and government help in doing business abroad. 'When the Soviet
economy stagnated in the 1980s, it was attributed to the absence of markets; when capitalist Russia disintegrated in the 1990s, this was blamed
not on the now ruling market but on politicians' and workers' failure to
let markets work their magic.av Journalism has internalized this ideology.
Adding it to the residual power of anticommunism in a world in which
the global power of market institutions makes nonmarket options seem
utopian gives us an ideological package of immense strength.
These changes, which have strengthened the applicability of the propaganda model, have seriously weakened the "public sphere," which refers
to the array of places and forums in which matters important to a democratic community are debated and information relevant to intelligent citizen participation is provided. The steady advance, and cultural power, of
marketing and advertising has caused "the displacement of a political
public sphere by a depoliticized consumer culture.v-' And it has had
the effect of creating a world of virtual communities built by advertisers
and based on demographics and taste differences of consumers. These
consumption- and style-based clusters are at odds with physical communities that share a social life and common concerns and which participate
in a democratic order.ee These virtual communities are organized to buy
and sell goods, not to create or service a public sphere.
Advertisers don't like the public sphere, where audiences are relatively
small, upsetting controversy takes place, and the settings are not ideal
for selling goods. Their preference for entertainment underlies the gradual erosion of the public sphere under systems of commercial media,
well exemplified in the history of broadcasting in the United States over
the past seventy-five years.o But entertainment has the merit not only
of being better suited to helping sell goods; it is an effective vehicle for
hidden ideological messages.w Furthermore, in a system of high and
growing inequality, entertainment is the contemporary equivalent of
the Roman "games of the circus" that diverts the public from politics
and generates a political apathy that is helpful to preservation of the status quo.
It would be a mistake to conclude from the fact that the public buys
and watches the offerings of the increasingly commercialized media
that the gradual erosion of the public sphere reflects the preferences and
free choices of the public either as citizens or consumers. The citizenry
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was never given the opportunity to approve or disapprove the wholesale
transfer of broadcasting rights to commercial interests back in 1934,25
and the pledge made by those interests, and subsequently by the Federal
Communications Commission (FCC) itself, that public service offerings
would never be buried in favor of the entertainment preferred by advertisers, was never fulfilled.> The public is not sovereign over the mediathe owners and managers, seeking ads, decide what is to be offered, and
the public must choose among these. People watch and read in good part
on the basis of what is readily available and intensively promoted. Polls
regularly show that the public would like more news, documentaries, and
other information, and less sex, violence, and other entertainment, even
as they do listen to and watch the latter. There is little reason to believe
that they would not like to understand why they are working harder with
stagnant or declining incomes, have inadequate medical care at high
costs, and what is being done in their name all over the world. If they are
not getting much information on these topics, the propaganda model can
explain why: the sovereigns who control the media choose not to offer
such material.

UPDATING THE CASE STUDIES
In the case studies presented in chapters 2 through 6, we examine the differences in treatment of situations broadly similar in character, except for
the political and economic interests at stake. Our expectation is that news
as well as editorial opinion will be strongly influenced by those interests
and should display a predictable bias. We would anticipate, for example,
that an election held by a client-state government favored by U.S. officials would be treated differently by the media than an election held by a
government that U.S. officials oppose. It will be seen in chapter 3 that in
the important elections analyzed there this dichotomous treatment and
bias was displayed to an extraordinary degree.

Worthy and Unworthy Victims
In chapter 2, we compare the media's treatment of victims of enemy
states and those of the United States and U.S. client states. Our prediction is that the victims of enemy states will be found "worthy" and will
be subject to more intense and indignant coverage than those victimized
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by the United States or its clients, who are implicitly "unworthy." It is
shown in chapter 2 that a 1984 victim of the Polish Communists, the
priest Ierzy Popieluszko, not only received far more coverage than Archbishop Oscar Romero, murdered in the U.S. client-state El Salvador in
1980; he was given more coverage than the aggregate of one hundred religious victims killed in U.S. client states, although eight of those victims
were U.S. citizens.
This bias is politically advantageous to U.S. policy-makers, for focusing on victims of enemy states shows those states to be wicked and
deserving of U.S. hostility; while ignoring U.S. and client-state victims
allows ongoing U.S. policies to proceed more easily, unburdened by the
interference of concern over the politically inconvenient victims. It is not
a credible reply that difficulty in getting evidence on "unworthy" victims
can account for the application of such a gross double standard, as an
alternative press with meager resources has been able to gather a great
deal of material on their mistreatment from highly credible sources, such
as major human rights organizations and church representauves.s" Furthermore, only political factors can explain the differences in quality of
treatment of worthy and unworthy victims noted throughout this book,
illustrated in chapter 2 by the more antiseptic reporting of the abuse of
unworthy victims (even U.S. women raped and murdered in El Salvador)
and the greater indignation and search for responsibility at the tOP m the
case of worthy victims.
That the same massive political bias displayed earlier in the coverage
of Popieluszko and the hundred religious victims in Latin America continues today is suggested by the media's usage of the word "genocide" in
the 1990S, as shown in the accompanying table. "Genocide" is an invidious word that officials apply readily to cases of victimization in enemy
states, but rarely if ever to similar or worse cases of victimization by the
United States itself or allied regimes. Thus, with Saddam Hussein and
Iraq having been U.S. targets in the 1990s, whereas Turkey has been an
ally and client and the United States its major arms supplier as it engaged
in its severe ethnic cleansing of Kurds during those years, we find former
U.S. Ambassador Peter Galbraith stating that "while Turkey represses its
own Kurds, its cooperation is essential to an American-led mission to
protect Iraq's Kurds from renewed genocide at the hands of Saddam
Hussein."> Turkey's treatment of its Kurds was in no way less murderous than Iraq's treatment of Iraqi Kurds, but for Galbraith, Turkey only
"represses," while Iraq engages in "genocide."

L

xxi

INTRODUCTION

Mainstream Media Usage
of "Genocide" for
Kosovo, East Timor, Turkey, and Iraq I
I.NO.OFTIMES
WORD APPLIED
TO SERBS,
TT..:RKS, ETC.z

t

COUNTRlESrDATES
1. SerbsJKosovo
1998-1999
2. Indonesia/East
Timor,
1990-1999
3. Turkey/Kurds,
1990-1999
4.IraqJKurds,
1990-1999
5. Iraq Sanctions,
1991-1999

1.

2.NO. OF EDS,r
OP-EDS DOING
THE SAME

3.NEWS
ARTICLES

4.FRONT
PAGE

220

59

"8

41

33

7

17

4

14

2

8

I

132

51

66

24

18

1

10

1

Mainstream media used in this tabulation, based on a Nexus database
search, were the Los Angeles Times, the New rvrk Times, Washington Post,
Newsweek, and Time.

2. The numbers in columns 2 and 3 do not add up to the total in column 1,
which also includes letters, "World Briefings," and summary items.

The table shows that the five major print media surveyed engage in a
similar biased usage, frequently using "genocide" to describe victimization in the enemy states, but applying the word far less frequently to
equally severe victimization carried out by the United States or its allies
and clients. We can even read who are U.S. friends and enemies from the
media's use of the word. Thus, with the United States and its NATO
allies warring against Yugoslavia in 1999, allegedly in response to that
country's mistreatment of the Kosovo Albanians, official denunciations
of that mistreatment flowed through the media, along with the repeated
designation of the abuses as "genocidal." The same pattern applies to the
Iraqi regime's abuse of its Kurdish population-after it had ceased to be a
U.S. ally-s-e-an enemy state, official denunciations, harsh sanctions, and
parallel media treatment.
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On the other hand, Turkey and Indonesia have long been U.S. allies
and client states and recipients of military and economic aid. In consequence, and Just as the propaganda model would predict, the media not
only gave minimal attention to the severe abuse of the Kurds by Turkey
throughout the 1990s, and to the Clinton administration's lavish help to
Turkey's implementation of that ethnic-cleansing program, they rarely
applied the word "genocide" to these Turkish operations.
Similarly, the word was not often applied to the Indonesian mistreatment of the East Timorese, who were subjected to another wave of terror
as Indonesia tried to prevent or defeat a U.N.-sponsored referendum on
independence in 1999. The United States, after helping Suharto take
power in 1965 in one of the great bloodbaths of the twentieth century,30
and after supporting his dictatorship for thirty-two years, also gave him
crucial military and diplomatic aid when he invaded and occupied East
Timor from 1975. 3 1 In 1999, as Indonesia attempted to prevent the independence referendum in East Timor by violence, the United States
maintained its military aid programs and refused to intervene to stop the
killing, on the ground that what is happening "is the responsibility of the
government of Indonesia, and we don't want to take that responsibility
away from them" (as stated by Defense Secretary William Cohen in a
press conference of September 8, 1999). This was long after Indonesia
had killed thousands and destroyed much of East Timor. Shortly thereafter, under considerable international pressure, the United States invited Indonesia to leave the devastated country.
We have shown elsewhere that in 1975 and later the U.S. media treated
the East Timorese as unworthy victims, saving their attention and indignation for the almost simultaneous killings under Pol Pot in Cambodia.
The victims of Pol Pot, a Communist leader, were worthy, although after
he was ousted by the Vietnamese in 1978, Cambodians ceased to be worthy, as U.S. policy shifted toward support of Pol Pot in exile.se The East
Timorese remained unworthy in the 1990S, as the table suggests.
As the leader of the faction insisting on harsh sanctions against Iraq
following the 1991 Persian Gulf War, the United States itself was responsible for a very large number of Iraqi civilians deaths in the 1990s. John
and Karl Mueller assert that these "sanctions of mass destruction" have
caused the deaths of "more people in Iraq than have been slain by all
so-called weapons of mass destruction [nuclear and chemical] throughout all hisrory?» A large fraction of the million or more killed by sanctions were young children; UNICEF Executive Director Carol Bellamy
pointed out that "if the substantial reduction in child mortality throughout Iraq during the 1980s had continued through the 1990s, there would
have been half a million fewer deaths of children under five in the country
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as a whole during the eight year period 1991 to 1998."34 However, as
these deaths resulted from U.S. policy, and Secretary of State Madeleine
Albright declared on national television that these 500,000 child deaths
were "worth it/'35 we would expect the U.S. media to find these victims
unworthy, to give them little attention and less indignation, and to find
the word "genocide" inapplicable to this case. The table shows that this
expectation was realized in media practice.
The case for severe media bias suggested by the usage of genocide
shown in the table is strengthened by the fact that, despite the great
media attention to and indignation over the abuse of the Kosovo Albanians by the Serbs in 1998-1999, this mistreatment was almost certainly
less severe than that meted out to the Kurds in Turkey in the 19905 and
to the East Timorese by the Indonesian army and paramilitary forces in
East Timor in 1999. Deaths in Kosovo on all sides in the year before the
NATO bombing were estimated by U.S. and other Western sources to
number no more than 2,000, and the Serb assault and expulsions that
followed and accompanied the NATO bombing campaign also appear to
have resulted in deaths in the low thousands (an intensive postwar search
for graves had yielded some 3,000 bodies by August 2000, not all of them
Albanian civilians or necessarily victims of the Serbsj.w Deaths in the
Turkish war on the Kurds in the 1990S were estimated to be 30,000 or
more, a large fraction Kurdish civilians, with refugee numbers running to
2 to 3 million. In East Timor, where the Indonesian military organized
and collaborated with a paramilitary opposition to a U.N.-sponsored independence referendum held on August 30, 1999, an estimated 5,000 to
6,000 East Timorese civilians were slaughtered even before the referendum vote that rejected Indonesian rule, which unleashed a furious Indonesian army-paramilitary assault on East Timorese.w
The double standard reflected in the politicized use of "genocide" is
applicable to the treatment of news events more broadly, with the media
regularly focusing on the abuse of worthy victims and playing down or
neglecting altogether the plight of unworthy victims. As an illustration,
we may consider the contrasting media treatment of the alleged killing of
some forty Albanians by the Serbs at Racak, Kosovo, on January 15,
1999, and the Indonesian army-militia killing of "up to 200" East Timorese at Liquica in East Timor on April 6, 1999.38 The former was seen as
useful by U.S. officials," who were trying to ready the U.S. and Western
publics for an imminent NATO attack on Yugoslavia. Although the facts
in the Racak killings, which occurred in the course of fighting between
the Serbian military and Kosovo Liberation Army insurgents within
Yugoslavia, were and remain in dispute-and recent evidence raises further doubts about the NATO-KLA account of events therew-c-the deaths
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were immediately denounced and featured by U.S. and NATO officials
as an intolerable "massacre." The U.S. mainstream media did the same
and gave this reported massacre heavy and uncritical attention.u This
helped create the moral basis for the NATO bombing of Yugoslavia that
began on March 24, 1999.
The Liquica killings of East Timorese seeking refuge in a Catholic
church by Indonesian-organized militia forces were indisputably a "massacre;' apparently involved many more victims than at Racak, and it took
place in a territory illegally occupied by a foreign state (Indonesia). It was
also neither a unique event nor was it connected to any warfare, as in
Kosovo--it was a straightforward slaughter of civilians. But U.S. officials
did not denounce this massacre-in fact, active U.S. support of the Indonesian military continued throughout this period and up to a week
after the referendum, by which time 85 percent of the population had
been driven from their homes and well over 6,000 civilians had been
slaughtered. The U.S. mainstream media followed the official lead. For
a twelve-month period following the date of each event, the mentions
of Racak by the five media entities cited in the table exceeded mentions
of Liquica by 4.1 to I, and mentions of "massacre" at the two sites was
in a ratio of 6.7 to I. The greater length of accounts of the Racak event
elevates the ratio to 14 to 1 as measured by word count. Newsweek,
which mentioned Racak and its "massacre" nine times, failed to mention
Liquica once.
Thus, with the cooperation of the media, the Racak killings were effectively used by U.S. officials to ready the public for war, not only by their
intensive coverage but also by their taking the official allegations of massacre at face value. In the same time frame, the media's treatment of the
indisputable massacre at Liquica was insufficient in volume or indignation to mobilize the public, in accord with the U.S. policy of leaving the
management of events in East Timor to the U.S. ally Indonesia.

Legitimating Versus Meaningless
Third World Elections
In chapter 3 we show that the mainstream media have followed a government agenda in treating elections in client and disfavored states. In El
Salvador in the 1980s, the U.S. government sponsored several elections
to demonstrate to the U.S. public that our intervention there was approved by the local population; whereas when Nicaragua held an election
in 1984, the Reagan administration tried to discredit it to prevent legiti-
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mation of a government the administration was trying to overthrow. The
mainstream media cooperated, fmding the Salvadoran election a "step
toward democracy" and the Nicaraguan election a "sham," despite the
fact that electoral conditions were far more compatible with an honest
election in Nicaragua than in EI Salvador. We demonstrate that the
media applied a remarkable dual standard to the two elections in accord
with the government's propaganda needs.
This same bias is apparent in the press treatment of more recent elections in Cambodia, Yugoslavia, Kenya, Mexico, Russia, Turkey, and
Uruguay. Cambodia and Yugoslavia were the only two of these seven
ruled by a party strongly objectionable to U.S. policy-makers, and it is in
these cases that the New }Ork Times warned of serious problems: As regards Cambodia, it asserted that "flawed elections are worse than none,"
and that "the international community must proceed cautiously, lest a
rigged election give Mr. Hun Sen a veneer oflegitimacy."42 In reporting
on the Yugoslavian election of September 2000, in which US. officials
intervened openly to prevent the reelection of Slobodan Milosevic, the
Times and media in general repeatedly warned of the possibility of fraud
and a rigged election." In the case of Kenya, where US. policy toward
the ruling government was ambivalent, here also the Times was skeptical
of election quality, noting that "holding elections is not enough to assure
democratic government" and stressing the need for "an independent
electoral commission less bound to political parties" and "independent
broadcast media, allowing opposition voices to be heard outside election
periods."44
But in the other four elections, organized and won by governments
strongly favored by the US. State Department, there were no suggestions
that "flawed elections are worse than none" and no featuring of the threat
of fraud; the importance of an independent electoral commission and
broadcast media was not pressed, and in each case the election was found
to be a step toward democracy and hence legitimizing.
In the case of Mexico, long subject to one party (PRJ) rule, but supported by the U.S. government over the past several decades, the Times
has regularly found the Mexican elections encouraging, in contrast with
past fraudulent ones which, at the time, the editors also contrasted favorably with those in the more distant past! It has featured expressions of
benevolent intent and downplayed structural defects and abuses. Thus,
in its first editorial on the 1988 election that brought Carlos Salinas de
Gortari to power, the Times noted that prior elections were corrupt (the
PRI "manipulated patronage, the news media and the ballot box"), but it
stressed that PRI candidate Salinas "contends" that political reform is
urgent and "calls for clean etecuons.t'e The editors questioned whether
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"his party" will "heed his pleas," a process of distancing the favored candidate from responsibility for any abuses to come. In the editorials that
followed, the Times did not suggest possible ongoing electoral fraud,
"manipulated patronage," or media controls and bias, although this election was famous for a convenient "computer breakdown" in the election
aftermath, which turned Carlos Salinas from an expected loser into a
winner. Just three years later, however, at the time of the 1991 election,
the editors stated that "as long as anyone can remember, Mexican elections have been massively fraudulent" as it prepared readers for new
promises of a cleanup.se But all through this period and later, the Times
(and its media rivals) did not focus on fraud or call these elections rigged;
in both news stories and editorials they portrayed these deeply flawed
elections as steps toward democracy and legitimizing.
In the 1983 Turkish election, held under military rule, with harsh
censorship and only three parties "led by politicians sympathetic to the
military government" allowed to run, the Times found that "Turkey Approaches Democracy's" Similarly, in Uruguay's 1984 election, under
another military regime that jailed the leading opposition candidate and
also refused to allow a second major candidate to run, but organized by a
government approved by the U.S. State Department, the Times once
again found that "Uruguay is resuming its democratic vocation ... the
generals are yielding to the infectious resurgence of democracy in much
of Latin America.v-e
The Russian election of 1996 was important to the United States and
its allies, as Boris Yeltsin, the ruler who was carrying out their favored
policies of privatization and the integration of Russia into the global
financial system, was seriously threatened with defeat. The Yeltsin government had presided over a 50 percent fall in national output and large
income declines for 90 percent of the population, while the hugely
corrupt privatization process provided windfalls to a small minority, including an important criminal class. The social welfare and health care
systems had disintegrated under Yeltsin's rule, contributing to a startling
rise in infectious diseases and mortality rates. Just before the 1996 election campaign, Yeltsin's popularity rating was 8 percent That he could
win reelection in such circumstances suggests-and reflects-a seriously
flawed election.
However, with the Yeltsin regime strongly backed by the U.S. government and its Western allies, the New YOrk Times once again found this
election "A Victory for Russian Democracy," and so did the U.S. mainstream media in general. For that paper of record, electoral flaws were
slighted or ignored, and its editors declared the very fact of holding
an "imperfect" election "a remarkable achievement.t'w The same bias
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was evident in reporting on the March 2000 Russian election, won by
Yeltsin's anointed heir and former KGB operative Vladimir Putin. Putin
had built his popularity by conducting a brutal counterinsurgency war
against Chechnya, and his electoral success rested heavily on the fact that
the powerful state TV and radio stations campaigned furiously on his
behalf and denigrated and gave no broadcasting time to his opponents.
A September 2000 expose of the Putin election campaign by the expatriate Moscow Times, based on a six-month investigative effort, uncovered
compelling evidence of election fraud, including ballot stuffing, ballot
destruction, and the creation of 1.3 million "dead souls" inflating the
election rolls. 50 The U.S. mainstream media, however, never found any
evidence of fraud at the time of the election, and they have been reluctant
to report the findings of the Moscow Times study.u Putin is another "reformer," like Yeltsin, supported by the West, so that it follows once again
that for the mainstream media a flawed election-s-hardly admitted to be
flawed-c-remains better than none.e>

The KGB-Bulgarian Plot to
Assassinate the Pope
During the Reagan era (1981-88), there was a concerted effort to demonize the Soviet Union, in order to support a major arms buildup and a
new, more aggressive policy in the Third World and globally. The Soviet
Union was described as an "Evil Empire" and accused of sponsoring international terrorism as well as abusing its own and client-nation peoples.sa \Vhen the would-be assassin Mehmet Ali Agca shot Pope John
Paul II in Rome in May 1981, this provided the basis for one of the most
successful propaganda campaigns of the Cold War era.
Although the pope's assailant was a Turkish fascist and member of a
violently anti-left party in Turkey, after a seventeen-month stint in an
Italian prison Agca "confessed" that he had been hired by the KGB and
Bulgarians. This confession was convenient, fitting well the interests of
the dominant Italian parties anxious to discredit the powerful Italian
Communist party as well as the Reagan administration's "Evil Empire"
campaign. It was extremely suspicious for other reasons, coming so belatedly, and after numerous visits to Agca by Italian secret service representatives, judges, and papal agents, all with a political ax to grind, and with
the secret service notorious for ideological extremism and willingness to
doctor evidence. 54
But the mainstream media accepted this story with astonishing gulli-
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bility-the possibility of coaching and pressure on Agca to name the
KGB and Bulgarians, much discussed in the Italian media, was almost
never mentioned as even a theoretical possibility. And the weakness of the
alleged Soviet motive, the sheer stupidity of the enterprise if Sovietbased, and the complete lack of confirmatory evidence was almost entirely ignored by the media (as described in chapter 4). W'hen the case
was lost in an Italian court in 1986, despite a substantial Italian government investment and effort, for the U.S. mainstream media this merely
reflected the peculiarities of the Italian system of justice; the continued
absence of hard evidence led to no reassessment of the case or reflections
on their own role.
In the years that followed, two developments threw some light on the
case. One is that the Soviet and Bulgarian archives were opened up, and
Allen Weinstein of the Center for Democracy gained permission from
Bulgarian authorities in 1991 for members of his investigative commission to look at the Bulgarian Interior Ministry's secret service files. After
a stint in Bulgaria, Weinstein returned home having failed to locate any
confirmatory evidence of Bulgarian or KGB involvement. The Los Angeles Times, New YcJrk Times, Washington Post, Newsweek, and Time, each of
which had reported Weinstein's initiative and impending trip to Bulgaria
in 1991, all failed to inform their readers of his negative findings.f
Later in 1991, at Senate hearings on the confirmation of Robert Gates
as head of the CIA, former CIA officers Melvin Goodman and Harold
Ford testified that the CIA's analysis of the Bulgarian Connection had
been seriously compromised and politicized in support of the Reagan era
anti-Soviet propaganda campaign. Goodman testified that not only had
the CIA found no evidence of Soviet or Bulgarian involvement in the
shooting, but that based on the CIA's "very good penetration of the Bulgarian secret services" its professionals had concluded that a Bulgarian
Connection did not exist. 56
This testimony, which was a brutal coup de grace to the claims of a
connection, put the media on the spot. It was now clear that in their
enthusiastic support of the plot they had seriously misled their readers
and performed badly as news purveyors and analysts, although serving
well the propaganda needs of their government. But as in 1986, after
the case against the Bulgarians was dismissed in an Italian court for insufficient evidence, none of them felt any obligation to explain their failures and apologize to their readers. They reported the CIA revelations
tersely, with some still claiming that while the connection had not been
proved it had not been disproved either (ignoring the frequent impossibility of proving a negativej.st But in general the mainstream media
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moved quickly on without reassessing their performance or the fact that
they and their media colleagues had been agents of propaganda.
The New Thrk Times, which had been consistently supportive of the
connection in both news and editorials, not only failed to report Weinstein's negative findings from the search of the Bulgarian files, it also
excluded Goodman's statement on the CIA's penetration of the Bulgarian secret services from their excerpts from his testimony. The Times had
long maintained that the CIA and the Reagan administration "recoiled
from the devastating implication that Bulgaria's agents were bound to
have acted only on a signal from MOSCOW."58 But Goodman's and Ford's
testimony showed that this was the reverse of the truth, and that CIA
heads William Casey and Robert Gates overrode the views of CIA professionals and falsified evidence to support a Soviet linkage. The Times
was not alone in following a misleading party line, but it is notable that
this paper of record has yet to acknowledge its exceptional gullibility and
propaganda service.

VIETNAM, LAOS, AND CAMBODIA
Vietnam: Was the United States a
Victim or an Aggressor?
In chapters 5 through 7, we show that media coverage of the Indochina
wars fits the propaganda model very well. The United States first intervened in Indochina immediately after World War II in support of
French recolonization, after which it carried out a twenty-one-year effort
(1954-75) to impose a government in the southern half ofVietnam that
U.S. officials and analysts consistently recognized as lacking any substantial indigenous support, and in opposition to local nationalist-though
Communist-forces that were understood to have a mass base. U.S.
leaders operated on the belief that their overwhelming military might
would not only enable them, but entitled them, to force submission to a
minority government of U.S. choice.
By normal word usage this would make the U.S. effort in Vietnam a
case of "aggression." The mainstream media, however, rarely if ever
found U.S. policy there to be other than highly moral and well intentioned, even if based on miscalculation of its costs-to us (see chapter 5).
The media readily accepted that we were protecting "South Vietnam"-a
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creation ruled by a dictator imported directly from the United
States-against somebody else's aggression, vacillating in their identification of the aggressor between North Vietnam, the Soviet Union, China,
or the resistance in South Vietnam engaging in "internal aggression"! It is
compelling evidence of the propaganda service of the mainstream media
that throughout the war they accepted this basic propaganda assumption
of the war managers, and from that era up to today, we have never found
a mainstream editorial or news report that characterized the U.S. war
against Vietnam, and then all of Indochina, as a case of aggression.
After the United States terminated the military phase of the war in
1975, it maintained and enforced an eighteen-year boycott of the country that it had virtually destroyed. According to Vietnamese estimates,
the war had cost them 3 million killed, 300,000 missing, 4.4 million
wounded, and 2 million harmed by toxic chemicals; and its land was left
ravaged by bombs and Rome plows as well as chemical weapons. With
58,000 killed, the U.S. death toll from the war was under one-tenth of I
percent of its population; Vietnam's death toll was 17 percent of its population, and only Vietnam's people were attacked by chemical warfare and
had their countryside devastated.
Nevertheless, U.S. officials and the mainstream media continued to
view the U.S. role in the war as creditable, the United States as the victim. President George Bush stated in 1992 that "Hanoi knows today that
we seek only answers without the threat of retribution for the past."59
That is, the Vietnamese had done things to us that might justify retribution on our part, but we only seek answers regarding our men missing
in action.ec New lOrk Times foreign affairs commentator Leslie Gelb justified classifying Vietnam an "outlaw" on the grounds that "they had killed
Americans.t'e! This reflects the common establishment view, implicit in
Bush's comment, that nobody has a right of self-defense against this
country, even if it intervenes across the ocean to impose by force a government that the people of that country reject.

U.S. Chemical Warfare in Indochina
It is also of interest how the media have treated the massive use of chemicals during the Vietnam War and the horrifying aftermath for the victim country. In 1961 and 1962 the Kennedy administration authorized
the use of chemicals to destroy rice crops in South Vietnam-s-in violation
of a U.S. tradition as well as international law (Admiral William Leahy,
in response to a proposal to destroy Japanese rice crops in 1944, stated
that this would "violate every Christian ethic I have ever heard of and
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all known laws of war").62 Between 1961 and 1971, however, the U.S.
Air Force sprayed 20 million gallons of concentrated arsenic-based and
dioxin-laden herbicides (mainly Agent Orange) on 6 million acres of
crops and trees, besides using large quantities of the "super tear gas"
CS and vast amounts of napalm and phosphorus bombs."} An estimated
13 percent of South Vietnam's land was subjected to chemical attacks.
This included 30 percent of its rubber plantations and 36 percent of
its mangrove forests, along with other large forest areas, destroyed by
toxic chemicals in programs that included multiple "large-scale intentional effort]s] combining defoliation with incendiaries to produce a
forest fire in South Vietnam."64 A 1967 study prepared by the head of
the Agronomy Section of the Japanese Science Council concluded that
U.S. anticrop warfare had already ruined more than 3.8 million acres of
arable land in South Vietnam, killing almost 1,000 peasants and over
13,000 livestock.e This policy of attempting to force enemy capitulation by destroying its food supply was not only contrary to the rules of
war,« it was notable in that it "first and overwhelmingly affected small
children.,,67
Laos was also subjected to chemical attacks in 1966 and 1969, directed
at both crops, and vegetation along communication routes. And in Cambodia, some 173,000 acres of rubber plantations, crops and forests were
heavily sprayed with Agent Orange in the spring of 1969. 68 The Cambodian government complained bitterly at the violation of its neutrality by
this inhumane and illegal action, but Cambodia was too small and weak
for its voice to be heard or for it to be able to mobilize a legal or other
defense. Although the U.N. General Assembly did strongly condemn the
use of chemical agents as contrary to international law by an 83-to-3 vote
in 1969,69 it was powerless to act against the United States, and there was
no "international community" mobilization to halt its use of chemical
warfare in Cambodia or elsewhere in Indochina.
During the Vietnam war, the use of chemicals was reported and criticized in the U.S. media when first disclosed in 1966, but the subject was
quickly dropped. The illegality of chemical warfare and a policy of starvation, and their effects on the victim population, were virtually unreported. There were exceptions, such as Orville Schell, Jr.'s 1971 Look
magazine article "Silent Vietnam: How we invented ecocide and killed a
country," but they were rare indeed. After the war, because of the effects
of Agent Orange on U.S. soldiers, there was some coverage of this chemical warfare campaign; but the vastly greater impact on the direct targets
of this warfare in South Vietnam remained close to invisible. Of 522 articles in the New lOrk Times, the washington Post, the Los Angeles Times,
Newsweek, and Time during the 1990S that mentioned Agent Orange and
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Vietnam together, the vast majority focused on the harm done to u.s.
service personnel; only nine articles acknowledged the targeting of food
crops (thiry-nine mentioned forest cover alone as the target); only eleven
discussed in any detail the impact on Vietnamese and the Vietnamese
environment; only three characterized the use of Agent Orange as a
"chemical weapon" or "chemical warfare;" and in only two articles was it
suggested that its use might constitute a war crime.
The wall Street Journal did have a lead story on this topic in February
I997, reporting that as many as 500,000 children may have been born
with dioxin-related deformities and that birth defects in the South were
four times those in the North."? The article did acknowledge U.S. responsibility for this disaster but contended that "the United States, emotionally spent after losing the war, paid no heed." But the United States
did pay heed to the flight of the "boat people" and was not too exhausted
to enforce a vigorous boycott of the target of its aggression, even ifit took
no responsibility whatever for the condition of its victims.
The large-scale application of chemical weapons, and napalm, in Vietnam was confmed to the South. One reason for this was that North Vietnam had a government with links to other countries, so that the use of
these barbarous and illegal weapons against it would have been widely
publicized. South Vietnam was occupied by the United States and its
client regime, so that the victimized people of the South were voiceless
and could be treated with unlimited savagery. This of course contradicted the claim that we were protecting them against aggression, but the
media not only underplayed the savagery, they failed to call attention to
the contradiction and its significance. New 10rk Times journalist Barbara
Crossette did report that the U.S. failure to get involved in studying the
effects of chemical warfare in Vietnam had been unfortunate, because as
this country had used it heavily in the South but not in the North, this
made Vietnam a controlled experiment in the effects of dioxin on humans
from which much could be learned of benefit to ourselves."! But neither
Crosserre nor any other mainstream reporter had anything to say about
the fact that the United States had used dioxin only on the ones it was
allegedly protecting against aggression, nor did they suggest that this
constituted a serious war crime, or that this country might have an obligation to help those it had victimized.
During the 1980s, the Reagan administration mounted a major propaganda campaign over alleged victims of "Yellow Rain" in Cambodia
and Laos, claiming that chemical warfare had been employed there by
the Soviet Union through its Vietnam proxy. This propaganda effort
eventually collapsed following the U.S. Army's own inability to confirm
this warfare and, more important, the finding that the alleged Yellow
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Rain was bee feces, not chemicals.te Nevertheless, this campaign received vastly more publicity than the real and large-scale chemical warfare carried out by the United States in Indochina. The wall Street
Journal, which had heavily featured Yellow Rain and expressed the greatest indignation at this display of Communist evil, never mentioned the
U.S. employment of chemicals in that area during its Yellow Rain campaign. The Joumafs publisher, Peter Karin, eventually wrote that the
Vietnam war record had clarified "who were the good guys and who were
the bad guys," definitively shown by "the poisoned fields of Laos" (his
euphemism for Yellow Rain).73 In short, Kane places the massive realworld use of chemical warfare by the United States in Orwell's black hole
and demonstrates Communist evil by purring forward the discredited
claim of Yellow Rain that his paper has still not admitted to be fraudulent.
But the more important facts are these: that with the help of the
media, the Soviet Union was effectively linked to the use of this ugly
weapon, based on false evidence; while by treating the real and largescale use of chemical weapons in Indochina by the United States in very
low key up to this very day, the media have helped convey the impression
that this country is a moral force on this issue and opposes use of this terrible weaponry. U.S. leaders have opposed the use of chemical warfareby enemy states-but it is a different rnatter when they choose to use
such weaponry themselves, or when a client state does the same.t-

Rewriting Vietnam War History
There have been thousands of books written on the Vietnam War,7S and
that war has been a brooding omnipresence in the U.S. culture since its
end in 1975. For the dominant elite the war represents an era in which
resistance to national policy and the associated rise of formerly apathetic
sectors of society caused a "crisis of democracy.,,7fj Those unruly sectors
and the dissidents are seen as having damaged the cultural and political
framework and imposed unreasonable impediments to the use of force,
the latter referred to as the "Vietnam syndrome." Within the unruly sectors and among the dissidents, of course, the "Sixties" are viewed as an
era of liberation, of cultural and moral advance, and a temporary surge of
democratization.
The propaganda model would lead us to expect mainstream media
retrospectives on the war to reflect elite perspectives, portraying the
1960s as a dark age and the U.S. role in the war as, at worst, a case of
good intentions gone awry. Focusing here on their treatment of the war
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over the past decade, we see that the media have mainly repeated and
elaborated several apologetic themes already entrenched by the end of
the war.
One theme has been that the U.S. intervention was justified by the fact
of "communism on the march" (editorial, Washington Post, April 30,
2000). It was argued from the beginning that the Communist advance in
Vietnam was part of a global communist conspiracy, a position maintamed in the face of the split and hostility between China and the Soviet
Union, tension between China and North Vietnam, and the absence of
any evidence that North Vietnam was anybody's tool. In his book In Retrospect,77 former Defense Secretary Robert McNamara admits that he
and his colleagues made a serious error on this point. But neither he nor
the other establishment figures who have used this argument have ever
questioned the U.S. right to intervene by force to stop the "march of
communism" in a country where the Communists had led a nationalist
revolution, were recognized by all official and nonofficial authorities to
command the support of a large majority of the population, and where
their defeat would require open aggression, mass killing, and the virtual
destruction of a distant society.
Closely related was the theme that we were protecting "South Vietnam" and the "South Vietnamese," who "let the Americans take over the
fighting" (editorial, Washington Post, April 30, 1995). A subtheme of this
line is that we "let down" the South Vietnamese. But as noted earlier,
South Vietnam as a political entity was a U.S. concoction and the U.S.
war managers recognized that most of the southern population supported the side the United States was fighting. This explains why the
main thrust of U.S. violence was directed to the South, where napalm,
B-S2 bombing raids, chemical warfare, the institutionalized killing of
civilians, and a scorched-earth policy were used to destroy the base of
the popular movement." We also noted earlier that this ferocious U.S.
assault on the South-which contradicted the claim that we were protecting South Vietnamese-remains invisible in the U.S. media.
Another important theme in the mainstream media for many years has
been the notion that the United States was the victim in the Vietnam war,
the Vietnamese the cruel villains. This remark.able inversion of reality has
been accomplished by two processes: first, by a massive suppression of
evidence on the consequences of the war for the Vietnamese; and second,
by demonizing the victims, based in large measure on "the national beatification of POWs [prisoners of war] and the myth of POWs. as martyrs.
still being tortured by Vietnam."?"
The only Vietnamese allowed modest attention in the media have been
those mobilized to fight the U.S. war and who were "let down";8o the vast
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numbers killed or damaged by the U.S. assault have been treated as
"unworthy victims." The overwhelming preoccupation of officials, journalists, pundits, and intellectuals with media outreach has been on U.S.
victims and the effects of the war on this country. Robert McNamara's
widely publicized book, supposedly a mea culpa and moral tract, is notable for the fact that his notion of the war's "high costs," and the error
and guilt he feels, extend only to U.S. lives and the effects of the war on
"the political unity of our society."81 He offers neither regrets, moral
reflections, nor apologies for his country having invaded, mercilessly
bombed, ravaged the land, and killed and wounded millions of innocent
people in a small distant peasant society in pursuit of its own political
ends.
In a remarkable cultural process, also, the victims have been turned
into the villains. As we describe in chapter 5, in an attempt to prolong the
war President Richard Nixon seized on the question of the adequacy of
Vietnamese accounting for our military personnel who were captured
(POWs) and those missing in action (MIAs). He succeeded in keeping
the war going, and some 16,000 more U.S. soldiers and untold numbers
of Vietnamese died in the further fighting in the purported interest of
missing paws. But although there has never been any credible evidence
that a single POW was hidden by the North Vietnamese, this claim became an article of faith and cult that dominated U.S. policy toward Vietnam for many years.ee
The myth also became the basis of popular culture accounts in movies
such as The Deer Hunter, Uncommon Jizlor, Ro. W: The Escape, and
Missing in Action, in which Rambo-like heroes slaughter evil Vietnamese
as they save our betrayed and tormented POWs. These movies turned
history on its head. As Vietnam war historian H. Bruce Franklin points
out, "America's vision of the war was being transformed. The actual
photographs and TV footage of massacred villagers, napalmed children,
Vietnamese prisoners being tortured and murdered, wounded GI's
screaming in agony, and body bags being loaded by the dozen for shipment back home were being repJaced by simulated images of American
POWs in the savage hands of Asian communists.v'c The powerful cultural myth of abused POWs as the central feature of the Vietnam war not
only allowed the war to be extended; it helped justify the U.S. failure to
aid its victim in accord with end-of-war promises and it provided the
basis for an eighteen-year economic war against the victim country. It
also functioned as a potent agent of militarization and force weakening
the "Vietnam syndrome."
In his recent book Vietnam and Other American Fantasies, H. Bruce
Franklin, who had previously exposed the fallacies and cult qualities of
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the POW-MIA myth, addressed this issue once again, as well as other
fantasies (such as the claim that the antiwar activists often spit at returning veteransj.e- Franklin's book was reviewed in the Los Angeles Times
but was otherwise only twice mentioned in passing in the U.S. mainstream press. On the other hand, a book by Michael Lind, Vietnamj The
Necessary Wilr,8S which explains that the war was justifiable because communism was on the march, U.S. "credibility" was at stake, and the Vietnamese communists were cruel and ruthless-demonstrated in part by
their refusal to surrender and consequent responsibility for those killed
by U.S. bombsl-c-was treated differently. It received forty-four reviews
and was mentioned twenty-seven other times in the mainstream media,
and Lind was given Op-Ed space in both the New 'YOrk Times and the
W&shingwn Post, among other opportunities.
In his review of Lind's book, Vietnam War historian Uoyd Gardner
noted that any U.S. "credibility" problem that arose in connection with
me Vietnam war was a creation of the war managers themselves and
flowed from their own decisions; and Gardner also comments, after analyzing a series of Lind arguments in defense of the war, that "the evidence
simply washes away his positions like a sand castle on the beach.vee But
Lind was saying what the elite wants said, and Franklin was not, so that
mainstream media treatment followed accordingly.

Laos
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Laos's Plain of Jars was subjected to some of the heaviest bombings of
civilian targets in history, especially after 1968, when Washington was
compelled under domestic pressure to enter negotiations with North
Vietnam and had to terminate its bombing there. It turned to Laos,
although that small peasant country was a marginal factor in the wars;
but Nixon and Kissinger could hardly leave U.S. bombers inactive. Overall, some 2 million tons of bombs were dropped on Laos. These raids
wiped out 353 villages and killed thousands of civilians, and they continue to kill now, as the Plain was saturated with hundreds of millions
of "bombies"-tiny antipersonnel weapons specifically designed to kill
and maim. With their 20-to-30 percent failure-to-explode rate, they remained as potential killers, and their casualty rate is still high, estimates
running from hundreds to 20,000 or more per year, half of them deaths
and half of the victims cbildren.w
There have been efforts to deal with this humanitarian catastrophe.
The British-based Mines Advisory Group (MAG) has been trying to
remove the lethal objects, but the British press reports that the United
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States is "conspicuously missing from the handful of western organizations that have followed .\1AG," though it has finally agreed to train some
Laotian civilians." The British press also reports, with some annoyance,
that the United States has refused to provide.\1AG specialists with "render harmless procedures," still treated as a state secret for weapons three
decades old.es The U.S. mainstream media have treated in very low key
the continuing human toll suffered in Laos and have maintained almost
complete silence concerning the U.S. non-cooperativeness in attempts to
alleviate a crisis dating back to the "secret war" against Laos, which again
was "secret" only by tacit propaganda service of the mainstream media
(see chapter 6).

Cambodia
Important changes have occurred in Cambodia since 1988, including
Vietnam's withdrawal from that country, elections held under UN auspices, and the death of Pol Pot. We noted in chapter 7 that, after the Vietnamese had ousted Pol Pot in December 1978, although the United
States and its allies had denounced Pol POt as "another Hitler" committing "genocide," they quickly became his supporter, allowing him to retain Cambodia's UN. seat and otherwise aiding and protecting him in
his Thailand refuge. Vietnam was severely punished-by harsh sanctions
and by U.S. support for a Chinese invasion to teach Vietnam a lessonfor having terminated Pol Pot's atrocities! President Carter's National
Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski stated in 1979 that "I encouraged
the Chinese to support Pol Pot. I encouraged the Thai to help D.K.
[Democratic Kampuchea, Pol Pot's forces]. Pol Pot was an abomination.
We could never support him but China could.vw In the late 1980s and
early 1990$, as the Vietnamese sought to end their isolation by exiting
from Cambodia, but insisted as a condition for withdrawal that Pol Pot
and his Khmer Rouge be excluded from returning to power, the United
States objected, and insisted, with eventual success, that the Khmer
Rouge be included as a contestant party in the post-occupation settlement.?'
\Xlhat dominated U.S. policy and led to its support of Pol Pot was the
classic rule that the enemy of my enemy (Vietnam) is my friend, and perhaps also the new tilt toward China, also hostile toward Vietnam. The
support of Pol Pot was awkward, given the prior denunciations of his
policies, but the mainstream media handled it with aplomb, and the U.S.
public was almost surely completely unaware that the United States had
become his ally and supporter. (The explicit statement of support by
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Brzezinski quoted above was never mentioned in the New 1{lrkTimes, the
Washington Post, or Newsweek; it was quoted once in both the Los Angeles
Times and Time.)
However, in the late 1990S, after Vietnam had left Cambodia and US.
officials' anti-Vietnam passions had subsided, and Pol Pot was no longer
a useful instrument of anti-Vietnam policy, U.S. officials and pundits
rediscovered Pol Pot's and the Khmer Rouge's villainy and candidacy for
war crimes trials. The media handled the previous "tilt" toward Pol Pot
mainly by evasion, essentially blacking out the years 1979-95, or vaguely
intimating that the US. had supported him for reasons of "realpolitik,"
but avoiding both details on the nature and magnitude of support as well
as any reflections on the morality of backing "another Hitler." The New
10rk Times's summary of "Pol Pot's Rise and Fall" (April 17, 1998) lists
for "1979-1990: Pol Pot and Khmer Rouge are given refuge at Thai border where they fight back against theVietnamese." "Given refuge" is misleading: they were given economic and military aid and political support
by the United States and its allies. The Times's main reporter on Cambodia in early 1998, Seth Mydans, repeatedly blacked out mention of US.
support, referring to "the decade-long civil war that followed" Pol Pot's
ouster (April 13), and a nineteen-year "guerilla insurgency in the jungles
of western and northern Cambodia" (April 17).
The Boston Globe, New 10rk Times, W&shington Post, and Los Angeles
Times, editorializing on the death of Pol Pot on April 17,1998, were uniformly indignant over his crimes and regretful at his escape from justice,
but all avoided mentioning the long US. support of the criminal-as well
as the U.S. contribution to the first phase of a "Decade of Genocide."92
The washington Post blacked out the inconvenient fifteen-year period of
support of Pol Pot with this summary: "After the nightmare of Khmer
Rouge rule and genocide, the United States and its allies pumped millions of dollars into Cambodia to help rebuild and to hold elections.t'vv
It is enlightening to compare the media's treatment of Pol Pot and
Indonesian leader Suharto, who was also in the news in 1998, as Indonesia suffered a financial crisis that-along with popular resistance to the
dictatorship-s-eventually led to his ouster. Pol Pot was described in the
editorials and news columns of April 1998 as "crazed," a "killer," "war
criminal," "mass murderer," "blood-soaked," and as having engineered a
"reign of terror" and "genocide." But in 1998 and 1999, and in earlier
years as well, while Suharto was occasionally referred to as a "dictator"
and running an "authoritarian" regime, he was never a "killer" or "mass
murderer" or one responsible for "genocide." The terminological double
standard is maintained reliably throughout the mainstream rnedia.vLess obvious but equally interesting is the difference in willingness
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to identify the responsible parties for the killings of Pol Pot and Suharto.
In the case of Pol Pot, there is no uncertainty or complexity: editorials
and news articles uniformly make him and the Khmer Rouge leadership
clearly and unambiguously responsible for all deaths in Cambodia during the period 1975-78. He was the "man who slaughtered two million"
(USA 1Oday), "the executioner" (Boston Glebe) who "presided over the
deaths" of his victims (washington Post), "the man who drove Cambodia
to ruin" (New Thrk Times).
But in Suharto's case, we move to an ambiguous responsibility, which
means none at all: in the New Thrk Times, for example, "a 1965 coup led to
the massacres of hundreds of thousands of supposed communists" (editorial, Aug. 23, 1996), where we have no agent doing the killing; or "a
wave of violence that took up to 500,000 lives and led Suharto to seize
power from Sukarno in a military coup" (Seth Mydans, Aug. 7, 1996),
where the massacre not only has no agent, but is falsely situated before
the takeover of power by Suharto. In a later piece, Mydans states that
"more than 500,000 Indonesians are estimated to have died in a purge of
leftists in 1965, the year Mr. Suharto came to power" (April 8, 1997).
Note the passive voice, never used in connection with Pol Pot, the word
"purge" instead of "slaughter" or "massacre," and the continued failure
to identify the agent.
In the case of East Timor, also, the Times is uncertain about the source
of the killing: "This is one of the world's sadder places, where 100,000 to
200,000 people died from 1974 in a brutal civil war and the consequent
invasion through combat, execution, disease and starvation...." (Steven
Erlanger, Oct. 2 I, 1990). In addition to the lack of a clear agent, this sentence seriously misrepresents the facts-the civil war was short and left
small numbers dead; and the invasion was not "consequent" to a brutal
civil war, except in Indonesian propaganda.
Another important difference in the treatment of the "worthy" victims
of Pol Pot and the "unworthy" victims of Suharto is in the willingness to
explain away the killings. With Pol Pot, as we describe in chapter 7, the
background of the first phase of the genocide was completely blacked out
in the mainstream account-there is no qualification to Pol Pot's responsibility as a killer because his forces had undergone terrible damage and
sought vengeance for the crimes they had suffered; nor are any deaths in
Pol Pot's years of rule to be explained by the starvation and disease
already pervasive in April 1975. No, the only mentionable background is
his Paris training and Communist fanaticism.
But with Suharto we encounter a whole new world of contextualized
apologetics. For many years the main protective formula was that the
1965--66 killings were "a result of a failed coup," which "touched off
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a wave of violence," or followed an "onslaught from the left.'?" This
formula, invoked repeatedly, suggests that the mass killings were provoked and thus maybe justified by a prior "onslaught." The writers never
explain why a failed coup could possibly justify a large-scale slaughter,
but the hint is left hanging. In more recent years, usually in connection
with the explanation and rationalization of the continuation of a dictatorship, the media regularly juxtaposed political repression with "stability" and "growth": "the signs of his success are everywhere," although
Suharto has brought these gains "by maintaining a tight grip on power
and suppressing public criticism and political opposition.vve These statements, from the New 1Vrk Times, offer a kind of context that the paper
never gives to Castro, let alone a Pol Pot, and it shows an apologetic that
runs deep.
This apologetic extends to the Suharto invasion and occupation of
East Timor. For years, New Thrk Times reporters have claimed that Indonesia invaded in the midst of a civil war.s" when in fact that civil war
was over well before the invasion. The paper's news coverage of East
Timor actually fell to zero as the Indonesian attacks and killings in East
Timor reached a deadly peak in 1977-78, a slaughter that elsewhere
would be called "genocidal." And although Indonesia occupied East
Timor in violation of standing UN. rulings till its induced exit in 1999,
the paper's reporters repeatedly referred to East Timor as a "disputed
province" and East Timorese resistance as "separatist," thereby internalizing and explicitly legitimizing the aggression and occupation.ve
The bias and gentle treatment of Suharto and the Indonesian government in the media is once again correlated with US. policy support that
dates back to the military coup and slaughters of 1965. These were
greeted with enthusiasm by US. officials-then Secretary of Defense
Robert McNamara referred to the events as one of the "dividends" of
U.S. support for the Indonesian military-and the "boiling bloodbath"
(Time) and "staggering mass slaughter" (New Thrk Times) were also seen
in the media as a "gleam of light" Games Reston in the New Thrk Times).99
U.S. military and economic aid and diplomatic protection continued
throughout the years of the Suharto dictatorship, and the media's finding
him a good genocidist followed accordingly.
New YOrk Times reporter David Sanger differentiated Suharto and post1990 Saddam Hussein-c-before 1990 he was a U.S. ally-saying "Mr.
Suharto is not hoarding anthrax or threatening to invade Australia.vtcc
That is, Suharto's invasion, mass killing, and long illegal occupation of
East Timor is given zero weight, and his slaughter of somewhere between
500,000 and 2 million people within Indonesia some years back is also
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not mentioned. This tells us all we need to know about how good and
bad genocidiats fare in the Western propaganda system.

FURTHER APPLICATIONS
In his book Golden Rule, political scientist Thomas Ferguson argues that
where the major investors in political parties and elections agree on an
issue, the parties will not compete on that issue, no matter how strongly
the public might want an alternative. He contends that for ordinary voters to influence electoral choices they would have to have "strong channels that directly facilitate mass deliberation and expression.vw' These
would include unions and other intermediate organizations that might,
through their collective power, cause the interests of ordinary voters to be
given greater weight in the political system.
The propaganda model, and the institutional arrangements that it reflects, suggests that the same forces that preclude competition among the
parties on issues on which the major investors agree, will also dominate
media choices and rule OUt "mass deliberation and expression" on those
issues. For example, polls regularly indicate that, except in periods of war
and intense war propaganda, the public wants a smaller defense budget
and favors a spending shift from defense to education and other civil
functions.t'? But because the major investors agree that a large defense
budget is desirable, the two dominant parties compete only on whether
the one or the other is stinting on military expenditures, with both promising to enlarge it (as both George W. Bush and AI Gore did in the presidential election campaign of 2000). And the mainstream media do the
same, limiting debate to the terms defined by the two parties and excluding deliberation and expression of the position that large cuts are desirable. The alternative presidential candidate, Ralph Nader, called for such
cuts, but the media denied him a voice on the issues, some of them
explicitly defending his exclusion from the presidential debates on the
grounds that the options afforded by the two parties sufficed.tv>
The U.S. corporate community has favored an immense defense
budget-s-currently more than five times the size of that of a steadily weakening Russia, the second biggest spender-because of the great benefits
its members derive from military spending. These include weapons and
other contracting business, direct and indirect subsidies in research.tvs
and the role played by military power in supporting the global economic
expansion in which many U.S. transnational corporations are active
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participants and beneficiaries. Business also benefits from the marketopening actions of trade agreements and from the supportive operations
of the \VTO, the World Bank, and the IMF. But these trade agreements
and the activities of the international financial institutions have generated
controversy and political struggle, because while their benefits to business are clear, their costs are borne heavily by workers forced to compete
in a global job market. Furthermore, globalization and trade agreements
strengthen the political as well as the economic power of the corporate
community, in part because they shift decision-making authority from
democratic polities to bankers and technocrats who more reliably serve
the transnational corporate interest. Here also, as in the case of defenseversus civilian-oriented budgets, polls show a sharp dichotomy between
corporate and public preferences, with the latter generally hostile to the
agreements and institutional arrangements favored by business. lOS
The propaganda model fits well the media's treatment of this range
of issues. Consider, for example, their coverage of the passage of the
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the subsequent
Mexican financial crisis and meltdown of 1994--95. Polls taken before
its enactment consistently showed substantial majorities opposed to
NAFrA-and later to the bailout of investors in Mexican securities-but
the elite in favor. Media editorials, news coverage, and selection of
"experts" in opinion columns were heavily skewed toward the elite preference; their judgment was that the benefits of NAFTA were obvious,
were agreed to by all qualified authorities, and that only demagogues and
"special interests" were opposed.tvs The "special interests" who might be
the "losers" included women, minorities, and a majority of the workforce.w' The media dealt with the awkward fact that polls showed steady
majority opposition to the agreement mainly by ignoring it, but occasionally they suggested that the public was uninformed and didn't recognize
its own true interests.r'" The effort of labor to influence the outcome of
the NAFTA debates was sharply attacked in both the Net» YOrk Times and
the washington Post, with no comparable criticism of corporate or governmental (U.S. and Mexican) lobbying and propaganda. And while labor
was attacked for its alleged position on these issues, the press refused to
allow the actual position to be expressed.tw
In December 1994, only eleven months after NAFrA went into effect,
Mexico suffered a major financial crisis, including a massive flight of capital, a devaluation of the currency, and a subsequent bailout by the IMF
that required Mexico to carry out painful deflationary measures. Despite
the fact that the meltdown occurred within a year of the introduction of
NAFTA, which the media had portrayed as ushering in a prospective

INTRODUCTION

xliii

golden age of economic advance, they were unanimous that NAFTA
was not to blame. And in virtual lock-step they supported the Mexican
(investor) bailout, despite poll reports of general public opposition in the
United States. Experts and media pundits and editorialists repeatedly
explained that one great merit ofNAFTA was that it had "locked Mexico
in" so that it couldn't alter its overall policy direction or resort to controls
to protect itself from severe deflation and unemployment. They were
oblivious to the profoundly undemocratic nature of this lock-in, made
more questionable by the fact that it had been negotiated by a Mexican
government that ruled as a result of electoral fraud.»c
More recently, when the growing global opposition to the policies of
the WTO, the IMF, and the World Bank led to mass protests at the WTO
conference in Seattle in November and December 1999, and then at the
annual meeting of the IMF and the World Bank in Washington, D.C., in
April 2000, media coverage of these events was derisive and hostile to the
protesters and almost uniformly failed to deal with the substantive issues
that drove the protests. The media portrayed the Seattle protesters as "allpurpose agitators" (U:S. Neuis & WOrld Report), "terminally aggrieved"
(Philadelphia Inquirer), simply "against world trade" (ABC News), and
making "much ado about nothing" (CNN), but the bases of the protesters' grievances were almost entirely unesplored.ru Similarly, in the case
of the Washington, D.C., protests, the media repeatedly reported on
activists' attire, looks, body odors, fadism, and claimed a lack of "anything that can coherently be called a cause" (Michael Kelly, journalist,
W&shington Post), and they continued their refusal to address issues.!'?
There were many informed protesters with coherent agendas at Seattle
and Washington-including reputable economists, social theorists, and
veteran organizers from around the worldux-cbut the media did not seek
them out, preferring to stereotype antiglobalization activists as ignorant
troublemakers. On op-ed pages, there was a major imbalance hostile to
the protesters. TV bias was at least as great, and often misleading on the
facts. In his November 29, t999, backgrounder on the WTO, Dan Rather
explained that the organization had ruled on many environmental issues,
implying that those rulings were protective of the environment when in
fact they generally privileged trade rights over environmental needs.
Another notable feature of media reporting on both the Seattle and
Washington, D. c., protests, and a throwback to their biased treatment
of the protests of the Vietnam War era (1965-75),114 was their exaggeration of protester violence, their downplaying of police provocations
and violence, and their complaisance at illegal police tactics designed to
limit all protestor actions, peaceable or otherwise.us Although the Seattle
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police resorted to force and used chemical agents against many nonviolent protesters well before a handful of individuals began breaking windows, both then and later the media reversed this chronology, stating that
the police violence was a response to protester violence. In fact, the vandals were largely ignored by the police, while peaceful protesters were
targeted for beatings, tear gas, torture with pepper spray, and arrest.ue
One New 10Tk Times article went so far as to claim that the Seattle protesters had thrown excrement, rocks, and Molotov cocktails at delegates
and police officers; the Times later issued a correction acknowledging that
these claims were talse.u" Dan Rather, who had falsely alleged that the
protesters had "brought on today's crackdown" at Seattle, later suggested
that the \XTashington protesters were possibly "hoping for a replay of last
year's violence in Seattle," setting this off against "those charged with
keeping the peace" who "have other ideas.vue
In their eighty-seven-page report, Out of Control: Seattle's Flawed Response to Protests Against the WOrld Trade Organization, the American Civil
Liberties Union (ACLU) stated that "demonstrators [in Seattle] were
overwhelmingly peaceful. Not so the police." The response of the Seattle
police to the protests was characterized by "draconian" violations of civil
liberties, including widespread use of "chemical weapons, rubber bullets
and clubs against peaceful protesters and bystanders alike." But NBC,
ABC, CBS, CNN, and the New 10rk Times and washington Post all ignored the release of the ACLU's findings, which ran counter to their own
uniformly pro-police and ami-protester line.
The media's reversal of chronology and inflation of the threat of activist violence, and their low-keyed treatment of numerous illegal police
actions designed to instill fear in those wanting to protest peaceably.uv
provided the enabling ground for both police violence and serious
restrictions on free speech. These increased in scope and sophistication
between Seattle and Washington, and were then applied TO squelch protest at the Republican and Democratic conventions in Philadelphia and
Los Angeles in July and August 2000. 12 0 The corporate media's hostility
to the goals of the protests, closely aligned with that of the rest of the corporate establishment, caused their devotion to the First Amendment to
flag in a way it never has when their own rights and privileges have been
at stake.
As is suggested by the media's treatment of NAFTA and of labor's
right to participate in its debates, as well as the media coverage of Watergate, COINTELPRO, and major events in the earlier history of labormanagement conflict (the Haymarket affair, the Homestead strike, the
post-World War I "red scare"),l2l the propaganda model applies to do-
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mestic as well as foreign policy issues. Labor has been under renewed
siege in the United States for the past several decades, its condition
adversely affected by the deflationary policies of the early 1980s, corporate downsizing, globalization, a vigorous business campaign to defeat
unions, and government support of, or indifference to, the damage being
inflicted on unions and workers. There was a major drop in union membership from the beginning of the Reagan era, with union density falling
from 25 percent in 1980 to J4.5 percent in J996 (and only JO.2 percent in
the private sector). This reflected weakened labor bargaining power and
was accompanied by significant concessions in wages and benefits, more
onerous working conditions, and greater worker insecurity.
President Reagan's firing of !I,OOO striking air-controllers in 1981
"put the government seal of approval on strike-breaking and a new era of
industrial relations opened.t"aa But you would hardly know this from
reading or listening to the mainstream media. An exceptional t994 Business week article noted that "over the past dozen years ... U.S. industry
has conducted one of the most successful union wars ever," helped by
"illegally firing thousands of workers for exercising their right to organize," with unlawful firings occurring in "one-third of all representation
elections in the late '80S."123 But this successful war was carried out
quietly, with media cooperation. The decertification of unions, use of
replacement workers, and long, debilitating strikes like that involving
Caterpillar were treated in a very low key manner. In a notable illustration of the applicability of the propaganda model, the nine-month-long
Pittston miners' strike that began in April 1989 was accorded much less
attention, and less friendly treatment, than the Soviet miners' strikes of
the summer of that same year.iaFrom 1977 through 1999, while the incomes of the top 1 percent of
households grew by 84.8 percent and the top 10 percent by 44.6 percent,
the bottom 60 percent lost ground and the income of the lowest 20
percent fell by 12.5 percent.us Real hourly earnings of production and
nonsupervisory employees (i.e., the 80 percent of the workforce that
holds working-class jobs) fell by 4.8 percent between 1973 and 1999. 22 6
This, along with the adverse trend of social indicators in the same
period.u" suggests that the welfare of the majority declined in this era of
high employment, a "new economy," and a spectacular upswing in the
stock market. In its euphoria phase, which ended abruptly with the collapse of the dot.com market in 1999 and 2000, the mainstream media
hardly noticed that only a minority had been the beneficiaries.us they
briefly discovered this issue only under the impetus of Pat Buchanan's
right-wing populist outcries during the 1996 presidential election cam-
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paign. In the 2000 electoral campaign, once again the rwo major party
candidates said nothing about the failure of the majority to be lifted in
the supposed "rising tide" that would benefit everybody; only Ralph
Nader and other marginalized candidates did, and as noted, the dominant media found that the agenda of the major parties was all that they
could ask for.
Another striking application of the propaganda model can be seen in
the media's treatment of the chemical industry and its regulation. Because of the industry's power, as well as the media's receptivity to the
demands of the business community, the media have normalized a
system described by Rachel Carson in Silent Spring as "deliberately poisoning us, then policing the results.vi> Industry is permitted to produce
and sell chemicals (and during the 1990s, bioengineered foods) without
independent and prior proof of safety, and the "policing" by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has been badly compromised by underfunding and political limits on both law enforcement and testing. no A
major National Research Council study of 1984 found that there was no
health hazard data available for 78 percent of the chemicals in commerce,
and an Environmental Defense Fund update found little change had
occurred a dozen years later. The federal government's National Toxicology Program tests about ten to twenty chemicals a year for carcinogenicity (but not for the numerous other possible adverse effects of chemicals);
but meanwhile five hundred to a thousand new chemicals enter commerce annually, so our knowledge base steadily declines. 131
This system works well for industry, however, as it wants to sell without interference, and leaving virtually all of the research and testing
for safety in its hands, with its members to decide when the results are
worthy of transmission to the EPA, is a classic "fox guarding the chickens" arrangement. The system has worked poorly for the public, and its
inadequacy has been reinforced by the industry's power to influence,
sometimes even capture, the EPA.132 Nevertheless, the industry often
contends that the safety of chemicals is assured by EPA (or FDA) regulation, 133 which industry does its best to keep weak and which, as noted,
has failed to deal in any way with the great majority of chemicals in the
marker.
With the media's help, the chemical industry has also gained wide
acceptance of its view that chemicals should be evaluated individually
on the basis of an analysis of their risks to individuals and individual
tolerances. But it is very hard to measure such risks and tolerances for
humans-c-controlled experiments are not possible, damage may show up
only after many years, the forms of damage are hard to know in advance,
chemicals may interact with others in the environment, they may be bio-
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accumulative, and the breakdown products of chemicals may have their
own dangers. Furthermore, if thousands of chemicals enter the environment, many long-lasting, bioaccurnulative, and interacting with other
chemicals, a public policy that ignores their additive and interactive effects on people and the environment is deeply flawed and irresponsible.
Policy based on the "precautionary principle," bitterly opposed by the
chemical industry, with the support of the U.S. government.c- would
nor allow chemicals to enter the environment without full testing, would
prohibit the use of chemicals that accumulate in human tissues and
whose breakdown products are threatening or unknown, and would
compel the use of nonthreatening alternatives for untested and knownto-be-risky chemicals where such alternatives can be found or developed
at reasonable cOSt.l35
In successfully avoiding application of the precautionary principle,
industry spokespersons have argued that the existing system is based on
"sound science." But science does not tell us that industry has any right
to put chemicals into the environment that have any risk at all, let alone
telling us what risks are acceptable-these are political decisions. Furthermore, if the chemicals in the environment have not been tested for all
the variables that are relevant to social choices, such as their long-term
effects on immune systems and reproduction as well as any cancer threat,
and the effects of their breakdown products on the environment-and
none of them have been so tested-the political, not scientific, basis of
"sound science" is evident.
The chemical industry has produced, and long denied any harm from,
innumerable products-from tetraethyl lead in gasoline and PCBs in
batteries to asbestos, DDT, and Agent Orange-that are now well established as seriously harmful, only withdrawing them (often only from
domestic use) under overwhelming legal and regulatory pressure. For
the products they have wanted to sell, they have always found scientists
who would testify to their harmlessness (or that claims of harm were
not scientifically proven). There has been a consistent sharp difference
between the results of industry-sponsored science and those of independent researchers working the same rerrain.ce And there have been
numerous cases of fraud in industry testing, industry use of testing labs
that arranged the data to find industry products acceptable, and political
manipulation to weaken regulatory standards.ttt
Despite these industry abuses of science, the media have largely accepted the industry'S claim that it supports "sound science," in contrast
with its critics' use of "junk. science." From 1996 through September
1998, 258 articles in mainstream newspapers used the phrase "junk science"; but only 21, or 8 percent, used it to refer to corporate abuses of
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science, whereas 160, or 62 percent, applied it to science used by environmentalists, other corporate critics, or tort lawyers suing corporations
(77, or 30 percent, didn't fit either of these categoriesj.oe In short, the
media have internalized industry's self-legitimizing usage, just as they
have normalized a status quo of caveat emptor (buyer beware) rather
than of safety first.
The media have also regularly gotten on board in dismissing concerns
about chemical threats as unwarranted "scares," such as the alleged scares
over dioxin and the danger of Alar on apples. But these and other scares
often turn out to be based on genuine health hazards. J3Q Meanwhile, the
media rarely report and examine in any depth the frequent evidence of
the inadequacy of regulation and testing and of the real cosrs of chemicalization of the environment.tw For example, the International Joint Commission (lIC), a joint Canadian-U.S. venture dating back to 1978, was
given the formidable task of trying to halt the flow oftoxic chemicals into
the Great Lakes. It reports each year that it is failing, and since t992 has
called for the ending of the manufacture of chlorine as essential to fulfilling its task. The national media virtually ignore this appeal, and the IJC's
US. cochairman Gordon Durnil has remarked that "we have a societal
problem about how to deal with this, but 90 percent of the population
doesn't even know there is anything to worry abour.vtu We believe that
the propaganda model helps understand this lack of knowledge.
In the health insurance controversy of 1992-93, the media's refusal
to take the single-payer option seriously, despite apparent widespread
public support and the effectiveness of the system in Canada, served well
the interests of the insurance and medical service complex.w The uncritical media reponing and commentary on the alleged urgency of fiscal
restraint and a balanced budget in the years 1992-96 fit well the business
community's desire to reduce the social budget and weaken regulanon.ie The media's gullibility in accepting the claim of a Social Security
system "crisis," which would require policy action some thirty-seven
years ahead if certain conservative guesses were true and a number of
easy corrections were ruled out, served the interests of conservative ideologues anxious to weaken a highly successful government program and a
security industry eager to benefit from the partial or full privatization of
Social Security.144 The applicability of the propaganda model in these
and other cases, including the media's handling of the "drug wars,"
seems cleer.ie
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CONCLUDING NOTE
The propaganda model remains a useful framework for analyzing and
understanding the workings of the mainstream media-perhaps even
more so than in 1988. As we noted above, the changes in structural conditions that underlie the model, and that we believe strongly and often
decisively influence media behavior and performance, have tended to
increase the model's salience. We noted in the Preface to the first edition
and in chapters 2 and 3, in reference to the media's coverage of the wars
and elections in Central America in the I980s, that the media's performance often surpassed expectations of media subservience to government
propaganda demands. This was at least equally true of their performance
in covering the 1991 war against Iraq and NATO's war against Yugoslavia in 1999, as we have described earlier and briefly in regard to
Yugoslavia and in detail elsewhere. 146
In our conclusion to the first edition, we emphasized that, as the negative performance effects of the media result primarily from their structure and objectives, real change in performance calls for substantial
changes in underlying media organization and goals. In the years since
1988, structural changes have not been favorable to improved performance, but it remains a central truth that democratic politics requires a
democratization of information sources and a more democratic media.
Along with trying to contain and reverse the growing centralization of the
mainstream media, grassroots movements and intermediate groups that
represent large numbers of ordinary citizens should put much more
energy and money into creating and supporting their own media-as
they did with the Independent Media Centers brought into existence
during the Seattle and Washington, D.C., protests of 1999 and 2000.
These, and other nonprofit community-based broadcasting stations and
networks, and a better use of public-access channels, the Internet, and
independent print media, will be essential for the achievement of major
democratic social and political successes.
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T H E U.S. O F F I C I A L O B S E R V E R S I N
GUATEMALA, JULY 1-2, 1 9 8 4
For the July I, 1984, elections in Guatemala, the Reagan administration sent
an observer team, headed by Republican Congressman Ralph Regula, that also
included Congressmen Jack Hightower (Democrat, Texas) and Mickey Edwards (Republican, Oklahoma); Secretaries of State Jack Brier, of Kansas, and
Ed Simcox, of Indiana; Father Kenneth Baker, editor of Homiletic and Pastoral
Rewiew, New York City; John Carbaugh, a Washington attorney; Jesse Friedman, of the American Institute of Free Labor Development; Tom Kahn, of
the AFL-CIO; Max Singer, of the Potomac Organization; and Howard Penniman, the election specialist of the American Enterprise Institute.' This group,
in Guatemala for a very brief stay, was transported around the country to
"observe" on election day by helicopter, and made a brief statement and held
a press conference on July 2. That statement and the press conference proceedings were released by the U.S.embassy in Guatemala City on July 18,1984,
and form the basis for the discussion below.
Although Guatemala had been assailed by human-rights organizations for
years for political murder on a vast scale and record-breaking numbers of

"disappeared," the words "murder" and "disappeared" do not appear in the
remarks of any of the ten observers who spoke at the press conference. Other
words or phrases never uttered were: "National Security Doctrine," "Law of
Illicit Association," "state terrorism," "death squad," "massacre," "torture,"
"forced relocations," "civil-defense patrols," "freedom of the press," or "voting requirement." None of the observers doubted the authenticity of "positive" responses by Guatemalan peasants to questions by non-Spanish-speaking
foreigners flown in by helicopter in a country subject to military occupation.
All of the observers felt quite capable of assessing the true feelings of the
Guatemalan people on the basis of long lines, facial expressions, and a handful
of responses to visitors under official protection. There was no dissent among
the observers from the conclusion that the election was fair, inspiring, a
testimonial to the eagerness of the Guatemalan people to participate and
express their patriotic sentiments, and a first step toward democracy. No
demonstration-election cliche was omitted-history was blacked out, and no
basic condition of a free election was examined by the observers.
Let us sample a few of the cliches offered by these Guatemalan election
observers:

1. People full of hope-vety positive start. This was a "dynamic beginning, . . a first step," according to delegation head Ralph Regula. Father
Kenneth Baker found a "great sense of hope for the future . . . the spirit of
hopefulness." Jack Brier also observed "a spirit of hopefulness about the
future, but not necessarily confidence in whatever actions may come about as
a result of the elections." (This is a very nuanced distinction that Brier was
able to make on the basis of translated brief answers by a few voters.) Tom
Kahn claimed that "many of the workers whom we spoke to on the voting lines
told us that they had great hope, that this was a first step." Kahn was asked
during the press conference whether he had visited any of the embattled
Coca-Cola workers. He hadn't. Neither Kahn nor his AIFLD colleague, Jesse
Friedman, mentioned the enormous decline in union membership or the decimation of union leadership by murder.

.

2. Long lines, patient voters. The observers were deeply impressed with
"the way the people patiently waited" to vote (Regula). Howard Penniman
noted "the extraordinary patience of the people voting." Ed Simcox pointed
out that the voters "did go out, they formed lines very early in the morning,
they waited in some instances two, three, four hours to go up and vote."
According to Congressman Hightower, "The thing that impressed us instantly
was the long lines." Tom Kahn was impressed with the "calm and order which
prevailed around the voting tables."
Long lines and patient voters are quite compatible with voting by a terrorized population desiring mainly to survive. The official observers, who never
once mention the record of spectacular state terror in Guatemala, merely
postulate that voters who get in line and wait patiently do so for reasons that
are benign.
3. Thepatriotic imperative. The main theme of this observer team is that
the voters are eager to vote as good patriots, loyal to the militarized terrorist

state that Ronald Reagan and the State Department find acceptable. Max
Singer says that "I did sense that Guatemalans feel that voting is important
to them." (This is correct, but Singer was not contemplating the possibility that
its importance to them might lie in fear and a desire to avoid retribution by
the omnipresent army.) Regula said that the people were patiently waiting "for
an opportunity to share in the process of choosing the constituent assembly."
According to Simcox, "They know that this was the patriotic thing to do, that
this was important for their country." Tom Kahn found that the people he
talked to in voting lines "expressed a great sense of national pride."
4. Absence of any sign of coercion. Father Kenneth Baker stated that

"there seemed to be a general atmosphere of no intimidation." Baker didn't
say how he sensed this atmosphere, 'and whether it was assuredly reliable in
a foreign country observed for a day under military guard. Baker referred to
the bishops having urged people to vote, but he failed to note their extended
observations suggesting that a meaningful election couldn't be held in an
environment of disappearances, terror, and catastrophic socioeconomic conditions. Jack Brier saw "absolutely no violence. I saw no evidence of direct
military involvement." A problem that Brier doesn't discuss is that if pacification is thorough, no violence or substantial military presence will be necessary
to confirm military choices. There is absolutely no violence or evidence of
direct military involvement in elections in the Soviet Union. Brier plays dumb,
pretending that violence on election day is really relevant, and ignoring the
long-term violence that strips away institutional protections and produces a
terrorized populati~n.~
Congressman Mickey Edwards did find a military presence in Guatemala, but it was not "oppressive": "We did not find anything to
indicate that the people in those areas were under any pressure or intimidation." How hard Edwards looked must remain in doubt.3

5. Amazing turnout. Jack Brier referred to the "surprisingly large turnout,"
and Ed Simcox found the 60-70 percent turnout "really an incredibly positive
statistic." Even the U.S. embassy noted that voting in Guatemala is compulsory (although it tried to discount this by citing a Guatemalan official who said
that the law was only rarely enforced). The official observers, however, never
mentioned this small matter of a legal requirement, or the need to get an ID
card stamped, let alone the army warnings and the background of mass killings
and disappearances.
6. Human rights improving. Congressman Mickey Edwards found that
"by all objective observations, the human-rights record in this country has
improved tremendously over the last two or three years." He does not say what
objective observations he is referring to. Max Singer also found that "the
human-rights record is improving in Guatemala, as near as I can tell," partly
because the guerrilla movement has weakened, and that movement has been
a serious threat to the human rights of the Guatemalan people. Singer was
asked in the press conference how he determined this improvement. His
answer was "From the statements of people living in the countryside."

7. Reason for the blank and spoiled votes. Some 26 percent of the ballots
cast in the Guatemalan election, far exceeding the total for any party, were

blank or spoiled. This would seem to compromise the notion that the
Guatemalan people had gotten into long lines out of patriotic enthusiasm.
Howard Penniman explained, however, that this was a result of illiteracy.
Other possibilities are unmentioned. Why the illiteracy rates were so high
thirty years after the United States saved Guatemala for freedom is also not
discussed.

8. The caseforfurther aid. The observers showed their objectivity, and the
labor representatives Kahn and Friedman demonstrated their commitment to
liberal principles, by acknowledging that this election was only a "first step,"
and that a full-fledged democracy such as that just established in El Salvador
(Regula) was still to come. Some of the observers would sanction additional
aid immediately, Mickey Edwards urging that the Guatemalan army would
benefit from being "exposed to American values and to American training."4
The others were more noncommittal, but agreed that the election was fair,
meaningful, and deserving of U.S. recognition and support.
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In sum, this was a caricature of observation, but a fairly typical performance
of U.S. ''official observers." The report of this group was cited by Stephen
Kinzer in the New York Times and elsewhere in the U.S. press as a serious
source of information on the Guatemalan election. The official report of the
Latin American Studies Association on the Nicaraguan election, written by
specialists in the region after an intensive eight-day investigation, Kinzer and
his mass-media colleagues never mentioned.

TAGLIABUE'S FINALE ON THE
BULGARIAN CONNECTION:
A Case Study in Bias
T o show in another way the propagandistic quality of the mass media's coverage of the Bulgarian Connection, we will examine in detail the article by John
Tagliabue, "Verdict on Papal Plot, But No Answer," published in the New
York Times on March 31,1986. This piece, which provides a final wrap-up that
enters "history" as the mature judgment of the veteran Times newsman assigned to the Rome trial, is a model illustration of the systematic bias that we
believe characterized mass-media reporting of the Bulgarian Connection, with
only minor exceptions. A close examination shows how Tagliabue incorporates
all of the elements of the Sterling-Henze-Kalb (SHK) model of the connection, selects facts in accordance with the requirements of that model, and
bypasses conflicting facts and interpretations.'

The Framing o f the Issue: The Case
S t i l l "Unresolved"
The court dismissal of the case against the Bulgarians in Rome confronted the
Times with a problem of framing. The Times had presented the case as plausible for years, and now had to confront the rejection of the case in a court
decision. The solution was to latch on to the peculiar feature of the Italian
judicial system whereby a party found not guilty can be declared positively
innocent or not guilty for reason of lack of evidence. Thus, as the title of
Tagliabueysarticle suggests, there was a verdict, but "no answer," and Tagliabue's first paragraph focuses on the "unresolved" nature of the case. It would
have been possible to stress the fact that the Bulgarians were found not guilty
for lack of evidence, and to emphasize that Western law requires positive proof
of guilt. But the Times was not about to acknowledge defeat after five years
of finding the Bulgarians guilty.
Tagliabue also downplays the court decision by making it an unsurprising
event. "Few people were surprised by the verdict," states Tagliabue. But the
failure to find the Bulgarians guilty should have been quite surprising, given
the earlier assurances by Sterling and associates that the Bulgarians were
clearly behind the plot, and that, as Paul Henze stated, the "evidence" has
"steadily accumulated to the point where little real doubt is now possible."2
An alternative frame would have been as follows: After a three-year investigation and lengthy trial, backed by the resources of the Italian state, and
despite the powerful interests in Italy and the West with a stake in finding the
Bulgarians guilty, the prosecution still failed to persuade an Italian jury of
Bulgarian guilt. These vested interests and their propaganda vehicles were
given a bone to chew on, however, in the form of a decision to dismiss the
charge for "lack of evidence," rather than complete exoneration. This then
allowed the propaganda agencies to frame the case in the Tagliabue manner.

Protection of the Italian Judicial
Process
Throughout the history of the case, the U.S. mass media blacked out evidence
of the compromised quality of the Italian institutions involved in pursuing the
connection. Investigating Judge Martella was always treated as a model of
probity, and conflicting facts were ignored.' Operating in this tradition, Tagliabue wastes space on a gratuitous and irrelevant accolade to Martella (which
is also given a subheading for emphasis). His statement that "Few people stood
up to assail the magistrate" is absurd, as the trial witnesses were asked to give
concrete evidence on the facts of the case; they were not in a position to assail
the pretrial investigating magistrate, and any such attempts would have been
impermissible in the courtroom. Only the Bulgarian defense was well qualified
and able to assail Martella, and they did so, in effective statements on March
4-8,1986, that were unreported in the Times and the rest of the mass media.
Tagliabue points out that although the trial was supposed merely to verify the

findings of the preliminary investigation, in fact the prosecution did a great
deal of new investigative work. This suggests that the trial court may have
found Martella's investigation sadly lacking, but Tagliabue never addresses the
point.

Agca's Desertion o f the Case
An important pan of the apologetic framework is the claim that Agca, who had
presented an allegedly coherent version of a connection up to the trial, suddenly did an about face and refused to testify altogether. Tagliabue devotes
several paragraphs to this theme, eventually suggesting that Agca's increasingly erratic behavior "may have been designed to torpedo the efforts of the
court.'' He suggests that the prosecutor couldn't overcome this difficulty, so
that the loss of the case is lodged in Agca's behavior rather than in any inherent
deficiencies in the prosecution's case.
In reality, Agca's claims emerged very slowly and contradictorily, with
dozens of retractions that, taken together, are best explained by coaching,
outside information, and guesses by Agca as to what Martella and the press
would like to hear. There is no reason to believe that Agca ever offered or
settled upon a coherent version of a Bulgarian connection. On the contrary,
it appears that his version changed continually, and that the final result in
Martella's report was Martella's own arbitrary ~ynthesis.~
The claim that Agca became more erratic during the trial is also not based
on evidence. Agca's persistently erratic behavior was obscured by the secrecy
of his earlier testimony, but it is clear from the Martella report that he was
already claiming to be Jesus and displaying other symptoms of irrationality.
Furthermore, Tagliabue's statement that Agca refused to cooperate during the
trial is false-Agca periodically withdrew from the proceedings when his
testimony became too incoherent, but he always returned to the stand, and he
answered a vast number of questions. One hypothesis that Tagliabue never
entertains is that if Agca's claims were based on coaching and/or imagination,
in an open court he would be vulnerable and quickly pushed to the wall.
Tagliabue also never asks this further question: Even if Agca had clammed
up (which was not true), given the extensive Martella investigation and report,
why would the court not be able to follow the already established leads to a
successful outcome? Why was not a single witness produced to confirm Agca's
allegations of numerous meetings and trips with Bulgarians in Rome? Why was
the car allegedly rented by the Bulgarians never found? Where is the money
supposedly given to Agca? Tagliabue fails to address these questions.

"Partial Confirmation" o f Agca's
Tale
Tagliabue describes some alleged partial confirmations of Agca's claims. The
first is that "Mr. Ozbey said the Bulgarians had indeed wanted to use Mr. Agca

to shoot the Pope, but did not trust him." But this is not a partial confirmation
if the net result was that the Bulgarians failed to hire Agca. Furthermore,
another reporter present when Ozbey testified in Rome claims that Ozbey did
not tell the court that the Bulgarians "wanted to use" Agca. According to
Wolfgang Achtner, of ABC-TV News, in Rome, the only thing Ozbey said was
that the Bulgarians "listened with interest, but behaved with indifference" (the
translation by the Turkish interpreter in court), or "listened with interest but
didn't take it seriously" (Achtner's own translation). In short, it would appear
that Tagliabue has doctored the evidence.
The other "partial confirmation" is that "Catli hinted at obscure secret
service contacts with West German intelligence, and of payments for unspecified purposes to Turks involved in the investigations." This vague statement
does not even mention the plot against the pope and is partial confirmation
of nothing. The most important Catli evidence bearing on this point was his
description of the attempt by the West German police to bribe Agca's supposed
co-conspirator Oral Celik to come to West Germany and confirm Agca's
claims. This supports the coaching hypothesis: accordingly, Tagliabue blacks
it out. The only other testimony by Catli mentioning the secret services involved Gray Wolves leader Ali Batman, who told Catli he had heard from the
German secret police that at a meeting in Romania, the Warsaw Pact powers
had decided to kill the pope. This was apparently a leak of the forged SISMI
document of May 19, 1981, which had made this claim. Thus the hearsay
recounting of the substance of a forgery is Tagliabue's "partial confirmation"
of Agca's claims of a plot.
We should also note that while he cites these alleged "partial confirmations," nowhere does Tagliabue list the contentions of Agca that remained
unconfirmed.

The Soviet-Bulgarian Motive
Two of Tagliabue's thirty-two paragraphs were devoted to expounding the
Soviet motive in allegedly sponsoring Agca's assassination attempt: "to crack
religiously inspired resistance to Communist rule in Poland." Tagliabue here
follows a long-standing Times tradition of absolutely refusing to allow a counterargument to be voiced on this issue. Even if they covered their tracks well,
a Soviet-inspired murder of the pope would have been blamed on the Soviets,
solidified Polish hostility, and had enormously damaging effects on Soviet
relations with Western Europe. Thus it would have been risky without any
offsetting benefit^.^
Who gained and who lost from the plot? Were there any possible Western
motives that might bear on the case? Tagliabue follows the SHK line in failing
to raise these questions. But once Agca was imprisoned in Italy, cold warriors
of the West had much to gain and little to lose by manipulating Agca to pin
the assassination attempt on the East. Tagliabue mentions that the charges of
a Bulgarian Connection surfaced "at the nadir" of U.S.-Soviet relations. While
he notes how this added to the credibility of the plot in the West, he never

hints at the possibility that its serviceability to the new Cold War might expiain
Agca's belated confession.

Agca's S t a y i n B u l g a r i a
This has always been critical in the Sterling-Times scenarios, and Tagliabue
drags it in. It is given further emphasis with the heading "Spent 2 Months in
Bulgaria." Tagliabue does not mention that Agca stopped in eleven other
countries. He fails to note here, and the Times suppressed throughout, Catli's
testimony in Rome that the Gray Wolves liked to go through Bulgaria to reach
Western Europe because the heavy Turkish traffic made it easy to hide. Tagliabue fails to mention that bringing Agca for a long stay in Sofia would have been
a violation of the rule of plausible deniability. Even more so would be using
Bulgarians to help Agca in Rome. Tagliabue does not discuss the question of
plausible deniability. He also fails to note that if Agca had stayed in Sofia for
a while, this would allow a prima facie case to be made by a Western propagandist that the East was behind the shooting, and could provide the basic materials for working Agca over for the desired confession.

Bulgarian Involvement i n Turkey
Tagliabue asserts that the Bulgarians were "purportedly" supporting both the
extreme left and right in Turkey "to promote instability" in a conflict "that
pitted violent leftist terrorists against their counterparts on the right." This is
a Sterling myth, with Tagliabue hiding behind "purportedly" to allow him to
pass off myth as purported evidence. The equating of left and right in the
Turkish violence of the 1970s is false: the great majority of violent attacks were
launched by the Gray Wolves, under the protection of the police and military.
Tagliabue also fails to discuss the fact that the extreme right actually participated in the government in 1977 and had extensive links to the army and
intelligence services. The claim of Bulgarian support for both the right and left
has never been supported by evidence. Tagliabue never mentions that the
United States had more than "purported" links with the Turkish army, the
secret services, and the Fascist Nationalist Action party, and that the terrorist
events of the late 1970s eventually served U.S. interests well.

Key Q u e s t i o n : How A g c a Knew S o
Much
The "key question" for Tagliabue is "how Agca knew what he knew and when
he knew it." This is an important issue, but there are others that he might have

raised if he had worked outside the SHK format. Why did it take Agca so long
to name Bulgarians? Was he subject to any coercion or offered any positive
inducements to make him talk. Why did he have to make major retractions.
Is it not suspicious that when Agca finally talked, he said just what his interrogators wanted him to say? How are we to evaluate a judicial process where
the witness (Agca) was in regular contact with outside sources of information,
and where he could lie and retract evidence without penalty?

rn

Agca Helped the Bulgarians

"Even t h e Attorneys for t h e
Bulgarians

...."

In assessing how Agca knew so much, Tagliabue allocates only one paragraph
to the possibility that Agca was coached. On the other hand, he goes to great
pains to stress that Agca knew an awful lot-telephone numbers, personal
habits, nicknames. Tagliabue gives as the "simplest explanation" of A g ~ a ' ~
knowledge that he had access to books, newspapers, magazines, and other
materials from the outside. Interestingly, he fails to mention the numerous
prison contacts between Agca and secret service, Mafia, and Vatican agents
and emissaries. Agca even wrote a letter to the Vatican complaining of the
pressure from its representative in prison (also linked to the Mafia), a fact long
blacked out by the Times. These visits would point to the ease with which Agca
could have been fed information while in prison. Tagliabue will not admit facts
that get into this dangerous territory.
A major question is how Agca knew details about Antonov's apartment when
he later admitted to Martella that he had never been there. The Bulgarians and
Antonov's defense went to great pains to prove that the information Agca
provided about Antonov's apartment had never been divulged in the media
before Agca enumerated the details. This implied coaching, as did a mistake
in identification where Agca described a characteristic of Antonov's apartment
that fitted other apartments in the building, but not Antonov's. Tagliabue says
that "Even the attorneys for the Bulgarians acknowledge" that Agca named
things not available through reading the papers, as if they were conceding a
point, not making a devastating case for coaching. Newspaper work couldn't
be more dishonest than this.

rn

"The More S i n i s t e r View"
In a single, late paragraph devoted to the possibility of coaching, Tagliabue
merely asserts it as a claim, without providing a single supportive point of
evidence, although there are many.6 He uses a double propagandist's putdown-ironically designating the coaching hypothesis as "the more sinister
view," and stating that it is "espoused by critics of the case on the political
left, including Soviet bloc governments." Even Tagliabue, in his earlier news

reports, had mentioned Mafia official Giovanni Pandico's statement in Italy
outlining a scenario of coaching at which he claimed to be present, but Tagliabue doesn't even cite this or any other documents or facts that lend support
to the coaching hypothesis. He sticks to the ingredients that fit the SHK
format-good Martella, Agca the betrayer of the case, the Soviet motive,
Agca's visit to Bulgaria, and his knowledge of details. All other materials are
designated "sinister" or blacked out to enhance the credibility of the party line.

m

Tagliabue closes his article with a quote from Agca's attorney that the Bulgarians "should be thankful'' to Agca. This reiterates one of Tagliabue's preferred
themes-that Agca deliberately blew the case. This is derived from Sterling's
theory that Agca's vacillations were really "signals" to the Bulgarians, alternately threatening and rewarding them, but aiming at getting them to help him
out of jail. In his earlier articles Tagliabue followed this line, and it is implicit
in this summing-up article, although it is a wholly unproven Sterling gimmick.'
What was Agca bargaining for in the trial? Did he expect the Bulgarians to
spring him? T o admit their own involvement in the case by arranging a deal
for his release? And if he was sabotaging the case in order to win favor with
the Bulgarians, and since the Bulgarians obviously refused to respond, why did
he not finally decide to do them injury? Tagliabue never addresses these points.
In sum, this is a model case of propaganda under the guise of "news" or
"news analysis." In this instance there are a number of lies, but these are less
important than the other systematic distortions. Tagliabue and the Times
frame the issue in terms of probable Bulgarian guilt and the factors that caused
the case to be lost--exclusive of those suggesting that there was no case to
begin with. They refuse to discuss the failure to obtain confirmation of any
factual claims of meetings or deals with Bulgarians. They fail to discuss-or
even to mention-problems of plausible deniability. They reiterate the elements of the preferred SHK model without noting the illogic or the incompatible facts. They ignore evidence that would support the coaching model. They
use invidious language only for the disfavored line of argument and spokespersons, manipulating words and bending evidence to the desired end. This article
should be perfect for classroom use in courses on propaganda, media bias, and
related subjects.

Appendix 3

BRAESTRUP'S B I G STO'RY:
Some "Freedom

m

House Exclusives"

In "The Tet offensive" (p. ~ I I ) ,we considered the example that has regularly
been put forth to substantiate the charge that the media adopt an "adversarial
stance" with regard to established power--coverage of the Tet offensive-and
the Freedom House study on which this charge is based. As we saw, in this
case too the behavior of the media conforms to the expectations of the propaganda model, and the major theses advanced in the Freedom House study are
refuted even by their own evidence. What remains of their charge is the
possibility that media coverage of the Tet offensive was technically incompetent, although subordinated to elite requirements. Turning to a closer examination of this charge, we find that the shoe is on the other foot: when "Freedom
House exclusives" are corrected, the performance of the media appears quite
creditable, while the incompetence of the Freedom House study is seen to
transcend even the level already demonstrated. That this study has been taken
seriously, and permitted to set much of the agenda for subsequent discussion,
is a most intriguing fact.
According to Freedom House, television commentary and Newsweek are the

worst offenders in this "extreme case" of journalistic incompetence, so let us
begin by reviewing some of their sins. One example to which Braestrup reverts
several times is Walter Cronkite's "much publicized half-hour CBS 'special'
on the war" on February 27 (Big Story, I, 158). According to Braestrup,
Cronkite's "assessment" here is "that U.S. troops would have to garrison the
countryside" (I, 645). In his foreword, Leonard Sussman properly observes
that "We do not expect the reader to accept on faith our various analyses or
judgments," and SO "the complete texts of many of the reports discussed" are
presented, primarily in volume I1 (I, x). Following his advice, we turn to
volume 11, where we find the complete text of Cronkite's "special" (180&).
There is not even a remote hint of the "assessment" that Braestrup attributes
to him.
In this important "special," Braestrup claims, "In effect, Cronkite seemed
to say, the ruins, the refugees, the disruption of pacification that came at Tet
added up to a defeat for the allies that would force President Johnson to the
negotiating table" (I, 158). Cronkite says nothing of the kind. He reports that
"there are doubts about the measure of success or setback," noting accurately
that "the experts do not agree on the objectives or on the amount of success
the communists had in achieving them." They "failed" in many of their aims,
but in a third phase the enemy might "recoup there what he lost in the first
two phases." In what he calls a "speculative, personal, subjective" judgment,
Cronkite states that he is "not sure
who won and who lost," or to what
extent. He concludes that the United States is probably "mired in stalemate,"
and that historians may conclude that the Tet battle was "a draw"; "To suggest
we are on the edge of defeat is to yield to unreasonable pessimism." He does
not say that Johnson will be "forced" to the negotiating table by a "defeat,"
but rather that if indeed there is a "stalemate," then "the only rational way
out then will be to negotiate, not as victors, but as an honorable people who
lived up to their pledge to defend democracy, and did the best they could."
Note the typical reiteration of government propaganda concerning American
aims, unsullied by the factual record--enormous in scale, by this time-of U.S.
government efforts to undermine democracy and to destroy all popular
forces-the NLF, the Buddhist "third force," etc.-in South Vietnam, on the
assumption, openly admitted, that the forces placed in power by U.S. violence
could not survive political competition. Recall also that in these comments that
Freedom House derides, Cronkite reaches essentially the same conclusion as
did the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Wheeler, in his summary
to the president on the same day as Cronkite's broadcast, and the president's
advisers a month later.
We may note also that two weeks earlier, Cronkite had "assessed" the
impact of the Communist offensive, on the basis of U.S. and Vietnamese
sources, reporting that "first, and simplest, the Vietcong suffered a military
defeat" (I, 158). Similarly, on an NBC-TV special of March 10 that Braestrup
repeatedly condemns, Howard Tuckner stated that "Militarily the allies won"
(I, qg), as did others repeatedly.
Cronkite's "special" is exhibit A in the Freedom House indictment. The
example is typical of the relation between their conclusions and the evidence
they cite.

...

Braestrup refers to a television comment by Robert Schakne on February
28 for which he gives the following paraphrase: "In short, the United States
would now have to take over the whole war, including the permanently damaged pacification program, because of Saigon's failures" (I, 562-63). Braestrup
claims further that Schackne attributed "this argument" to Robert Komer.
This he calls "a CBS exclusive," his standard term of derision. In fact, "this
argument" is yet another "Freedom House exclusive." What Schackne said,
according to Braestrup, is that it was "likely" that Komer was in Washington
with General Wheeler to ask for more troops "to help get the Vietnam pacification program back on the road." The preceding day, Wheeler had requested
that the troop level be raised from 525,000 to 731,756, one primary concern
being that "There is no doubt that the RD Program [pacification] has suffered
a severe set back," that "To a large extent the VC now control the countryside," and that "US forces will be required in a number of places to assist and
encourage the Vietnamese Army to leave the cities and towns and reenter the
country."l While Braestrup's version of Schackne's "argument" has little resemblance to the actual words he attributes to Schackne, these words were,
if anything, understated.
Braestrup then goes on to claim that Cronkite "used the same argument
almost verbatim, but with an even stronger conclusion" in a February 28 radio
broadcast. There is no hint in the actual broadcast of Braestrup's "argument."
The closest Cronkite came to this "argument" is his statement that '?presumably, Ambassador Komer told a sad tale to PresidentJohnson" (Braestrup's emphasis). Cronkite then repeated accurately the basic facts presented by Komer in
a briefing four days earlier. He concluded that "it seems likely that today
Ambassador Komer asked President Johnson for more American troops so that
we can permanently occupy the hamlets and fulfill the promise of security [sic]
to their residents, a promise the Vietnamese alone apparently cannot honor,"
the NLF not being Vietnamese, as usual. Apart from the tacit assumption of
the propaganda system that the villagers yearn for the fulfillment of this
"promise of security" from the NLF, Cronkite's speculation that U.S. troops
would have to fulfill a promise that ARVN alone apparently could not honor
hardly seems unreasonable, three days after General Westmoreland had stated
that "additional U.S. forces would probably be required" (II,159), and that
with them "we could more effectively deny the enemy his objectives"; four
days after Komer had described the Tet offensive as a "considerable setback"
to pacification; a day after Cronkite had presented a television interview with
Captain Donald Jones, deputy pacification adviser for the district regarded as
"the bowl of pacification," who said that "fbr most of the District, pacification
does not exist," and travel there is impossible (CBS-TV "special" of February
27, cited above); and one day after General Wheeler had asked for a huge troop
increase justified in part by the need to overcome the fact that "To a large
extent the VC now control the countryside."
Television and radio are not alone in being subjected to "Freedom House
exclusives." Here are a few examples.
Exuding contempt and derision, the study informs us that "no one" except
for George McArthur (AP) and Don Oberdorfer (Knight) "reported
on
what happened to Hue's civilians under Vietcong rule" (I, 299). Again demon-

.. .

strating his considerable gift for self-refutation, Braestrup cites reports on
Vietcong executions, kidnappings, burial of executed civilians in mass graves,
etc., in HuC under Viet Cong rule by Newsweek, UPI, Washington Post, William
Ryan, Reuters, New York Times; Time, London Times, and the NBC "Today"
show (I, 277,28144,472). On page 283, Braestrup writes that "The television
networks, as far as our records show, made no mention of the executions at
all"; on page 472, he refutes this claim, noting that on February 28, in an
"aftermath film report from Hue . . at battle's end," the NBC "Today" show
"hinted at the Hue massacre with this statement: 'Hundreds of government
workers were killed and thrown into temporary graves.' " A rather broad
"hint," it would seem. The example is typical of the Freedom House style of
handling evidence.
In this connection, we should observe that the numerous stories on the Hue
massacre cited by Braestrup in self-refutation referred to the official allegations that 300 to 400 government officials were killed in HuC, a considerable
massacre but "only one-tenth of the civilian toll in the fighting," so that "it
did not seem like a major story," Gareth Porter comments; he adds that "What
made the 'Hue massacre' a major story was the publicizing by U.S. embassy
propagandist Douglas Pike, who wrote a pamphlet on the subject in late 1969
at the request of the American ambassador to Saigon, Ellsworth Bunker."
Pike's account was given wide coverage when it appeared and has become the
basis for the standard versions since, despite the dubious source: "given the
fact that Pike was relying on the Saigon political warfare department for most
of his data, which was otherwise unverified, one might have asked for more
skepticism and reserve from the press,'' Porter observes-rather plausibly, it
would seem. Porter adds that the documents made available by the U.S.
mission in 1971 "contradicted Pike on every major point." According to former
CIA analyst Frank Snepp, "The whole idea of a bloodbath was conjured out
of thin air," and the stories were planted in the press by American officials "to
generate sympathy for the South Vietnamese abroad"-in short, the "careful
psychological warfare program pinning the blame on the communists" urged
by "seasoned observers," as John Lengel of AP reported from
Presenting no evidence or argument, Braestrup accepts Pike's analysis and
the U.S. government position as correct. In a footnote, he remarks that "Pike's
account was challenged by D. Gareth Porter, a Cornell University graduate
student, admirer of the National Liberation Front, and, briefly, a Saigon
resident," but dismisses this as part of "a minor point of political contention"
(I, 285-86). He describes Pike, in contrast, as "the independent-minded USIA
specialist on the Vietcong" (1, 196),~and makes no reference to the detailed
analysis of Pike's allegations that had been presented by Porter, one of the few
American scholars concerned with Vietnam. Similarly, Leonard Sussman takes
it as obvious, without argument, that the government position must be correct,
and that "the war's largest systematic execution of civilians" is the responsibility of the Viet Cong-thus excluding the systematic slaughter of thousands
of civilians in Hue by U.S. firepower, possibly including many of those attributed to the Viet Cong ma~sacre.~
Also unmentioned here is the curious
timing of the exposures that have since become the standard version of the
Hue massacre, a few days after the belated exposure of the My Lai massacre
in late November 1969, when

.

Army officers in Saigon made available "newly found" captured Viet
Cong documents showing that Communist troops killed nearly 2,900
Vietnamese during the Hue offensive in February, 1968. Officers said the
documents went unnoticed in U.S. military files for nineteen months
until a correspondent's questions about Hue brought them to light. "I
know it sounds incredible, but that's the truth," one official said.5
We will not attempt to explore in this review what is not so much as attempted
in the Freedom House study, but merely note, once again, that we have here
not a work of scholarship but rather a government propaganda tract.
Max Frankel commented in the New York Times (Feb. 11,1968) that pressures at home and in Vietnam "are thought to have raised once again the
temptation of further military escalation" (I, 584, italicized by Braestrup for
emphasis as an example of raising "straw men"). Frankel was quite accurate
in this measured statement. As Braestrup points out, "Wheeler and Westmoreland agreed that it was also a good time to urge a bolder Vietnam strategy, with
more troops to gain quicker results: i.e., forays into Laos, Cambodia, and
possibly that part of North Vietnam just above the DMZ." Why then the
"straw man" charge? Because, Braestrup objects, escalation "was hardly a
tempting prospect for Johnson" (his emphasis), hardly Frankel's point. Braestrup claims further that Frankel, in this article, suggested "that escalationnotably a reserve call-up-was probable" (I, 586). Frankel's article does not
appear in the accompanying volume of documents; turning to it, we discover
that Braestrup's claim is another Freedom House exclusive, suggested nowhere in Frankel's article, which is noteworthy only for its standard reiteration
of government propaganda about the goal of bringing "security" to "the people
of South Vietnamy'-by B-52 bombing of villages, the exploits of Task Force
Barker at and around My Lai at just that time as part of the general ravaging
of Quang Ngai Province, etc.
After television, Newsweek is the worst offender. Let us therefore inquire
further into its misdeeds. In what Braestrup describes as "Newsweek's major
statement on the Thieu-Ky regime," a March 18 feature entitled "Vietnam: A
Reappraisal," the journal commented accurately in an editorial entitled "The
Political Morass" that "land reform, a vital element in any effort to win the
loyalty of the peasantry, has not been tackled seriously" (I, 534-36), a truism
familiar to everyone from the American high command to officials in Washington. Braestrup comments: "It is difficult, once again, to fathom Newsweek's
logic. Surely, neither Newsweek nor the Vietnamese peasant expected the
regime to tackle land reform seriously in the aftermath of Tet." It is perfectly
obvious that in this "reappraisal," Newsweek is referring to the general picture,
not specifically to the post-Tet period of one month.
According to Braestrup, "Newsweek, throughout the February-March 1968
period, was to refer, in passing, to the 'wily' Giap, 'tough' North Vietnamese
regulars, 'ominous' enemy activity, and in general, to a foe without setbacks
or flaws" (I, 229). Turning to the facts, on March 11, Newsweek presented an
analysis in which it reported that the Communists "were still plagued by the
confusion that is characteristic of all military operations." The report (II,216f.)
goes on to describe "inexplicable" failure to blow up a crucial bridge, failure
to use main forces adequately to maintain momentum, misassessment of popu-

lar moods and US.-ARVN tactics, inadequate preparation of troops, etc.,
concluding that "the communists did not achieve most of,their objectives."
The following week's article on Khe Sanh reports a marine view that "Charlie
missed his golden opportunity" by bad tactics. Newsweek's picture of "a foe
without setbacks or flaws" is another Freedom House exclusive.
What of the other sins? As for the reference to the "wily" Giap, compare
Newsweek with what Braestrup regards as the outstanding analysis by Douglas
Pike, who describes Giap as a "master tactician," "one of the best tactical
commanders of the 20th century," etc. (I, 196f.). On the "toughness" of the
North Vietnamese and their "ominous" activity, see the regular reports of the
U.S. military command, and an extensive literature by Vietnam veterans.
Braestrup claims that "one searches in vain through most of the media
descriptions of the foe, even well into March 1968, for indications that the
enemy's planning, tactics, execution, zeal, and weaponry were less than flawless"; "there were few hints in Times analyses or battlefield reporting that the
foe was anything but shrewd, tenacious, ascetic, infallible and menacing, and
in this case the paper had plenty of company" (I, 186, 216). Apart from
"flawless" and "infallible," further Freedom House exclusives, the adjectives
can be taken from the military reports and seem unexceptionable. The claim
that the media regarded the enemy as infallible is defended through pages 186
to 231, along with typical Freedom House self-refutation: example after example to the contrary is cited, in addition to those just mentioned. The media
reported that the VC "undoubtedly" alienated the population, as they caused
"indiscriminate slaughter" and "totally misjudged the mood of the South
Vietnamese." They may be suffering "a severe manpower problem" and "hurting badlyF6 They "failed to achieve their main objectives." Captured VC got
lost in Saigon and were falsely told that they would be welcomed. (This
appears under Braestrup's heading "Television: in praise of the VC.") They
did not "get--or heed" important information. And so on. All in all, hardly
the picture of an "infallible7' and "flawless" enemy.
Note also the Freedom House assumption that a free press, militantly
guarding its objectivity, should not only consider those who are resisting the
U.S. attack as "the enemy," "the foe," etc., but must also refrain from accurately describing "the enemy" as tough, resolute, and courageous. T o play its
proper role in a free society by Freedom House standards, the media should
never veer a moment from the kind of service to the state demanded and
secured by force in totalitarian states, so it appears.
The impact of the Freedom House study comes from the impression of
massive documentation and the huge resources that were employed to obtain
and analyze it. Case by case, the examples collapse on inspection. Here are a
few more examples, far from exhaustive.'
On pacification, "TV and radio commentators went far beyond the available
information to imply the dramatic worst." Three examples are cited to prove
the point (I, 565). Howard Tuckner, of NBC-TV, reported from New York the
views of "U.S. intelligence officials" and "Some U.S. officials in Vietnam9'correctly, as Braestrup concedes in a footnote, adding that these were the views
of "CIA in Washington" and "Disheartened junior CORDS officials in Vietnam." By Freedom House standards, it is improper to cite such sources accurately. The second example is a CBS radio report criticized only for being

"depressed"-as were pacification officialson the ground. The third example
is from an NBC-TV "special," in which Dean Brelis says that we don't know
what is happening in the rural areas but "can only imagine," and that "the
cities are no longer secure; perhaps they never ere.''^ Hardly remarkable, and
far from the fevered conclusion drawn in B r a e s ~ p ' sparaphrase.
Examples of what Braestrup calls "straw man journalism" abound in his
own presentation. Thus he faults the media for claiming that the pacification
program had been destroyed, whereas his own conclusion is that "pacification,
although hit hard, was not 'dead'. it was a mixed picture, but clearly neither
a military nor a psychological 'disaster' " (I, 716). The media regularly reported
that pacification was hit hard, not dead, as his own evidence clearly shows-in
contrast to the Pentagon, which took a more pessimistic view, as we shall see
directly. Braestrup's "straw man journalism'' may impress careless readers
skimming the text for dramatic conclusions, but it presents no evidence and
amounts to no argument.
Braestrup refers sarcastically to "insights into Vietnamese psychology," as
when Morley Safer, watching marines burning down huts in Cam Ne, concluded that a peasant whose home was destroyed would find it hard to believe
"that we are on his side" (I, 43). How does Safer know? Perhaps the peasant
enjoyed watching the flames. Not all such "psychoanalyzing" is derided, however, as when General Westmoreland explains that "the people in the cities
are largely indignant at the Vietcong for violating the sanctity of the Tet period
and for their tactics which brought about damage to the cities" (11,164), or
when he expounds on the peasant "state of mind" (I, 78). Note that Safer is
not criticized for accepting the tacit assumption that the press is an agency of
the invading army ("we are on his side").
Braestrup states that "the embassy fight became the whole Tet offensive on
TV and in the newspapers during that offensive's second day" (his emphasis;
I, 126); this illustration of the incompetence of the media is thoroughly refuted
by his story index. He also claims that the media exaggerated VC success in
the early confusion by claiming that the embassy had been entered-failing,
however, to compare these accounts with the reports by military police that
they were taking fire from inside the embassy, or the message log of the 716th
MP Battalion, which reads: "General Westmoreland calls; orders first priority
effort to recapture U.S. Embassy" (I, 92; our emphasis). It is intriguing to read
Braestrup's outrage over quite accurate press reporting of what was said by
Westmoreland, military police involved in the fight, and others, and in particular over the fact that the press did not simply rely on Westmoreland's later
account (his apparent belief that the embassy had been "captured" goes beyond any reporter's error that Braestrup cites). A careful reading shows that
media reports were surprisingly accurate, given the confusion of the moment,
although one cannot fault Braestrup's profound conclusion that "first reports
are always partly wrong," which will come as a startling insight to the working
journalist.
Repeatedly, the study claims that the media were "vengeful'' or bent on
"retribution" in reacting skeptically to government claims. An alternative
possibility is that this reaction reflected a newfound realism. Braestrup agrees,
for example, that "Westmoreland was wrong in publicly underestimating (in
November [1967]) the enemy" (I, 69), and cites many other false and mislead-
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ing optimistic statements, among them Robert Komer's prediction of "steady
progress in pacification" a week before the Tet offensive (I, 72; Braemup\
paraphrase). In fact, part of the shock of the Tet offensive resulted from the
faith of the media in previous government assessments, undermined by the Tet
offensive, as the U.S. military and official Washington were well aware.
Furthermore, General Westmoreland's accounts were hardly persuasive
during the offensive. Thus he claimed that "all 11 of the Vietnamese division
commanders . commanded their units effectively," whereas, as a journalist
learned, one "had gone into a state of shock during the Tet attacks" (I, 454-55).
Or consider Westmoreland's claim that allegations about inaccuracy and inflation of body counts were "one of the great distortions of the war" by the
media-there were at most "relatively small inaccuracies" (11, 163). His own
generals had a rather different view. In his study of the opinions of the
generals, General Douglas Kinnard reports that 61 percent of those responding
describe the body count as "often inflated," and only 26 percent "within reason
accurate." The responses include: "a fake-totally worthless," "often blatant
lies," "a blot on the honor of the Army," and "grossly exaggerated by many
units primarily because of the incredible interest shown by people like
McNamara and Westmoreland." Perhaps journalists had some reason for
skepticism, apart from "vengef~lness."~
T o demonstrate the absurd extent of press efforts to find shock value,
Braestrup cites a story in Time on enemy tunneling at Khe Sanh, "as occuned
around Dienbienphu" (I, 435; his emphasis), in general ridiculing the analogybut forgetting to ridicule the remark by Marine Commander General Cushman, who said that "He is digging trenches and doing other tricks of the trade
which he learned to do at Dienbienphu" (I, 403).
"All Vietnam, it appeared on film at home, was in flames or being battered
into ruins, and all Vietnamese civilians were homeless refugees," Braestrup
alleges (I, 234), in typically fanciful rhetoric, adding that "there were virtually
no films shown or photographs published during this period of undamaged
portions of Saigon, Hue, or other cities" (his emphasis). This shows that
coverage was unbalanced, supportive of the enemy. One wonders how many
films and photographs of peaceful English villages or Hawaiian towns appeared on the days that Coventry and Pearl Harbor were bombed, to balance
the picture.
Braestrup seeks the causes for the "exoneration of the Vietcong" for "killing
noncombatants or causing the exodus of refugees" (I, 234), overlooking the
fact that before seeking the cause of x it is necessary to show that x is true.
In this case, it is not. The accounts he cites regularly blame the Viet Cong for
civilian suffering and emphasize Viet Cong atrocities. In fact, he himself points
out that "both Time and Newsweek put the onus on the Vietcong" in Saigon
(I, 246)-as elsewhere. Newsweek titled an article "The VC's Week of Terror"
(Feb. 12) and described VC terror squads executing civilians in Saigon (I, 490).
Typically, the media blamed the Viet Cong for having "brought bullets and
bombs into the very midst of heavily populated areas, causing indiscriminate
slaughter of civilians caught in the cross fire and making homeless twice over
the refugees who had fled to the cities for safety. . ." (Time, [I, 246]), adopting
the position of U.S. government propaganda that the enemy is to blame if the
United States kills and destroys, and failing to add that the refugees had fled
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to the cities for safety from massive U.S. violence and that such refugee
generation was explicit policy.10 In the New York Times, Charles Mohr wrote
that "In one sense the Vietcong have been responsible for civilian deaths by
launching the urban attacks," citing American officials who are "sure that the
population will be bitter about the guerrillas because of their 'callous disregard
for human life' " (I, 243). Meanwhile, AP, the Washington Post, NBC, and
others reported Viet Cong causing destruction, using civilians as shields, preventing civilians from fleeing attack, murdering civilians, etc., often on the
basis of flimsy evidence that would elicit much Freedom House derision if used
to support accounts of American atrocities. In a typical misrepresentation,
Braestrup claims that NBC-TV "attributed Saigon's losses solely to an allied
military decision to 'kill or maim some of the people' to protect the rest" (our
emphasis), citing Howard Tuckner's statement that there was a decision "that
in order to protect most of the
people, they had to kill or maim some of
the people9'-a statement that is quite different from the paraphrase and is
noteworthy only for its standard reference to "protecting" the victims (I, 249).
In general, far from "exonerating the Vietcong," the media bent over backwards to blame them for the casualties and destruction caused by the U.S.
forces who were "protecting" and "defending" South Vietnam and its population, according to unquestioned dogma. While the reporting was generally
accurate in a narrow sense, the framework and the general picture presented
are outlandish, and conform closely to the demands of the state propaganda
system. It is, once again, highly revealing that Freedom House regards such
service to the state as unremarkable-indeed, insufficient, by its standards.
The more general summaries in the Freedom House study leave the evidence presented far behind. Thus the ruins and destruction "were presented
as symbolic evidence of a stunning 'defeat' (variously implied or defined) for
allied forces" (I, 621). "The Americans, by their heavy use of firepower in a
few cities, were implicitly depicted as callously destroying all Vietnam . . .,
while the Vietcong's indiscriminate use of their own firepower, as well as the
Hue killings, were largely overlooked" (I, 286). The dominant themes in the
media "added up to a portrait of defeat for the allies" (I, 705). "At Tet, the
press shouted that the patient was dying" (I, 714). And so on.
We have already cited enough to show how much merit there is in these
characterizations. Furthermore, as already indicated, the media reports generally conformed to those of the U.S. military, although they were often less
extreme in suggesting enemy success, as we have seen. Braestrup is not unaware of this. He writes, for example, that "MACV spokesmen in Saigon
themselves contributed in February to a general journalistic perception that
no logistics, organizational, or manpower limitations inhibited the NVA's capacity, even after the 'first wave,' to strike anywhere at will ('No place was safe
any more')" (I, 190). Furthermore, "most eyewitness combat reporting, rare
and restricted as it was, showed up better in February than the MACV communiques or the communique rewrites in Saigon" (I, 334). In fact, the military
briefings cited are closely similar to media commentary in basic content, e.g.,
Brigadier General John Chaisson, February 3, who described "a real battle,"
"a very successful offensive in its initial phases," "surprisingly well coordinated," "surprisingly intensive," conducted with "a surprising amount of
audacity"-for example, in Hut, where "the VC had the town," etc. Naturally
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the media varied more widely in content and style, but characterizations of the
sort cited above must simply be dismissed as hysteria, even apart from the
numerous misrepresentations and sheer fabrications.
If this is one of the great achievements of contemporary scholarship, as John
Roche claims, then scholarship is in a bad way indeed.

Notes

Preface
We use the term "special interests" in its commonsense meaning, not in the
Orwellian usage of the Reagan era, where it designates workers, farmers,
women, youth, blacks, the aged and infirm, the unemployed-in short, the
population at large. Only one group did not merit this appellation: corporations, and their owners and managers. They are not "special interests," they
represent the "national interest." This terminology represents the reality of
domination and the operational usage of "national interest" for the two major
political parties. For a similar view, with evidence of the relevance of this usage
to both major political parties, see Thomas Ferguson and Joel Rogers, Right
Turn: The Decline of the Democrats and the Future of American Politics (New
York: Hill and Wang, 1986), pp. 37-39 and passim.
2. Herbert Gans, for example, states that "The beliefs that actually make it
into the news are professional values that are intrinsic to national journalism
and that journalists learn on the job. . . The rules of news judgment call for
("Are U.S. Journalists Dangerously Liberal?"
ignoring story implications
Columbia Journalism Review [Nov.-Dec. 19851, pp. 32-33). In his book Deciding What's News (New York: Vintage, 1g80), Gans contends that media reportI.
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ers are by and large "objective," but within a framework of beliefs in a set of
"enduring values" that include "ethnocentrism" and "responsible capitalism,"
among others. We would submit that if reporters for Pravda were found to
operate within the constraints of belief in the essential justice of the Soviet
state and "responsible communism," this would be found to make any further
discussion of "objectivity" pointless. Furthermore, as we shall document
below, Gans greatly understates the extent to which media reporters work
within a limiting framework of assumptions.
3. Neoconservative critiques of the mass media commonly portray them as
bastions of liberal, antiestablishment attacks on the system. They ignore the
fact that the mass media are large business corporations controlled by very
wealthy individuals or other corporations, and that the members of what the
neoconservatives describe as the "liberal culture" of the media are hired
employees. They also disregard the fact that the members of this liberal culture
generally accept the basic premises of the system and differ with other members of the establishment largely on the tactics appropriate to achieving common ends. The neoconservatives are simply not prepared to allow deviations
from their own views. In our analysis in chapter I, we describe them as playing
the important role of "enforcers," attempting to browbeat the media into
excluding from a hearing even the limited dissent now tolerated. For an
analysis of the neoconservative view of the media, see Edward S. Herman and
Frank Brodhead, "Ledeen on the Media," in The Rise and Fall of the Bulgarian
Connection (New York: Sheridan Square Publications, 1986), pp. 166-70;
George Gerbner, "Television: The Mainstreaming of America," in Business
and the Media, Conference Report, Yankelovich, Skelly and White, November
19, 1981; Gans, "Are U.S. Journalists Dangerously Liberal?"
4. See Walter Lippmann, Public Opinion (1921; reprint, London: Allen &
Unwin, 1932); Harold Lasswell, "Propaganda," in Encyclopedia of the Social
Sciences (New York: Macmillan, 1933); Edward Bernays, Propaganda (New
York: H . Liveright, 1928); M. J. Crozier, S. P. Huntington, and J. Watanuki,
The Crisis of Democracy: Report on the Governability of Democracies to the
Trilateral Commission (New York: New York University Press, 1975). For
further discussion, see Noam Chomsky, Towards a New Cold War (New York:
Pantheon, 1982), chapter I. and references cited, particularly, Alex Carey,
"Reshaping the Truth: Pragmatists and Propagandists in America," Meanjin
Quarterly (Australia), vol. 35, no. 4 (1976).
5. Public Opinion, p. 248. Lippmann did not find this objectionable, as "the
common interests very largely elude public opinion entirely, and can be'
managed only by a specialized class whose personal interests reach beyond the
locality" (p. 310). He was distressed that the incorrigible bias of the press might
mislead the "specialized class" as well as the public. The problem, therefore,
was how to get adequate information to the decision-making elites (pp. 31-32).
This, he believed, might be accomplished by development of a body of independent experts who could give the leadership unbiased advice. Lippmann
raised no question about possible personal or class interests of the "specialized
class" or the "experts" on whom they might choose to rely, on their ability,
or their right, to articulate "the common interest."
6. For example, Claire Sterling and the experts of the Georgetown Center for
Strategic and International Studies-Walter Laqueur, Michael Ledeen, and

Robert Kupperman-have been established as the authorities on terrorism by
the mass media; on the Sterling and Paul Henze role in working up the
Bulgarian Connection in the plot against the pope, see chapter 4. In the case
of Latin America, the media have been compelled to avoid the usual resort to
the academic profession for expression of approved opinion, as the profession
largely rejects the framework of state propaganda in this instance. It has
therefore been necessary to create a new cadre of "experts" (Robert Leiken,
Ronald Radosh, Mark Falcoff, Susan Kaufman Purcell, etc.) to whom they can
turn to satisfy doctrinal needs. See Noam ChomsKy; The Culture of Terrorism
(Boston: South End Press, 1988), for examples. On the process of creating
experts to meet system demands, see our chapter I under "Sourcing MassMedia News."
7. Like other terms of political discourse, the word "democracy" has a technical Orwellian sense when used in rhetorical flights, or in regular "news reporting," to refer to U.S. efforts to establish "democracy." The term refers to
systems in which control over resour es and the means of violence ensures the
rule of elements that will serve the eds of U.S. power. Thus the terror states
of El Salvador and Guatemala are "democratic," as is Honduras under the rule
of the military and oligarchy, and the collection of wealthy businessmen,
bankers, etc., organized by the United States as a front for the Somocista-led
mercenary army created by the United States is entitled "the democratic
resistance." See further, chapter 3.
8. In the eighty-five opinion columns on Nicaragua that appeared in the New
York Times and the Washington Post in the first three months of 1986, during
the "national debate" preceding the congressional votes on contra aid, not a
single one mentioned this elementary fact. For a detailed review, see Noam
Chomsky, "Introduction," in Morris Morley and James Petras, The Reagan
Administration and Nicaragua, Monograph I (New York: Institute for Media
Analysis, 1987).
g. Only two phrases in the eighty-five opinion columns cited in the previous
footnote mentioned that the Nicaraguan government had carried out reforms;
none of them compared Nicaragua with El Salvador and Guatemala on this
important question.
10. See Dianna Melrose, Nicaragua: The Threat of a Good Example? (Oxford:
Oxfarn, 1985); see also chapters 3, 5, and 7, below.
11. In an article highly critical of the Reagan "peace plan" for Nicaragua in
August 1987, Tom Wicker says, "Whatever his doctrine, the United States has
no historic or God-given right to bring democracy to other nations; nor does
such a purpose justify the overthrow of governments it does not like" ("That
Dog Won't Hunt," New York Times, Aug. 6, 1987). Wicker does not contest
the claim that Reagan seeks democracy in Nicaragua; it is just that his means
are dubious and his plan won't work. We should note that Wicker is at the
outer limits of expressible dissident opinion in the U.S. mass media. See
further, chapter 3. For additional references and discussion, see Chomsky,
Culture of Terrorism.
12. For example, in response to the Guatemala peace accords of August 1987,
the United States immediately escalated the supply flights required to keep its
forces in Nicaragua in the field to the phenomenal level of two to three per
day. The purpose was to undermine the accords by intensifying the fighting,
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and to prevent Nicaragua from relaxing its guard so that it could be accused
of failing to comply with the accords. These U.S. initiatives were by far the
most serious violations of the accords, but they were virtually unmentioned in
the media. For a detailed review, see Noam Chomsky, "Is Peace at Hand?"
Z magazine (January 1988).
13. Jacques Ellul, Propaganda (New York: Knopf, 1965), pp. 58-59.
14. A careful reader of the Soviet press could learn facts about the war in Afghanistan that controvert the government line-see chapter 5, pp. 226-27-but
these inconvenient facts would not be considered in the West to demonstrate
the objectivity of the Soviet press and the adequacy of its coverage of this issue.
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C h a p t e r 1: A P r o p a g a n d a M o d e l
See note 4 of the preface.
Media representatives claim that what the government says is "newsworthy" in its own right. If, however, the government's assertions are transmitted without context or evaluation, and without regard to the government's
possible manipulative intent, the media have set themselves up to be
"managed." Their objectivity is "nominal," not substantive.
In early October 1986, memos were leaked to the press indicating that the
Reagan administration had carried out a deliberate campaign of disinformation
to influence events in Libya. The mass media, which had passed along this
material without question, expressed a great deal of righteous indignation that
they had been misled. To compound the absurdity, five years earlier the press
had reported a CIA-run "disinformation program designed to embarrass Qaddafi and his government," along with terrorist operations to overthrow Quaddafi and perhaps assassinate him (Newsweek, Aug. 3,1981; P. Edward Haley,
Qaddaj and the United States since 1969 [New York: Praeger, 19841, p. 272).
But no lessons were learned. In fact, the mass media are gulled on an almost
daily basis, but rarely have to suffer the indignity of government documents
revealing their gullibility. With regard to Libya, the media have fallen into line
for each propaganda ploy, from the 1981 "hit squads" through the Berlin
discotheque bombing, swallowing each implausible claim, failing to admit
error in retrospect, and apparently unable to learn from successive entrap- .
ment-which suggests willing error. See Noam Chomsky, Pirates &Emperors
(New York: Claremont, 1986), chapter 3. As we show throughout the present
book, a series of lies by the government, successively exposed, never seems to
arouse skepticism in the media regarding the next government claim.
3. For a description of the government's strategy of deflecting attention away
from the Nicaraguan election by the fabricated MIG story, and the media's
service in this government program, see chapter 3, under "The MIG Crisis
Staged during the Nicaraguan Election Week."
4. James Curran and Jean Seaton, Power Without Responsibility: The Press and
Broadcasting in Britain, 2d ed. (London: Methuen, 1985), p. 24.
5. Quoted in ibid., p. 23.
6. Ibid., p. 34.
I.
2.
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7. Ibid., pp. 38-39.
8. Alfred McClung Lee, The Daily Newspaper in America (New York: MacmilIan, 1937), pp. 166, 173.
9. Earl Vance, "Freedom of the Press for Whom," Virginia Quarterly R m i m
(Summer 1945), quoted in Survival of a Free, Competitive Press: The Small
Newspaper: Democracy's Grass Roots, Report of the Chairman, Senate Small
Business Committee, 80th Cong., 1st session, 1947, P. 54.
10. Note that we are speaking of media with substantial outreach-mass
media. It has always been possible to start small-circulation journals and to
produce mimeographed or photocopied news letters sent around to a tiny
audience. But even small journals in the United States today typically survive
only by virtue of contributions from wealthy financial angels.
11. In 1987, the Times-Mirror company, for example, owned newspapers in
Los Angeles, Baltimore, Denver, and Hartford, Connecticut, had book publishing and magazine subsidiaries, and owned cable systems and seven television stations.
12. Ben Bagdikian, The Media Monopoly, 2nd ed. (Boston: Beacon Press, 1987),
p. xvi.
13. David L. Paletz and Robert M. Entman, Media Power Politics (New
York: Free Press, 1981), p. 7; Stephen Hess, The Government/Press Connection:
Press Oficers and Their Ofices (Washington: Brookings, 1984), pp. 99-100.
14. The four major Western wire services-Associated Press, United Press
International, Reuters, and Agence-France-Presse-account for some 80 percent of the international news circulating in the world today. AP is owned by
member newspapers; UP1 is privately owned; Reuters was owned mainly by
the British media until it went public in 1984, but control was retained by the
original owners by giving lesser voting rights to the new stockholders; AgenceFrance-Presse is heavily subsidized by the French government. As is pointed
out by Jonathan Fenby, the wire services "exist to serve markets," and their
prime concern, accordingly, "is with the rich media markets of the United
States, Western Europe, and Japan, and increasingly with the business community. . They compete fiercely, but AP and UP1 "are really U.S. enterWithout their domestic base,
prises that operate on an international scale.
the AP and UP1 could not operate as international agencies. With it, they must
be American organizations, subject to American pressures and requirements"
(The International News Services [New York: Schocken, 19861, pp. 7,g, 73-74).
See also Anthony Smith, The Geopolitics of Information: How Western Culture
Dominates the World (New York: Oxford University Press, 1g80), chapter 3.
15. The fourteenth annual Roper survey, "Public Attitudes toward Television
and Other Media in a Time of Change" (May 1985), indicates that in 1984,64
percent of the sample mentioned television as the place "where you usually
(p. 3).
get most of your news about what's going on in the world today
It has often been noted that the television networks themselves depend heavily
on the prestige newspapers, wire services, and government for their choices
of news. Their autonomy as newsmakers can be easily exaggerated.
16. The members of the very top tier qualify by audience outreach, importance
as setters of news standards, and asset and profit totals. The last half dozen
or so in our twenty-four involve a certain amount of arbitrariness of choice,
although audience size is still our primary criterion. McGraw-Hill is included
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because of its joint strength in trade books and magazines of political content
and outreach.
17. As noted in table I-I, note 7, Storer came under the temporary control of
the securities firm Kohlberg Kravis Roberts & Co. in 1985. As its ultimate fate
was unclear at the time of writing, and as financial data were no longer
available after 1984, we have kept Storer on the table and list it here, despite
its uncertain status.
18. John Kluge, having taken the Metromedia system private in a leveraged
buyout in 1984 worth $1.1 billion, sold off various parts of this system in 1985-86
for $5.5 billion, at a personal profit of some $3 billion (Gary Hector, "Are
Shareholders Cheated by LBOs?" Fortune, Jan. 17, 1987, p. 100). Station
KDLA-TV, in Los Angeles, which had been bought by a management-outsider
group in a leveraged buyout in 1983 for $245 million, was sold to the Tribune
Company for $510 million two years later (Richard Stevenson, "Tribune in TV
Deal for $510 Million," New York Times, May 7,1985). See also "The Media
Magnates: Why Huge Fortunes Roll Off the Presses," Fortune, October 12,
198719. A split among the the heirs of James E. Scripps eventually resulted in the
sale of the Detroit Evening News. According to one news article, "Daniel
Marentette, a Scripps family member and a self described 'angry shareholder,'
says family members want a better return on their money. 'We get better yields
investing in a New York checking account,' says Mr. Marentette, who sells
race horses" (Damon Darlin, "Takeover Rumors Hit Detroit News Parent,"
Wall Street Journal, July 18, 1985). The Bingham family division on these
matters led to the sale of the Louisville Courier-Journal;the New Haven papers
of the Jackson family were sold after years of squabbling, and "the sale price
[of the New Haven papers], $185 million, has only served to publicize the
potential value of family holdings of family newspapers elsewhere" (Geraldine
Fabrikant, "Newspaper Properties, Hotter Than Ever," New York Times, Aug.
17, 1986).
to. The Reagan administration strengthened the control of existing holders of
television-station licenses by increasing their term from three to five years, and
its FCC made renewals essentially automatic. The FCC also greatly facilitated
speculation and trading in television properties by a rule change reducing the
required holding period before sale of a newly acquired property from three
years to one year.
The Reagan era FCC and Department of Justice also refused to challenge
mergers and takeover bids that would significantly increase the concentration
of power (GE-RCA) or media concentration (Capital Cities-ABC). Furthermore, beginning April 2, 1985, media owners could own as many as twelve
television stations, as long as their total audience didn't exceed 25 percent of
the nation's television households; and they could also hold twelve AM and
twelve FM stations, as the 1953 "7-7-7 rule" was replaced with a "12-12-12
rule." See Herbert H. Howard, "Group and Cross-Media Ownership of Television Stations: 1985" (Washington: National Association of Broadcasters,
1985).
21. This was iustified by Reagan-era FCC chairman Mark Fowler on the
grounds that karket optibns a; opening up and that the public should be free
to choose. Criticized by Fred Friendly for doing away with the law's public-
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interest standard, Fowler replied that Friendly "distrusts the ability of the
viewing public to make decisions on its own through the marketplace mechanism. I do not" (Jeanne Saddler, "Clear Channel: Broadcast Takeovers Meet
Less FCC Static, and Critics Are Upset," Wall Street Journal! June 11,1985).
Among other problems, Fowler ignores the fact that true freedom of choice
involves the ability to select options that may not be offered by an oligopoly
selling audiences to advertisers.
22. CBS increased its debt by about $I billion in 1985 to finance the purchase
of 21 percent of its own stock, in order to fend off a takeover attempt by Ted
Turner. The Wall Street Journal noted that "With debt now standing at 60%
of capital, it needs to keep advertising revenue up to repay borrowings and
interest" (Peter Barnes, "CBS Profit Hinges on Better TV Ratings," June 6,
1986). With the slowed-up growth of advertising revenues, CBS embarked on
an employment cutback of as many as six hundred broadcast division employees, the most extensive for CBS since the loss of cigarette advertising in
1971 (Peter Barnes, "CBS Will Cut up to 600 Posts in Broadcasting," Wall
StreetJournal, July I, 1986). In June 1986, Time, Inc., embarked on a program
to buy back as much as 10 million shares, or 16 percent of its common stock,
at an expected cost of some $goo million, again to reduce the threat of a hostile
takeover (Laura Landro, "Time Will Buy as Much as 16% of Its Common,"
Wall Street Journal, June 20, 1986).
23. In response to the Jesse Helms and Turner threats to CBS, Laurence
Tisch, of Loews Corporation, was encouraged to increase his holdings in CBS
stock, already at 11.7 percent. In August 1986, the Loews interest was raised
to 24.9 percent, and Tisch obtained a position of virtual control. In combination with William Paley, who owned 8.1 percent of the shares, the chief
executive officer of CBS was removed and Tisch took over that role himself,
on a temporary basis (Peter Barnes, "Loews Increases Its Stake in CBS to
Almost ~ 5 % ~Wall
" Street Journal, Aug. 12, 1986).
24. The number would be eight if we included the estate of Lila Wallace, who
died in 1984, leaving the controlling stock interest in Reader's Digest to the care
of trustees.
25. As we noted in the preface, the neoconservatives speak regularly of "liberal" domination of the media, assuming or pretending that the underlings call
the shots, not the people who own or control the media. These data, showing
the wealth position of media owners, are understandably something they prefer
to ignore. Sometimes, however, the neoconservatives go "populist," andwhile financed by Mobil Oil Corporation and Richard Mellon Scaife-pretend
to be speaking for the "masses" in opposition to a monied elite dominating the
media. For further discussion, see Edward S. Herman's review of The Spirit
of Democratic Capitalism, "Michael Novak's Promised Land: Unfettered Corporate Capitalism," Monthly Review (October 1983)~and the works cited in the
preface, note 3.
26. Similar results are found in Peter Dreier, "The Position of the Press in the
U.S. Power Structure," Social Problems (February 1982)~pp. 298-310.
27. Benjamin Compaine et al., Anatomy of the Communications Industy: Who
Owns the Media? (White Plains, N.Y.: Knowledge Industry Publications, 1982)~
P. 463.
28. Ibid., pp. 458-60.

29. See Edward S. Herman, Corporate Control, Corporate Power (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1981)~pp. 26-54.
30. For the interests of fifteen major newspaper companies in other media
fields, and a checklist of other fields entered by leading firms in a variety of
media industries, see Compaine, Anatomy of the Communications Industry,
tables 2.19 and 8.1, pp. 11 and 452-53.
31. The merger had been sanctioned by the FCC but was stymied by intervention of the Department of Justice. See "A broken engagement for I T T and
ABC," Business Week, January 6, 1967.
32. Ibid.
33. On the enormous and effective lobbying operations of GE, see Thomas B.
Edsall, "Bringing Good Things to GE: Firm's Political Savvy Scores in Washington," Washington Post, April 13, 1985.
34. The widely quoted joke by A. J.. Liebling-that if you don't like what your
newspaper says you are perfectly free to start or buy one of your own-stressed
the impotence of the individual. In a favorable political climate such as that
provided by the Reagan administration, however, a giant corporation not liking
media performance can buy its own, as exemplified by GE.
35. Allan Sloan, "Understanding Murdoch-The Numbers Aren't What Really Matters," Forbes, March 10, 1986, pp. 114ff.
36. On the Nixon-Agnew campaign to bully the media by publicity attacks and
threats, see Marilyn Lashner, The Chilling Efect in TV News (New York:
Praeger, 1984). Lashner concluded that the Nixon White House's attempt
to quiet the media "succceded handily, at least as far as television is concerned . (p. 167). See also Fred Powledge, The Engineering of Restraint: The
Nixon Administration and the Press (Washington: Public Affairs Press, 1971)~
and William E. Porter, Assault on the Media: The Nixon Years (Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press, 1976).
37. Of the 290 directors in his sample of large newspapers, 36 had high-level
positions-past or present-in the federal government (Dreier, "The Position
of the Press," p. 303).
38. One study showed that of sixty-five FCC commissioners and high-level
staff personnel who left the FCC between 1945 and 1970, twel1.e had come out
of the private-communications sector before their FCC set :e, and thirtyfour went into private-firm service after leaving the commission (Roger No11
et al., Economic Aspects of Television Regulation [Washington: Brookings, 19731,
P. 123)39. "The symbiotic growth of American television and global enterprise has
made them so interrelated that they cannot be thought of as separate. They
are essentially the same phenomenon. Preceded far and wide by military
advisers, lobbyists, equipment salesmen, advertising specialists, merchandising
experts, and telefilm salesmen as advance agents, the enterprise penetrates
much of the non-socialist world. Television is simply its most visible portion"
(Erik Barnouw, The Sponsor [New York: Oxford University Press, 19781, p.
158). For a broader picture, see Herbert I. Schiller, Communication and Cultural Domination (White Plains, N.Y.: International Arts and Sciences Press,
1976), especially chapters 3-4.
40. Is it not possible that if the populace "demands" program content greatly
disliked by the owners, competition and the quest for profits will cause them

to offer such programming? There is some truth in this, and it, along with the
limited autonomy of media personnel, may help explain the "surprises" that
crop up occasionally in the mass media. One limit to the force of public
demand, however, is that the millions of customers have no means of registering their demand for products that are not offered to them. A further problem
is that the owners' class interests are reinforced by a variety of other filters that
we discuss below.
41. Quoted in Curran and Seaton, Power Without Responsibility, p. 31.
42. Ibid., p. 41.
43.
. producers presenting patrons [advertisers] with the greatest opportunities to make a profit through their publics will receive support while those
that cannot compete on this score will not survive" (Joseph Turow, Media
Industries: The Production of News and Entertainment [New York: Longman,
19841, P. 52).
44. Noncommercial television is also at a huge disadvantage for the same
reason, and will require a public subsidy to be able to compete. Because public
television does not have the built-in constraints of ownership by the wealthy,
and the need to appease advertisers, it poses a threat to a narrow elite control
of mass communications. This is why conservatives struggle to keep public
television on a short leash, with annual funding decisions, and funding at a low
level (see Barnouw, The Sponsor, pp. 179--82). Another option pursued in the
Carter-Reagan era has been to force it into the commercial nexus by sharp
defunding.
45. Bagdikian, Media Monopoly, pp. 118-26. " 'The dominant paper ultimately
thrives,' Gannett Chairman Allen H. Neuharth says. 'The weaker paper ultimately dies' " (Joseph B. White, "Knight-Ridder's No-Lose Plan Backfires,"
Wall Street Journal, Jan. 4, 1988).
46. Quoted in Curran and Seaton, Power Without Responsibility, p. 43.
47. "Advertising and the Press," in James Curran, ed., The British Press: A
Manifesto (London: Macmillan, 1978)~pp. 252-55.
48. Ibid., p. 254.
49. 1984 C B S Annual Report, p. 13. This is a further refinement in the measurement of "efficiency" in "delivering an audience." In the magazine business, the
standard measure is CPM, or "costs per thousand," to an advertiser to reach
buyers through a full-page, black-and-white ad. Recent developments, like
CBS's CAP, have been in the direction of identifying the special characteristics
of the audience delivered. In selling itself to advertisers, the Soap Opera Digest
says: "But you probably want to know about our first milestone: today Soap
Opera Digest delivers more women in the 18-49 category at the lowest CPM
than any other women's magazine" (quoted in Turow, Media Industries, p. 55).
50. William Evan, Organization Theoly (New York: Wiley, 1976)~p. 123.
51. Turow asserts that "The continual interaction of producers and primary
patrons plays a dominant part in setting the general boundary conditions for
day-to-day production activity" (Media Industries, p. 51).
52. Quoted in Todd Gitlin, Inside Prime Time (New York: Pantheon, 1983),
P. 253.
53. Pat Aufderheide, "What Makes Public TV Public?" The Progressive (January 1988).
54. "Castor oil or Camelot?" December 5,1987. For further materials on such
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interventions, see Harry Hammitt, "Advertising Pressures on Media," Freedom of Information Center Report no. 367 (School of Journalism, University
of Missouri at Columbia, February 1977). See also James Aronson, Deadline
for the Media (New York: Bobbs-Merrill, 1972), pp. 26163.
55. According to Procter & Gamble's instructions to their ad agency, "There
will be no material on any of our programs which could in any way further
the concept of business as cold, ruthless, and lacking in all sentiment or
spiritual motivation." The manager of corporate communications for General
Electric has said: "We insist on a program environment that reinforces our
corporate messages" (quoted in Bagdikian, Media Monopoly, p. 160). We may
recall that GE now owns NBC-TV.
56. Barnouw, The Sponsor, p. 135.
57. Advertisers may also be offended by attacks on themselves or their products. On the tendency of the media to avoid criticism of advertised products
even when very important to consumer welfare [e.g., the effects of smoking],
see Bagdikian, Media Monopoly, pp. 168-73. .
58. This is hard to prove statistically, given the poor data made available by
the FCC over the years. The long-term trend in advertising time/programming
time is dramatically revealed by the fact that in 1929 the National Association
of Broadcasting adopted as a standard of commercial practice on radio the
following: "Commercial announcements
shall not be broadcast between 7
and 11 P.M." William Paley testified before the Senate Commerce Committee
in 1930 that only 22 percent of CBS's time was allocated to commercially
sponsored programs, with the other 78 percent sustaining; and he noted that
advertising took up only "seven-tenths of I percent of all our time" (quoted
in Public Service Responsibility ofBroadcast Licensees, FCC [Washington: GPO,
Mar. 7,19461, p. 42). Frank Wolf states in reference to public-affairs programming: "That such programs were even shown at all on commercial television
may have been the result of FCC regulation" (Television Programmingfor News
and Public Aflairs [New York: Praeger, 19721, p. 138; see also pp. 99-139).
59. Barnouw, The Sponsor, p. 134.
60. For Alcoa's post-antitrust-suit sponsorship of Edward R. Murrow, and
ITT's post-early-1970s-scandals sponsorship of "The Big Blue Marble," see
Barnouw, The Sponsor, ibid., pp. 51-52, 84-86. Barnouw shows that network
news coverage of I T T was sharply constrained during the period of ITT
program sponsorship.
61. Barnouw, The Sponsor, p. 150.
62. Mark Fishman, Manufacturing the News (Austin: University of Texas
Press, 1980), p. 143.
63. Ibid., pp. 144-45.
64. Gaye Tuchman, "Objectivity as Strategic Ritual: An Examination of
Newsmen's Notions of Objectivity," American Journal of Sociology 77, no. 2
(19721, PP. 66244.
65. United States Air Force, "Fact Sheet: The United States Air Force Information Program" (March 1979); "News Releases: 600,ooo in a Year," Air Force
Times, April 28, 1980.
66. J. W. Fulbright, The Pentagon Propaganda Machine (New York: H . Liveright, 1970), p. 88.
67. Ibid., p. 90.
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68. An Associated Press report on "Newspapers Mustered as Air Force Defends BIB," published in the Washington Post, April 3,1987, indicates that the
U.S. Air Force had 277 newspapers in 1987, as compared with 140 in 1979.
69. "DOD Kills 205 Periodicals; Still Publishes 1,203 Others," Armed Forces
Journal International (August 1982), p. 16.
70. Its nine regional offices also had some public-information operations, but
personnel and funding are not readily allocable to this function. They are
smaller than the central office aggregate.
The AFSC aggregate public-information budget is about the same size as
the contract given by the State Department to International Business Communications (IBC) for lobbying on behalf of the contras ($419,000). This was
only one of twenty-five contracts investigated by the GAO that "the Latin
American Public Diplomacy office awarded to individuals for research and
papers on Central America, said a GAO official involved in the investigation"
(Rita Beamish, "Pro-contra Contracts are Probed," Philadelphia Inquirer, July
22, 1987, P. 4 4 .
71. The NCC's news services are concentrated in the Office of Information,
but it has some dispersed staff in communications functions elsewhere in the
organization that produce a few newsletters, magazines, and some videotapes
and filmstrips.
72. In 1980, Mobil Oil had a public-relations budget of $21 million and a
public-relations staff of seventy-three. Between 1976 and 1981 it produced at
least a dozen televised special reports on such issues as gasoline prices, with
a hired television journalist interviewing Mobil executives and other experts,
that are shown frequently on television, often without indication of Mobil
sponsorship. See A. Kent MacDougall, Ninety Seconds To Tell It All (Homewood, Ill.: Dow Jones-Irwin, 1981), p p 117-20.
73. John S. Saloma 111, Ominous Poktics: The New Conservative Labyrinth
(New York: Hill & Wang, 1984), p. 79.
74. MacDougall, Ninety Seconds, pp. 116-17.
75. Thomas B. Edsall, The New Politics of Inequality (New York: Norton, I&),
p. 110.
76. Peggy Dardenne, "Corporate Advertising," Public Relations Journal (November 1982), p. 36.
77. S. Prakash Sethi, Handbook ofAdvocacy Advertising: Strategies and Applications (Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger, 1987), p. 22. See also Edsall, New Politics,
chapter 3, "The Politicization of the Business Community"; and Saloma,
Ominous Politics, chapter 6, "The Corporations: Making Our Voices Heard."
78. The April 14, 1986, U.S. bombing of Libya was the first military action
timed to preempt attention on 7 P.M. prime-time television news. See
Chomsky, Pirates & Emperors, p. 147.
79. For the masterful way the Reagan administration used these to manipulate
the press, see "Standups," The New Yorker, December 2, 1985, pp. 81ff.
80. Fishman, Manufacturing the News, p. 153.
81. See note 70.
82. On January 16, 1986, the American Friends Service Committee issued a
news release, based on extended Freedom of Information Act inquiries, which
showed that there had been 381 navy nuclear-weapons accidents and "incidents" in the period 1965-77, a figure far higher than that previously claimed.
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The mass media did not cover this hot story directly but through the filter of
the navy's reply, which downplayed the significance of the new findings and
eliminated or relegated to the background the AFSC's full range of facts and
interpretation of the meaning of what they had uncovered. A typical heading:
"Navy Lists Nuclear Mishaps: None of 630 Imperilled Public, Service Says,"
Washington Post, January 16, 1986.
83. The Harvard professor in charge of the program, Harvey Mansfield, stated
that the invitation to White had been a mistake anyway, as he "is a representative of the far left," whereas the forum was intended to involve a debate
"between liberals and conservatives" (Harward Crimson, May 14, 1986).
84. See Edward S. Herman and Frank Brodhead, The Rise and Fall of the
Bulgarian Connection (New York: Sheridan Square Publications, 1986), pp.
123-24.
85. Mark Hertsgaard, "How Reagan Seduced Us: Inside the President's Propaganda Factory," Village Voice, September 18,1984; see also "Standups," cited
in note 79 above.
86. Stephen L. Vaughn, Holding Fast the Inner Lines (Chapel Hill: University
of North Carolina Press, 1980)~p. 194.
87. Bruce Owen and Ronald Braeutigam, The Regulation Game: Strategic Use
of the Administrative Process (Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger, 1978), p. 7.
88. See Edward S. Herman, "The Institutionalization of Bias in Economics,"
Media, Culture and Society (July 1982), pp. 27591.
89. Henry Kissinger, American Foreign Policy (New York: Norton, 1969), p. 28.
go. Quoted in Alex Carey, "Managing Public Opinion: The Corporate Offensive" (University of New South Wales, 1986, mimeographed), p. 32.
91. Ibid., pp. 46-47, quoting Feulner papers given in 1978 and 1985.
92. For a good discussion of many of these organizations and their purpose,
funding, networking, and outreach programs, see Saloma, Ominous Politics,
chapters 4, 6, and g.
93. See Herman and Brodhead, Bulgarian Connection, p. 259; Fred Landis,
"Georgetown's Ivory Tower for Old Spooks," Inquiy, September 30,1979, pp.

7-9.

94. The CSIS's expert on terrorism, Robert Kupperman, was probably the
most widely used participant on radio and television talk shows on terrorism
in the last several years.
95. On Sterling's qualifications as an expert, see Herman and Brodhead, Bulgarian Connection, pp. 125-46; on Shevchenko, see Edward J. Epstein, "The
Invention of Arkady Shevchenko, Supermole: The Spy Who Came In to Be
Sold," New Republic, July 15-22, 1985.
96. See David Caute, The Great Fear: The Anti-Communist Purge under Truman and Eisenhower (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1978), pp. 114-38, who
stresses the importance of the lying informer. This McCarthyite pathology was
replicated in Robert Leiken's 1982 book on "Soviet hegemonism"-the standard Maoist phrase-which conjures up a Soviet strategy of taking over the
Western Hemisphere by means of Cuba and the Sandinistas, and guerrilla
movements elsewhere (Leiken, Soviet Strategy in Latin America [New York:
Praeger, 19821).
97.
-, Then and now, former dissidents are portrayed as especially valuable
experts for the seeking authenticity they can bring to the mistakes of their

.
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former associates. The fact that their claims are often fraudulent is not a
problem because the mass media refuse to point this out. Thus Jean Lacouture
lent credence to his criticisms of the Khmer Rouge by claiming to have been
a former sympathizer-not only a falsehood, as he was pro-Sihanouk, but an
absurdity, as nothing had been known about the Khmer Rouge. David Horowitz added to his value as a born-again patriot by claiming that along with
protesters against the Vietnam War generally, he came "to acquire a new
appreciation for foreign tyrants like Kim I1 Sung of North Korea" (Peter
Collier and David Horowitz, "Confessions of Two New-Left Radicals: Why
We Voted for Reagan," Washington Post National Weekly Edition, April 8,
1985). Robert Leiken became more potent as a critic of the Sandinistas as an
alleged former peace-movement activist and early supporter of the Sandinistas. Each of these claims was a fabrication, but this fact went unmentioned in
the mass media. On Leiken's claims, and the "special force" his anti-Sandinista
writings gained by his alleged conversion from "fan of the Sandinistas," see
Michael Massing, "Contra Aides," Mother Jones (October 1987). While dismissing this pretense, Massing credits Leiken's claim that he "was active in the
antiwar movement," but that is highly misleading. Activists in the Boston area,
where he claims to have been an antiwar organizer, recall no participation by
Leiken until about 1970-at
which time McGeorge Bundy could also have
been described as an activist leader.
98. See above, note 55.
99. See "The Business Campaign Against 'Trial by TV,' " Business Week, June
22,1980, pp. 77-79; William H. Miller, "Fighting TV Hatchet Jobs," Industy
Week, January 12, 1981, pp. 61-64.
100. See Walter Schneir and Miriam Schneir, "Beyond Westmoreland: The
Right's Attack on the Press," The Nation, March 30, 1985.
101. An ad widely distributed by United Technologies Corporation, titled
"Crooks and Clowns on TV," is based on the Media Institute's study entitled
Crooks, Conmen and Clownx Businessmen in TVEntertainment, which contends
that businessmen are treated badly in television entertainment programs.
102. John Corry, TV News and the Dominant Culture (Washington: Media
Institute), 1986.
103. See S. Robert Lichter, Stanley Rothman, and Linda Lichter, The Media
Elite (Bethesda, Md.: Adler & Adler, 1986). For a good discussion of the
Lichters' new center, see Alexander Cockburn, "Ashes and Diamonds," In
These Times, July 8-21, 1987.
104. Louis Wolf, "Accuracy in Media Rewrites News and History," Covert
Action Information Bulletin (Spring 1984), pp. 26-29.
105. AIM's impact is hard to gauge, but it must be recognized as only a part
of a larger corporate-right-wing campaign of attack. It has common funding
sources with such components of the conservative labyrinth as AEI, Hoover,
the Institute for Contemporary Studies, and others (see Saloma, Ominous
Politics, esp. chapters 2,3, and 6), and has its own special role to play. AIM's
head, Reed Irvine, is a frequent participant in television talk shows, and his
letters to the editor and commentary are regularly published in the mass media.
The media feel obligated to provide careful responses to his detailed attacks
on their news and documentaries, and the Corporation for Public Broadcasting
even helped fund his group's reply to the PBS series on Vietnam. His ability
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to get the publisher of the New Ymk Times to meet with him personally once
a year-a first objective of any lobbyist-is impressive testimony to influence.
On his contribution to the departure of Raymond Bonner from the Times, see
Wolf, "Accuracy in Media Rewrites News and History," pp. 32-33.
106. For an analysis of the bias of the Freedom House observers, see Edward
S. Herman and Frank Brodhead, Demonstration Electionr US.-Staged Elections
in the Dominican Republic, Vietnam, and El Salvador (Boston: South End
Press, 1984), appendix I, "Freedom House Observers in Zimbabwe Rhodesia
and El Salvador."
107. R. Bruce McColm, "El Salvador: Peaceful Revolution or Armed Struggle?" Perspectives on Freedom I (New York: Freedom House, 1982); James
Nelson Goodsell, "Freedom House Labels US Reports on Salvador Biased,"
Christian Science Monitor, February 3,1982.
108. For a discussion of Ledeen's views on the media, see Herman and Brodhead, Bulgarian Connection, pp. 166-70.
109. Among the contributors to AIM have been the Reader's Digest Association and the DeWitt Wallace Fund, Walter Annenberg, Sir James Goldsmith
(owner of the French L'Express), and E. W. Scripps 11, board chairman of a
newspaper-television-radio system.
110. George Skelton, White House correspondent for the Los Angeles Times,
noted that in reference to Reagan's errors of fact, "You write the stories once,
twice, and you get a lot of mail saying, 'You're picking on the guy, you guys
in the press make mistakes too.' And editors respond to that, so after a while
the stories don't run anymore. We're intimidated" (quoted in Hertsgaard,
"How Reagan Seduced Us").
111. Piero Gleijeses, The Dominican Crisis (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 19781, PP. 95-99.
112. Jan K. Black, United States Penetration of Brazil (Philadelphia: University
of Pennsylvania Press, 1977), pp. 39-56.
113. See above, pp. 24-25; below, pp. 157-61.
n4. "The Stalinists of Anti-Communism," in Ralph Miliband, John Saville,
and Marcel Liebman, Socialist Register, 1984: The Uses ofAnticommunism (London: Merlin Press, 1984), p. 337.
115. Daix, in 1949, referred to the Stalin concentration camps as "one of the
Soviet Union's most glorious achievements," displaying "the complete suppression of man's exploitation of man" (quoted in Miliband et al., Socialist
Register, p. 337). Kriegel, formerly a hard-line Communist party functionary,
was the author of a 1982 book explaining that the KGB organized the SabraShatila massacres, employing German terrorists associated with the PLO and
with the tacit cooperation of the CIA, in order to defame Israel as part of the
Soviet program of international terrorism. For more on this profound study,
and its influence, see Noam Chomsky, Fateful Triangle (Boston: South End
Press, 19831, PP. 291-92, 374-75.
116. Socialist Register, p. 345.
117. Where dissidents are prepared to denounce official enemies, of course,
they can pass through the mass-media filtering system, in the manner of the
ex-Communist experts described in "Anticommunism as a Control Mechanism" (p. 29).
118. See chapter 2, "Worthy and Unworthy Victims." Of interest in the Turk-

NOTES TO P A G E S

31-32

345

ish case is the Western press's refusal to publicize the Turkish government's
attacks on the press, including the U.S. press's own reporters in that country.
UPI's reporter Ismet Imset, beaten up by the Turkish police and imprisoned
under trumped-up charges, was warned by UP1 not to publicize the charges
against him, and UP1 eventually fired him for criticizing their badly compromised handling of his case. See Chris Christiansen, "Keeping In With The
Generals," New Statesman, January 4, 1985.
119. We believe that the same dichotomization applies in the domestic sphere.
For example, both British and American analysts have noted the periodic
intense focus on-and indignation over-"welfare
chiselers" by the mass
media, and the parallel de-emphasis of and benign attitudes toward the far
more important fraud and tax abuses of business and the affluent. There is also
a deep-seated reluctance on the part of the mass media to examine the structural causes of inequality and poverty. Peter Golding and Sue Middleton, after
an extensive discussion of the long-standing "criminalization of poverty" and
incessant attacks on welfare scroungers in Britain, point out that tax evasion,
by contrast, is "acceptable, even laudable," in the press, that the tax evader
"is not merely a victim but a hero." They note, also, that "The supreme
achievement of welfare capitalism" has been to render the causes and condition of poverty almost invisible (Images of Welfare: Press and Public Attitudes
to Poverty [Oxford: Martin Robertson, 19821, pp. 66-67, 98-100, 186, 193).
In a chapter entitled "The Deserving Rich," A. J. Liebling pointed out that
in the United States as well, "The crusade against the destitute is the favorite
crusade of the newspaper publisher," and that "There is no concept more
generally cherished by publishers than that of the Undeserving PoorJ' (The
Press [New York: Ballantine, 19641, pp. 78-79). Liebling went into great detail
on various efforts of the media to keep welfare expenses and taxes down "by
saying that they [the poor] have concealed assets, or bad character, or both"
(p. 79). These strategies not only divert, they also help split the employed
working class from the unemployed and marginalized, and make these all
exceedingly uncomfortable about participating in a degraded system of
scrounging. See Peter Golding and Sue Middleton, "Attitudes to Claimants:
A Culture of Contempt," in Images of Welfare, pp. 16gff. President Reagan's
fabricated anecdotes about welfare chiselers, and his complete silence on the
large-scale chiseling of his corporate sponsors, have fitted into a long tradition
of cynical and heartless greed.
120. For a full discussion of this dichotomized treatment, see Edward S. Herman, "Gatekeeper versus Propaganda Models: A Critical American Perspective," in Peter Golding, Graham Murdock and Philip Schlesinger, eds.,
Communicating Politics (New York: Holmes & Meier, 1986), pp. 182-94.
121. Editorial, March I, 1973. The Soviets apparently didn't know that they
were shooting down a civilian plane, but this was covered up by U.S. officials,
and the false allegation of a knowing destruction of a civilian aircraft provided
the basis for extremely harsh criticism of the Soviets for barbaric behavior.
The Israelis openly admitted knowing that they were shooting down a civilian
plane, but this point was of no interest in the West in this particular case.
122. The New York Times Index, for example, has seven full pages of citations
to the KAL 007 incident for September 1983 alone.
123. Patriotic orgies, such as the 1984 Olympic Games in Los Angeles, the
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space-shuttle flights, and "Liberty Weekend," perform a similar function in
"bringing us all together." See Elayne Rapping, The Looking Glass World of
Nonfiction TV (Boston: South End Press, 1987), chapter 5, "National Rituals.''
124. See below, chapter 6.
125. On issues where the elite is seriously divided, there will be dissenting
voices allowed in the mass media, and the inflation of claims and suspension of
critical judgment will be subject to some constraint. See the discussion of this
point in the preface, pp. xii-xiii, and examples in the case studies that follow.
126. The role of the government in these cases cannot be entirely discounted,
given the close ties of the Reader's Digest to the CIA and the fact that Paul
Henze, one of the primary sources and movers in the Bulgarian Connection
campaign, was a longtime CIA official. On the CIA-Reader's Digest connection, see Epstein, "The Invention of Arkady Shevchenko," pp. 40-41. On
Henze, see below, chapter 4. On the strong likelihood that an influential
Reader's Digest best-seller on Cambodia was in part a CIA disinformation
effort, see below chapter 6, p. 293, and sources cited.
127. We provide many illustrations of these points in the chapters that follow.
Watergate and, more recently, the late-Reagan-era exposures of Iran-Contragate, which are put forward as counterexamples, are discussed in chapter 7,
below.
128. These points apply clearly to the case of the alleged Bulgarian Connection
in the plot to assassinate the pope. See below, chapter 4.
129. We have noted elsewhere that the New Ymk Times regularly relied upon
Indonesian officials in "presenting the facts" about East Timor, which was
being invaded by Indonesia, and ignored refugees, church sources, etc. In
contrast, refugees, not state officials, were the prime source in the Times's
reporting on postwar events in Vietnam and Cambodia (The Washington Connection and Third World Fascism [Boston: South End Press, 19791, pp. 1513 2 ,
169-76, 184-87). On attempts to evade the obvious implications, see chapter
6, under "The Pol Pot Era" (pp. 284-85).
130. Thus when the CIA directs Nicaraguan contras to attack such "soft
targets" as farming cooperatives, with explicit State Department approval, the
media commentators, including doves, either applaud or offer philosophical
disquisitions on whether such targets are legitimate, given that they are defended by lightly armed militia. Terrorist attacks on Israeli kibbutzim, also
defended by armed settlers, are regarded somewhat differently. For details, see
Noam Chomsky, The Culture of Terrorism (Boston: South End Press, 1988).
131. The variable use of agendas and frameworks can be seen with great clarity
in the treatment of Third World elections supported and opposed by the
United States, as described in chapter 3.
132. Classic in their audacity are Michael Ledeen's assertions that: (I) Qaddafi's word is given more credence in the mass media than that of the U.S.
government; and (2) "Relatively minor human rights transgressions in a
friendly country (especially if ruled by an authoritarian government of the
Right) are given far more attention and more intense criticism than far graver
sins of countries hostile to us
(Grave New World [New York: Oxford
University Press, 19851, P. 131; Qaddafi's superior credence is described on pp.
132-33). See chapter 2 of this book for documentation on the reality of massmedia treatment of abuses by clients and enemy states.

. . ."

C h a p t e r 2: W o r t h y a n d U n w o r t h y
Victims

'

I. In a speech of July 19,1986, Nicaraguan President Daniel Ortega, in answering charges of religious persecution, asserted that of 138 religious persons
murdered and 278 kidnapped or disappeared in Central America since 1979 (a
figure that includes Lay Delegates of the Word), none had been victimized by
the Nicaraguan government. (Central America News Update, Aug. 4, 1986).
Many had been killed by the contras, however, in an ongoing tradition of
Somocista violence. See Andrew Reding, "The Church in Nicaragua,"
Monthly Review (July-August 1987), pp. 34-36. The large majority were murdered by the army and security forces of U.S. client states, or the death squads
affiliated with them.
2. In The Real Term Network (Boston: South End Press, 1982), Edward Herman shows that in the years 1976-81, the only massive coverage of the victimization of individuals abroad by the New Ymk Times was of Soviet dissidents,
most notably Sharansky and Sakharov (pp. 196-9g), although there were numerous cases of comparable or far worse treatment within U.S. domains.
3. Computed by dividing the number of articles and CBS News reports (or
column inches) devoted to Popieluszko by the number dealing with the one
hundred religious victims and multiplying by 100.
4. Anthony Lewis says that the Soviet dissidents "are enough like us so that
we identify with them" ("A Craving for Rights," New York Times, Jan. 31,
1977), a partially valid point, as the vast majority of victims of U.S. foreign
policy are Third World peasants, but invalid in that victims in U.S. client states
as much "like us" as Soviet dissidents do not get comparable attention, as
shown in the cases mentioned and the reference in note 2.
5. It is not coincidental that the U.S. secretary of state, Alexander Haig, and
the U.S. ambassador to the United Nations, Jeane Kirkpatrick, actually defended the assassinations of the American women, as described below.
6. Apart from the details by the New York Times shown in table 2-2, there were
at least four other Times articles that repeated such information, and similar
detail was given in Time and Newsweek and on CBS News. To give a sample
of one of many in Time, an article entitled "Grim Tale: Details of a Martyr's
Death" (Nov. 19, 1984), reads as follows: "Church officials who viewed
the martyred priest's body reported that he had been savagely beaten. A rope
had been tied around his neck, wrists and ankles so that he would strangle
himself if he struggled to get free. Three fingers of Popieluszko's left hand
were sliced through to the bone, and there were deep gouges on his arms.
His lungs contained enough water to indicate that he was still breathing,
even if unconscious, when he was tossed, bound hand and foot, into
a reservoir." Time repeats these details and others with obvious relish at
every opportunity. As we will see, Time is less lavish in details on unworthy
victims.
7. Time's account entitled "Memories of Father Jerzy" (Nov. 12,1984) has no
counterpart in the articles on the deaths of the unworthy victims discussed
below.
8. "A Polish General is Tied to Death. of Warsaw Priest," November 3,1984;
"Pole in Killing Tells of Hints of Top-Level Backup," January g, 1985; "Pole

on Trial Names 2 Generals," January 5, 1985; "Second Abductor of Polisk
Priest Says Order Came 'From the Top,' " January 3,1985.
9. See chapter 4, below.
10. On May 6,1986, Laura Pinto, a member of the Salvadoran "Mothers of
the Disappeared," was picked up by three armed men, beaten, raped, and left
on the street. On May 29 she was again abducted and tortured, and shortly
thereafter twelve members of her group were detained by the police. The
British New Statesman expressed surprise that this kind of terror could take
place, given the fact that Laura Pinto had previously traveled to Europe and
made Western Europeans aware of her existence (Jane Dibblin, "El Salvador's
Death Squads Defy European Opinion," June 13, 1986). Western Europeans
did, in fact, protest these abuses. What made this terror feasible, however, was
the fact that the power directly involved in El Salvador, the United States, has
media well attuned to state policy. The two assaults on Laura Pinto and the
detention of the twelve members of the Mothers were totally suppressed by
the New Ymk Times and its confreres. There was not a word in the quality
papers when a member of the "Mothers of the Disappeared" who had herself
been a victim of the atrocities of Duarte's security forces was denied entry to
the United States in March 1987, to visit several small towns where she had
been invited to speak on the occasion of International Women's Day. See
Noam Chomsky, The Culture of Terrorism (Boston: South End Press, 1988).
The attention that the Times mentions as a constraint on Polish violence was
not available to protect an unworthy victim.
11. For a review of Times editorials on El Salvador in the 1980s, exculpating
the state terrorists throughout, see Noam Chomsky, "U.S. Polity and Society,"
in Thomas Walker, ed., Reagan versus the Sandinistas (Boulder, Colo.: Westview, 19871, PP. 295-96.
12. The press may also have been constrained by the fact that reporters who
dig deeply and provide accounts unfavorable to the military regimes in Latin
America may be barred from the country, or even murdered. Western reporters
are very rarely physically threatened-let alone murdered-in Poland, the
Soviet Union, Cuba, or Nicaragua. They are often threatened and sometimes
murdered in El Salvador, Guatemala, and other U.S. clients in Latin America.
This irony is not commented upon in the free press, nor are the effects of this
potential and actual violence against dissident reporters on the possibilities of
honest reporting. This point is discussed further in chapter 3, pp. 97-98.
13. Penny Lernoux, Cry of the People (New York: Doubleday, 1980)~p. 73.
14. James R. Brockman, The Word Remains: A Life of Oscar Romero (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1982)~p. 11.
15. We discuss this link later in this section.
16. Carter sent former New York mayor Robert Wagner to persuade the pope
to rein in Romero, which the pope then tried to do. See Raymond Bonner,
Weakness and Deceit (New York: Times Books, 1984), p. 176. The provincial
of the Jesuit order in Central America, Father Cksar Jerez, was called to Rome
shortly after to explain the Romero letter. Father Jerez, who had fled from
Guatemala after the military had threatened his life, was very close to Archbishop Romero. Subsequently he was forced to flee El Salvador as well and
is now a refugee in Nicaragua, where he is rector of the Universidad Cen-

troamericana, unable to return to the two "fledgling democracies" except for
brief (and dangerous) visits.
17. Quoted in Bonner, Weakness and Deceit, p. 172.
18. On September 27, 1981, Alan Riding wrote in the New York Times that
"under the Carter administration, United States officials said security forces
were responsible for 90 percent of the atrocities," not "uncontrollable rightwing bands." In short, not only was Bushnell lying, but the media knew it, and
failed to use that information. Riding had an article on March 23,1980, entitled
"El Salvador's Junta Unable to Halt the Killing." On media coverage of El
Salvador during 1980, including gross falsification and cover-up of even congressional reports, see Noam Chomsky, Towards A New Cold War, pp. 35ff.,
reprinted in James Peck, ed., The Chomsky Reader (New York: Pantheon,
1987).
19. Church estimates were that the government was responsible for some nine
hundred civilian deaths in the first three months of 1980, exceeding the total
for all of 1979; a report of Amnesty International dated March 21, 1980,
contains seven pages of incidents in which security forces, army units, or
paramilitary groups under general military control or guidance killed unarmed
civilians, usually peasants (quoted in Bonner, Weakness and Deceit, p. 172).
20. This is a point that was conceded by Duarte himself, who admitted in an
interview with Raymond Bonner that the army ruled El Salvador, but that he
hoped to do so in the future (see New York Times, Mar. I, 1982).
21. Weakness and Deceit, p. 146.
22. See chapter 3, pp. 101-102.
23. One proof of the fact that the paramilitary forces kill under official protection is that, year after year, paramilitary murders never resulted in arrests (see
Herman, Real Terror Network, pp. 115-19). As for the regular forces, through
1986, "there were no known instances of military officers or soldiers who were
criminally punished for human rights abuses against Salvadoran civilians"
(The Reagan Administration's Record on Human Rights in 1986 [New York: The
Watch Committees and Lawyers Committee for Human Rights, February
19871, P- 46).
24. Laurie Becklund, "Death Squads: Deadly 'Other War,' " Los Angeles
Times, December 18, 1983.
25. Michael McClintock, The American Connection, vol. I (London: Zed, 1985),
p. 221.
26. Bonner, Weakness and Deceit, p. 162.
27. "United States Network News Coverage of El Salvador: The Law and
Order Frame" (manuscript, 1986)~pp. 17-18. Andersen provides many illustrations of how the networks continued to label the junta "moderate" throughout
1980, as atrocities mounted to what Archbishop Romero's successor, Bishop
Rivera y Damas, described in October 1980 as the armed forces' "war of
extermination and genocide against a defenseless civilian population" (Bonner,
Weakness and Deceit, p. 207).
28. "23 Die in El Salvador As Clashes Continue; 3 Officials Step Down," New
York Times, March 29, 1980.
29. Quoted in Robert Armstrong and Janet Shenk, El Salvador: The Face of
Revolution (Boston: South End Press, 1982)~p. 146.
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30. From White's cable to the State Department, quoted in Bonner, Weakness
and Deceit, p. 184.
31. This statement is quoted in Armstrong and Shenk, El Salvador, p. 152,
Others present claim that troops were on the scene, contradicting Duarte,
junta, and Treaster assertions to the contrary. Phillip Berryman, who was at
the funeral, told the authors that he saw quite clearly two truckloads of troops
in the vicinity. Treaster is cagey, though-he speaks only of troops in theplaza,
not near the plaza, or in the national palace and other buildings.
32. The view expressed in Ambassador White's cables was that the leftists
acted to provoke a response by the security forces, a self-destructive tactic not
supported by any evidence.
33. Quoted in Brockman, The Word Remains, p. 212.
34. See note 18. Time magazine did the same kind of misrepresenting as
Treaster, but with a little more finesse: "From his pulpit, he regularly condemned the tyranny and terrorism that have torn tiny, impoverished El Salvador apart and brought it to the verge of civil war" (Apr. 7,1980).
35. "Church in Salvador Now Follows the Middle Path," New York Times,
March 22, 1981.
36. For a more detailed discussion of Schumacher's manipulation of the archbishop's cautious remarks for an apologetic purpose, see Herman, Real Terror
Network, pp. 178-79.
37. It is possible that this failure was based on an honest lack of knowledge
of the event. Lack of knowledge, however, reflects in part a lack of concern,
and a distorting perspective that removes certain questions from the focus of
investigation.
38. Actually, this may be true. The killer may have been a contra assassin hired
by the Salvadoran security forces.
39. For the numerous acknowledged attempts to murder Fidel Castro, and the
CIA-organized murder of Patrice Lumumba, see Alleged Assassination Plots
Involving Foreign Leaders, Senate Select Committee to Study Government
Operations, 94th Cong., 1st sess., November 20, 1975, S. Rep. 94-465, pp.
13-180.
40. Graham Hovey, "Salvador Prelate's Death Heightens Fear of War,'' New
York Times, March 26, 1980.
41. See Craig Pyes, "Who Killed Archbishop Romero?' The Nation, October
13, 1984.
42. Bonner, Weakness and Deceit, p. 178.
43. Stephen Kinzer, "Ex-Aide in Salvador Accuses Colleagues on Death
Squads," New York Times, March 3, 1984.
44. Craig Pyes, "Dirty War in the Name of Freedom," Albuquerque Journar!
December 18, 1983. In November 1987, Duane announced new (and rather
flimsy) evidence implicating D'Aubuisson, but no one associated with the
reigning security forces, in the assassination. The announcement was a transparent effort to maintain his image as a "moderate," holding the middle ground
between extremists of right and left. It was carefully timed to coincide with
a daring visit to El Salvador by two actual "moderates," FDR leaders Ruben
~ a m o r aand Guillermo Ungo, who have lived in exile under threat of assassination in this terror state.
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45. Noam Chomsky, Turning the Tide (Boston: South End Press, 1985)~p. 103.

46. Armstrong and Shenk, El Salvador, pp. 16-61.
47. In an article of February 11, 1982, datelined San Salvador, the Mexican
paper El Dia quoted D'Aubuisson telling two European reporters, one a
German, that "You Germans are very intelligent; you realized that the Jews
were responsible for the spread of communism and you began to kill them."
While the U.S. press played up the fabricated claims of Sandinista antiSemitism, this statement of approval of the Holocaust was not picked up by
the elite media.
48. "Peace Is Still a Long Shot in El Salvador," New York Times, September
27, 1987, Week in Review.
49. This statement was left out of the edition of the report finally released to
the public.
50. Report, p. 8.
51. Ana Carrigan, Salvador Witness (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1984), p.
271.
52. Foreign Assistance Legislation for Fiscal Year 1982, part I, Hearings before
the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, 97th Cong., 1st sess., March 1981, p.
163. Letter from David E. Simcox, State Department, to William P. Ford,
dated April 16,1981. At the time Haig made his statement, the evidence was
quite clear that the women had been raped, and killed by close-range shots
from behind. Haig himself never apologized for this insulting lie, nor did he
suffer any serious attack for this in the mass media, with the honorable exception of Anthony Lewis. This episode also appears to have had no noticeable
effect on Haig's reputation.
53. "We ought to be a little more clear about this than we actually are [sic].
They were political activists on behalf of the Frente and somebody who is
using violence to oppose the Frente killed these women" (interview in Tampa
Tribune, Dec. 16,1980, quoted in Carrigan, Salvador Witness, p. 279.) Former
ambassador Robert White pointed out that remarks like these by Kirkpatrick,
in the context of El Salvador, were "an incitement to murder" (T. D. Allman,
Unmanifest Destiny [New York: Doubleday, 19841, p. 17).
Jean Donovan asked Ambassador Robert White, "What do you do when
even to help the poor, to take care of the orphans, is considered an act of
subversion by the government?" (quoted in Allman, p. 3). Helping orphans in
the Salvadoran countryside was also regarded as an act of subversion by
officials of the Reagan administration.
54. The New York Times's version, shown on table 2-2, gives a succinct and
inaccurate version of the use of the underwear.
55. "Statement by Revolutionary Governing Junta," December 8, 1980. The
statement also notes that "the Revolutionary Government repudiates and
condemns violence and the irrational crimes it generates"!
56. Juan de Onis, December 24. The question does not arise for the Times of
why the security forces would want to conceal the bodies if they were uninvolved in the murders.
57. We discussed this myth in "Archbishop Oscar Romero" (p. 48).
58. Juan de Onis, "Rightist Terror Stirs Argentina," New York Times, August
29,1976.
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59. See below, note 67.
60. John Dinges, "Evidence Indicates Military Planned Missionaries'
Deaths," National Catholic Reporter, July 17, 1981.
61. Stephen Kinzer, "Ex-Aide in Salvador Accuses Colleagues on Death
Squads," March 3,1984. Note the "soft" headline. An option forgone by the
Times was a headline like: "Duarte and Defense Minister Casanova Accused
of Cover-up of Murder of Four American Women." Santivlnez was paid
$50,000 to give his evidence, a sum he requested on the ground of the risk he
was taking and the probability that he would be income-short in the future as
a result of his confession. This payment was given unusual publicity as suggesting a compromising quality to his testimony, and the New Ymk Times
squelched a second installment of his evidence on this principled groundwhich they never apply to Soviet defectors, who are less in need of protection.
The revelation that the "leading democrats" who were formed into a civilian
front for the contras by the CIA have been receiving over $80,000, tax-free,
annually from the CIA for years has never compromised their integrity as
media sources. Nicaraguan defector Miranda got $800,000 for his services
without being discredited.
62. Excellent accounts were produced by Michael Posner and the Lawyers'
Committee for International Human Rights in a series of investigatory reports,
dated September 1981, July 20, 1982, and February I, 1983, which contain
detailed and crushing evidence of a completely broken-down judicial process
and an official cover-up. Once again, as with the Dinges report, these documents were essentially ignored in the U.S. mass media and their facts and leads
suppressed. News coverage of the lawyers' committee documents was negligible. Michael Posner and Scott Greathead did succeed in placing an Op-Ed
article in the Times on December 6,1983, entitled "3 Years after Killings, No
Justice in Salvador."
63. Both Time and Newsweek had articles featuring stonewalling in February
1981-Time's article was entitled "Stonewalling" (Feb. 23)-but although the
stonewalling continued for years, this was the end of the news magazines'
interest in the matter.
64. Lawyers' Committee for International Human Rights, Update:Justice in El
Salvador: A Case Study, February I, 1983, p. 17.
65. Bonner, Weakness and Deceir, p. 80.
66. Larry Rohter, "Salvador Defense Lawyer Charges Cover-Up in Slaying of
U.S. Nuns," New York Times, May 6, 1985.
67. In the same month that Hinton was asserting with assurance that the
low-level guardsmen were acting on their own, internal State Department
memos were stating that "Reading the documents provoked several questions
which we think should have occurred to an investigator whose real aim was
to determine who committed the crime" (quoted in Update, p. 31).
68. Quoted in Update, pp. 30-31.
69. On the Tyler investigation, see Bonner, Weakness and Deceit, pp. 78-80.
70. Stephen Kinzer, "Ex-Aide in Salvador Accuses Colleagues on Death
Squads," New York Times, March 3, 1984.
71. Carrigan, Salvador Witness, p. 265.
72. See Stephen Schlesinger and Stephen Kinzer, Bitter Fruit (New York:
Doubleday, 1982), pp. 32-47, 54-63.
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73. Virtually all independent observers were of the view that land reform was
also highly desirable for both equity and efficiency. See, especially, JosC M.
Aybar de Soto, Dependency and Intervention: The Case of Guatemala in 1954
(Boulder: Westview, 1978), chapter 6.
74. Ibid. See also Richard H. Immerman, The CIA in Guatemala (Austin:
University of Texas Press, 1982).
75. See Blanche Wiesen Cook, The Declassified Eisenhower (New York: Doubleday, 1981), p. 222.
76. Piero Gleijeses, "Guatemala: Crisis and Response," in Richard B. Fagen
and Olga Pellicer, The Future of Central America: Policy Choices for the U.S.
and Mexico (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1983), p. 188.
77. Ibid., pp. 191512.
78. Ibid., p. 192.
79. U.S. officials have often pressed for purely formal democratic reforms and
reductions in rates of murder, but they have consistently supported and helped
organize theframework that eroded the democratic reforms and increased rates
of murder. In Guatemala (and elsewhere), the reasons for the regular backing
of antidemocratic institutions have been the fear of the left and the chronic
hostility of U.S. officials and businessmen to popular organizations (unions,
peasant organizations, mass political parties), for both economic and political
reasons. Thus the periodic support for liberal forms has been rendered nugatory by the systematic bolstering up of institutions that regularly undermine
the substance of liberalism. As Lars Schoultz points out, the function of "military authoritarianism," beginning with the U.S.-backed Brazilian coup of 1964
and widely prevalent in Latin America and elsewhere within the U.S. sphere
of influence, has been "to destroy permanently a perceived threat to the
existing structure of socioeconomic privilege by eliminating the participation
of the numerical majority, . . (Human Rights and United States Policy toward
Latin America [Princeton: Princeton University Press, 19811, p. 7). We may let
them "participate," however, with elections held after extended periods of
military pacification and the dismantling of popular organizations. See chapter 3.
80. See "Counterrevolution and the 'Shakedown States,' " in Noam Chomsky
and Edward S. Herman, The Washington Connection and Third World Fascism
(Boston: South End Press, 1g79), pp. 61-66.
81. From 1977, Guatemala turned for aid to Israel, which has provided similar
services regularly for the U.S. government. For details, see Bishara Bahbah,
Israel and Latin America: The Military Connection (New York: St. Martin's,
1986); Benjamin Beit-Hallahmi, The Israeli Connection (New York: Pantheon,
1987); and Jane Hunter, Israeli Foreign Policy (Boston: South End Press, 1987).
On the continued flow of arms from the United States to Guatemala during
the Carter years, see Lars Schoultz, "Guatemala," in Martin Diskin, ed.,
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Obando, continues to live and speak out without fear. This difference is never
pointed out in the free press.
108. For a more detailed discussion of the Times's articles on these subjects,
see Edward S. Herman, " 'Objective' News as Systematic Propaganda: The
New York Times on the 1984 Salvadoran and Nicaraguan Elections," Covert
Action Information Bulletin 21 (Spring, 1984).
109. In a larger framework, too, Nicaragua is playing the dangerous game of
trying to defend itself against external attack, resisting the demands of the
godfather. The absurdity of the claim that Nicaragua would become a military
"threat" to its neighbors with added MIGs, when the Reagan administration
has been looking for an excuse to attack Nicaragua and would welcome any
such Nicaraguan move as an opportunity to intervene directly, never strikes
the U.S. mass media. The possibility that the administration wants to constrain
Nicaraguan arms imports to reduce its capacity to defend itself against ongoing
aggression against it also never arises for the press. Note that unlike guerrilla
forces, the contras can survive only with regular airdrops, reaching the level
of thirty to forty a month by mid-1987, and two or three times that amount
after August, as the U.S. sought to undermine the Guatemala accords. Hence
Nicaragua would have good reason to obtain vintage 1950s jet planes to defend
itself from the U.S. proxy army.
110. For an account of the performance of U.S. official and semi-official observers in the Dominican Republic, Vietnam, El Salvador, and Zimbabwe, see
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Herman and Brodhead, Demonstration Elections. Appendix I provides a summary of the views of an official U.S. observer .team to Guatemala in July 1984.
All of these fully confirm the statement made in the text.
111. LASA, Report, p. 5.

C h a p t e r 4: T h e K G B - B u l g a r i a n P l o t t o
Kill the Pope
Some qualification is required by the fact that the three principal sources
hired by and/or relied upon by the private media-Claire Sterling, Paul
Henze, and Michael Ledeen-all had long-standing relations with the government, and that various Italian government organizations such as the intelligence agency SISMI played a role in the genesis and propagandizing of the
charges, as described in the text below.
2. The limited exceptions to these generalizations will be noted below.
3. See further, Edward S. Herman and Frank Brodhead, The Rise and Fall of
the Bulgarian Connection (New York: Sheridan Square Publications, 1986), pp.
66-71; also Philip Paull, "International Terrorism: The Propaganda War"
(M.A. thesis in international relations, San Francisco State University, June
1982).
4. The reasons why this was important to Begin are discussed in the works
cited in the previous footnote.
5. Tying the assassination attempt to the Soviet Union and KGB was especially helpful in discrediting the Soviet leadership in 1982 and early 1983, as
Yuri Andropov, who had just succeeded Brezhnev as head of state, was at one
time head of the KGB. The Bulgarian, Sergei Antonov, was arrested in Italy
within three weeks of Andropov's assuming payer.
6. See Herman and Brodhead, Bulgarian Connection, pp. 102-3, 206--7.
7. For an analysis of these NBC-TV programs, see Edward S. Herman and
Frank Brodhead, "The KGB Plot to Assassinate the Pope: A Case Study in
Free World Disinformation," Covert Action Information Bulletin 19 (SpringSummer 1983), pp. 13-24.
8. Both Sterling and Henze asserted this many times, without providing any
evidence and without attempting to explain how destabilization would serve
Soviet interests, given the likelihood-eventually realized, in fact-that instability and internal disorder in Turkey would bring into power a military regime
even more closely aligned with the United States. Sterling and Henze were
fortunate that they were never called upon to explain these things to Western
audiences.
9. Marvin Kalb expounded this precise sequence, without the benefit of a
single piece of evidence beyond the fact that Agca had had a brief stay in
Bulgaria-among twelve countries-asserting that "it seems safe to conclude
that he had been drawn into the clandestine network of the Bulgarian secret
police and, by extension, the KGB-perhaps without his even being aware of
their possible plans for him" (transcript of the Sept. 21,1982, show, pp. 44-45).
10. See how Sterling handles the problem of Agca's gun, in the text below.
I.

11. SHK regularly assume that the Soviet leadership is wild, and regularly
engages in "Dr. NoH-type plots, and the mass media do not challenge this
image. On the conservative reality, see George Kennan, The Nuclear Delusion:
Soviet-American Relations in the Nuclear Age (New York: Pantheon, 1982);
John Lowenhardt, Decision-Making in Soviet Politics (New York: St. Martin's,
1981); and Jerry Hough and Merle Fainsod, How the Soviet Union Is Governed
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1979).
12. NBC-TV stressed an alleged note sent by the pope to Brezhnev threatening
that in case of a Soviet invasion, the pope would give up his papal crown and
return to Poland to lead the Polish resistance. Thus the assassination attempt
was to get the pope out of the way to clear the ground for a prospective
invasion. This note has never been produced, and the Vatican has denied its
authenticity. See page 162. For a further discussion of these issues, see Herman
and Brodhead, Bulgarian Connection, pp. 14-15, 200.
13. Papa, Mafua, Agca (Istanbul: Tekin Yayinevi, 1984), pp. 213-20. Mumcu
also wrote a substantial volume on Agca and his record, Agca Dosyasi (Ankara:
Tekin Yayinevi, 1984).
14. After Agca decided to "confess," he explained to the Italian magistrates
that he was a killer for hire by anyone who wanted a reliable "international
terrorist." He sounded just as Claire Sterling said he ought to sound. This was
taken quite seriously by the Italian judiciary and Western press. See Herman
and Brodhead, Bulgarian Connection, pp. 113-14.
15. For a full analysis of this theory, see Herman and Brodhead, Bulgarian
Connection, pp. 138-40.
16. Michael Dobbs, "Child of Turkish Slums . ,"Washington Post, October
14,1984. Agca's shooting of the pope may have been motivated in part by his
quest for notoriety.
17. For a full account of this strategy and the other matters dealt with in this
paragraph, see Herman and Brodhead, Bulgarian Connection, pp. 71-98.
18. Criminal Court of Rome, Judgment in the Matter of Francesco Pazienza, et
al., July 29, 1985, signed by Francesco Amato, president of the court.
19. Diana Johnstone, "Latest Scandal Leads to Reagan Administration," In
These Times, December 5-11, 1984.
20. Tana de Zulueta and Peter Godwin, "Face to Face with the Colonel
Accused of Plotting to Kill the Pope," Sunday Times, May 26, 1983, p. 50.
21. "Behind the Scenes of the 'Agca Investigation,' " Milliyet, November 1984.
This excellent two-part series by Milliyet's correspondent in West Germany
describes the Italian investigation then in process as an extremely biased and
incompetently managed exercise. Its many inconvenient but highly relevant
facts may also have contributed to it being entirely ignored in the Western
press.
22. For a discussion of the various suspicious aspects of this photo identification, see Herman and Brodhead, Bulgarian Connection, pp. 110-11.
23. De Zulueta and Godwin, "Face to Face with the Colonel. ,"p. 50. Even
during the investigative phase of the case, it was disclosed that Agca's sensational knowledge of the telephone numbers of the Bulgarian embassy in Rome
was slightly compromised by the disclosure that he had "inadvertently" been
left alone with a copy of the Rome phone directory. For other illustrations,
see Herman and Brodhead, Bulgarian Connection, pp. 112, 118-19.
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24. The first significant departure in the mass media from the SHK model,
even though no alternative was offered, did not occur till May 12, 1983, on
ABC-TV's "20/20." On the pattern of deviations here and later, see note 26
below.
25. Late in this long article, Newsweek does state in passing that "It is difficult
to believe that the Soviets would expect the murder of the pope to solve their
Polish problem. To some, it seems odd that the Soviets would put their fate
in the hands of Bulgarians and Turks, depriving themselves of the control that
is so essential to a ticklish intelligence operation." These sentences, unusual
in the mass media for raising such questions, sit alone and undeveloped, after
a lengthy discourse that accepts the SHK analysis as valid.
26. The only programs on national television that challenged the propaganda
frame were on ABC: one, and the only program in five years of television
coverage that showed the slightest degree of network enterprise, critical capability, and honesty, was a program "To Kill the Pope," aired on "20/20" on
May 12,1983. Subsequently, ABC also had a program in which Sterling debated
with Alexander Cockburn, although this was arranged unbeknownst to Sterling, who was enraged at having to have her views contested. (See Herman and
Brodhead, Bulgarian Connection, pp. 123-24, for the story of this encounter.)
Among the newspapers, a propaganda conformity prevailed until the time that
prosecutor Albano's report was made public in June 1984, when Michael
Dobbs, of the Washington Post, began to take a more critical view, along with
Don Schanche, of the Los Angeles Times. While skeptical of Agca's claims over
the next several years, Dobbs remained equally skeptical of the idea that Agca
was coached, which he referred to as "the Bulgarian view.'' Dobbs never
seriously explored the coaching hypothesis. See Herman and Brodhead, Bulgarian Connection, "The Small Voices of Dissent," pp. 199-202.
27. Martella visited Washington, D.C., in October 1982, during which time he
benefited not only from the insights of Arnauld de Borchgrave, but was also
given a special viewing of the NBC-TV special on "The Man Who Shot the
Pope" (see Herman and Brodhead, Bulgarian Connection, pp. 24-27). Ledeen
may have had a more direct involvement in the initiation of the case in Italy,
a charge made by Francesco Pazienza. See Diana Johnstone, "Bulgarian Connection: Finger-pointing in the Pontiff Plot Labyrinth," In These Times, January zg-February 4, 1986.
28. For a statistical tabulation of the extent of this bias, see table 7-1, "SterlingHenze-Ledeen Dominance of Media Coverage of the Bulgarian Connection,
September 1982-May 1985," in Herman and Brodhead, Bulgarian Connection,
pp. 182-83.
29. Their coercive tactics were effective because their preestablished prominence and drawing power made them important to program organizers, which
gave them leverage. This is the basis for "tying agreements," outlawed under
section 3 of the Clayton Act.
30. This Sterling theme and the ends sought by these conferees also reflected
an elite consensus in the United States; otherwise the mass media would not
have accepted her views so readily.
31. See Herman and Brodhead, Bulgarian Connection, chapter 6, "The Disinformationists."
32. In a characteristic lie, Sterling says in her Terror Network ([New York:
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Holt, Rinehart & ~inston/Reader'sDigest Press, 19841, p. 290) that Sejna got
out of Czechoslovakia "a jump ahead of the invading Soviet army," when in
fact Sejna defected in the middle of the Czech Spring, long before the Soviet
invasion, and in the midst of a corruption scandal in which Sejna was a
principal. See Leslie Gelb, "Soviet-Terror Ties Called Outdated," New York
Times, October 18, 1981. In his book Veib Bob Woodward notes that CIA
analysts had at once dismissed Sterling's concoctions as "preposterous," giving
some examples, including her reliance on Italian press stories that had been
planted in CIA disinformation operations ([New York: Simon & Schuster,
19871, pp. 124-29). For detailed refutation, see Edward S. Herman, The Real
Terror Network (Boston: South End Press, 1982).
33. Sejna, of course, failed this test by "recognizing" the forged document,
which had slipped his mind, and used it in later years for its spectacular
disclosures. See Lars-Erik Nelson, "The Deep Terror Plot: A Thickening of
Silence," New York Daily News, June 24,1984; Alexander Cockburn, "Beat the
Devil," The Nation, August 17-24,1985. Sterling was introduced to this Sejna
information windfall by Michael Ledeen. (see Sterling, Terror Network p. 34).
34. See also "Why Is the West Covering Up for Agca? An Exclusive Interview
with Claire Sterling," Human Even& April 21, 1984.
35. This quotation and line of thought was presented by Sterling in her speech
given at the Conference on Disinformation, in Paris, December 5,1984, sponsored by Internationale de la Resistance, a coalition of right-wing resistance/
"liberation" organizations and support groups. We quote from page 2 of the
copy of her speech distributed by the sponsor organization. The booklet by
Andronov to which she attributes such great influence was, to our knowledge,
never mentioned in the U.S. mass media except by Sterling and Henze.
36. Even Michael Dobbs failed to deal with the fact that the Bulgarian defense
claimed that no publicly available sources-i.e.,
newspapers, or radio and
television programs-had ever had details on Antonov's apartment before Agca
provided those details to the investigating magistrate. This would seem to
imply that Agca got the details by some form of coaching while in prison.
Dobbs dismisses coaching as the "Bulgarian view," but never explains what
other view could account for Agca's knowledge of places he had never visited.
37. Panorama, May 26, 1985, p. 107.
38. Ugur Mumcu's books, cited earlier, are a running commentary on what
Mumcu repeatedly and explicitly calls Henze's "lies."
39. ". .. I believe we are past the point where it serves the interests of any party
except the Soviets to adopt the minimalist, legalistic approach which argues
that if there is no 'documentary evidence' or some other form of incontrovertible proof that the Government of the U.S.S.R. is behind something, we must
assume that it is not" (Paul Henze, "The Long Effort to Destabilize Turkey,"
Atlantic Community [Winter 1981-821, p. 468).
40. Ledeen had three Op-Ed articles in the New York Times in the years
1984-87.
41. New York Times Book Review, May 19, 1985. For an analysis of Ledeen's
neoconservative theory of the media, see Herman and Brodhead, Bulgarian
Connection, pp. 166-70.
42. For documentation and sources, see Herman and Brodhead, Bulgarian
Connection, pp. 93-98, 160--61; see also Jonathan Kwitny, "Tale of Intrigue:
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Why an Italian Spy Got Closely Involved in the Billygate Affair," Wall Street
Journal, August 8,1985.
43. The comprehensiveness of the Times's protection of its disinformation
sources was shown amusingly in February 1987 when Charles Babcock, of the
Washington Post, revealed that Ledeen had very possibly been dismissed from
Washington University in St. Louis in I972 for plagiarism. On the very same
day, an article by Stephen Engelberg in the Times, on Ledeen, describes
Ledeen's history as follows: "After being denied tenure at Washington University in St. Louis in 1972, Mr. Ledeen became.
" This was all the news fit
to print about a useful asset.
44. "McNeil-Lehrer News Hour," program of May 27, 1985.
45. See our reference earlier to its wholly uncritical presentation in the Newsweek article of January 3, 1983.
46. For a discussion of the compromised character of the photo identification
of the Bulgarians on November 9,1982, as well as the general conduct of the
case by Investigating Judge Martella, see Herman and Brodhead, Bulgarian
Connection, chapter 5.
47. On the likelihood that this Antonov photo had been "manufactured" as an
instrument of disinformation, see Howard Friel, "The Antonov Photo and the
'Bulgarian Connection,' " Covert Action Information Bulletin 21 (Spring-Summer 1984), pp. 20-21.
48. This was treated outstandingly in the ABC "to/ao" program of May 12,
1983; and Agca's shifting testimony was also discussed well by Michael Dobbs
in the Washington Post, beginning in June 1984. These were exceptional,
however, as pointed out in note 26 above.
49. Dobbs is an honorable exception, although he remained very cautious in
generalizing about Martella's handling of the case, and, as noted, he failed to
take seriously the obvious alternative model.
50. Initially, Sterling suggested obliquely that any retracted claims had already
been "corroborated"-a
falsehood. Later, Sterling followed Italian prosecutor
Albano's solution to the problem: that Agca really was in Antonov's apartment
but was denying it to signal the Bulgarians that they had better break him out
of jail.

. ..

C h a p t e r 5: T h e I n d o c h i n a Wars ( I )
Among these, the most comprehensive, to our knowledge, are unpublished
studies by Howard Elterman: The State, The Mass Media and Ideological Hegemony: United States Policy Decisions in Indochina, 1945-75-Historical Record,
Government Pronouncements and Press Coverage (Ph.D. diss., New York University, 1978); and The Circle of Deception: The United States Government, the
National Press and the Indochina War, 1954-1984 (ms., n.d.). See also Daniel
C. Hallin, The "Uncensored War": The Media and Vietnam (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1986). The latter is based on a complete coverage of the New
York Times from 1961 through mid-1965, and an extensive sample of television
network news from August 1965 through January 1973. Elterman's work covers
I.
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the New York Times and the newsweeklies, contrasting their coverage with that
of the "alternative press." The most extensive analysis of a particular incident
is Peter Braestrup, Big Stoy, 2 vols. (Boulder: Westview, 1977), on the Tet
offensive, published in cooperation with Freedom House. For detailed examination of this highly influential study, to which we return in "The Tet Offensive," pp. 211-228, and appendix 3, see Noam Chomsky, "The U.S. Media and
the Tet Offensive," Race & Class (London) XX, I (1978), and an excerpted
version in the journalism review More (June 1978); also Gareth Porter, "Who
Lost Vietnam?" Znquiy, February 20,1978.
2. Inside S t o y Special Edition: Vietnam Op/ED, Press and the Public Project,
Inc. (1985), transcript of the AIM critique with discussion; Robert Elegant,
cited from Encounter by narrator Charlton Heston, on camera. Transcripts of
the PBS series Vietnam: A Television Histoy are published by WGBH Transcripts (Boston: 1983). See also the "companion book" by the chief correspondent for the PBS series, Stanley Karnow, Vietnam: A History (New York:
Viking, 1983).
3. Samuel Huntington, in M. P. Crozier, S. J. Huntington, and J. Watanuki,
The Crisis qf Democracy: Report on the Governability of Democracies to the
Trilateral Commission (New York: New York University Press, 1975), pp. 98,
102,106,113. The final remarks are from the summary of discussion by commission members, appendix I, 4.
4. "Introduction" to Braestrup, Big Stoy, p. wiii; the latter phrase is the title
of a 1967 Freedom House pamphlet inspired in part by Vietnam War coverage;
see also p. vii.
5. John P. Roche, Washington Star, October 26,1977, commenting on Braestrup's study.
6. John Corry, "Is TV Unpatriotic or Simply Unmindful?" New York Times,
May 12,1985. Corry alleges that this is true with regard not only to Vietnam
but also to Central America-and, in fact, generally.
7. General Kinnard, now a military historian, was field commander for the
1970 Cambodia invasion. One of the commentators is the French historian
Philippe Devillers, elsewhere a critic of the war but appearing here only in
endorsement of one element of the AIM critique.
8. In Braestrup, Big S t o y , I, xix.
9. Bernard Fall, "Vietnam Blitz," New Republic, October 9, 1965. A French
military historian and journalist, Fall was one of the few genuine experts on
Vietnam writing in the United States at that time. He was also an extreme
hawk, although he turned against the war when he saw that it was simply
destroying the country and society of Vietnam.
10. Hallin, "Uncensored War," pp. 192ff.
11. Editorial, New York Times, May 7, 1972.
12. "An Irony of History," Newsweek, April 28,1975; final document in William
Appleman Williams, Thomas McCormick, Lloyd Gardner, and Walter
LaFeber, America in Vietnam: A Documentay Histoy (New York: Anchor,
1985).
13. Lewis, New York Times, April 21, 24,1975; December 27,1979. For these
and similar comments by perhaps the most outspoken critic of the war in the
mainstream media, see Noam Chomsky, Towards a New Cold War (New York:
Pantheon, 1982), pp. 28, 144f. and 417n.

370

NOTES TO PAGES

173-179

14. Karnow, Vietnam, pp. 9, 439, 650.
15. John King Fairbank, "Assignment for the '~o's," American Historical Review 74.3 (February 1969); Irving Howe, Dissent (Fall 1979); Stanley Hoffmann, International Security (Summer 1981).
16. David Fromkin and James Chace, "What Are the Lessons of Vietnam?" in
"Vietnam: The Retrospect," Foreign Aflairs (Spring 1985).
17. McGeorge Bundy, Foreign Affairs (January 1967); secret memorandum of
February 7,1965, in Pentagon Papers, Senator Gravel edition (Boston: Beacon
Press, 1972), 111, 309; henceforth PP.
18. The notion that the United States seeks American-style democracy in areas
of intervention persists in liberal thought despite obvious and durable U.S.
satisfaction with regimes such as those of Somoza, Pinochet, or Mobutu, and
despite regular intervention to overthrow or bar democratic regimes, as in
Guatemala in 1954 and since, among many other examples, some discussed
earlier. T o postulate otherwise would be to acknowledge something other than
benevolent ends. This would be intolerable.
19. For extensive references, see Chomsky, Towards a New Cold War, particularly chapter 4.
20. Lawrence Lifschultz, Far Eastern Economic Review, January 30, 1981.
21. "Don't Forget Afghanistan," Economist, October 25, 1980.
22. See Noam Chomsky, At War with Asia (New York: Pantheon, 1970; hereafter, AWWA), pp. 213-14, noting also an exception: D. S. Greenway, Life,
April 3,1970. See also pp. 214ff. and Chomsky, For Reasons of State (New York:
Pantheon, 1973; hereafter, FRS), 179, for a review of official data readily
available to journalists, had they been interested to ascertain the facts. See also
Fred Branfman, "Presidential War in Laos," in Nina S. Adams and Alfred W.
McCoy, eds., Laos: War and Revolution (New York: Harper & Row, 1970).
23. See Hallin, "Uncensored War," pp. 39f., for discussion.
24. Hallin, "Uncensored War," p. 53. In 1962, the USIA announced a contest
in Saigon to find a term more effective than "Vietcong" in inspiring "contempt," or "disgust," or "ridicule" among the country's illiterate masses (AP,
New York Times, June 4,1962). Apparently, no more effective term of abuse
could be devised.
25. E. W. Kenworthy, New Ymk Times, May 10,1961; David Halberstam, New
York Times, January 20, 1963; New York Times, May 13,1961; cited in Hallin,
"Uncensored War," 53-54.
26. "Where Washington Reporting Failed," Columbia Journalism Review
(Winter 1970-711, cited by James Aronson, "The Media and the Message," in
Noam Chomsky and Howard Zinn, eds., Critical Essays and Index, vol. 5 of
PP.
27. New York Times, September 28, 1987; our emphasis.
28. State Department, "Policy and Information Statement on Indochina"
(July 1947), cited by George C. Herring, America's Longest War (New York:
Wiley, 19791, p. 8.
29. Department of Defense, United States-Vietnam Relations, 194547 (the
U.S. government version of the Pentagon Papers), bk. 8, pp. 144-45; Chomsky,
FRS, pp. 7, 32 (see this book for documentation when not specifically cited
below). For general discussion of the war see, inter alia, Herring, America's
Longest War; Gabriel Kolko, Anatomy of a War (New York: Pantheon, 1985),
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with particular focus on Vietnamese Communist planning; R. B. Smith, An
International History of the Vietnam War (New York: St. Martin's, 1983,1985),
the first two volumes of a projected four-volume history, a somewhat mistitled
study focusing on "international Communist strategy." For the pre-1965 period, see particularly George M. Kahin, Intervention: How America Became
Involved in Vietnam (New York: Knopf, 1986). A useful documentary record
and commentary appears in Williams et al., America in Vietnam.
30. In R. Lindholm, ed., Vietnam: The First Five Years (Lansing: Michigan
State University Press, 1959), p. 346.
31. Douglas Pike, Viet Cong (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1966), pp. 91--92,
101. For some samples of Pike's rhetoric in this study, see Appendix 3, note
3, below.
32. Douglas Pike, War, Peace and the Vietcong (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press,
1969)~p. 6; the estimate was common in the U.S. government and by outside
specialists. Pike, Viet Con& pp. 110, 362. Henry Cabot Lodge, in PP, 11, 376.
33. Guenter Lewy, America in Vietnam (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1978). For detailed discussion of this vulgar propaganda exercise disguised as
"scholarship," see our review, reprinted in Chomsky, Towards a New Cold
War, chapter 5. Lewy tacitly concedes the accuracy of this critique by evasion;
compare the review with his response to critics, Washington Quarterly (Autumn 1979). For further insight into the commitments and intellectual level of
a man taken seriously as a scholar, see his discussion of the need for the state
to take stern action to protect the public from "lies" by subversives, and to
ensure that the public is not deceived by the "hidden agenda" of such groups
as Clergy and Laity Concerned, the Coalition for a New Foreign and Military
Policy, NACLA, and others who seek to conceal "their espousal of Cubanstyle Communism" and who are engaged in "deception" and "subversion." As
he correctly notes, and inadvertently reveals in his discussion, "to totalitarianism, an opponent is by definition subversive" (Lewy, "Does America Need a
Verfassungsschutzbericht?" Orbis [Fall 19871-a respected journal with a distinguished editorial board).
34. Unpublished memorandum on pacification problems circulated within the
military in 1965, a copy of which was given by Vann to Professor Alex Carey,
University of New South Wales, Australia.
35. PP, 11, 304.
36. Interview in Stern, reprinted in New Advocate (Los Angeles), April 1-15,
1972; Maxwell Taylor, in PP, 111, 669.
37. U.S. involvement dates back to the export of Diem from the United States
to Vietnam in 1954, and his forcible imposition as a "leader" of the southern
part of the country, in a context where U.S. officials readily admitted that the
great majority of South Vietnamese supported Ho Chi Minh and that Diem
lacked an indigenous base of support.
38. We saw in chapter 3 that in El Salvador, too, while it was admitted by the
media that the population wanted peace above all else, the elections under U.S.
auspices-again, held only after the ground had been cleared by mass killing
for reasons that the media never confronted or tried to explain-produced
governments dedicated to military victory.
39. Walter LaFeber, in Williams et al., America in Vietnam, p. 236, with the
text of the resolution.
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40. PP, 715-16, Stevenson's speech before the UN Security Council, May 21,
1964. See FRS, 114f., for documentation on the U.S. concept of "aggression."
41. Bernard Fall, "Vietcong-The Unseen Enemy in Vietnam," New Society
(London), April 22,1965, reprinted in Bernard B. Fall and Marcus G. Raskin,
eds., The Viet-Nam Reader (New York: Vintage, 1965). See note 9.
42. Bernard Fall, Last Refections on a War (New York: Doubleday, 1967).
43. Samuel Huntington, Foreign Affairs (July 1968).
44. Paul Quinn-Judge reports that deaths from 1965 on in Vietnam alone may
have passed three million (Far Eastern Economic Review, Oct. 11, 1984). A
standard Western estimate is about 500,000 killed in the U.S.-backed French
war. Hundreds of thousands more were killed in South Vietnam before 1965,
in Laos, and in Cambodia.
45. According to congressional sources that cite unpublished studies of the
Congressional Research Service, which are alleged to give the figure $84.5
million, in fiscal-year 1987 dollars, from FY 1980 through FY 1986. We return
to this matter in the next chapter.
46. See Charles Kadushin, The American Intellectual Elite (Boston: Little,
Brown, 1974). This study was based on lengthy interviews taken in May 1970,
after the Cambodia invasion, when public opposition to the war reached its
highest peak. Virtually all of those interviewed were "doves," some active in
opposition to the war. Virtually none opposed the war on the principled
grounds of opposition to aggression (called "ideological grounds" by the author) that all would have adopted had they been asked about the Soviet
invasion of Czechoslovakia.
47. Philadelphia Inquirer, August 30, 1987.
48. Charles Mohr, quoting a "South Vietnamese official" (New Ymk Times,
Oct. 24,1966). One of the authors (Herman) published in 1971 a compilation
of quotations, many from Saigon generals and other officials, on the need for
time because of their lack of indigenous support, which made political competition intolerable. See "Free Choice or Subjugation," American Report, May
7, 1971.
49. Kahin, Intervention, pp. 89, 60-61; on the secret record revealed in the
Pentagon Papers, see FRS, pp. 104-5.
50. See FRS, pp. ~oof.
51. March 13, 1964; Kahin, Intervention, pp. 91, 208.
52. Elterman, Circle of Deception, reviewing stories from May 1955 through
July 1956; Elterman, State-Media-Zdeological Hegemony, pp. 182f.
53. Susan Welch, "The American Press and Indochina," in Richard L. Merritt,
ed., Communications in International Politics (Urbana: University of Illinois
Press, 1972). Only the isolationist Chicago Tribune was opposed to U.S. intervention and challenged administration assumptions, in her sample.
54. Fall, "Vietcong-The Unseen Enemy," cites as credible the figure 66,000
killed between 1957 and 1961. Gabriel Kolko gives the figure of 12,000 killed
as a "conservative" estimate for 1955-57, with 40,000 political prisoners, reaching 150,ooo by 1961-5o,ooo, according to the government (Anatomy of a War,
P. 89)55. "Losung fiir Vietnam," Nares Forum (August/September 1969); see our
Political Economy of Human Rights (Boston: South End Press, 1979; hereafter
PEHR), I, 302, 422.
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56. See, among others, U.S. government specialist Douglas Pike, Viet Cong,
and particularly Jeffrey Race, War Comes to Long An (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 197z), the major study of the period preceding the outright
U.S. invasion, by a U.S. military adviser with extensive access to U.S. and
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22. William Shawcross, "The End of Cambodia?" New York Review of Book,
January 24, 1980, relying on reports by Franqois Ponchaud, a French priest
whose work provided the major source of evidence about Khmer Rouge atrocities in 1975-76: Franqois Ponchaud, Cambodia: Year Zero (New York: Holt,
Rinehart & Winston, 1978), a revised version of a 1977 French study that
became perhaps the most influential unread book in recent political history
after a review by Jean Lacouture ("The Bloodiest Revolution," New York
Review of Books, Mar. 31, 1977); see also his "Cambodia: Corrections," New
York Review of Book, May 26,1977, withdrawing the most sensational claims.
Our review (The Nation, June 25, 1977) was the first, to our knowledge, to
attend to the actual text, which appeared in English a year later. See our
PEHR, 11.6, on the record of falsification based on this book, and on Ponchaud's own remarkable record, further analyzed by Michael Vickery in his
Cambodia: 1975-1982 (Boston: South End Press, 1984). CIA Research Paper,
Kampuchea: A Demographic Catastrophe (Washington: CIA, May 1980). For a
critique of this study revealing extensive falsification conditioned by U.S.
government priorities-specifically, suppression of the worst Pol Pot atrocities
during the later period-see Michael Vickery, "Democratic KampucheaCIA to the Rescue," Bulletin of Concerned Asian Scholars 14.4 (1982), and
his Cambodia. The latter is the major study of the Khmer Rouge period,
by one of the few authentic Cambodia scholars, widely and favorably reviewed abroad by mainstream Indochina scholars and others but virtually
ignored in the United States, as was the Finnish Inquiry Commission
report. See Noam Chomsky, "Decade of Genocide in Review," Inside Asia
(London, February 1985, reprinted in James Peck, ed., The Chomsky Reader
[New York: Pantheon, 1987]), on several serious studies of the period, including these.
23. Michael Vickery, "Ending Cambodia-Some Revisions," submitted to the
New York Review of Books in June 1981but rejected. See his Cambodia for more
extended discussion. Shawcross himself had had second thoughts by then (see
"Kampuchea Revives on Food, Aid, and Capitalism," The Bulletin [Australia],
March 24,1981). See his Quality of Mercy: Cambodia, Holocaust and Modem
Conscience (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1984), for a later version, now recast
in ways to which we return.

24. Page 370, blaming Vietnamese deception for the account he had relayed
in 1980.
25. Shawcross, The Nation, September 21, 1985; Ben Kiernan, letter to The
Nation, October 3,1985, unpublished. For evaluation of the international relief
efforts, see Vickery, Cambodia; Kiljunen, Kampuchea; Joel Charny and John
Spragens, Obstacles to Recovery in Vietnam and Kampuchea: U.S.Embargo of
Humanitarian Aid (Boston: Oxfam America, 1984); Shawcross, Quality of
Mercy.
26. Franqois Ponchaud, on whom Shawcross relied, is a highly dubious source
for reasons that have been extensively documented; see note 22. No one with
a record of duplicity approaching his would ever be relied on for undocumented charges of any significance if the target were not an official enemy.
27. Shawcross, Quality of Mercy, pp. 49-50. He observes that "those years of
warfare saw the destruction of Cambodian society and the rise of the Khmer
Rouge from its ashes, in good part as a result of White House policies"; "with
the forces of nationalism unleashed by the war at their command, the Khmer
Rouge became an increasingly formidable army," while in the "massive American bombing campaign" to which the Khmer Rouge were subjected through
August 1973, "their casualties are thought to have been huge." The phrase
"their casualties" presumably refers to Khmer Rouge military forces; there is
no mention of civilian casualties. On the limited scope of Shawcross's "quality
of mercy," see "Phase I11 at home" (p. 288), below.
28. Vickery, Cambodia, p. 293,
29. AP, Boston Globe, September 24, 1978, citing the Report of the International Labor Organization in Geneva on over fifty million child laborers in the
world, with Thailand singled out as one of the worst offenders, thanks to
grinding poverty, an effective military government backed by the United
States, lack of labor union power, and "wide-open free enterprise." See PEHR,
II.6,359, for excerpts and other examples that have elicited even less interest,
and PEHR, 11, xv, on a World Bank description of the situation in Thailand.
On the brutal treatment of many of the estimated 10.7 million child laborers
in Thailand, see Human Rights in Thailand Report 9.1. (January-March 1985)
(Coordinating Group for Religion in Society, Bangkok); Thai Development
Newsletter 3.1 1985 (December 1986) (Bangkok). On the treatment of women
in "the brothel of Asia," with its estimated 500,ooo prostitutes, masseuses, and
bar-waitresses, 20 percent of them under fourteen years of age, drawn to
Bangkok (and sometimes sold off to Europe) from the impoverished rural areas
through "a huge underground network of brothels and workshops feeding on
child flesh and labor," see several articles in Beyond Stereotypes: Asian Women
in Development, Southeast Asia Chronicle (January 1985).
30. For extensive evidence on this matter, see PEHR, 11.6, and Vickery,
Cambodia, extending the story to phase 111.
31. Others give higher estimates. Ponchaud gives the figure of 800,ooo killed,
but, as noted in our 1977review, he seems to have exaggerated the toll of the
U.S. bombing, and as shown in the references of note 22, he is a highly
unreliable source. "US Government sources put the figure unofficially at
600,ooo to 700,ooo" (CIA demographic study, which accepts the lower figure).
32. Vickery, Cambodia, pp. 184f. Other estimates vary widely. At the low end,
the CIA demographic study gives the figure of 50,000 to ~oo,ooofor people
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who "may have been executed," and an estimate of deaths from all causes that
is meaningless because of misjudgment of postwar population and politically
motivated assessments throughout; the Far Eastern Economic Review reported
a substantial increase in the population under DK to 8.2 million, "mostly based
on CIA estimates" (Asia 1979 and Asia 1980 yearbooks of the FEER, the latter
reducing the estimate from 8.2 to 4.2 million, the actual figure apparently being
in the neighborhood of 6.5 million); in the U.S. government journal problem^
of Communism (May-June 1981), Australian Indochina specialist Carlyle
Thayer suggests a figure of deaths from all causes at ~OO,OOO, of which 50,000
to 60,000 were executions. At the high end, estimates range to three million
or more, but without any available analysis. As all serious observers emphasize,
the range of error is considerable at every point.
33. George Hildebrand and Gareth Porter, Cambodia: Starvation and Rmolution (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1976), based on U.S. and international
aid reports, cited by Vickery, Cambodia, p. 79; FEER correspondent Nayan
Chanda in several articles, cited in PEHR, 1.6, 229f.; Western doctor is Dr.
Penelope Key, of the World Vision Organization, cited by Hildebrand and
Porter, along with similar reports from Catholic Relief Services and Red Cross
observers; Shawcross, Sideshow, pp. 370f. Hildebrand and Porter's book, the
only extensive study of the situation at the war's end, was highly praised by
Indochina scholar George Kahin but ignored in the media, or vilified. See
PEHR, 11.6, 232f., for a particular egregious example, by William Shawcross
in the New York Review of Books. When PEHR, 11.6 was circulating to Cambodia scholars and journalists in manuscript, we received a letter from Shawcross demanding that references to him be eliminated. We responded that we
would be glad to consider any specific case that he found wrong or misleading
and delayed publication of the book awaiting his response, which never arrived. On his public response, see below.
34. Milton Osborne, Before Kampuchea (London: Allen & Unwin, 1980), p. 191;
David Chandler, Pacijic Affairs (Summer 1983); Philip Windsor, The Listener,
BBC (London), July 11, 1985.
35. David Chandler and Ben Kiernan, eds., Revolution and Its Aftermath in
Kampuchea, Monograph q f f a l e University Southeast Asia Series (1983),
p. 1.
36. See note 32, above; FEER, January 19, 1979.
37. Douglas Pike, St. Louis Post-Dispatch, November 29, 1979, and Christian
Science Monitor, December 4,1979; cited by Vickery, Cambodia, p. 65. On the
Freedom House and Times assessments of Pike's work, see p.p. 324,326; Fox
Butterlield, "The New Vietnam Scholarship," New York Times Magazine
cover story, February 13,1983, where Pike is regarded as the exemplar of the
"new breed" of dispassionate scholars.
38. Nayan Chanda, Brother Enemy (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich,
1986), pp. 329, 394, for a detailed analysis of the maneuverings during this
period. See also Grant Evans and Kelvin Rowley, Red Brotherhood at War
(London: Verso, 1984).
39. Dm'&e le sourire khmer (Paris: Plon, 1971); see ,vR,T, chapter 2, section 2.
40. Vickery, Cambodia, pp. 7, 17, 5-6, 17, 43; Vic~ery,"Looking Back at
Cambodia," Westerly (Australia) (December 1976). See PEHR, 11.6 for excerpts from the latter study.
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41. See FRS, pp. ~gzff.,and sources cited, particularly the fall 1971 studies by
T. D. Allman, based on interviews with members of the Cambodian elite.
42. See Elizabeth Becker, When The War Was Over (New York: Simon &
Schuster, 1987), p. 28, citing a 1963 U.S. embassy cable quoting Sihanouk;
Chanda, Brother Enemy, pp. 61f. See AWWA and FRS on contemporary
studies of the Sihanouk period that provide more detail.
43. Michael Leifer, "Cambodia," Asian S u r v y (January 1967). Becker, When
the War Was Over, p. 27, asserts that the CIA was behind the 1959 plot. For
sources on these developments here and below, largely French, see A WWA
and FRS. See Peter Dale Scott in PP, V, on the regional context of the 1963
escalation.
44. See A WWA and FRS for references and other examples.
45. Bombing in Cambodia, Hearings before the Committee on Armed Services,
U.S. Senate, 93d Cong., 1st sess., July / August 1973, pp. 158-60, the primary
source on the "secret bombings."
46. See PEHR, 11.6, 288.
47. PEHR, 11.6, 380; also 383. Shawcross, Quality of Mercy, p. 49, referring
solely to B-52 bombings of Vietnamese "sanctuaries" in the border areas, the
standard evasion of the issue.
48. See PEHR, 11.6, 383, where the same point is noted, and its irrelevance
discussed. These matters had been specifically brought to Shawcross's attention during the period when he was working on his Sideshow, in commentary
(which he had requested) on earlier articles of his on the topic in the British
press.
49. William Beecher, New York Times, May 9, 1969; PEHR, 11.6, 271, 289,
383.
50. Elterman, State-Media-Ideological Hegemony, p. 344. Note that the postTet operations were in part reported at the time, although often in the highly
distorted framework already discussed. For samples, see A WWA. On media
coverage of the Laos bombings in 1969, see "Laos" (p. 253).
51. T. D. Allman, FEER, April 9, 1970; Manchester Guardian, September 18,
1971. See note 41.
52. See FRS, p. 194, and sources cited; see AWWA on media coverage of the
invasion.
53. Richard Dudman, Forty Days with the Enemy (New York: H. Liveright,
19711, P. 69.
54. Terence Smith, New York Times, December 5, 1971; Iver Peterson, New
York Times, December 2,1971. See FRS, pp. 188f., for citations from U.S. and
primarily French sources. See also Fred Branfman, in PP, V.
55. See FRS, pp. 190-92, for excerpts from Le Monde.
56. Elterman, State-Media-Ideological Hegemony, pp. 335f.
57. Vickery, Cambodia, p. 15.
58. UPI, New York Times, June 22, 1973, citing Pentagon statistics.
59. Shawcross, Sideshow, pp. 272, 297; see p. 262, above.
60. See PEHR, II.6,154f., 220f., 365f., for sources, excerpts, and discussio
61. E.g., Henry Kamm, New York Times, March 25, 28, 1973.
62. Becker, When the War Was Over, p. 32.
63. Malcolm Browne, "Cambodians' Mood: Apathy, Resignation," New York
Times, June 29, 1973. On the forceful recruiting from "the poorer classes,
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. . refugees and the unemployed," including the "poor peasants" who have
"poured into the capital" after their villages were destroyed, but not the
children of the wealthy elites, see Sydney Schanberg, New York Times, August
4, 1973.
64. Kamm, New York Times, March 25, 1973.
65. See Vickery, Cambodia, pp. gf., on Buddhism, about which "probably more
arrant nonsense has been written in the West. than about any other aspect
of Southeast Asian life," particularly with regard to Cambodia.
66. Schanberg, New York Times, May 3 8 , July 19, July 30, August 16, August
12, 1973.
67. August 22,1973. The material reviewed heie is from May 3 to August 16.
68. Mostly Malcolm Browne; also Henry Kamm, wire services, specials. We
omit brief reports here, and this record may not be complete.
69. Compare, for example, Jon Swain's horrifying account of the situation in
the hospitals in Phnom Penh at the time of the 1975 evacuation with Sydney
Schanberg's cursory remark that "many of the wounded were dying for lack
of care" (Swain, Sunday Times (London), May 11; Schanberg, New York Times,
May 9, 1975); see PEHR, 11.6, 370-71, for details.
70. Sunday Times (London), May 11, 1975. See PEHR, 11.6, 249f., for longer
excerpts.
71. Schanberg, New York Times, April 6, 8, 23, 1985.
72. New York Times, October 28, 1984.
73. Editorials, New Ymk Times, April 11, 1985; April 7, September 9, 1985.
Others do note "America's role in the tragic destruction of Cambodian civilization," which "renders suspect any belated show of concern for Cambodian
sovereignty" (Editorial, Boston Globe, April 12, 1985).
74. Editorial, New York Times, July 9, 1975; also Jack Anderson, Washington
Post, June 4, 1975.
75. See PEHR, 11.6.
76. Our review cited in the preceding footnote was therefore limited to materials based on this earlier period, all that was available at the time we wrote.
77. See PEHR, 11.6, VI; Vickery, Cambodia.
78. PEHR, 11.6, 135-36, 290, 293, 140, 299.
79. In the only scholarly assessment, Vickery concludes that "very little of [the
discussion in PEHR, 11.61 requires revision in the light of new information
available since it appeared." He also comments on the "scurrilous," "incompetent," and "dishonest criticism of Chomsky and Herman which has characterized media treatment of their work," noting falsifications by William
Shawcross, among others (Cambodia, pp. 308, 310).
80. Guenter Lewy, Commentary (November 1984), a typical example of a
substantial literature. T o our knowledge, Lewy, like other infuriated critics,
did not condemn the Khmer Rouge in print as harshly, or as early, as we did.
Recall that Lewy has experience with these matters, given his record as an
apologist for war crimes, which reaches levels rarely seen. See chapter 5, notes
33, 86.
81. John Barron and Anthony Paul, Murder in a Gentle Land (New York:
Reader's Digest Press, 1977). Anderson, Washington Post, October I, 1978.
Kamm, New Ymk Times Magazine, November 19, 1978, including fabricated
photographs; see PEHR, 11.6,202, 253; and 367,372, on the scholarly literature
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describing a country where "the population is ever on the edge of starvationn
in earlier years and completely lacking an economy by 1975. Wise, FEER,
September 23, 1977. See PEHR, 11.6, for further examples and details, here
and below; and Vickery, Cambodia, for additional evidence.
82. See our citations from his writings in the Far Eastern Economic Review
(Hong Kong) and Le Monde diplomatique (Paris), in PEHR, 11.
83. Cambodia, p. 48. See also the review of his book by British Indochina
scholar R. B. Smith, emphasizing the same point (Asian Affairs [February
19851)84. Cambodia, chapter 3. Also essays by Vickery and Ben Kiernan in Chandler
and Kiernan, Revolution and Its Aftermath; and Ben Kiernan, Cambodia: The
Eastern Zone Massacres, Center for the Study of Human Rights, Documentation Series, no.1 [c. 19861, (New York: Columbia University).
85. PEHR, 11.6, 138-39, 152-53, 156-57, 163.
86. Shawcross, in Chandler and Kiernan, Revolution and Its Aftermath.
87. See PEHR, and Edward S. Herman, The Real Terror Network (Boston:
South End Press, 1982), for extensive discussion. See particularly chapter 2,
above.
88. John Holdridge (State Department), Hearing before the Subcommittee on
Asian and Pacific Affairs of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of
Representatives, 97th Cong., 2d sess., September 14, 1982, p. 71.
89. For discussion of their qualms, and how they resolved them, and similar
concerns elsewhere, see Chomsky, Towards a New Cold War, chapter 13.
90. Nayan Chanda, FEER, November I, 1984; November 7,1985, with minor
modifications, their general position from early on in phase 111.
91. Henry Kamm, New Ymk Times, November 8,1981. See chapter 5, note 45
above, on the reported level of U.S. support for the Khmer Rouge.
92. FEER, August 16,1984. Essentially the same story appeared in the Washington Post, July 8,1985, with no acknowledgment of their source, as the FEER
commented editorially with some annoyance on August 8, 1985.
93. Pringle, FEER, February 25, 1988; Crossette, New York Times, April I,
1988. Holbrooke, quoted in Indochina Issues (June 1985). See also Robert
Manning, South (September 1984), and Elizabeth Becker, "U.S. Backs Mass
Murderer," Washington Post, May 22, 1983, on U.S. pressures to force the
non-Communist resistance "into an ignominious coalition with Pol Pot." Dith
Pran, quoted by Jack Colhoun, Guardian (New York), June 5, 1985. Hawk,
letter, FEER, August 2,1984, with a picture of Alexander Haig "meeting, drink
in hand, a smiling Ieng Sary" (Khmer Rouge foreign minister) in New York.
94. Chanda, Brother Enemy, p. 379.
95. Chanthou Boua, "Observations of the Heng Samrin Government," in
Chandler and Kiernan, Revolution and Its Aftermath.
96. Our own expressed view at the time was that "the Vietnamese invasion can
be explained, but it cannot be justified" (PEHR, 11, preface, xix). With the
information that has since appeared about the Pol Pot terror in 1977-78 and
the border attacks against Vietnam, that judgment might have to be qualified,
even in terms of a rather restrictive interpretation of the right of self-defense
under international law.
97. London Guardian, October 26, 1984.
98. Abrams, letter, New York Times, January 8,1985; also Abrams and Diane
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Orentlicher, Washington Post Weekly, September 9,1985. Hawk, New Republic,
November 15, 1982; Economist, October 13, 1984; O'Brien, London Observer,
September 30,1984.
99. Quality of Mercy; Washington Post, September 2,1984; his article in Chandler and Kiernan, Revolution and Its Aftermath.
100. Quality of Mercy, pp. 55; Washington Post, September 2, 1984.
101. It is concocted from a series of phrases that appear in various places in
the introduction to volume I of PEHR, pp. 19-20, with crucial omissions-not
noted-that would at once demonstrate the absurdity of the argument he
presents.
102. Cited by Vickery, Cambodia, pp. 58f;, in a discussion of Shawcross's
subsequent effort "to efface his earlier good judgment and claim to have been
a purveyor of a sensationalist STV, when he clearly was not."
103. Shawcross may indeed have had other motives; see note 33.
104. See author's preface, American edition of Ponchaud's Cambodia: Year
Zoo. On Ponchaud's remarkable deception concerning this matter, see PEHR,
11.6, 278f.
105. For a record based on further inquiry, see PEHR, 11.6, 253-84.
106. See note 79 above.
107. T o be precise, we have found one suggestion, although well after the
event. In The Times Higher Education Supplement, December 6, 1981, along
with a series of falsifications of our position of the sort discussed here, Shawcross states that given our "political influence," we could have played an
important part in mobilizing world opinion to bring pressure on China to call
off Khmer Rouge atrocities-as he was no doubt desperately trying to do, but
failing, because of his lack of outreach comparable to ours. Comment should
be superfluous. Evidently the editors of the journal so believed, refusing
publication of a response, despite our awesome "political influence." It seems
doubtful that Shawcross would have published such childish absurdities had
he not been assured that no response would be permitted.
108. Quality of Mercy, p. 357.
109. Review of Quality of Mercy, Washington Post Weekly, July 30,1984, Book
World.
IIO. See his essay in Chandler and Kiernan, Revolution and Its Aftermath, his
only attempt to provide evidence for his widely heralded claims.
111. New Statesman, November 2,1984. On the question of whether DK was
"Marxist-Leninist-hatever
that is supposed to mean, exactly-see Vickery, Cambodia.
112. The opening pages of our chapter on Cambodia in PEHR, 11,135-36. For
some of our comments in the article in question, see p. 290, above.
113. See references of note 22.
114. Quality of Mercy, p. 357.
115. Ibid., pp. 358-59; N m York Review of Books, September 27, 1984. We
emphasize that the correctness of his accusation is not at issue here, but,
rather, the evidence he uses to support it.
116. For many earlier cases, see PEHR, 11.6, and Vickery, Cambodia.
117. And, significantly, comparable and ongoing atrocities for which the
United States bore primary responsibility were suppressed (and still largely
are), with shameful apologetics when the facts could no longer be denied.
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C h a p t e r 7: C o n c l u s i o n s
I. Lewis, "Freedom of the Press-Anthony Lewis Distinguishes Between Britain and America," London Review of Books, November 26, 1987. Lewis is
presenting his interpretation of the views of James Madison and Justice Brennan (in the case of The New York Times v. Sullivan that Lewis describes as
the "greatest legal victory [of the press] in modern times"), with his endorsement.
2. See, among others, N. Blackstock, ed., COINTELPRO (New York: Vintage, 1976); Frank J. Donner, The Age of Surveillance: The Aims and Metho&
of America's Political Intelligence System (New York: Knopf, 1980); Robert j.
Goldstein, Political Repression in America (Cambridge: Schenkman, 1978);
Morton H. Halperin et al., The Lawless State (New York: Penguin, 1976);
Christy Macy and Susan Kaplan, eds., Documents (New York: Penguin, 1980).
3. The diffused-cost cases would include the multi-billion-dollar outlays borne
by the taxpayers for CIA covert operations and the subsidization of client
regimes, the overhead costs of empire and the arms race, the enormous ripoffs
by the military-industrial complex in providing unneeded weapons at inflated
prices, and the payoffs to campaign contributors in the form of favorable tax
legislation and other benefits (e.g., the huge tax bonanzas given business
following Reagan's election in 1981, and the increase in milk prices given by
Nixon in 1971 immediately after substantial gifts were given by the milk lobby
to the Republican party).
4. In fact, the scandals and illegalities detailed by the Tower Commission and
congressional inquiries were largely known long before these establishment
"revelations," but were suppressible; see Noam Chomsky, The Culture of Terrorism (Boston: South End Press, 1988).
5. See also the preface. On the persistence of the elite consensus, including the
media, through the period of the Iran-contra hearings and beyond, see
Chomsky, Culture of TerrmM7sm.
6. Laurence R. Simon and James C. Stephens, Jr., El Salvador Land Reform
1980-1981, Impact Audit (Boston: Oxfam America, February 1981), p. 51, citing
Ambassador Robert White and land-reform adviser Roy Prosterman on "the
Pol Pot left"; Raymond Bonner, Weakness and Deceit (New York: Times
Books, 1984), p. 88, citing Ambassador White, and p. 207, citing Archbishop
Rivera y Damas, who succeeded the assassinated Archbishop Romero. Jeane
Kirkpatrick, "U.S. Security and Latin America," Commentary (January 1981).
7. Washington Post, May 21,1987. The "genocide" to which Buckley refers is
"of the Miskito Indians," of whom perhaps several dozen were killed by the
Sandinistas in the context of attacks by U.S. mercenary forces, at a time when
the U.S.-backed Guatemalan military were in the process of slaughtering tens
of thousands of Indians, but not committing "genocide" by Buckley's lights.
8. Although, as we noted, with little constraint on passing along useful fabrications and rumors, even relaying tales long conceded to be fabrications.
9. W. Lance Bennett, Nms: The Politics of Illusion, 2d ed. (New York: Longman, 1988), pp. 178-79.
10. Ben Bagdikian, The Media Monopoly (Boston: Beacon Press, 1980), p. X.
11. Edgar Chamorro, who was selected by the CIA as press spokesman for the
contras, describes Stephen Kinzer of the New York Times as "like an errand

boy, building up those stories that fir in with Reagan's agenda--one day it's
the church, the next day the Miskitos, then the private sector. In the last two
weeks I've seen at least eight articles by Kinzer which say exactly what the
White House wants. Kinzer always raises questions about Sandinista intentions, whether they're truly democratic, and so on. When you analyze his
articles you see he's just responding to what the White House is saying"
(Interview, Extra! [the newsletter of FAIR, Fairness & Accuracy in Reporting], October-November 1987). FAIR is a left-liberal counterpart to the rightwing organization Accuracy in Media, therefore underfunded and regularly
excluded from debate, as distinct from AIM. Its letters to editors often are
refused publication, even when their accuracy is privately conceded; see the
same issue for some remarkable examples.
12. For classic accounts, see Warren Breed, "Social Control in the Newsrooms:
A Functional Analysis," Social Forces (May 1g55), pp. 326-35; Gaye Tuchman,
"Objectivity as Strategic Ritual," Ame+ican Journal ofsociology (January 1972),
pp. 66-70.
For a useful application, see Jim Sibbison, "Environmental
Reporters: Prisoners of Gullibility," Washington Monthly (March 1984),
PP- 27-35.
13. See Chomsky, in Z magazine (March 1988), for discussion of these tendencies.
14. For evidence on these matters, see the specific examples discussed above
and, for a broader picture, Chomsky, Culture of Terrmim, and sources cited.
IS. The Cable Franchise and Telecommunications Act of 1984 allows cities to
require public-access channels, but it permits cable operators to direct these
channels to other uses if they are not well utilized. Thus nonuse may provide
the basis for an elimination of public access.
16. On the differences between commercial and public television during the
Vietnam War years, see Eric Barnouw, The Sponsor (New York: Oxford University Press, 1978), pp. 62-65.
17. See the programs spelled out for Great Britain in James Curran, Jake
Ecclestone, Giles Oakley, and Alan Richardson, eds., Bending Reality: The
State of the Media (London: Pluto Press, 1986).

because of the 14 to 16 different political parties and based on press accounts,
we have been led to believe it does not exist in Nicaragua as they prepare for
elections.'' Actually, the occasional press accounts in the United States about
state-organized murder in Guatemala might have alerted Brier to the possibility of some constraints on freedom there, but he apparently asked no questions
and did no reading up on the subject. His inference from numerous parties to
freedom of speech is a non sequitur--an authoritarian and terror-ridden state
can easily allow, and may even encourage, a proliferation of candidates within
a prescribed political spectrum. Brier cites press accounts on constraints on
freedom of speech in Nicaragua as if this is a relevant subject, but he failed
to pursue the matter with regard to Guatemala. He also makes the patriotic
assumption that press accounts in the United States about conditions in client
and disfavored states are objective. Brier wears blinders in US.-sponsored
elections that he is prepared to set aside in talking about the integrity of an
election in an enemy state. This dichotomization is openly employed by the
State Department, and was followed by Hedrick Smith, of the Times, and the
media more generally, as we have seen.
Brier distinguished himself as a member of the official delegation to the
Philippines election of February 1986 won by Ferdinand Marcos by attacking
the media's focus on negatives like "violence, vote-buying and fraud," with the
result that "they missed entirely the fact that 20 million people conscientiously
went to the polls without intimidation and wrote down their choice for President" (Robert Pear, quoting Jack Brier, "U.S. Observers Disagree on Extent
of Philippines Fraud," New York Times, Feb. 12,1986). Brier was so accustomed to focusing on the superficial in his apologies for client-state elections
that he failed to grasp the fact that the administration's line was in the process
of shifting-which caused him some embarrassment a few days later, when the
freedom-loving Marcos was escorted out of the country.
3. He did not mention or attempt to evaluate actual institutions in Guatemala,
such as the civil-defense patrols, nor did he or any other member of the
observer team even mention the pacification program and killings of peasants,
which had been the subject of innumerable reports. We suspect that Edwards's
"research" consisted of advice by the U.S. embassy, in addition to the fact that
he did not see any peasants killed in his presence.
4. In the text above, we point out that the terror in Guatemala began with
U.S. intervention in 1954, and that its subsequent growth was correlated wlth
enlarged U.S. counterinsurgency and police aid and training. See also Edward
S. Herman, The Real Terror Network (Boston: South End Press, 1982), pp.
175-76.
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Appendix 1
On Penniman's background, and for a study of his methods as an observer,
see "Penniman on South Vietnamese Elections: The Observer-Expert as Promoter-Salesman," in Edward S. Herman and Frank Brodhead, Demonstration
Elections: U.S.-Staged Elections in the Dominican Republic, Vietnam, and W
Salvador (Boston: South End Press, 1984), appendix 2.
2. In a letter of December 20, 1984, to one of his constituents who had
complained of his gullibility as an observer, Brier asserted that his obligation
was to report "observed election fraud, coercion of the voters, or denials of
On fundamental conditions, Brier wrote: "I made and
the right to vote.
make no statements concerning pre-election day freedom of speech, although
the election I just witnessed in Guatemala would lead me to believe it existed
I.

. . ."

Appendix 2
Immediately after the shooting of the pope in 1981, Tagliabue, then a Times
correspondent in West Germany, wrote some enlightening articles on Agca's
Turkish Fascist connections. All of this material was ignored by Tagliabue
after he became the Times's correspondent at the Rome trial in 1985. His first
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8. Elsewhere (Big Story, I, 159), the same quote is attributed to Frank McGee.
9. Douglas Kinnard, The War Managers (Hanover, N.H.: University Press of
New England, 1g77), pp. 75,47. In fact, the "body count" was unknown, since
much of the air and artillery barrage was directed against targets where casualties could never be counted or even guessed at, as Kinnard and many other
sources confirm. Westmoreland's subsequent writings show that reporters
would have been quite justified to treat his reports with skepticism. See George
M. Kahin, Intemention: How America Became Involved in Vietnam (New York:
Knopf, 1986), p. 536, on his falsification of the record concerning the suppression of the Buddhist movement in Danang and HuC in 1966.
10. For evidence from the Pentagon Papers, see Noam Chomsky, For Reasons
of State (New York: Pantheon, 1g73), pp. 86ff.

story on the trial, significantly, was coauthored with Claire Sterling, and his
coverage of the trial remained faithful to her model.
2. The Plot to Kill the Pope (New York: Scribner's, 1g85), p. 196.
3. For example, Martella's lack of control over Agca's visitors and reading
materials badly compromised the case, as did the distressing number of leaks
that came out of his supposedly secret investigation. See Edward S. Herman
and Frank Brodhead, The Rise and Fall of the Bulgarian Connection (New York:
Sheridan Square Publications, 1986), pp. 118-20.
4. Ibid., pp. 102ff.
5. Ibid., pp. 14-15, for further discussion of the alleged Soviet motive.
6. Ibid., chapter 5.
7. Ibid., pp. 13g-41, for an analysis of Sterling's signaling theory.

Appendix 3
I. Pentagon Papers, Senator Gravel edition (Boston: Beacon Press, 1g72), IV,
548-49; see p. 225, above. As to what Schakne actually said, we cannot be sure,
since Braestrup presents only a few scattered phrases embedded in his own
highly unreliable paraphrases, unsubstantiated by any text.
2. Gareth Porter, "Who Lost Vietnam?" Inquiry, February 20,1978; see references of chapter 5, note 119; also Noam Chomsky and Edward S. Herman,
Political Economy of Human Rights (Boston: South End Press, 1979), I, 5.2.3.
Lengel, Big Story, I, 269; see p. 209, above.
3. As revealed, no doubt, by his book Viet Cong (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT
Press, 1969), where he contrasts our side, which sympathizes with "the usual
revolutionary stirrings .around the world," with the backers of revolutionary
guerrilla warfare, which "opposes the aspirations of people while apparently
furthering them," and expresses his contempt for the "gullible, misled people"
who were "turning the countryside into a bedlam, toppling one Saigon government after another, confounding the Americans," etc. The fact that Pike was
an employee of the U.S. government and an "admirer" and avid defender of
its policies does not suggest to Braestrup that he might be something other than
"independent-minded"; only Porter's alleged political preference is relevant to
"Freedom House objectivity."
4. Big Story, I, xxviii; the same is true of Don Oberdorfer's Tet! (New York:
Doubleday, 1971) and Stanley Karnow's Vietnam: A History (New York:
Viking, 1983), among others.
5. Seymour Hersh. My Lai Four (New York: Random House, 1g70), pp. 13940.
6. Recall that "whatever losses the D R V N C forces did suffer in the initial
assaults were largely offset by the unimpeded recruiting that they conducted
in the rural areas in the weeks that followed" (Wallace J. Thies, When Governments Collide: Coercion and Diplomacy in the Vietnam Conflict, 1964-1968
[Berkeley: University of California Press, 19801, p. 201); see p. 215, above, and
General Wheeler's comments, cited above, p. 225.
7. See the reviews cited in chapter 5, note I, for many further examples.
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