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Abstract

Full Spectrum Propaganda: The U.S. Military, Video Games, and the
Genre of the Military-Themed Shooter

This dissertation explores the emerging relationship between the U.S. military and the
commercial video game market. Specifically, this study situates this relationship in
terms of the U.S. military’s evolving role in a variety of media—such as Hollywood
feature films, television, and television news—for the purposes of propaganda and the
influencing of public opinion. Consequently, an analysis and critique of the U.S.
military’s production and commissioning of commercial video games will be advanced
that takes into account contemporary analyses and media critiques with respect to war
and representation. Since these games are also a part of the larger field of
entertainment and cultural production, this study will attempt to understand these
products for the complex ways they combine cultural expression, modern spectatorship
and the desire to influence or mediate popular conceptions of war. Consideration will
also be given to situating these products within the emerging field of video game
studies and aesthetics, as well as questions concerning genre, realism, historical
revisionism, and the ethics of simulation.

)

La propagande « Full Spectrum » : L’armée américaine, les jeux vidéo
et le genre du tireur militaire

La présente dissertation explore la relation naissante entre l'armée américaine et le
marché du jeu vidéo. Plus précisément, elle situe cette relation en fonction de
I'évolution du réle de 'armée américaine dans une variété de médias, tel les films
hollywoodiens, la télévision et les nouvelles, dans le but d’influencer I'opinion publique
par le biais de la propagande. Par conséquent, nous présenterons une analyse et une
critique de la production et de la commande par I'armée américaine de jeux vidéo, en
tenant compte des analyses et des critiques de médias actuelles sur la guerre et sa
représentation. Etant donné que ces jeux font également partie du domaine plus large
du divertissement et des produits culturels, cette étude tentera de comprendre la
maniére complexe dont ces produits allient expression culturelle, spectacle moderne et
désir d'influencer la conception populaire de la guerre. Nous tacherons également
d’identifier la place qu‘occupent ces produits dans les théories récentes sur les jeux
vidéo et leur esthétique, et nous nous questionnerons sur le genre, le réalisme, le
révisionnisme historique et I'éthique de la simulation.
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Preface

Cokie Roberts (ABC): You see a building in a
sight—it looks more like a video game than
anything else. Is there any sort of danger that
we don't have any sense of the horrors of
war—that it's all a game?

General Norman Schwarzkopf: You don't see
me treating it like a game. And you didn't see
me laughing and joking while it was going on.
There are human lives being lost, and at this
stage of the game this is not a time for frivolity
on the part of anybody.

This Week with David Brinkley’

At the beginning of his book, War and Cinema, Paul Virilio offers the reader a
Japanese proverb: ‘war is the art of embellishing death.” While the reader may
perceive a certain element of truth in that statement, it also shows how it can
be exceedingly difficult to understand something as vast and, at times, abstract
as war. But there is no denying the fascination that the subject of war
continues to exert. As Daniel Hallin and Todd Gitlin argue:

People care about war because the lives of their neighbors or

loved ones could be at stake. But something else, less rational, is

also involved: imagination is as important as interest. War is an

enormously appealing symbolic terrain, a source of images and

stories that can be extremely seductive to its audience—and

certainly also to those who are in the business of selling images
and stories.?

' Quoted in: Simon Chesterman, “Ordering the New World: Violence and its Re/Presentation in
the Gulf War and Beyond, ” Postmodern Culture (electronic version) 8, no. 3 (May 1998), para. 8.
? Daniel C. Hallin and Todd Gitlin, “Agon and Ritual: The Gulf War as Popular Culture and as
Television Drama,” Political Communication, 10 (1993): 412.
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From toys to Blockbuster films, war is present in a vast array of products in
popular culture. Yet, for something that occupies the public imagination to
such a degree as it does, war is something that few people (especially in North
America) have ever experienced first-hand. That, in itself, is likely a part of
what forms this fascination. But such a relation also proves to be extremely
problematic. Because of the fact that most people do not have first-hand
experience of war, we necessarily rely of various representations of it. Video
games are one such example, but as a relatively recent entertainment
phenomenon, video games are the inheritor of a long and varied cultural
legacy. Video games, then, are the latest installment in a vast array of media
technologies that have offered civilians new ways of both witnessing and
experiencing war. But ‘witnessing’ and ‘experiencing’ are complex and loaded
terms and, as many commentators have argued, representations of war in the
twentieth century—especially those broadly understood as entertainment—
have been subject to a variety of different influences and interests. Such
influences and interests would include: the'evolving characteristics of modern
warfare itself, propaganda and the desire (or necessity) of affecting public
opinion, economic and other concerns within entertainment industries, the
development and characteristics of media technology, and the necessity to
create national myths and to serve cultural expression.

The specific subject of this dissertation is a particular genre of military-
themed shooters and the continuing involvement of the U.S. military in the
commercial video game market. My interest ultimately revolves around the

effect of that involvement, how it affects the design and experience of these
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games, the issues surrounding this involvement and—as a representation of
war—how it might affect or reinforce popular perceptions of war and the
military itself. Such a concern would naturally suggest an approach that is
informed by propaganda models and political economy of media industries
since the U.S. military exerts a great deal of influence over these popular
representations of war.

The nature of this influence is complex. As the subject of popular
representations of national and international history, militaries generally garner
a certain amount of interest from historians, filmmakers, or video game
designers and it is natural that attention would be focused on current as well
as past military exploits since these exploits are intimately tied to a nation’s
history and cultural identity. But militaries around the world also actively
cultivate their image and part of this image cultivation is itself historical and
commemorative. But because the military is a volunteer and professional force
in most modern nation states today, there is also the need to cultivate a
positive awareness among potential recruits. Similarly, the opinion of the
public and their political representatives is also important since military funding
and its general orientation is—theoretically—a matter of public policy decision-
making. The image-making, then, is not just directed at the past but is very
much caught up in the present.

As one of the world’s pre-eminent armed forces (in terms of numbers of
regular soldiers and reserves, it is surpassed only by China), the U.S. military
devotes considerable resources to its image. It has an extensive public relations

apparatus that is spread throughout its services and branches and can be seen
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through print and television advertising, the sponsorship of sporting activities
and events (NASCAR, football) and its liaison with entertainment industries
such as film and video games. Throughout the last century, the U.S. military
has taken considerable interest in its filmic image and has developed a close
working relationship with Hollywood filmmakers and producers, something
that the military historian Lawrence Suid has described as a “symbiotic
relationship between two of the most powerful organizations in the world.”?

It is not surprising then that the U.S. military would also take interest in
the video game industry. While the video game industry is not as established
or mature as the film industry, the industry is enormous. In all major
international markets, revenues from the sale of video and computer games
often surpass those of other media. In 2002, sales of video games in the U.S.
created a stir when it was reported that they reached $9.4 billion, a figure that
exceeded previous sales records and even surpassed Hollywood -box office
revenue by $1 billion.* That same year, the U.S. Army released America’s Army,
a free online video game which received acclaim by both players and the press;
rivaling some of the most popular and respected games and franchises of
commercial developers. This game, however, was by no means the first
example of the U.S. military’s involvement with the commercial video game
sector but due to its prominence it focused a great deal of attention on the
relationship. As such, an analysis of this institutional relationship is important
to understand, especially for the ways that it is similar to the already

established relationship between the U.S. military and Hollywood.

* Lawrence Suid, Guts & Glory: The Making of the American Military Image in Film, revised
edition, (Lexington: University Press of Kentuky, 2002), xiii.
* James Newman, Videogames (London and New York: Routledge, 2004), 3.



Video games, however, are a relatively nascent medium and not only
borrow heavily from other media—especially film and television—but are also
informed by the larger cultural imagination surrounding war. As previously
mentioned, Hallin and Gitlin point out that ‘war is an enormously appealing
symbolic terrain’ and they continue their argument by saying that: “From the
point of view of cultural analysis... we have explained little until we know what
the war means to those who support or oppose it and how its meanings are
interpreted and circulated by the media.”> This would point to the importance
of understanding how media representations of war are informed by larger
cultural meanings and historical understandings of war, something that is
often not well suited to an investigation framed solely through propaganda
analysis or the analysis of institutional relationships. Such an approach would
recognize that cultural understandings of war are themselves rooted in war as
a general social phenomenon; one that, to an extent, exists independently of
state or military propaganda.

In a review of the literature pertaining to media and war, Hallin has
argued that while the literature is extensive and evolving, it has historically
neglected broader intellectual questions:

Much of the work, even the best work, lacks connection to

general social theory: it does not address, or only begins to

address, the impact of war and wartime communication on the

relation of state and civil society, the structure of the public

sphere, or political culture and social ideology, though it seems

likely that war plays a profound role in shaping all of these. The

field in its present state also lacks coherence: much of the work

makes little reference to other literature on the media and war or

to the broader literature on war and society. One important
manifestation of the fragmented state of the field is the fact that

? Hallin and Gitlin, “Agon and Ritual,” 412.
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very few works deal in any systematic way with more than one
war.®

Later in his discussion, Hallin argues that there is “a particular need for cross-
fertilization” between studies of entertainment and fictional representations of
war and other areas of social and media theory.’

Such an approach seems well suited to the study of military-themed
video games. As | mentioned, the video game industry borrows heavily from
the surrounding culture and—since it often conceives of its work as being on
the cutting edge of technology and representation—it often jumps headfirst
into exploration and portrayal of social meanings and taboos. But such an
approach is also useful in understanding the U.S. military’s role generally in
popular culture. The military’s conscious or intentional use or manipulation
(depending on one’s point of view) of media exists alongside its presence in the
media and in popular culture. This goes beyond the military’s presence in the
news or to recognize that the military is an institution with a rich and long-
standing tradition, although both of these are significant. As is generally
understood, the research and development of military technology is at times
intimately related to the development of technology in other sectors of the
economy. Most significant perhaps have been developments in the areas of
communications technology and technologies of \}isualization, which have lead

to, as Paul Virilio argues, the logistics of military ‘perception’ permeating other

¢ Daniel C. Hallin, “The Media and War,” in International Media Research: A Critical Survey,
John Corner, Philip Schiesinger and Roger Silverstone, eds. (London and New York: Routledge,
1997), 206.

7 Hallin, “The Media and War,” 222.
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areas of culture.® Perhaps nowhere was this more evident than in the view of
the war offered to civilians by cameras mounted onto ‘smart bombs’ in the
Persian Gulf War in 1990-1991.

My approach here is also personally motivated and at the risk of doing
away with any semblance of objectivity, | feel that such motivations should be
at least mentioned. First, as a fan of video games and as someone who teaches
in a department of new media that prepares students to enter into some
aspect of the industry, | look upon video games as an exciting and worthwhile
medium. Even though | understand them to be entertainment products, | am
apprehensive about arguments that attempt to separate them from social or
media critique by arguing that they are simply ‘pure entertainment.’ Such a
view, | believe, does a disservice to the medium and the industry specifically as
well as to the importance and significance of popular culture generally. Video
games are objects situated in a cultural and social field and, as Mieke Bal puts
it, cultural objects are “not... isolated jewels, but... things always-already
engaged, as interlocutors, within the larger culture from which they have
emerged.”®

Video games, like other cultural objects, are caught up within and
contribute to the discursive, political and ideological meanings that circulate
within the larger culture and considering the direct and indirect influence of
the U.S. military becomes an important question. As such, approaching the

U.S. military’s involvement in the videogame industry through established

8 Paul Virilio, War and Cinema: The Logistics of Perception, trans. Patrick Camiller (London:
Verso, 1989).

® Mieke Bal, “From Cultural Studies to Cultural Analysis: ‘A Controlled Reflection on the
Formation of Method,” in Interrogating Cultural Studies: Theory, Politics, and Practice, Paul
Bowman, ed. (London: Pluto Press, 2003), 33.
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definitions of propaganda would be a useful approach since these games are—
in a variety of ways—meant to influence public opinion. However, simply citing
these video games and others in the genre of the military-themed shooter as
elements of propaganda only reveals part of the story. As entertainment
products that advance various cultural meanings, video games simultaneously
serve other social functions; something that a strict propaganda analysis
traditionally leaves out. “Making sweeping statements about [cultural]
objects,” Bal says, “or citing them as examples, renders them dumb.”’® Bal
advises researchers to allow objects to ‘speak back’ and as someone with a
great deal of interest in the medium, | believe that video games have much to
say. As such, | hope this study is not read as an indictment of the video game
industry nor of the genre of the military-themed shooter. Consequently, my
approach will attempt to make room for the cultural and social functions these
objects serve and to approach them on their own terms by considering them as‘
aesthetic objects in their own right; allowing these game to, as Bal says, speak
back. At the same time, however, neither video games nor the industry
‘speaks’ in a unified voice and an important aspect of their study should
include who influences such ‘utterances’ and why.

In a similar fashion, my attitudes toward war and the military are
equally divergent. While | recognize the social importance and significance of
the military as an institution—not to mention those who serve in it—I am, at
times, at a loss for words when it comes to the cavalier and celebratory way

that war is often treated. Likewise, | find it potentially troubling to consider

19 Bal, “From Cultural Studies to Cultural Analysis,” 37.
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the role that militaries—and specifically the U.S. military—play in shaping or
attempting to shape public opinion. It is of course understandable that the
U.S. military or any military should take an interest in maintaining its public
image, but considering the resources at its disposal and its extremely close
relations with some of the most prominent entertainment industries should, at
the very least, necessitate questions being asked.

In the preface to Guts & Glory: The Making of the American Military
Image in Film, Lawrence Suid makes some interesting statements that | would
like to quote at some length:

To the extent that the book has a thesis, it postulates that

Hollywood’s creations of the image of all-powerful, always

victorious armed services through the late 1950s contributed to

the ease with which Lyndon Johnson and the best and brightest

people in government took the United States into the quagmire

of Vietnam. The thesis certainly does not provide a complete

explanation of how the country found itself in Vietnam....

Nevertheless, the research on which | have based this book

suggests that without the consistently positive image of the

American armed services on movie screens, the nation would

very possibly have become more skeptical, sooner of General

Westmoreland'’s claim that the light was at the end of the tunnel

and he needed only another 100,000 troops to defeat the North

Vietnamese peasant army."
To me, this statement was interesting because Suid is, himself, a military
historian and considers the book to be a work of military history rather than
film history or a study of military propaganda.’? Unlike Suid, I cannot claim
that this study will show that particular media representations helped lead a
nation or its leaders into a specific war. Instead, | hope to build on the work of

Suid and others and advance the thesis that media representations of war—

including those found in video games—can and do provide interesting and

"' Suid, Guts & Glory, xii.
2 Suid, Guts & Glory, xiii.
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useful ways for viewers to witness and experience war. At the same time,
however, the various needs and interests involved in producing such
representations—including those of the U.S. military—often confound our

understanding of war, its necessity, and usefulness.

The overall structure of this study will attempt to balance various approaches to
the U.S. military’s involvement with the video game industry. Chapter 1 and
Chapter 2 will present an historical overview of the relationship between media
and war in the twentieth century and will be restricted largely to an Anglo-
American context. Chapter 1 will attempt to outline how war became a mass
cultural phenomenon over the course of the century, the role played by
entertainment media (specifically cinema) in wartime propaganda, and the
interesting ways that film has been used to guide or influence public opinion.
Here, government involvement in the film industry during World War Il and the
U.S. military’s involvement throughout the century will receive specific
attention. Chapter 2 will consider the rise of other visual and entertainment
media in the representation of war (especially in terms of the Vietnam conflict
and the two Iraq conflicts), as well as provide an outline of the various issues
and critiques that have been advanced in terms of media representations
dealing witH war, media management by the military, and the notions of
‘witnessing’ and ‘experiencing’ war.

Chapter 3 will provide a brief synopsis of the video game industry,
including a short history and a discussion of audience, the varied role of

players, the video game market, and other concepts that will be important for
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my discussion in later chapters. Chapter 4 will provide an outline of the U.S.
military’s evolving relationship with the video game industry; first with the use
and modification of commercial off-the-shelf games, the development of
custom commercial games, as well as the military’s support and interest in
research for training simulations, computer graphics and distributed network
technology. The chapter will also provide a theoretical discussion of how such
involvement can be understood as propaganda and how it compares with the
U.S. military’s historical involvement with the film industry.

Chapter 5 will focus on questions of genre in video games and the
specific difficulty in defining genre within the medium. While most of the
chapter will be devoted to establishing the military-themed shooter as a
specific genre, it will also put questions of genre into a larger context by
exploring the emerging theories surrounding videogame studies, especially
those that have a direct bearing on genre definition. The ludology (gameplay)
and narrative debate will be considered as well as specific issues that are
germane to my overall topic, including questions concerned with game analysis
and methodology.

A section containing images that are referred to in Chapter 6 precedes
the chapter itself. Chapter 6 is concerned with providing an overview of the
military-themedv shooter genre, including discussion of specific titles and
general tendencies relating to game structure, story and narrative, types of
game play, characters, and point of view.

Chapters 7 and 8 represent an attempt to synthesize much of the

discussion in previous chapters by looking at select game titles in relation to
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some of the most pertinent issues surrounding war, representation, and
‘experience.” These will include: realism and authenticity; the focus upon—and
fetishization of—military technology and weapons; video games and specific
issues relating to war and representation (violence, gore, and representation of
enemies); the notion of immersion and the structuring of ‘experience’ (with
emphasis on the portrayal of soldiers); the politics surrounding gameplay,
including ethical questions and simulations; and questions concerning historical
re-creation and historical fact.

In the Conclusion, | will offer my own thoughts on the possible effects
of the U.S. military’s involvement in the genre of military-themed games by
contextualizing my previous discussion with respect to questions concerning
‘militainment’ and the notion of the military-industrial-entertainment complex,
simulation, and the politics continually surrounding the representation of

soldiers.
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Chapter 1

20t Century War, Media,
and Popular Culture

Modern Warfare, the Concept of Total War, and the Media

As many historians insist, the twentieth century cannot be understood without
considering the varying effects of armed conflict. Eric Hobsbawn, for instance,
argues that the century “was marked by war. It lived and thought in terms of
world war, even when the guns were silent and the bombs were not
exploding.”’ And while the base principles of warfare have essentially
remained the same, warfare in the first half of the twentieth century is notable
for its unprecedented scale. Generally, previous wars were fought by small
groups of largely professional armies and were often limited geographically
and away from civilian populations. War in the first half of the twentieth
century drew many different countries into armed conflict and drew a large
percentage of domestic populations into armed service (as much as twenty
percent in the case of France and eighteen percent for Germany during the First
World War).? Due to its unprecedented technological nature, the waging of
war required vast increases in industrial output and a reorganization of
domestic economies. Consequently, the phrase ‘home front’ came into usage

during World War | to describe the mobilization of the domestic economy

! Eric Hobsbawn, 4ge of Extremes: The Short Twentieth Century, 1914 — 1991 (London: Abacus
Press, 1995), 22.
? Gwynne Dyer, War (Toronto: Stoddard, 1985), 83.



and—because the normal workforce was disrupted—the civilian population.
More significantly, since civilian populations and domestic production would
become integral to the total war effort, civilians and their economic output

would increasingly become legitimate targets of military aggression.?

The term ‘Total war’ has come to describe the changing face of armed
conflict in the first half of the twentieth century, especially with regard to the
two World Wars. And while the concept of total war was not solely the
product of this period,* it has come to define the way modern conflict is not
only waged but also how it is understood by civilian populations. Total War is
also indicative of a series of related changes within modern society that has
served to turn modern warfare into a mass phenomenon. The mobilization of
the ‘home front’ required an unprecedented and centralized coordination of
the domestic economy. But as a source of ‘manpower’ and also as a political
constituency, this inevitably led to, as Daniel Hallin states, an “unprecedented
concern” with the morale of civilians and “the systematic management of

public opinion and of the media.”®

3 Dyer, War, 75-99. Also see: Arthur Marwick, ed., Total War and Social Change (New York: St.
Martin’s Press, 1988) and Gordon Wright, “The Broadening Scope of War: The Psychological
Dimension,” in The Ordeal of Total War, 1939-1945 (New York: Harper and Row, 1968), 66-78.
4 Historians point out that some features of ‘total war’ were already in place before the twentieth
century. The French Revolution is often held to be a turning point for the way it involved a
massive mobilization of society as a whole for war and how it combined service in armed conflict
with the idea of citizenship in a nation state. Other conflicts, such as the American Civil War,
were notable for the way that the industrial economies were mobilized for the support of each side.
See: Dyer, War, 42-44.

> Daniel C. Hallin, “The Media and War,” in International Media Research: A Critical Survey,
John Corner, Philip Schlesinger and Roger Silverstone, eds. (London and New York: Routledge,
1997), 208.



The role that state-sponsored propaganda would play in the First World
War would become well known and the subject of considerable debate in the
interwar period. As Harold Lasswell would write in 1938:

A word has appeared, which has come to have an ominous clang

in many minds—Propaganda. We live among more people than

ever, who are puzzled, uneasy, or vexed at the unknown cunning

which seems to have duped and degraded them.®
Lasswell, like many others, came to believe that the significant propaganda
activities undertaken by all sides during the war served to convince domestic
populations of the righteousness of their cause and largely drew countries into
a conflict that they didn‘t understand and that, in some cases, their
populations didn’'t want. After the cessation of hostilities, the general public
was given the opportunity to see behind the scenes of the mobilization effort—
induding propaganda aimed at both domestic and foreign populations—in the
fespective countries involved. As it turns out, the most successful propaganda
campaigns came from the two leading democracies that possessed very
advanced systems of international news and information gathering, a
sophisticated free press, as well as an extensive mass media system.” Even
though there were significant national differences, all nations involved in the
war had made mass media an integral part of their political and war-making

infrastructures and this seemed to explain the apparent power of propaganda’s

success. The interest in and perhaps fear of this apparent power of mass

® Harold D. Lasswell, Propaganda Technique in the World War (London: Kegan Paul, Trench,
Trubner, 1938), 2.

7 Garth S. Jowett and Victoria O’Donnell, Propaganda and Persuasion, 2™ Edition (London: Sage
Publications, 1992),162-165.



communications in mobilizing public opinion resulted in a growing awareness
of propaganda and persuasion techniques in the interwar period.®

In the United States, an example of such management during the First
World War were the activities of a civilian agency—the Committee on Public
Information (CPlI)—that was created to foster support for America’s entry in
World War I. More commonly known as the ‘Creel Committee’ after its
chairman George Creel, the CPl was created by executive order of President
Woodrow Wilson in 1917 in order to “combat opposition to the war and to
persuade Americans that sacrifices were necessary if democracy was to
survive.”® Generally, the U.S. population was not oriented toward involvement
in a large international conflict, but Creel had assembled a committee of
prominent individuals—including journalist Walter Lippmann and business
leaders like Edward Bernays (considered to be the ‘grandfather’ of p.ublic
relations)—who instigated an intense and varied campaign to focus attention
on the international conflict and turn public opinion in favor of participation.'®

While the CPI was concerned with domestic public opinion, propaganda
activities were, of course, directed in all directions: at enemy militaries and
soldiers, and at foreign governments and foreign civilian populations in both
enemy and allied nations. Despite official denials, the British government

maintained an extensive—and largely successful—propaganda campaign

% J. Michael Sproule, “Progressive Propaganda Critics and the Magic Bullet Theory,” Critical
Studies in Mass Communication 6, no. 3 (1989), 225.246.

® Allan M. Winkler, The Politics of Propaganda: The Office of War Information, 1942-1945 (New
Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1978), 3.

' For a history of the Creel Committee, see: Stephen Vaughn, Holding Fast the Inner Lines:
Democracy, Nationalism, and the Committee on Public Information (Chapel Hill: University of
North Carolina Press, 1980). For an account that places the work of the committee in the field of
advertising, see Stuart Ewen, “The House of Truth,” in PR! 4 Social History of Spin (New York:
Basic Books, 1996), 102-127.



coordinated through Wellington House, a secret information bureau that was
created to help shape attitudes toward the war in both neutral and Allied
countries.” British propaganda efforts were, especially in the early years of the
war, directed toward the U.S. press and opinion makers in order to counter
anti-intervention sentiments. British and other interventionist propaganda
would magnify such events as the German sinking of RMS Lusitania on 7 May
1915 and the loss of American passengers in order to provoke public and
diplomatic anger within the U.S.

The general concern in the interwar period was that persuasion and
propaganda had come to exert pressures on democratic principles because
various interests—and sometimes very powerful ones—were dominating public
discourse through the mass media."”> While forms of propaganda that are
directed from above are often the most conspicuous and widely recognized
form, the fact that war became a mass phenomenon in the first half of the
twentieth century also indicates that it often sets in motion social and cultural
forces that involves civilians in the process.

Creel published How We Advertised America in 1920, only two years

after the end of the war, describing the activities of the CPI during the war.”

"' See Susan Carruthers, The Media at War: Communication and Conflict in the Twentieth
Century (New York: Palgrave, 2000), 30-38.

"2 In the U.S., for example, Clyde R. Miller—a professor at Columbia University and a former
journalist during the first World War—started the Institute for Propaganda Analysis in 1937.
Those involved with the institute were motivated by a belief that the American public was drawn
into a futile European conflict in 1917 and that there was a danger it would be repeated with the
growing turmoil in Europe. The Institute, including businessman and philanthropist Edward A.
Filene, who provided initial grant monies, was not just concerned with war propaganda but also
the volume of propaganda from numerous other sources—including advertising. See: Jowett and
O’Donnel, Propaganda and Persuasion, 182-185.

1> As Harold Lasswell would note, Creel was joined by numerous counterparts from other
countries in publishing memoirs of their propaganda activities during the war including Campbell



Creel was adamant that the success of the commission was due to the fact that
they adopted techniques that Americans were most familiar with—advertising
and salesmanship—and that they allowed ordinary citizens to become involved:

...there was no part of the great war machinery that we did not

touch, no medium of appeal that we did not employ. The

printed word, the spoken word, the motion picture, the

telegraph, the cable, the wireless, the poster, the signboard—all

these were used in our campaign to make our own people and

other peoples understand the causes that compelled America to

take arms. All that was fine and ardent in the civilian population

came at our call until more than one hundred and fifty thousand

men and women were devoting highly specialized abilities to the
work of the Committee...."

More recently, the role of public participation has led to a modified approach
to the study of war and the ways that propaganda can be—in addition to its
traditional definitions—understood as a social and cultural phenomenon and
the Ways it both incorporates popular culture and simultaneously influences it.
‘War as Society’ or a cultural approach to understanding war takes a
variety of forms and has been advanced by various authors. A central idea here
is that war sets in motion a variety of political, economic, social and cultural
processes. While government agencies (including the military) will act to
reorganize economic organization and appropriate certain aspects of the media
to provide information and to direct public opinion, the onset of war has a
tendency to increase social cohesion and provides a forum for a variety of
popular expression. In this sense, there is a certain celebratory aspect to war
and, especially when a war is seen as being successful, the war will become a

part of a nation’s identity and will set expectations for future wars.

Stuart (England) and Johann Jacob Waitz and E. Tonnelet (France). See: Harold D. Lasswell,
Propaganda Technique in the World War (London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner, 1938), 1-2.
' George Creel, How We Advertised America (New York: Harper & Row, 1920): 5.



Daniel Hallin, for example, stresses the importance of the era of total
war for the ways it would influence the understanding of wars in the latter half
of the century, even though the defining elements of warfare would
fundamentally change after World War Il and the onset of the Cold War. As
Hallin argues, several characteristics emerged in the U.S. and Britain in an era of
total war, including a peculiar relation between the state and civil society.
Hallin argues that this did not involve a suppression of civil society by the state
but, instead, was defined more by “cooperation, co-optation and blurring of
the lines” and one where “state functions were often taken on by institutions
like the press, and vice versa.”"® For Hallin, this helps explain some of the
apparent contradictions seen in times of war. For example, Hallin argues—
echoing Creel’s belief—that “the emerging culture of total war was a
participatory culture, though one which involved a deep passion for unity
which resulted in considerable curtailment of political pluralism and civil
liberties.”'® As Hallin’s own research interests are primarily concerned with the
relations between government, the military, and news media in times of war,
another dominant characteristic that he identifies is that in both the U.S. and
Britain a style of news reporting would emerge that was heavily dependent on
official sources (including disinformation) and that combined the centralized
perspective of those officially in charge of the 'war effort with a populist stance
that concentrated on and then celebrated the average soldier in the field and

the ordinary family on the ‘'home front.""’

15 Hallin, “The Media and War,” 209.
16 Hallin, “The Media and War,” 208.
'7 Hallin, “The Media and War,” 209.



Similarly, but taking a different approach, Susan Carruthers argues that
a popular or cultural understanding of war must take into consideration the
evolving ways that civilians are allowed to ‘witness’ or ‘vicariously experience’
war."® Especially important in this regard was the role that film—from
newsreels and documentaries to feature films—would play throughout the
century but especially during the Second World War. Again, the example set
through the era of total war would influence the introduction of later media
such as television and other visual technologies later in the century. Of course,
such vicarious experience is certainly not unproblematic given the strong
influences that state institutions would exert over such media—either through
outright censorship or other forms of direct intervention—during times of war.
And as John Whiteclay Chambers and David Culbert argue, such mediating
effects should also be understood historically. “The public memory of war in
the twentieth century,” they state, “has been created less from a remembered
past than from a manufactured past, one substantially shaped by images in
documentaries, feature films, and television programs.”"®

Carruthers also makes the observation that: “Both mass warfare and
mass media owe their modern forms to a particularly fertile period of
‘invention’ towards the end of the nineteenth century. In some cases, the
technology which has enabled civilians to learn of, or even ‘see,’ events in a

war zone has derived, more or less directly, from military research.”? Here,

'8 Susan Carruthers, The Media at War: Communication and Conflict in the Twentieth Century
(New York: Palgrave, 2000).

' John Whiteclay Chambers and David Culbert, “Introduction,” in World War II: Film and
History, John Whiteclay Chambers and David Culbert, eds. (New York: Oxford University Press,
1996), 6.

2 Carruthers, The Media at War, 2-3.



Carruthers is not only reiterating the argument that military technology has an
important relation with the ways that civilians ‘see’ war, but that the military
has played an integral role in developing a variety of communications
technologies and often retains various forms of control over their
infrastructures and use.”'

Another important development within the ‘war as society’ approach is
that any critical inquiry into the mediation of war through various media forms
needs to take into account the historical situation that specific wars present.

As Tarak Barkawi argues; “The core idea [behind the ‘war as society’
approach]... refers to how wars are shaped by the societies that wage them
and how societies are shaped by the wars they wage.”** For Barkawi, any war
is both interactive and generative in that its historical situation presents specific
developments and relations that often have to be incorporated into the
discursive framing of the conflict and might have lasting effects for the framing
of future conflicts.”?

Such approaches are important when considering the workings of
propagandab generally and the military influence over specific entertainment
forms specifically. For as Jeanne Colleran points out: “Conspiratorial or
simplistic charges of direct collusion between the military, the government, and

the entertainment industry are more the plot of a Hollywood movie like Wag

2! Important here is the work of Paul Virilio, War and Cinema: The Logistics of Perception; James
Der Derian, Virtuous War; and Manuel de Landa, War in the Age of Intelligent Machines.

22 Tarak Barkawi, “Globalization, Culture, and War: On the Popular Mediation of ‘Small Wars®,”
Cultural Critique 58 (Fall 2004): 125.

% For example, Barkawi argues that the lessons of the Vietnam conflict, especially what has come
to be called the “Vietnam Syndrome,” have had important effects for the ways later conflicts like
the wars in the Persian Gulf were framed.



the Dog than of responsible social analyses....”?* Colleran’s argument is an
important one, even from the perspective that these institutions—the military,
government, and the media—certainly are not monolithic nor do they always
act in concert with each other or even individually. This is especially important
when considering entertainment media since other factors—economic
constraints or the needs of audiences and the attitudes of the public—also play
important roles.

Consideration of the social and cultural aspects of war is critical to
understanding the workings of media in times of military conflict and has also
led to a modification of traditional approaches to the study of propaganda. In
his discussion of propaganda, Jacques Ellul attempts to understand
propaganda and the very diverse forms it takes in terms of a highly mediated,
contemporary society. While maintaining older, more traditional notions of
propaganda, Ellul also makes room—and perceives the central importance of—
‘softer’ forms in modern entertainment products. Rather than exclusively
viewing propaganda as something that is made by state agencies for specific
purposes, Ellul also considers how propaganda can be viewed as a broad
sociological phenomenon that is inclusive and provides a means for individuals
(the ‘propagandees’ in his terminology) to express themselves and participate
in the social world.”®

My main concern in this and the following chapter is to provide an

overview of the U.S. military’s role in influencing popular conceptions and the

? Jeanne Colleran, “Disposable Wars, Disappearing Acts: Theatrical Responses to the 1991 Gulf
War,” Theatre Journal 55 (2003), 617.

2 Jacques Ellul, Propaganda: The Formation of Men’s Attitudes, trans. Konrad Kellen and Jean
Lerner (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1968). Of particular interest here is Ellul’s discussion of
‘sociological propaganda’ and ‘propaganda of integration.’
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visualization of war. In doing so, my discussion will be largely structured
chronologically—beginning with the Second World War—and will focus
specifically on visual technologies such as film and television. This relationship
is an interesting one and has, of course, evolved over the course of the century
and alongside the influence of other government agencies. While the
relationship between the U.S. military and the media can be understood, in its
earliest stages at least, in a relatively straightforward fashion, the relationship
has become much more complex by the last decade of the century. As Paul
Patton argues, the Persian Gulf War in 1991 “witnessed the birth of a new kind
of military apparatus which incorporates the power to control the production
and circulation of images as well as the power to direct the actions of bodies
and machines.”?® Indeed, through the course of the century, the military has
increasingly incorporated the circulation of information via various media
channels as an integral part of its operational capabilities. In a planning
document prepared for the U.S. Department of Defense in 2000, the authors
state:

In the Information Age, there is an increasing reliance on

sophisticated, near-real time media dissemination. Information,

and its denial, is power. The state or entity most able to

effectively control or manage information, especially managing

the perceptions of particular target audiences, will be the most
influential.”’

The U.S. military has not only embraced a wide spectrum of media technologies

and commercial media activities but has substantially altered its approach to

28 Paul Patton, “Introduction,” in Jean Baudrillard, The Gulf War Did Not Take Place
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1995), 6.

%" Defense Science Board, U.S. Department of Defense, “The Creation and Dissemination of All
Forms of Information in Support of Psychological Operations (PSYOP) in Time of Military
Conflict,” (May 2000, Office of the Under Secretary of Defense, Washington, D.C. 20301-3140),
8.
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these technologies and institutions. The phrase that best encapsulates this
new, overall approach of the U.S. military is ‘Full Spectrum Dominance.’ The
phrase comes from the Pentagon's planning document, “Joint Vision 2020,"%®
and indicates an integrative approach to future military operations. In the
words of the authors of the planning document: “The label full spectrum
dominance implies that US forces are able to conduct prompt, sustained, and
synchronized operations with combinations of forces tailored to specific
situations and with access to and freedom to operate in all domains — space,
sea, land, air, and information.”?® Such an approach to information does, of
course, take on a variety of forms from psychological operations (directed at
enemy forces), intelligence gathering and the need to retain control over
information concerning military operations, as well as public affairs and
ongoing relationships with commercial news organizations. This is indicative of
the evolving role that the U.S. military has sought in relation to a variety of

information sources and media channels throughout the century.

American Cinema and World War lI

Along with radio, film would come of age as a form of mass communications
in the 1930s but would also become the subject of heated debate. As a tool
for propaganda and the building of morale, film only became recognized as

such in the latter stages of World War 1. All major powers involved in the First

28 The entire “Joint Vision® website is located at [hitp://www.dtic.mil/jointvision/] and the
planning document can be accessed at: [http://www.dtic.mil/jointvision/jvpub2.htm]. For a
discussion of the concept and propaganda, see: David Miller, “Information Dominance: The
Philosophy of Total Propaganda Control” (Online), ColdType (January 2004), available at:
[http://www.coldtype.net/Assets.04/Essays.04/Miller.pdf].

% Joint Chiefs of Staff, “Joint Vision 2020 (JV 2020)” (U.S. Department of Defense, May 2000):
6.
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World War would eventually recognize the apparent power of the medium and
divert scarce resources to both production and exhibition. Even though Susan
Carruthers says that the use of film was “perhaps the First World War's most
significant propaganda innovation,”*’ she notes that it remained under-utilized
until the very last stages of the war.®' As a relatively new medium, it initially
suffered from the attitudes of the political and military elites who were in
charge of directing state propaganda. This was especially the case in Britain
and Germany, where the medium was Iargely'misunderstood and even
approached with a sort of “snobbish disdain” since its dominant audience was
understood to be drawn from the lower or working class.*

Despite such attitudes, the medium of film possessed powerful
attributes. It commanded an extremely large and enthusiastic audience, it
could be understood by those who might not possess high levels of literacy,
international distribution networks were already in place and, significantly, film
was capable of evoking a variety of emotional responses in its audiences.®® In
the Second World War, all major combatants would put film to good use as a
propaganda tool directed at both foreign and domestic audiences. Newsreels
and documentaries were, of course, important conduits for relaying
information and state policies. But it is the most popular filmic form—feature
films—that offers the most interesting case. Even though the degree of

government supervision was very different in countries like Germany, Britain,

3 Carruthers, The Media at War, 68.

3! Also on this point, see: Jowett and O’Donnell, Propaganda and Persuasion, 90-95.

*2 Carruthers, The Media at War, 69.

 Winkler, The Politics of Propaganda, 57. As Jowett and O’Donnell argue, the feature film has
“the ability to evoke an immediate emotional response seldom found in the other mass media.”
Jowett and O’Donnell, Propaganda and Persuasion, 90.
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and the U.S., no feature film could be released in any of those countries
without some form of government approval.

The Nazi government established the Reichsfilmkammer in 1933 which
allowed for the control over every aspect of filmmaking in the country.®
However, in both the U.S. and in Britain, the state would—in a variety of direct
and indirect ways—come to exert considerable influence over commercial
ﬁlmmaking. In both countries, pre-war regulatory bodies maintained some
degree of control over content but it was the wartime information ministries
that would exert the most influence. In Britain, it was the Ministry of
Information (MOI) and especially its Films Division that provided guidance and
assistance to British studios. In the U.S., liaisons with the film industry in
Hollywood were consolidated undér the Office of War Information (OWI) and,
specifically, the OWI's Bureau of Motion Pictures (BMP).

In all countries, feature films—and entertainment more generally—came to be
regarded as crucial to the war effort. Even though international markets were
in disarray, feature films could still be utilized on a variety of public relations’
fronts to communicate with foreign publics. Domestically, feature films were
lauded as another method to disseminate information and therefore clarify
international issues for the public. Equally important was morale boosting and
their ability to offer simple—but crucial—escapism. But the efficacy of the
feature film as a propaganda tool was that it would, it was believed, not be
recognized as such. Elmer Davies, the Head of the OWI stated: “The easiest

way to inject a propaganda idea into most people’s minds... is to let it go

3 For a discussion of the structure of the film industry under National Socialism in Germany, see:
David Welch, “The History and Organization of the Nazi Cinema,” in Propaganda and the
German Cinema, 1933-1945 (New York: L.B. Taurus, 2001) , 5-32.
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through the medium of an entertainment picture when they do not realize that
they are being propagandized.”® Likewise, a “Programme for Film
Propaganda” published by the MOI in 1940 states: “Film propaganda will be
most effective when it is least recognizable as such.”* It is important to qualify
such statements by saying that not everyone in the audience was, in all
likelihood, so easily fooled. Indeed, film as propaganda was a subject that was
openly discussed, which is not surprising given the debate over propaganda in
the interwar years and the struggles between interventionists and anti-
interventionists alike. The industry magazine Photoplay ran a monthly column
indicating the genres of newly released films and for Confessions of a Nazi Spy,
released in 1939, the film was simply described as ‘propaganda.” This, in
itself, is not surprising given the political climate of the period. Still, the
effectiveness of entertainment-based propaganda could indeed still be useful
even when it was recognized. As an anonymous German noted in 1938: “A
really clever person might claim that even if there are no propaganda films,
there is still propaganda tucked away beneath film’s surface details. This
person, though, will have a hard tirﬁe finding examples to prove his point.”*®
While maintaining an official position of neutrality, the U.S. government
had—for the eighteen months before the surprise attack on Pearl Harbor—
been moving hesitantly toward the possible confrontation with both Germany

and Japan. The mood of cautious preparedness also extended to the

** Quoted in Clayton R. Koppes and Gregory D. Black, “What to Show the World: The Office of
War Information and Hollywood, 1942-1945,” The Journal of American History 64, no. 1 (June
1977), 88.

36 Quoted in Carruthers, The Media At War, 90, 91.

*7 Quoted in Jeanine Basinger, The World War II Combat Film: Anatomy of a Genre,
(Middletown, CN: Wesleyan University Press, 2003), 14.

*® Quoted in Carruthers, The Media at War, 91.
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administration’s view of propaganda since the domestic situation was just as
complex as the international one. The experience of World War |, coupled with
the example of how ‘total’ or totalitarian states took over all aspects of public
and private communications for the management of public opinion, created a
wary and skeptical public. According to Richard Steele, for Roosevelt and his
administration:

The object was to steep the American people in a climate of

information and images that illustrated the serious problems

confronting the nation and that suggested that government

leaders had them well in hand. Propaganda that stimulated

public anxiety or demands for immediate action was

inappropriate to a situation as unsettled as the one confronting

the president. What was needed, and produced, was a dull,

steady, pervasive drum of preparedness information emanating

from every popular source of public education. *

Such persuasion or public relations would be the preserve of various
government departments that had been active in promoting Roosevelt's New
Deal policies and was directed at news agencies, newspapers, newsreels, radio
and the major film studios.

Throughout the 1930s, however, Hollywood was increasingly critical of
government-influenced film propaganda and, according to Steele, “had
contributed little to the New Deal public relations effort.”* Similarly, according
to Koppes and Black, awareness of international issues and the political events
in Europe “remained dim” in Hollywood'’s films throughout the 1930s.*’

However, by the end of the decade, this situation would begin to change. In

1939, Will H. Hays, head of the Motion Picture Producers and Distributors of

* Richard W. Steele, “The Great Debate: Roosevelt, the Media, and the Coming of War, 1940-
1941,” The Journal of American History 71, no. 1 (June 1984), 71.

0 Steele, “The Great Debate,” 73.

! Koppes and Black, “What to Show the World,” 90.
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America (MPPDA), announced the production of a large number of shorts and
a few feature films dealing with “aspects of Americanism.”** Steele reads this
move as a dramatic departure from the studio’s previous stance. Hollywood
studios, mindful of their international market, were careful to not alienate the
censors in foreign governments. As well, the regulatory arm of the MPPDA,
had regularly blocked any tendency “to depart from the pleasant and profitable
course of entertainment [in order] to engage in propaganda.”® Indeed, after
the release of Confessions of a Nazi Spy in 1939, Hays had piaced a banon
anti-Nazi films that would not be lifted until early 1940.** Even though the
studios would move to produce more films that dealt with the international
crisis between 1939 and 1941—ﬁ|ms that are often mentioned are Confessions
of a Nazi Spy (Anatole Litvak, 1939), The Great Dictator (Charlie Chaplin, 1940),
and perhaps most significant, Sergeant York (Howard Hawk, 1941)—it
remained gradual and uneven. No doubt, the complexities of the situation
were difficult to navigate. On the one hand, the studios’ reluctance to stray
from ‘pure entertainment’ was fueled by a desire to maintain what was left of
the international markets. It was also influenced by the politically conservative
aims of the MPPDA’s regulatory arm, as well as increasing accusations of pro-
war propaganda by those who opposed U.S. involvement in European affairs.
On the other hand, the escalating events in Europe would begin to

generate more sympathy for the dire situation of Allied countries. The situation

42 Steele, “The Great Debate,” 73.

* Quoted in John E. Moser, “’Gigantic Engines of Propaganda’: The 1941 Senate Investigation of
Hollywood,” Historian 63, no.4 (Summer 2001): 736.

* Moser, “’Gigantic Engines of Propaganda,” 737. Lewis Jacobs points out that Confessions of a
Nazi Spy was the first American feature that was set in Nazi Germany and the first film to identify
Hitler by name. See: Lewis Jacobs, “World War II and the American Film,” Cinema Journal 7
(Winter 1967-68), 4.
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in Europe also made the international market for Hollywood film precarious
and, as Moser points out, the Central European market had virtually
disappeared by 1939.*> Hollywood studios were also under very different
pressures at home. As the decade of the 1930s ended, there was increasing
pressure from interest groups and the government to regulate industry trade
practices and to investigate alleged violations of the Sherman Anti-Trust Act.
The U.S. State Department brought formal anti-trust charges against the eight
largest film studios in 1938. In August of 1940, the charges were dropped and
the case was settled by ‘consent decree.” There is, of course, speculation that
the settlement was brokered through pressure from the White House; in effect,
for increasing cooperation frqm the studios in highlighting the aims of the
Roosevelt Administration.** Such an agreement seems likely for, as Steele
points out, in the summer of 1940 Hollywood's relationship to the
government’s public relations needs would abruptly change once again. In
July, the Hays Office established the Motion Picture Committee Cooperating for
National Defense in order “to evaluate requests from government public
relations offices and to make the appropriate facilities and technical advice
available.”¥ And in August, Steele contends, at least three of the major
Hollywood producers volunteered to directly assist the White House: Jack

Warner (Warner Bros.), Barney Balaban (Paramount Pictures) and Nicholas

* Moser, “’Gigantic Engines of Propaganda,”” 737.

% See Moser, *’Gigantic Engines of Propaganda,” 734-5 and Steele, “The Great Debate,” 73-74.
David Slocum provides a similar account but more in relation to regulations pertaining to screen
violence. See J. David Slocum, “Cinema and the Civilizing Process: Rethinking Violence in the
World War II Combat Film,” Cinema Journal 44, no. 3 (Spring 2005), 35-63.
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Schenck (Loew'’s Incorporated, the parent company of Metro-Goldwyn-

Mayer).*®

The OWI and the American Feature Film

While the performance of Hollywood during the Second World War has been
well documented, the role played by state agencies—especially the Office of
War Information (OWI) and the military—has received comparatively little
attention even though these two institutions would come to play important
roles in guiding Hollywood's output. Rick Worland argues that the OWI's
influence has generally been underestimated, especially in genres that are not
normally considered to directly represent the war.*® As Worland notes, an
important exception to this has been the work of Clayton Koppes and Gregory
Black who have investigated the ongoing relationship between the OWI and
Hollywood during the war. Koppes and Black note that while the OWi's
general wartime roles have been explored by historians of the war, its
relationship with Hollywood—and especially its Bureau of Motion Pictures—has
received little attention.®® And since the relatiohs between Hollywood, the
OWI, and the military during the Second World War reveal the complexities of
incorporating an entertainment medium in wartime propaganda, in the next

section I will provide a brief overview of this relationship.

8 Steele, “The Great Debate,” 74. ‘

** Worland examines the various effects of OWI policies on the Horror film during the war, see:
Rick Worland, “OWI Meets the Monsters: Hollywood Horror Films and War Propaganda, 1942 to
1945, Cinema Journal 37, no. 1 (Fall 1997): 47-48.
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The Office of War Information was created by executive order on 13
June 1942 to consolidate informational programs and propaganda activities
domestically and abroad. Elmer Davis, a ‘liberal’ and former radio
commentator, was appointed as its Director. Surrounding Davis were, as
Koppes and Black describe them, “a liberal staff” consisting of a large number
of “interventionist New Dealers.”>' The OWI itself was instructed by Roosevelt
to enhance public understanding of the war through the press, radio, and
motion pictures as well as to coordinate all the war-information activities of
federal agencies and to act as an intermediary between federal agencies and
the commercial communications industries. In addition to the administration’s
view of entertainment as an important vehicle for propaganda, the film
industry itself had a very high profile domestically and because its international
presence was greater than the press or radio, Hollywood was seen as an
especially important asset. In fact, Hollywood was declared an ‘Essential War
Industry’ which, among other things, meant the industry was guaranteed pre-
war quantities of film stock and that its ‘least dispensable’ personnel would be
exempt from conscription.*

The OWI's Bureau of Motion Pictures (BMP) was headed by Lowell
Mellett, a former newspaper editor. Previously, Mellett was the head of the
Office of Government Reports (OGR) which acted as a government information

agency before the U.S. became directly involved in the war. During that time,

*! Koppes and Black, “What to Show the World,” 88. As Allen Winkler argues, the liberal and
New Deal leanings would be reduced as the war progressed. See: Allan W. Winkler, “The Origins
of the OWL” in The Politics of Propaganda: The Office of War Information, 1942-1945 (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1978), 8-37.

%2 See: K.R.M. Short (ed.), “Hollywood: An Essential War Industry,” Historical Journal of Film,
Radio, and Television 5, no. 1 (1985): 90-99,
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Mellett established a Hollywood office after the movie industry pledged its full
support to the government’s cause in December 1941. The head of the
Hollywood office was Nelson Poynter and the office, itself, became a part of
OWI domestic operations in June 1942. According to Koppes and Black,
between May 1942 and August 1945, 1652 scripts were reviewed by the
Hollywood office and the BMP.*

As already mentioned, qulywood had previously turned its attention to

the war before America’s official entry. While some notable (and controversial)

films were produced, Hollywood's output was generally judged to be “naive.”**

In fact, as Koppes and Black argue, Hollywood's focus on ‘pure
entertainment’—where stereotypes flourished and accuracy was often
incidental—did not lend itself to the complexities now facing the country:

When [Nelson] Poynter arrived in the movie capitol he found the
industry doing little to promote the larger issues of the war. In
the summer of 1942 Hollywood had under consideration or in
production 213 films that dealt with the war in some manner.
Forty percent of those focused on the armed forces, usually in
combat. Less than 20 percent dealt with the enemy, and most
of those portrayed spies and saboteurs. Other categories—the
war issues, the United Nations, and the home front—received
minimal attention. Even more disturbing to OWI, Hollywood had
simply grafted the war to conventional mystery and action plots
or appropriated it as a backdrop for frothy musicals and flippant
comedies. Interpretation of the war remained at a rudimentary
level: the United States was fighting because it had been
attacked, and it would win.>

The OWI and BMP had to balance a variety of complex issues. First, in addition
to its informational and propaganda services, it had to maintain a balance with

the needs and interests of the industry, especially its commercial viability and

33 Koppes and Black, “What to Show the World,” 103.
>* Lewis Jacobs, “World War II and the American Film,” Cinema Journal 7 (Winter 1967-68): 11.
% Koppes and Black, “What to Show the World,” 90-91.
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the interests and sensibilities of both domestic and foreign audiences. While
the portrayal of the armed forces and the enemy were relevant, the importance
of the larger issues of the war, not to mention the sensitive portrayal of allies in
other countries, would need to be treated with respect. Also deemed of vital
importance were the ‘production front’ and the ‘civilian front’ which—if
treated properly—would convince the domestic audience of the vital role
played by industry as well as the responsibilities of civilians. The BMP seemed
to want to stray from the hysterical portraits of the enemy and ‘atrocity’ stories
characteristic of World War I°® and instead inject a larger ideological dimension
where the conflict was not just a nation’s struggle for survival but a war
between fascism and democracy.”” Generally, the BMP wanted to emphasize
that the war was a people’s struggle and not a national, class or—especially—
race war. This also had particular implications for the portrayal of race-
relations on the ‘home front’ and the racial and foreign stereotypes that often
arose in Hollywood films. In a related way, this also included representations
of government agencies and labour unions.?®

To help the industry understand these issues, Poynter énd his staff

produced a “Government Information Manual for the Motion Picture Industry”

56 On this point, see the Prologue and Introduction in Winkler, The Politics of Propaganda, 1-37.
*7 This is a very complex issue and one that would evolve during the course of the war. Fora
discussion of the various ways that the enemy and race were portrayed, see: Thomas Doherty,
Projections of War: Hollywood, American Culture, and World War 11, (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1993):122-148. For an interesting and more contemporary account, see:
Dorothy B. Jones, “The Hollywood War Film: 1942-1944,” Hollywood Quarterly 1, no. 1 (Oct.
1945), 1-19. Jones was part of the Film Analysis and Reviewing Section of the OWI during the
war.

58 This discussion comes from: Koppes and Black, “What to Show the World,” 90-101; Jacobs,
“World War II and the American Film,” 8-12. Also see: Gregory D. Black and Clayton R.
Koppes, “OWI Goes to the Movies: The Bureau of Intelligence’s Criticism of Hollywood, 1942-
1943,” Prologue 6 (Spring 1974), 44-59.
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in June 1942 which was widely circulated in Hollywood.*® The OWI staunchly
believed that films in any genre—even those that might not deal with the war
in any specific way—would have significance for the war effort. In this regard,
the OWI asked the studios to consider seven pertinent questions when

considering film projects:

—ed

. Will this picture help win the war?

2. What war information problem does it seek to clarify, dramatize or
interpret?

3. If itis an ‘escape’ picture, will it harm the war effort by creating a
false picture of America, her allies, or the world we live in?

4. Does it merely use the war as the basis for a profitable picture,
contributing nothing of real significance to the war effort and
possibly lessening the effect of other pictures of more importance?

5. Does it contribute something new to our understanding of the world
conflict and various forces involved, or has the subject been
adequately covered? :

. When the picture reaches its maximum circulation on the screen, will
it reflect conditions as they are and fill a need current at that time,
or will it be out-dated?

. Does the picture tell the truth or will the young people of today have
reason to say they were misled by propaganda?®®

o)}

~

The last question is interesting. Undoubtedly, the OWI saw itself as a
propaganda agency but it largely conceived of its role as providing access to
‘ideas’ and ‘information’ rather than lies or outright fabrication. It might be
na'l"\/e idealism on the part of Poynter and OWI staff, but it is just as likely a
reflection of the fact that the crude propaganda techniques used in World War
I still lingered in the minds of many people. Nevertheless, some studios

reproduced the manual in its entirety for its various personnel and many writers

% For an extended discussion of the manual, see: Clayton R. Koppes and Gregory D. Black,
Hollywood Goes to War: How Politics, Profits, and Propaganda Shaped World War II Movies,
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1990): 65-72. Also see: K.R.M. Short (ed.),
“Washington’s Information Manual for Hollywood,” Historical Journal of Film, Radio and
Television 3, no. 1 (1983): 171-180.

% Koppes and Black, Hollywood Goes to War, 66-67.
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and other studio staff “welcomed the bureau’s interpretation.”®" Even though
the OWI's domestic operations would be reduced in the summer of 1943 (the
result of anti-New Deal politicians consolidating power in Congress), Koppes
and Black maintain that the OWI and BMP exerted considerable influence on
Hollywood filmmaking throughout the war. In fact, such influence was felt
relatively early. “By the fall of 1942,” Koppes and Black say, “films in all
categories were showing OWI's imprint, whether through script review or
application of the manual for the industry.”®

That Hollywood would prove to be largely compliant with the war effort
is probably not surprising. The OWI helped Hollywood to eliminate or at least
tone down sensational material and stereotypes. By constantly asking how a
particular film might influence opinion of the U.S., its allies, and the war in
general, the OWI would also help studios navigate the constantly changing
stage of world events and foreign sentiments. It was in commercial terms,
however, that the OWI would prove to be most beneficial to Hollywood. No
studio would benefit from producing a film without the OWI's approval as that
would restrict it to domestic exhibition. But in addition to access to
international markets, the OWI also proved useful for domestic production:

The studios let BMP know what stories they were considering for

production—some of the hottest secrets in movieland—so that

the bureau could steer them into less crowded areas and thus

smooth out the picture cycle. OWI's international role was

especially important. Hollywood films hit the beaches right

behind the American troops, provided they had OWI approval;

the agency charged admission and held the money in trust for
the studios. United States film makers were planning a large-

6! Koppes and Black, “What to Show the World,” 92. Koppes and Black argue that, unlike the
more conservative heads of the studios, the direction of the OWI was closer to the views of studio
staff, especially screenwriters.

62 Koppes and Black, “What to Show the World,” 95.
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scale invasion of the foreign market after the war, and OWI
established indispensable beachheads.®

Hollywood and the U.S. Military During World War II

The Office of War Information and the Bureau of Motion Pictures were not the
only state agencies that had some determining control over feature films. The
Department of War and the Department of the Navy—as well as other
agencies—had already established relationships with Hollywood studios. When
other formats—newsreels, documentaries, instructional films, and various other
shorts—are considered, the situation becomes even more complex. The
military exerted considerable influence over newsreel production through the
censorship of filmed material as well as the fact that the studios’ civilian
camera operators were dependent on military authorities for such things as
security and transportation.®

In terms of short subjects, those commonly known as ‘Victory Films’
were produced by a variety of government agencies and distributed either
through the War Activities Committee of the Motion Picture Industry (WAC) or
through the studios’ normal channels. A second series known as ‘America
Speaks’ consisted of short films produced by the studios at the request of the
War Department or the BMP and released in over 16,000 domestic theatres.®
Primarily, these films provided instruction important to various aspects of the

war effort. Subjects were extremely varied and included the importance of a

% Koppes and Black, “What to Show the World,” 104.

% For an extensive discussion of newsreels and the military during World War II, see: Doherty,
Projections of War, 227-264.

6 Cedric Larson, “The Domestic Motion Picture Work of the Office of War Information,”
Hollywood Quarterly 3, no. 4 (Summer 1948): 438.
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balanced diet, the necessity to conserve or donate precious war materials,
explanations of specific government policies as well as recruiting messages
from various branches of the military.

The War Department also enlisted the support of various Hollywood
studios in the production of training films (also known as ‘nuts and bolt’ films)
that would serve various pedagogical functions directed at recruits and other
military personnel. Such films were generally produced under a contract basis
and necessitated a very close working relationship between studios and the
military. Subjects included the mundane aspects of military life as well as the
arcane expertise needed to use modern military equipment. The medium of
animation was especially well-suited to such purposes since it could combine
instructional information with entertainment as in the well-known series
featuring the character Private Snafu. The first of the Private Snafu films
appeared in 1943 and even though various studios would work on the series as
it progressed, it was first the jurisdiction of Leon Schlesinger, the producer of
Warner Bros' Looney Tunes and Merrie Melodies. The series itself originated in
the film unit set up by the army and headed by Frank Capra.®®

The Disney Studios were the most active, producing hundreds of
instruction films and even designing insignias for over 16,000 military units.”’
Before the U.S. entered the war in 1941, Disney Studios had been creating
instructional films for the Lockheed Aircraft Corporation (Four Methods of Flush

Riveting, 1941) as well as four animated films for the National Film Board of

8 Michael Barrier, Hollywood Cartoons: American Animation in Its Golden Age, (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1999), 501-503.
57 Doherty, Projections of War, 68.
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Canada to be used in selling war bonds.®® By 1943, 94 per cent of Disney’s
output was for the government, mostly for the army and the navy.®® While
Hollywood animation studios would incorporate various military themes in
their theatrical shorts, most of the instructional films were designed for a
military audience. Another area of military filmmaking that was directed at
military personnel were the ‘Orientation Films.” While the training films
explained the ‘nuts and bolts,’ the orientation films were largely indoctrination
films.”° The most well known was the Why We Fight series produced by
veteran director Frank Capra. As an Army major, Capra was brought to Army
Chief of Staff George C. Marshall in early 1942 to supervise the 834" Photo
Signal Detachment. As well as other projects (like the Private Sanfu series),
Capra was directly involved in the seven-part Why We Fight series (1942-45)
that helped explain the events leading up to the war and provided accounts of
the conflicts in Russia and China. Capra also directed such films Know Your
Ally: Britain (1944), The Negro Soldier (1944), Know Your Enemy: Germany
(1945), and Know Your Enemy: Japan (1945). As Claudia Springer notes, the
Army was forced to take film seriously with the release of Leni Riefenstahl’s -
Triumph of the Will.”" And in the Why We Fight series, Capra would
appropriate the moving imagery from the Nazi's own propaganda films (most
notably, Riefenstahl’s films but also Ufa newsreels, captured enemy combat

reports, and Reichsfilmkammer propaganda films) in order to turn such

8 Barrier, Hollywood Cartoons, 368.

% Barrier, Hollywood Cartoons, 372.

7 David Culbert, ““Why We Fight’: Social Engineering for a Democratic Society at War,” in Film
and Radio Propaganda in World War II, K.R.M. Short, ed., (Knoxville: University of Tennessee
Press, 1983), 173-191.

! Claudia Springer, “Military Propaganda: Defense Department Films from World War II and
Vietnam,” Cultural Critiqgue 3 (Spring 1986), 151.
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imagery against itself.”> The series itself served a variety of complex functions,

as Doherty describes it:
The textbook information fortified the inspirational, morale-
building function. The title Why We Fight was a declaration, not
a question. Over and over, the films say, this is not just a war
against Axis villainy but for liberty, equality, and security. The
series does not always live up to its own high-minded purposes.
Jingoism and vitriol drip from sections.of the commentary. The
Germans are ‘ruthless automatons’ genetically predisposed to
barbarity, the Japanese blood-thirsty simians bred to treachery.
But to a degree remarkable given the wartime context, the films
speak calmly and eloquently to the aspirations of a free people

opposing the forces of evil, to the postwar hopes for a better
world.”

The army, pleased with Capra’s early results in the form of Prelude to War,
sought to release the film (and the subsequent ones) to a wider civilian
audience. This was a proposition that was met with apprehension from the
OWI and the studios. The early films ran between 50 to 60 minutes each and
would be difficult for commercial theatres to insert into already tight exhibition
schedules. The OWI had been struggling with the military over feature-film
production and became more troubled with the army’s plans to release the
“Why We Fight" series. The army’s PR chief, Major Gen. Alexander Surles, had
expressed his hope that the series would provide an opening that would enable
the army to “introduce any Army film” into commercial distribution. The OWI
was also worried that the army intended to take over 25 per cent of
commercial screen time.”*

As for the series itself, Lowell Mellett thought Prelude to War to be very

effective and skillfully made but felt it ran counter to OWI themes in some

7 Doherty, Projections of War, 74.
3 Doherty, Projections of War, 73.
™ Koppes and Black, Hollywood Goes to War, 122.
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ways. In a letter to Roosevelt (who was strongly in favour of the film being
released)’””, Mellett told the President that he thought the film might leave
éudiences in a state of “nervous hysteria” and would not help in “making a
saner world after the armistice.””® If Mellett was trying to protect the OWI's
interests, so were the studios. The War Activities Committee cautioned against
the film’s release, primarily because its principal sﬁbject matter—the events
leading to the world war—had already been covered in previously released
documentaries. Despite such protests, the film was released in May 1943 but
failed to attract an audience.”

The OWI had already been at odds with the U.S. military over the
military’s ongoing relationship with feature film production. The OWI had
wanted the BMP to be the sole liaison between the government and the
studios because it felt that the military did not share many of OWI's objectives.
When the branches of the military cooperated with the studios, they were
mainly concerned with favourable portrayals of the military itself and that
military decorum—uniforms, i'nsignia, tactics, and tradition—were accurately
represented. The OWI, however, was largely concerned with the larger
ideological issues that the war presented.”®

The Hollywood-military relationship began almost as soon as film

became established as popular entertainment. According to Lawrence Suid,

" Aftera screening of the film, Roosevelt declared: “Every man, woman, and child must see this
film.” Quoted in Bernard F. Dick, The Star-Spangled Screen: The American World War II Film
(Lexington: University Press of Kentucky, 1985), 2,4.

76 Koppes and Black, Hollywood Goes to War, 122.

77 The army had planned to also release the next two films in the series, The Nazi’s Strike and
Divide and Conquer, but the plans were abandoned. An edited version of The Battle of Russia
(1943) was released as was War Comes to America (1945). See: Springer, “Military Propaganda:
Defense Department Films from World War Il and Vietnam,” and Doherty, Projections of War,
79.

" Koppes and Black, Hollywood Goes to War, 113.
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The U.S. Navy was the first to consistently develop a relationship with
filmmakers, beginning as early as 1904 with newsreels and other shorts that
were exhibited at expositions. The Army’s relationship with film began in 1911
with Military Air Scout which featured Army biplanes (there was not a separate
air force at the time). The film is of interest as well since it was the first time an
active duty serviceman participated in a film. The pilot, Lt. ‘Hap’ Arnold would
later go on to create the Army Air Corps and would command the Army Air
Force during World War I.”° The relationship would continue through the
1920s and 1930s, most notably in the production of Wings (1927), a film that
would win the first Academy Award for Best Picture. And the relationship
would become more important during the 1940s. As Koppes and Black ppint
out, the cooperation of the military was vital and at times determined whether
or not a particular film would be made. This was a situation that the studios
did not want to see disrupted by the OWI1.%

This was, of course, a mutually beneficial relationship. For the studios,
the cooperation of the military saved a great deal of time and money and lent
added realism and spectacle to their films. The military saw such films as
providing positive public relations and gave civilians a glimpse into the
sometimes arcane world of military life. During the war, it could also provide a
general outline of military training as in Flight Command (1940) which was
made with the cooperation of the U.S. Navy. | Wanted Wings (1941), made

with the cooperation of the U.S. Army Air Force, also contained a behind-the-

™ Lawrence Suid, Guts & Glory: The Making of the American Military Image in Film, revised
edition, (Lexington: University Press of Kentuky, 2002), 12-16.
8 Koppes and Black, Hollywood Goes to War, 113-114.
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scenes look at flight training but also featured much of the army’s newest air
combat equipment, including the first footage of the B-17 Flying Fortress.®'

Such films would prove to be effective recruiting vehicles and often in
quite specific ways. Thomas Doherty recounts a famous Hollywood anecdote
of a conversation between Jack Warner and Army Air Force head General ‘Hap’
Arnold. After telling the General that Warner Bros. will do whatever it can to
help with the war effort, Arnold replies:

Well, there is something you can do. We are up to our necks in

pilot applications, can get more than we will ever need. But

gunners, navigators, crew chiefs, ground crews—there, we're in

trouble. Every kid thinks he has to be a pilot or he’s nothing.

We need some way to put some glamour in these other jobs to

l;zlg a flight team together. Maybe films‘ would be the way to do
Even though Doherty cautions that the anecdote is “too often told to be totally
unreliable and too perfect to be totally unembellished,”® he goes on to
describe a change in the studio’s output from 1943 to 1945 that saw films
stress the vital necessity of other members of the aircrew. But it would not end
there. “Like each member of the crew,” Doherty points out, “each model of
aircraft got its place on the screen.”®

Such a move would have dovetailed with the OWI's views on the
combat genre. Koppes and Black state that in “the bureau’s ideal combat

movie an ethnically and geographically diverse group of Americans would

articulate what they were fighting for, pay due regard to the role of the Allies,

81 Jacobs, “World War I and the American Film,” 8-9. The usefulness of the ‘training’ scenes for
viewers and its dramatic impact is debatable; see Dick, The Star-Spangled Screen, 124-125.

82 Quoted in Doherty, Projections of War, 108.

% Doherty, Projections of War, 108.

8 Doherty, Projections of War, 109.
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and battle an enemy who was formidable but not a superman.”®* Rather than
just feature the heroic feats of a single individual, the OWI wanted to also
stress the heroics and solidarity of a diverse group.®® Such directives would
help establish the genre of the combat movie for many decades to come.
However, the OWI clashed with the military on many other points when it came
to feature films. One such area was the depiction of the enemy. “Properly
directed hatred” was the way Nelson Poynter put it in an interview with a
publication of the Hollywood Writers Mobilization in October, 1942:

The Office of War Information wishes only to insure that hatred

will not be directed either at Hitler, Mussolini, Tojo or a small

group of Fascist leaders as personalized enemies on the one

hand, or at the whole German, Japanese, or Italian people on the

other hand. Hatred of the militaristic system which governs the

Axis countries and of those responsible for its furtherance
definitely should be promoted.®”

Hatred of the "militaristic system” was a subtlety likely lost on the military and
one that often ran counter to the stereotypical and dramatic necessities of the
studio system. But at times, it also seemed contrary to official government
policy. Here, the film Little Tokyo, U.S.A. (1942) provides an interesting look
into the various issues that the studios, the military, and the OWI faced.

Little Tokyo, U.S.A. was produced by Twentieth Century-Fox and dealt
with the internment of Japanese-Americans and was screened by the OWI in
July 1942. As Koppes and Black describe it:

The film grafted a fifth-column theme to a conventional murder

mystery and portrayed the Japanese-Americans—"this Oriental

bund”—as bent on sabotage and trying to take over California.
The hero-detective bullied his way into a home without a search

%5 Koppes and Black, “What to Show the World,” 95.

% As Jeanine Basinger argues, featuring a group of soldiers from diverse backgrounds would
become a defining element of the combat genre.

%7 Quoted in Doherty, Projections of War, 122.
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warrant, and the police beat up Japanese “spies” they had

arrested and disarmed. These “Gestapo methods” dismayed the

reviewers, who asked, “Did somebody mention that we are

presumably fighting for the preservation of the Bill of Rights?”

By the end of the film, the Japanese-Americans were marched

off to detention camps; and the detective’s sweetheart,

converted from isolationism, appeasement, and tolerance for

Japanese-Americans, implored patriots to save America.

“Invitation to the Witch Hunt,” cried BMP.%
The OWI appealed to the studio to alter some aspects of the film. But the
studio argued that they had sent the script to the chief of the pictorial branch
of the War Department’s Bureau of Public Relations for clearance and approval
had been granted. The studio believed this implied government approval. Not
only had they received approval from the army, they argued, but they had
rushed camera crews to ‘Little Tokio’ in Los Angeles to shoot footage of the
actual evacuation and the army cooperated in the filming.*® What is more, the
film did not seem to contradict official government policy for the Executive
Order that forced the internship of Japanese-Americans had been decreed on
19 February 1942. Little Tokyo, U.5.A. was released and, as Bernard Dick points
out, some film reviewers reacted in a way similar to the OWI, arguing that it
trivialized the general war effort since the film goads viewers by arguing that
anyone who does not believe that an ‘Oriental Bund’ is operating is a fool.”
Still, the OWI-BMP would inevitably release its own Victory film, Japanese

Relocation, in November 1942 in order to explain and justify the internment

policy.®’

%8 Koppes and Black, “What to Show the World,” 93.
% Koppes and Black, Hollywood Goes to War, 72.
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The work of mobilizing public opinion through the use of entertainment
and specifically film during the Second World War would have lasting legacies
in the post-war period. The Bureau of Motion Pictures of the OWI was closed
in August 1945, effectively ending the government’s formal relationship with
Hollywood in terms of directing wartime propaganda but the relationship
between the military and the film industry would continue well in to the

second half of the century.

The Pentagon and Hollywood Liaison Offices
In the late 1990s, and especially after the terrorist attacks on the World Trade

Center and the Pentagon in September 2001, a noticeable trend has been the
sharp increase in war-related films emanating from Hollywood. Films such as
Black Hawk Down, Pearl Harbor, We Were Soldiers, and Windtalkers are
notable not only for their favorable portrayalé of the military, soldiers and,
generally, America’s involvement in past wars but the fact that many of these
films share formal and thematic properties that many have interpreted either as
propaganda or ‘pro-war.’”? Describing these films as a new form of moral
rearmament, Tom Doherty argues: “All of the war-minded films embrace a set
of suddenly au courant values—a respect for public servants in uniform, a

sympathy for military codes of conduct, and a celebration of the virtues forged

% For example, see: John Bondar, “Saving Private Ryan and Postwar Memory in America,”
American Historical Review 106, no. 3 (June 2001): 805-817; Tom Doherty, “The New War
Movies as Moral Rearmament: Black Hawk Down and We Were Soldiers,” Cineaste 27, no. 3
(Summer 2002): 4-8; Mark J. Lacy, “War, Cinema, and Moral Anxiety,” Alternatives 28, no. 5
(Nov.-Dec. 2003): 611-636; Michael Valdez Moses, “Virtual Warriors: Nostalgia, the Battlefield,
and Boomer Cinema,” Reason 33, no. 8 (January 2002): 54-60; Tom Pollard, “The Hollywood
War Machine,” New Political Science 24, no. 1 (March 2002): 121-139; Marilyn B. Young, “In
the Combat Zone,” Radical History Review 85 (Winter 2003): 253-264; and Frank J. Wetta and
Martin A. Novelli, “"Now a Major Motion Picture’: War Films and Hollywood’s New Patriotism,’
Journal of Military History 67, no. 3 (July 2003): 861-882.
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in the crucible of combat.”®®* Both John Bondar and Michael Moses Valdez
argue that the spate of recent films represent a certain moral nostalgia on the
part of various directors and producers who, as part of the ‘boomer’
generation, grew up surrounded by the mythic status of the Second World
War.** Tom Pollard points out that the “1990s witnessed a dramatic
resurgence of conventional military films celebrating [a] rebirth of noble
warmaking;"”®> a development that Pollard views as a resurgence of the
‘Hollywood War Machine.’®

An important aspect that many authors recognize is that by focusing
exclusively on the experience of U.S. soldiers, these films promote a very
narrowly defined point of identification for audiences. As Marilyn Young
writes: “The tight focus on the situation of the combat soldier is inherently
dramatic and, by screening out everything save the immediate context in which
he fights, recent war movies, wherever they are set, serve as all-purpose
propaganda instruments.”®’ Dramatically, such a point of view makes sense
and is reinforced by the fact that many of these films offer themselves as
‘authentic’ portrayals of specific battles through the various marketing
materials surrounding their release. But as Young points out, by limiting the

point of view to the experience of the soldier, these films often pass over the

% Tom Doherty, “The New War Movies as Moral Rearmament: Black Hawk Down and We Were
Soldiers,” Cineaste 27, no. 3 (Summer 2002): 4.
% Both Bondar and Moses argue that the work of Stephen Spielberg is especially notable. See:
John Bondar, “Saving Private Ryan and Postwar Memory in America,” American Historical
Review 106, no. 3 (June 2001): 805-817 and Michael Valdez Moses, “Virtual Warriors: Nostalgia,
the Battlefield, and Boomer Cinema,” Reason 33, no. 8 (January 2002): 54-60.
% Tom Pollard, “The Hollywood War Machine,” New Political Science 24, no. 1 (March 2002):
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% Pollard defines the ‘Hollywood War Machine’ as “the production of studio films that depict and
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larger historical contexts of these conflicts. Building on this argument, Young
argues that:

Ground combat proves much more satisfying. The camera

always faces out against the enemy, or inward at the grievous

wounds enemy fire causes. The individual soldier fighting for his

life becomes the victim of war; those he kills, since they are so

evidently bent on his destruction, are the perpetrators of

violence. His innocence is ours.?®
The structuring of point of view in such a manner is, as will become evident, a
recurring element in terms of the U.S. military’s role in entertainment media
and is, perhaps, even more strictly defined in military-themed video games.
Interesting for its absence in many of the essays cited above, however, is the
interesting role that the U.S. military played in shaping some of these films.
Again, like the activities of the OWI during the Second World War, the ongoing
relationship between the military and Hollywood is a subject that is not well
understood. Such a relationship is, of course, acknowledged since the mention
of military assistance must appear in the credits of films, television programs,
or video games.” But the extent of the influence that the military can
potentially exert over the content is likely a little less well understood.

In 2001, an article appeared in the British newspaper, the Guardian,

that detailed the release of U.S. military documents that shed light on the

% Young, “In the Combat Zone,” 255. Also, in discussing many of these films, Wetta and Novelli
argue that they represent a ‘new patriotism;” one that is defined as “celebrat[ing]... loyalty to
one’s comrades in battle, the ability to survive the horrific face of modern hyper-lethal weaponry
and warfare, and the shared experience of battle.” They state that these films “do not revive
patriotism so much as turn it inside out so that the private motivations and goals of the individual
soldiers superceded any stated or understood national or public rationales for whatever war is
being fought.” Again, the larger context of the war is effaced by the necessity to focus on the
soldier’s point of view. Frank J. Wetta and Martin A. Novelli, “’Now a Major Motion Picture’:
War Films and Hollywood’s New Patriotism,” Journal of Military History 67, no. 3 (July 2003):
861.

% See the “Making Movies Guide” available from the Office of the Chief of Public Affairs (U.S.
Army) website. Available at: [www4.army.mil/ocpa/community/makingmovies/index. html].
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Pentagon's influence on Hollywood filmmaking.'® The military documents
were secured by an investigative journalist named David L. Robb who would
later release a book in 2004. Operation Hollywood: How the Pentagon Shapes
and Censors the Movies would describe how the Department of Defense and
military services provide logistical support, military hardware, personnel, stock
footage and consulting expertise to Hollywood film projects. The book was
followed by a documentary of the same title directed by Emilio Pacull'®' and
even though the release of the book and the film created a great deal of
discussion (especially on internet blogs and alternative websites), the subject
has been treated in a much more comprehensive way by military historian
Lawrence Suid. The relationship between Hollywood and the military is, in
some ways, not surprising as many governmental organizations, including civic
governments, maintain liaison offices to assist filmmakers. The U.S. military
receives numerous requests each year for stock footage, the use of military
installations for location shooting, technical or historical advice, and the use of
military equipment and hardware. Perhaps what is surprising is the nature of
the influence that the military can exert over the content of the films.

As a part of this process, the military reviews each script and offers
advice to producers and the director. Many of the script changes suggested by
the military are to correct historical inaccuracies or discrepancies in military
protocols, including confusion over rank, insignias, or the responsibilities of the

various military branches. Since the military will review scripts in a variety of

' Duncan Campbell, “Top Gun versus Sergeant Bilko? No Contest, Says Pentagon” (Online),
Guardian (August 29, 2001).
[http://film.guardian.co.uk/News_Story/Guardian/0,4029,543821,00.html].

101 Operation Hollywood, Emilio Pacull, dir. (ARTE France, Les Films d'Ici, 2004).
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genres (from combat films to farcical comedies), the level of military-related
knowledge on the part of screenwriters varies accordingly and some of the
script changes suggested by the military undoubtedly fmprove some films. In
other ways, the interpretation of ‘historical accuracy’ in such script changes is
more interpretive.

As Suid shows, almost every military movie made up to the early 1960s
received assistance from the armed services as the military recognized the
public relations and recruiting potential of filmic and especially Hollywood
portrayals. But as Suid notes, “[bleginning with Dr. Strangelove, Fail Safe, and
the other anti-bomb films of the mid-1960s and the growing protest
movement against the Vietnam War... the traditional relationship came to an
end and the armed services began to reject scripts which they believed
contained negative portrayals of their men and activities.”'* Two examples
from this period are War Hunt (1962) and Beach Red (1967). Recognizing that
both of these combat films were largely anti-war in tone and portrayed the
overall futility of combat, the various services involved modified their
assistance. With War Hunt, the Army withheld assistance because of the
overall tone and objected to the portrayal of a soldier as a coward and scenes
that it, as Suid mentions, “considered too gruesome to be in good taste.”'®
Instead, Suid says, “[t]lhe Army recommended that the producer ‘explore other

avenues of approach to a new story line which would be acceptable.’'*

12 Suid, Guts & Glory, xii.
1 Suid, Guts & Glory, 202.
1% Suid, Guts & Glory, 202.
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For Beach Red, the Marines recognized the anti-war message of the film

and only allowed the use of combat footage from the Marine film archive.'®

The director of Beach Red, Cornel Wilde, had to take the production to the
Philippines and to arrange for the use of its armed services to stage the action
sequences. Withholding military assistance often increases the budget of a film
but as Suid argues, it often affects the perception of the film by the audience:

War Hunt is significant, however, because it illustrates the
problems of making even a small-scale war movie without
military cooperation. The movie has a valuable comment to
make about war and killing, but it lacks the dramatic impact of
The Longest Day, which has no plot and a known outcome.
Unlike Zanuck's film, War Hunt did not have authentic military
equipment, and it used extras instead of trained soldiers. To
help disguise these physical deficiencies, [the producer Terry]
Sanders shot much of the film at night. Despite noisy
explosions, the film lacked a realistic atmosphere and authentic-
looking battle sequences. The resulting ‘back-lot’ feel of the
movie at a time when The Longest Day offered ‘reality’
continually intruded on the story. The audience cannot suspend
disbelief, cannot pretend it is watching war, and so the message
is weakened. %

The desire for authenticity and the desire to save production costs are the two
major motivations for Hollywood studios to seek military assistance. IIn cases
where large numbers of troops are needed or where the use of major military
equipment is requested (such as aircraft, tanks, or even naval vessels), the
production company must remunerate the military for basic costs. But even
today, where post-production CGI can be utilized to re-create military

hardware, securing military equipment and personnel saves considerable time

195 As Suid notes: “The Marines probably benefited more from this assistance than Wilde [the
director and producer], since the footage deteriorated and he had it restored in the process of
blowing it up to wide-screen dimensions.” Suid, Guts & Glory, 203. Also, throughout Robb’s
discussion, it becomes evident that the Marines are consistently less demanding than other
branches of the military when it comes to requests for script alterations.

19 Suid, Guzs & Glory, 202-203.
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and money in both production and post-production.’” The Pentagon’s own
guidelines stipulate that media productions that receive military assistance
must preserve historical accuracy and aid in the recruiting and retention of
military personnel. This is perhaps understandable given the considerable
assistance provided to productions and as Suid shows, the script changes
suggested or demanded by the military have definitely benefited some films in
terms of correcting those historical inaccuracies that often result from
scriptwriters’ unfamiliarity with military history and protocol or to sometimes
tone down artistic license or dramatic necessity. In other cases, the
interpretation of ‘historical accuracy’ is more problematic.

In Black Hawk Down, for example, the events are seen through the eyes
of rookie Ranger Sergeant Matt Eversmann (played by Josh Hartnett) and
cohorts. And it was this fchat attracted and guaranteed the participation of the
Department of Defense. An article on the special effects used in the film states
this in no uncertain terms: “Despite the uncompromising and frequently grim
nature of [Mark] Bowden'’s book, the U.S. Army had embraced [the projeét] due
to Ithe veracity of its account of modern combat from a soldier’s point of
view.”'% In order to sell the military (and gain their involvement) on the film,
producer Jerry Bruckheimer commissioned a series of large-format line

drawings depicting the battle as it would appear on screen. As Bruckheimer

97 Ridley Scott, the director of Black Hawk Down, told Robb he could not have made the film
without military assistance: “I’d have to call it ‘Huey Down’” (p. 91). The producer, Jerry
Bruckheimer, had a ‘backup plan’ to use Huey helicopters (vintage aircraft from the Vietnam era)
located in Germany and to digitally alter them, but estimated the plan would have added an extra
$1 million in production costs. Similarly, Penny Marshall—director of the 1994 comedy
Renaissance Man—agreed to script changes in order to save over $1 million in production costs

. 81).
%’g Joe Fordham, “Under Fire: Black Hawk Down,” CineFex no. 89 (April 2002): 44.
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recalls: “We showed them these illustrations of the men fast-roping in... and
gave them a little dog-and-pony show that helped everyone to see how we felt
about the book. They got very excited.”'%

However, before the full cooperation of the U.S. Army would be
guaranteed, certain script changes would have to be made. One of the major
changes demanded by the Pentagon’s film liaison office was that the name of
Ranger Specialist John Stebbins would be changed for the film. Stebbins was
considered as one of the heroes of the battle of Mogadishu in 1993 and
figured prominently in journalist Mark Bowden'’s book that served as the basis
for the screenplay.''® Stebbins received the Silver Star for his actions in
Mogadishu but after the publication of Bowden’s book and before the film
went to production, Stebbins was court-martialed and sentenced to thirty years
in a military prison for rape.'"" Another, more subtle, alteration was that the
original rivalry between the Rangers and the Special Forces (both of which are
prominent in the story) had to be eliminated."?

Similar changes were required for Windtalkers. The film is a
fictionalized account of the ‘code talkers:’ Navajo Indians who were recruited
by the U.S. Marines during the Second World War in order to use their native

language for military communications which then, it was hoped, could not be

1% Fordham, “Under Fire: Black Hawk Down,” 44. The military’s excitement can also be
explained since the way the story of the battle was treated by the screenplay would ‘correct’ the
general (mis)understanding among the public that the battle was a military failure. See Young, “In
the Combat Zone,” for further discussion of this point and Susan Carruthers, “Bringing it all Back
Home: Hollywood Returns to War,” Small Wars and Insurgencies 14, no. 1 (Spring 2003), 172.
"1 Mark Bowden, Black Hawk Down: A Story of Modern War (New York: Signet/Penguin, 2001).
" David L. Robb, Operation Hollywood: How the Pentagon Shapes and Censors the Movies,
(New York: Prometheus Books, 2004), 91-92. Robb also interviews Mark Bowden, who states
that the names of two or three other U.S. soldiers were changed because they were still active in
the U.S. Special Forces.

"2 Suid, Guts & Glory, 670.
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deciphered by the Japanese code-breakers. One of the major themes in the
script involved the military directive that the code talkers would need to be
killed if faced with capture. In a scene from the original script, Cpl. Joe Enders
(played by Nicholas Cage) is given the order directly by a Marine Major. Even
though the screenwriters—Joe Batteer and John Rice—insisted that the code
talkers themselves were aware of the directive and that it had been officially
recognized by Congress, the Marines said that it never happened.'?

Both the Marines and the Pentagon film liaison office also reacted to a
scene showing a character, ‘the Dentist,’ removing gold teeth from dead
Japanese soldiers. In a memo from the Marine’s film liaison office to the head
of the Pentagon’s film liaison office about the scene, the Marines state: “This
has to go.... The activity is un-Marine, and more representative of a conscript
force. The Marines were volunteers. | recommend these characters be looting
the dead for intelligence, or military souvenirs—swords, field glasses. Loot is
still not cool, but more realistic and less brutal.”''* Again, the screenwriters
protested, arguing that such a scene was truthful and that the National
Archives contained footage of a Marine removing gold teeth from dead
Japanese soldiers. In the end, however, the script was altered. The ‘dentist’
scene was removed and for the scene depicting the order to kill the code
talkers in face of capture—which the filmmakers thought was more crucial to
the story—the scene was changed so that it was implied rather than mentioned

directly.

113 Robb, Operation Hollywood, 63.
! Robb, Operation Hollywood, 59-60.
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The major question becomes how such influence over film scripts should
be understood. Some of these changes requested by the military are
incidental. Robb documents many cases where minor military characters are—
if they are initially shown in a less favourable light, such as acting in a
traitorous manner—are changed so that they become members of foreign
militaries, civilian agencies or politicians. Another, seemingly minor, demand
that shows up in negotiations over scripts is that the military consistently
objects to any depiction of the failure or malfunction of military equipment.’®
The military is, of course, interested in its portrayal and whether this accords
with the ‘idealized’ view of itself and its activities. And when taken
individually, many of these changes could be understood as harmless or even
justified.

Such questions are a part of the larger debate over the effect of
entertainment media such as film in the portrayal of history. Robert A.
Rosenstone argues that film—and especially the dramatic, historical film—must
be understood differently than traditional written history:

We must, in short, stop expecting films to do what (we imagine)

books to do. Stop expecting them to get the facts right, or to

present several sides of an issue, or to give a fair hearing to all

the evidence on a topic, or to all the characters or groups

represented in a historical situation, or to provide a broad and

detailed historical context for events. Stop, also, expecting them

to be a mirror of a vanished reality that will show us the past as

it really was. Dramatic films are not and will never be ‘accurate’

in the same ways as books (claim to be), no matter how many

academic consultants work on a project.... How could they be
the same (and who would want them to be) since it is precisely

''* Robb documents an interesting episode where the Pentagon’s film liaison office convinced the
producers of Lassie to alter a TV script that originally depicted a military aircraft crashing due to

structural defects. In the revised script, the plane crashes due to “unpredictable icing conditions.”
See Robb, Operation Hollywood, 303-306.
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the task of film to add movement, color, sound, and drama to
the past?'®

Rosenstone is not arguing that filmic representations of history are debased
because they often sacrifice historical fact for entertainment drama but that
fictional representations operate on a different register from that of written
history. Again, to quote Rosenstone:

Along with its powerful experiential quality, the feeling that

while viewing the screen we are virtually living in the past, the

contribution of the historical film lies precisely at the level of

argument and metaphor, particularly as these engage the larger

discourse of history. By which | mean how the films relate to,

comment upon, and critique the already existing body of data,

arguments, and debates about the topic at hand.’
For Rosenstone, the creation of, say, composite characters or events from a
group of historical ones is justifiable since dramatic forms must often condense
a range of historical materials and facts. And by pointing out that film exists
on a different register—experiential and metaphorical—then particular aspects
of the medium (mise-en-scene for example) become as important as historical
fact in conveying the sense and feel of history on the screen.

Rosenstone is surely correct in stating that we cannot expect a single
film to represent everyone involved or to satisfy everyone who has a degree of
investment in the subject being portrayed. As Charles Champlin, editor at the
Los Angeles Times and who wrote the introduction for the revised edition of
Suid’s book Guts & Glory, recounts:

Stanley Kramer once told me that he wanted desperately to

make a Vietnam film. But as he well knew, movies are a mass
medium, and a mainstream film almost requires a national

116 Robert A. Rosenstone, “Inventing Historical Truth on the Silver Screen,” Cineaste 29, no. 2
(Spring 2004): 29.
"7 Rosenstone, “Inventing Historical Truth on the Silver Screen,” 30.
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consensus. Kramer could not conceive a story that would be
acceptable to both the Hawks and Doves in society.'"®

The difficulty Stanley Kramer encountered indicates that rarely are portrayals of
history only about the past and this is especially true of subject matter where
politics and ideology are at stake. With war being so tied to a nation’s sense of
identity, filmic portrayals also serve other equally important functions:
celebration and commemoration. This can be understood as the way any
nation or community—in Benedict Anderson’s conceptualization—necessarily
memorializes certain aspects of its past while forgetting others.'® The mythic
status of the Vietnam war, of course, is much more complex and conflicted.
But one film that Suid pays particular attention to, even though the
producers—for reasons that will become obvious—did not seek military
assistance, was Casualties of War (1989) directed by Brian De Palma. De Palma
had wanted to make the film as early as 1969 (when a version of the events
was published in the New Yorker) but the story had been optioned by another
filmmaker. As Suid describes it:

[N]ot until sixteen years after the United States withdrew from

Vietnam did Hollywood finally provide a graphic portrayal of the

true hell that the American military imparted to the Vietnamese

civilians. Based on an actual 1966 incident and Daniel Lang’s

short 1969 book of the same name, Casualties of War detailed

how a five-man Army reconnaissance patrol abduct, rape, and

murder a Vietnamese peasant girl. One soldier, given the

pseudonym Sven Eriksson in the book and the movie, refuses to

join in the gang rape and reports his comrades’ criminal actions

to his superiors. When they choose not to follow up his report,

Eriksson tells his story to a chaplain, who goes to the Army’s

Criminal Investigations Division. The resulting probe leads to a

court-martial in March 1967 and the conviction of the four
soldiers. The men ultimately have their sentences reduced or

'8 Charles Champlin, “Introduction,” in Guts & Glory, xvii.
1% Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of
Nationalism, Revised Edition (London: Verso, 1991).
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dismissed, whereas Eriksson, still fearing retribution, lives under
an assumed name somewhere in the Midwest.'?°

In his book, Suid often discusses the way that particular films accord with or
deviate from the historical record (going against Rosenstone’s belief in how
historical films should be approached), but with Casualties of War Suid defers
to the interpretations of others in the controversy that ensued, and especially
for the ways it could be read as a metaphor for the war itself. The journalist
and historian David Halberstam thought the country “badly needed” the film,
as it “tells what Vietnam did to some of the young men who fought there, and
what it does to the thin membrane which in any society separates decency
from indecency.”'?" Others however read the film in a completely different
manner:

John Wheeler, chairman of the committee that built the Vietnam

Memorial, believed that “every dollar spent to see this film is a

knife in the heart of some vet, his kids or others who love him.”

He told reporters at a press conference he called on August 23,

1989, that the film "depicts vets as morally insensitive, barely

competent soldiers with cynical and cowardly officers.” Wheeler

claimed that Casualties of War “is a lie about what we were

really like in Vietnam. By focusing on a rape, De Palma declines

to tell the greater truth, that in Vietnam the overwhelming

number of us were decent, (and) built orphanages, roads,

hospitals and schools.”'??
Considering the way that soldiers were publicly treated after returning to the

U.S. in the latter stages of the war as well as film and television portrayals of

the Vietnam vet as marginal and even psychotic in the early 1970s,'2 it is not

120 Suid, Guts & Glory, 541.

21 Suid, Guts & Glory, 544.

"2 Suid, Guts & Glory, 543.

12 For a discussion of the shifting ways that the Vietnam War and the Vietnam vet have been
portrayed, see: Rick Berg, “Losing Vietnam: Covering the War in an Age of Technology,” in The
Vietnam War and American Culture, John Carlos Rowe and Rick Berg, eds. (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1991), 115-147.
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difficult to understand Wheeler's desire that not all veterans should be seen
through the lens of a particular filmic representation. Still, as Suid points out,
Casualties of War portrayed an actual historical event and was by no means an
isolated occurrence. Speaking more metaphorically, Suid continues:

...through the violation and murder of one peasant girl, De

Palma reminded audiences of the ultimate irony of the American

experience in Vietham. To carry out the government'’s professed

goal of saving Vietnam from Communist domination, the U.S.

military wrought untold destruction on the small peasant nation.

Eriksson's failure to stop the rape and murder also symbolized

the inability of the antiwar movement to stop the conflict in a

timely fashion.'®
Often, the desire to acknowledge and pay tribute to the experiences of
individual soldiers involved in war comes into conflict with the desire to portray
the events that soldiers actually found themselves caught up in (no matter
what their role or actions). As difficult and as understandable as this situation
is, Rick Berg, a film historian but also a former Marine who served in Vietnam in
1968, takes a different approach to the period of the 1980s where Hollywood
films generally tried to recuperate the memory of Vietnam as victory. “[O]ur
desire to forget and to win through [cinematic] representation continues to
defeat us... and as they [Hollywood] attempt to forget and recuperate our loss,
they revise our tactics, our politics, and our history.” Reminding his readers
that there are larger political and ideological issues at stake, Berg argues: “It is
all well and good to desire to turn Vietnam vets into heroes but not at the
expense of their children and their history.”'*

The case of Casualties of War is interesting since it shows that—outside

of any influence that the U.S. military has on contemporary Hollywood

124 Suid, Guts & Glory, 542.
123 Berg, “Losing Vietnam: Covering the War in an Age of Technology,” 144-145,
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productions—there are many competing viewpoints that surround a film
whose subject matter is in any way controversial. But the controversy
surrounding the film must also be read against the larger cultural frame of the
period. Berg argues that in many of the Vietnam films of the 1980s—especially
those where the plot revolves around freeing American POWs still being held in
Vietham—there is a tendency'to ‘return’ to Vietnam to recover both the war
and the veteran.'”® And as Susan Jeffords argues in The Remasculinization of
America, the decade of the 1980s is marked by an ongoing attempt to rewrite
the Vietnam War in both popular and political culture.'? In this sense,
Casualties of War seems out of place and perhaps belongs to an earlier cycle of
the Vietnam film.'?

To return to the question of how the U.S. military’s influence on the
content of Hollywood film should or can be understood, Suid, himself, argues
that the largely positive portrayals of the military have led to an unrealistic view
of the effectiveness of the military and the moral clarity of its various
involvements. While Robb argues that some question the constitutional
legality of the Pentagon’s role in shaping popular culture,'®® there is
considerable difficulty in casting these actions as propaganda or—for those
productions where military assistance is refused—as censorship. As Jonathan
Turley, points out: "...fhis is not traditional propaganda since the military does

not generate the product itself and does not compel others to produce it.

12 Berg, “Losing Vietnam: Covering the War in an Age of Technology,” 142.

127 Susan Jeffords, The Remasculinzation of America: Gender and the Vietnam War
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1989).

128 The fact that De Palma had to wait two decades to make the film might also indicate that it was
‘out of place’ at the time it was finally released.

129 This comes about since favouring one form of ‘speech’ over another is believed to be
inconsistent with the government’s role as outlined in the First Amendment. See Robb, 47-48.
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Rather, it achieves the same result through indirect influence; securing tailored
historical accounts by withholding important resources.”’ Still, if we retain an
idealistic view and consider the creation of cultural products as a part of larger
field of expression, the subsidizing and encouragement of favourable portrayals
complicate such a view. This is especially so since Robb argues that self-
censorship is evident within the industry through the production of scripts that
are, as Turley says, tailored so that military assistance will be assured. It is
further complicated by the fact that the Pentagon’s film liaison office considers
its work as a way to lobby Congress and maintain military funding.™'
Whatever effects we might assume as arising from this relationship, it is

indicative of the evolving role that the U.S. military sees for itself in relation to

popular culture.

139 Jonathan Turley, “Foreword,” in Operation Hollywood, 17.

131 Robb quotes Major David Georgi who says: “We want to show Congress what we can do....
Obviously, a movie is not always 100 percent factual, so when we get Congress to watch it, they
see it in a favorable light, and down the road, this will help with funding” (p. 183).
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Chapter 2

Spectatorship and the Shift from
Total to Limited War

The Second World War and its Mythical Status

In her book, The World War Il Combat Film, Jeanine Basinger comes to the
seemingly redundant conclusion that, before World War II, the World War Il
combat film did not exist. In her exhaustive study, Basinger traces the
evolution of the war film from its beginnings in World War | and through the
interwar period to the middle of the Second World War where many recurring
elements would settle into the generic form of the combat film. While the
genre would ebb and flow through the next sixty years—responding to new
conflicts (Korea, terrorism), steering clear of others (Vietnam, the Gulf Wars),
and responding to itself as a genre—the generic elements would remain
remarkably stable.

My specific interest in Basinger’s study come from the way she describes
the various evolutionary stages or “waves” of the genre and the various
meanings and functions she assigns to them. In the first wave (1941 to 1943)
the genre is in its final stage of emergence and its function was to apply
narrative form to current events then unfolding.? Accordingly, Basinger says

these films “were an attempt to create stories about the real event,

! Jeanine Basinger, The World War II Combat Film: Anatomy of a Genre, (Middletown, CN:
Wesleyan University Press, 2003), 13, 107.

2 I will not cover all the ‘waves’ that Basinger identifies and the dates that I provide are simplified
versions of Basinger’s, which are much more specific.
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incorporating a narrative line and a set of characters, thus making the events
alive and personal for the moviegoer. Viewers participated vicariously in war,
and, by extension, were educated to the new combat process.”® By the second
wave (1944 to 1946), the genre is firmly established and, consequently, both
filmmaker and audience have a shared vocabulary so that filmmakers can
routinely take advantage of genre expectations on behalf of the audience.
While many of the narrative elements are in place, Basinger says that an

"4 stage is the influence of

important element in “this self-conscious
documentary films since the audience would base its expectations of how
combat should look by the documentaries it had seen during the war.> The
third stage would follow the decade of the 1950s and would include
adjustments for contemporary concerns (racial tensions, Communism) and, for
some films, the inclusion of the Korean conflict. The most important aspects of
these films is that they seem to provide a ritualistic space where the American
audience can, through combat’s reenactment, share and celebrate the trials
and outcome of the war. As Basinger states, “the war was now war movies,"®
and this is a theme that would continue into the fourth wave (1960 to 1970); a
period that would be dominated by large-scale epic combat films such as The

Longest Day, Battle of the Bulge, and Tora! Tora! Tora!. Basinger considers this

decade to be the final ‘evolutionary’ stage: “the true war has been removed,

* Basinger, The World War I Combat Film, 111.

* Basinger, The World War Il Combat Film, 112.

5 Of course, this is complicated by the fact that, for a variety of reasons, the documentaries that
were produced often relied on re-staged scenes and combined footage from various sources. See:
James M. Skinner, “December 7: Filmic Myth Masquerading as Historical Fact,” The Journal of
Military History 55, no. 4 (October 1991): 507-516; and Peter Maslowski, Armed with Cameras:
The American Military Photographers of World War II (New York: Free Press, 1993).

8 Basinger, The World War Il Combat Film, 141,
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and in its place is its filmed replica. This finally makes the war a legendary
story—fully distanced and mythic—suitable to be one of our national stories for
all time.”’

The Second World War is often described as ‘the Good War’ that was
fought—at home and abroad—by ‘the Greatest Generation.” Unlike the
conflict in Vietnam (or even the First World War), World War Il was marked by a
moral and political clarity that involved most of its participants in depth. Susan
Carruthers calls it the “paradigmatic wartime experience,”® despite the fact that
its characteristics and circumstances ended with the war itself. After World
War 1, the geopolitical situation changed radically and with the coming of the
nuclear age and the Cold War, a new age of ‘limited war’ or ‘small wars’
began.’ So strong is the imaged/imagined nature of World War Il that, as
Daniel Hallin argues:

...the understandings of war which prevail today are still derived

to a large extent from the age of total war; indeed subsequent

wars have typically been presented to the public in their initial

stages as replays of the Second World War, and many of the

conflicts over wartime communication arise from the clash

between expectations based in the culture of total war and the

political reality of limited war."®

If the experience of World War |l still resonates (and the recent
popularity of films, television programs, and video games set during the war
indicate that it does) the nature of that ‘experience’ is a very complicated

question. In their introduction to a collection of essays examining the

representational nature of the conflict, historians John Whitelay Chambers and

" Basinger, The World War II Combat Film,170.

8 Susan Carruthers, The Media at War, (New York: Palgrave, 2000), 12.

® See Dyer, “Notes on Nuclear War 1: Running on Empty,” in War, 199-222.
19 Hallin, “The Media and War,” 209.
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David Culbert argue, like Basinger, that public understanding of past wars is
often based more on manufactured representations than memory or
experience. But they also concede that the same representational forms that
complicate historical understanding and popular memory create difficulties for
the perception of contemporary conflicts:

...to what extent have images, derivative perspectives on the

world, become the perceived sense of ‘reality’ in contemporary

culture? How much has this resulted from the cinematic

representation of warfare in which people are separated from

the real events and the mass horror of modern industrial warfare

by layers of representational and interpretive distancing? ...To

what extent is war, at least the perception of it as represented by

assembled moving images, a central part of modern
consciousness?"’

The relation between modern warfare and modern aesthetic experience
has become an increasingly important question since the end of the Second
World War. Generally, the 20" Century has brought new ways of witnessing
war, ‘experiencing war,” and vicariously participating in it. This has become
more pronounced in the era of ‘limited war’ which has, ironically, meant that
fewer and fewer people on the ‘home front’ are either directly or indirectly
involved in the conflict. A crude analogy—but one that is heard again and
again—might be that modern war has now become a spectator sport.

The evolution of the World War Il combat genre is indicative of such a
relationship. During the conflict, the genre coalesced into a recognizable form,
in part, because of a series of influences ranging from the ideological views of
the OWI and the needs of the military, to the economic and formal constraints
of Hollywood. Jeanine Basinger is careful to distinguish this period as one

which ‘created the reality’ of the war for viewers since the various constraints

' Chambers and Culbert, World War II: Film and History, 5.
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or influences involved promlematize the desire to see this as an unmediated
version of the war. Similarly, Pierre Sorlin argues that if ‘war’ “is a highly
imprecise term for which nobody has yet given a satisfactory definition,”'? it
has largely been replaced by an “imaginary war” that is “represented as the
sum of heroic actions carried out by handfuls of individuals.”'* “In their
screened versions,” Sorlin comments, “wars are often more hallucinatory than
real.”"

In an era of limited conflict, the trend seems to be that the screened
versions of war are often the primary way that the public is touched by it. Of
course, military conflict is very real for those fighting it and for those civilians
caught in its immediate surroundings (and those who will then have to live
amidst the destruction). However, as Michael Ignatieff argues, the media
landscape is increasingly becoming “a decisive theatre of operations.” Writing
after the conflict in the former Yugoslavia, Ignatieff argues that: “War thus
becomes virtual:”

...not simply because it appears to take place on a screen but
because it enlists societies only in virtual ways. Due to nuclear
weapons, it is no longer a struggle for national survival; with the
end of conscription, it no longer requires the actual participation
of citizens; because of the bypassing of representative
institutions, it no longer requires democratic consent; and as a
result of the exponential growth of the modern economy, it no
longer draws on the entire economic system. These conditions
transform war into something like a spectator sport. As with

sports, nothing ultimate is at stake: neither national survival, nor
the fate of the economy. War affords the pleasures of a

12 Pierre Sorlin, “War and Cinema: Interpreting the Relationship.” Historical Journal of Film,
Radio and Television 14, no. 4 (1994): 357.

13 Sorlin, “War and Cinema,” 360.

' Sorlin, “War and Cinema,” 364.
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spectacle, with the added thrill that it is real for someone, but
not, happily, for the spectator.*

Vietnam: Television and the “Living Room War”

If the Second World War was the paradigmatic wartime experience, then
Vietnam was its antithesis. It was a conflict rather than a war (the U.S.
Congress did not make a formal declaration) and one that was marred by
uncertain origins and obscure objectives and would alter the relationship
between the military and the media for some decades. It was also the first
major conflict that was broadcast via television in an ongoing and sustained
basis.

The presence of television played a variety of significant roles as the
conflict unfolded. It is often cited as one of the reasons why the Vietnam War
received little attention from Hollywood. Since the conflict received almost
nightly coverage, there was not the impetus to bring the conflict to theatres.'®
As Jeanine Basinger notes, very few Vietnam combat films were made during
the war itself; some films were ostensibly about the conflict even though they
were set in another (such as World War 1l or Korea). It would not be until the
early to mid-eighties that films about Vietnam would become more common,
although here the films were largely extraction or prisoner liberation films that,
as Basinger says, “make a new Vietnam War—one in which we are

victorious.”"’

' Michael Ignatieff, Virtual War: Kosovo and Beyond (Toronto: Viking, 2000), 191.

' Rick Berg points out that Hollywood seemed more interested in producing documentaries,
“because they insisted on documenting the real war, the one seen on TV....” Rick Berg, “Losing
Vietnam: Covering the War in the Age of Technology,” in The Vietnam War and American
Culture, John Carlos Rowe and Rick Berg, eds. (New York: Columbia University Press, 1991),
123,

'" Basinger, The World War II Combat Film, 191 (emphasis in original).
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Television would come to be seen as the central and extremely
controversial aspect of the Vietnam conflict. Dubbed the ‘first television war’
or ‘the living room war,’'® the ultimate failure of the American military in
Vietnam was considered by many to be caused by the eminent role television
played in bringing the war home to television audiences. Unlike previous wars,
foreign correspondents were given wide access to South Vietnam (provided to
a significant degree by the U.S. military itself) and to soldiers and other military
personnel. And, most significantvly, their stories were largely free of military or
government censorship.' It was the relatively free access and sustained
coverage that would prove to be so controversial. Some military and
government officials blamed network coverage for the collapse of public
support for the war. Through television, the public saw the horror of war on a
daily basis rather than a sanitized version of it filtered through HoIIywobd
drama or military censors. In this argument, government officials were also
affected. Responding to what they saw on the newscasts and the continual
withering of public support, they would refuse to give the military the latitude
they needed to effectively win the war. The situation came to be known as ‘the

Vietnam syndrome:’ where an ambiguous and complex conflict coupled with

'8 The phrase ‘living room war’ originally came from Michael Arlen, The Living Room War (New
York: Penguin, 1982).

' The conflict is often referred to as the “‘uncensored war.” The U.S. military did impose
restrictions on the reporting of certain kinds of sensitive information but such restrictions were
relatively minor when compared to later conflicts. See: Carruthers, The Media at War, 119-120
and Daniel Hallin, The ‘Uncensored War’: The Media and Vietnam (New York: Oxford Uiversity
Press, 1989), 128-129, 211. Also, Major General Winant Sidle, who was the chief of Army
information during the conflict, mentions that only nine reporters had their accreditations revoked
or suspended for breaking the ‘ground rules’ and only two were considered as serious. Major
General Winant Sidle, “A Battle Behind the Scenes: The Gulf War Reheats Military-Media
Controversy,” Military Review (September 1991), 55.
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unfettered media access would have dire consequences for the ability of the
military and government to effectively prosecute a war.?

Unlike the press, it was felt that television—as a visual news medium—
focused more on the sensational aspects of the war which usually meant it did
little to provide a larger context for viewers and focused primarily on aspects
that were damaging to the military and government (violence and destruction,
as well as civilian and U.S. military casualties). Perhaps the most famous
episode was the on-air resignation felt and expressed by Walter Cronkite on 27
February 1968: “To say that we are closer to victory today is to believe, in the
face of the evidence, the optimists who have been wrong in the past. To
suggest we are on the edge of defeat is to yield to unreasonable pessimism. To
say that we are mired in stalemate seems the only realistic, yet unsatisfactory,
conclusion.”?' Of course, the war was far from over but 1968 would prove to
be a pivotal year in the conflict as the Tet offensive (a series of attacks launched
by the North Vietnamese and the Viet Cong) would be broadcast on TV screens
across the U.S. The Vietnam conflict had largely been an ‘invisible’ one; the
jungle terrain and the fact that most of the fighting took place at night largely

precluded the filming of actual combat.?? The Tet offensive, however, took

%0 For a very useful discussion of the ‘Vietnam Syndrome’ see: Tarak Barkawi, “Globalization,
Culture, and War: On the Popular Mediation of ‘Small Wars,”” Cultural Critique 58 (Fall 2004),
130-133.

2! Walter Cronkite, “We Are Mired in Stalemate’ (Broadcast: February 27, 1968). The full text of
the broadcast is available at:
[http://www.digitalhistory.uh.edu/learning_history/vietnam/cronkite.cfm] and is also reproduced
in Reporting Vietnam: Part One: American Journalism 1959-1969 (New York: Library of
America/Penguin Putnam, 1998), 581-582.

2 As Michael Clark argues, this helped contribute to the conflict’s “ineffable, indescribable, [and]
finally unrepresentable nature.” Michael Clark, “Vietnam: Representations of Self and War,” Wide
Angle 7, no. 4 (1985), 5.
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place in cities across South Vietnam, in daylight, and in front of journalists and
television crews.

Such a view of the media’s role in the Vietnam conflict has subsequently
been called the ‘conventional’ viewpoint as research has revealed that it was
considerably more complex if not—in some respects—almost completely
reversed. Looking at the war coverage through content analysis and placing it
in the context of domestic political opinion, it becomes difficult to support the
conventional wisdom of how U.S. military interests were thwarted by the
media. Especially important in this regard has been the work of Daniel Hallin
who has shown that in the early stages of the war, the news coverage was
fairly ‘objective’ in that it largely placed the conflict in the context of the Cold
War and was consistently favorable to American military policy.”? Often,
reporters and newscasters would speak in the first-person plural (‘our forces’)
indicating that the conflict was a national endeavor. Newscasters and
reporters, placing the Vietnam conflict firmly in the nation’s wartime tradition,
often evoked the memory of the Second World War. In addition, news
reporting presented the conflict as a traditionally masculine endeavor where
special emphasis was placed on physical and mental toughness and
professionalism. Most notably, Hallin argues that the early coverage framed
the conflict in a way that celebrated consensual values, linking the

government’s and military’s interpretation of events with the perceived views

2 My discussion in this section is based on: Daniel Hallin, The ‘Uncensored War’:The Media and
Vietnam (New York: Oxford University Press, 1989) and Daniel Hallin, “Images of the Vietnam
and the Persian Gulf Wars in U.S. Television,” Seeing Through the Media: The Persian Gulf War,
Susan Jeffords and Lauren Rabinovitz, eds. (New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press,
1994).
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and values of the public.** Because of this, Hallin says, oppositional or anti-war
voices were consistently marginalized in the war’s early stages. Around 1968
and 1969 the change in coverage would become noticeable. Hallin does not
attribute the change to an ‘oppositional’ media but to a gradual change in the
overall political climate. During this period:

...the United States was deeply divided about the war. The

division existed at all levels: among political elites in both parties

and throughout the government, in the mass public, and among

the soldiers in the field, who were the principal characters in

television’s drama of war. Television was not in the vanguard of

this change: the positive image of war of the early years

persisted until the wider political change was fairly well

advanced....

It would not be accurate to say that even in the later

years television positioned itself in opposition to the war. It was

still unusual for TV journalists to take an openly critical stance.?®

One of the most controversial and complex aspects of any war is the
level of screened violence shown to civilians watching at home. In the
‘conventional’ interpretation of the media’s role in Vietnam, it was assumed
that the constant talk of casualties and their visual representation helped turn
public opinion against the war.?® Hallin argues that even in its later stages
television “presented not the ‘literal horror of war’, but a relatively sanitized,

and indeed in the early days often a romanticized view, based on the nation’s

collective memory of the Second World War.”? In fact, Hallin notes that

% Hallin, The ‘Uncensored War’, 110-117.

** Hallin, “Images of the Vietnam and the Persian Gulf Wars,” 49.

% This point has been subject to considerable debate. In studying the Korean and Vietnam wars,
John Meuller has argued that the increasing awareness of casualties as a conflict wears on will
have a strong effect in terms of declines in public opinion in favour of war. John Meuller, War,
Presidents, and Public Opinion (New York: John Wiley, 1973. More recently, see: Scott
Sigmund Gartner and Gary M. Segura, “War, Casualties, and Public Opinion,” Journal of Conflict
Resolution 42, no. 3 (June 1998): 278-300; and Cori E. Dauber, “The Shots Seen ‘Round the
World: The Impact of the Images of Mogadishu on American Military Operations,” Rheforic and
Public Affairs 4, no. 4 (2001): 653-687.

* Hallin, “The Media and War,” 210.
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violence was often very carefully framed (in part to protect family members
from learning of a death of a loved one by watching the evening news) and
was often purged of political and moral implications by the use of language
that portrayed war as a technical process, presented the violence in a
“trivialized” or "cartoonlike” way, or framed the conflict with language and
metaphors derived from sports.?®

There is a general consensus that the relationship between government,
the military, and the media was more cooperative than confrontational. The
reasons for such cooperation are varied. In their political-economic approach
to the media, Noam Chomsky and Edward S. Herman examine the ideological
assumptions shared by media organizations, the military, and government
toward Indochina generally and how this overdetermined media coverage in
favour of U.S. policy and military intervention. Again, the ideologically-driven
Cold War frames such assumptions as do the economic ties between state and
corporate interests.”® Studies examining the content of newspapers,
magazines, and television promote similar conclusions: that early in the conflict
media organizations provided favourable or even ‘pro-war’ coverage of the
conflict, dissenting voices were largely ignored or framed in such a way that
they were effectively marginalized, and that it was not until questioning
attitudes began to appear in more mainstream spheres that they were reflected

in the media.®® However, such views must be tempered by the fact that any

2 Hallin, “Images of the Vietnam and the Persian Gulf Wars,” 48.

» Edward S. Herman and Noam Chomsky, Manufacturing Consent: The Political Economy of the
Mass Media (New York: Pantheon, 1988).

*® These issues are treated by various authors: Susan Carruthers, The Media at War, Daniel Hallin,
“The Media and War,” and Clarence R. Wyatt, Paper Soldiers: The American Press and the
Vietnam War, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1995).
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conflict, in its initial stages at least, tends to produce a ‘rally effect’ among the
general population behind the president, the government, and the military.’

The significance of the Vietnam conflict was felt in other ways as well.
In many ways, Vietnam punctured the mythic status of World War Il. Largely
regarded as a failure and characterized by polarized public opinion, the
Vietnam conflict did not fit the script surrounding the ‘Good War,’ including
relations between the media and the government and military. Despite
academic research into media performance during the war, the belief that the
media thwarted the execution of the war persisted among military and
government officials throughout the 1970s and the 1980s. Writing in the
Military Review in 1987, Major Cass D. Howell, expresses this position when he
asks: “The point is that nothing happened in the Vietnam War that had not
occurred, either in degree or frequency, in any other war in which Americans
had fought. What, then, accounts for this perception of the Vietham War
being immoral?”* Howell's answer is predictable enough: the new role
television coverage played in communicating the events of war to the public.
Howell continues:

Television is too powerful—it has too much impact. It is clear

that, if we accept this erosion of public will power, our cause,

however just and necessary, is doomed. The enemy knows he
does not have to win many battles to win the war as long as he

I

3! Again, John Meuller’s study of the Korean and Vietnam wars described a ‘rally round the flag
phenomenon that subsequently decreased as casualties mounted. Meuller’s findings have been
utilized in later studies of the first Guif War. See: Douglas M. McLeod, William P. Eveland and
Nacy Signorelli, “Conflict and Public Opinion: Rallying Effects of the Persian Guif War,”
Journalism Quarterly 71, no. 1 (Spring 1994): 20-31.

32 Major Cass D. Howell, “War, Television and Public Opinion,” Military Review (February
1987): 75. Original emphasis. Also available at: [http://www-cgsc.army.mil/milrev] Accessed:
Nov. 2003.
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keeps the war on television and drags it out interminably. What
an enviable position!*

If the pages of Military Review are any indication of a wider phenomenon
within the U.S. military, the perception of the strained relationship between the
military and media began to change in the early 1990s. Here, military authors
began to rethink the approach to media relations and while an air of suspicion
was still evident, these authors argue that military leadership has to understand
the nature and pressures of modern reporting and, more significantly, work on
improving military-media relations to mutually benefit each party.>* There is
even some recognition of the important role the media plays in U.S. public life:

The members of the press, those who publish the nation’s

newspapers and magazines, broadcast on the radio or project

the images of television into the homes of millions of Americans,

serve an equally vital function in providing to the electorate

news and other information that is needed to make the decisions

required of a self-governing population.®

This shift in the military’s view of the press should not be overstated. At
best, it represents a grudging respect for the power of the press while still
viewing the media with a certain suspicion. It can also be viewed as a public
relations move to assuage the fears and suspicions of the media itself with the
goal of better integrating or aligning the interests of the media in ways that

will be beneficial to the military. At any rate, both governments and militaries

were mindful of the ‘lessons’ learned in Vietnam and this would affect the

? Howell, “War, Television and Public Opinion,” 77-78. For a similar but slightly more nuanced
view, see: Lt. Colonel Geoffrey G. Prosch and Lt. Colonel Mitchell M. Zais, “American Will and
the Vietnam War,” Military Review (March 1990): 71-80.

3 Examples include: Major Frederick J. Chiaventone, “Ethics and Respon51b111ty in
Broadcasting,” Military Review (August 1991): 64-76; Major General Winant Sidle, “A Battle
Behind the Scenes: The Gulf War Reheats Military-Media Controversy,” Military Review
(September 1991): 52-62; and Captain James B. Brown, “Media Access to the Battlefield,”
Military Review (July 1992): 10-20. All are available at: [http://www-cgsc.army.mil/milrev].

** Major Frederick J. Chiaventone, “Ethics and Responsibility in Broadcasting,” Military Review
(August 1991): 65.
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coverage of later conflicts. Since military control of the press in Vietnam was
largely felt (from the military’s perspective) to be unstructured and haphazard,
conflicts in the Falklands (fought by the British in 1982), Grenada (1983), and
the invasion of Panama (1989), would see more severe restrictions placed on
the media even though the U.S. military had been advised to allow the press

more freedom and to organize the press into ‘pools’ in the mid-1980s.%¢

The First Persian Gulf War: Television and Live Coverage

The first Gulf War presented a number of interesting developments, not the
least of which is that it attracted significant attention from those studying the
media’s relation to the government’s and military’s prosecution of the war.
While Vietnam was called the ‘Living Room War,’ the Persian Gulf War was the
first war that was covered live by television and broadcast around the world
and much scholarship and media criticism focused on this developmen’c.37 The
Gulf War was a supremely televisual war and one that would offer new ways
for the home audiences to view the conflict. Yet, while it received almost
continuous attention (CNN essentially came of age because of its ‘round-the-

clock’ coverage), many scholars contend that it was shaped in ways that

36 See: Major General Winant Sidle, “A Battle Behind the Scenes: The Gulf War Reheats
Military-Media Controversy,” Military Review (September 1991), 52-62. Sidle was the chief of
Army information during the Vietnam war.

37 A sample would include a series of essays published before, during and shortly after the war by
Jean Baudrillard, collected in The Gulf War Did Not Take Place, trans, Paul Patton (Bloomington
and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1995). Studies that were published shortly after the
war include: Bruce Cumings, War and Television (London: Verso, 1992); Douglas Kellner, The
Persian Gulf TV War (Boulder: Westview Press, 1992); and Hamid Mowlana, George Gerbner,
and Herbert I. Schiller, Triumph of the Image: The Media’s War in the Persian Gulf—A Global
Perspective (Boulder: Westview Press, 1992; and Philip M. Taylor, War and the Media:
Propaganda and Persuasion in the Gulf War (Manchester and New York: Manchester University
Press and St. Martin's Press, 1992).
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precluded any alternatives to going to war and presented the conflict itself as
essentially clean and casualty free.®

Before hostilities began, other countries tried to intervene diplomatically
and discussions had taken place but, often, these were ignored by the U.S.
State Department and, subsequently, major news media.*®* To many observers,
the major media (especially television) made the conflict with Iraq seem
inevitable even though there was considerable debate in Congress and even in
some military circles.*® Public opinion was equally split until the eve of the
outbreak of hostilities. Douglas Kellner, who began a content analysis of U.S.
network television and major newspapers before the war began, shows how
the pre-war television climate simplified the complexities of the domestic and
international political situation by generally favouring information and
attitudes coming from the White House. This is not surprising since, as
mentioned in the context of Daniel Hallin’s work, in any period of military crisis
there seems to be a tendency for major media to become dominated by official

sources and perspectives favourable to military operations. This is confirmed

% In an essay appearing in the French press shortly after the cessation of the ground war, Jean
Baudrillard would famously remark that the ‘war” was constructed as a “clean” and “surgical
war.” Jean Baudrillard, The Gulf War Did Not Take Place, trans. Paul Patton (Bloomington and
Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1995), 61-62.

% The situation was considerably more complex than was often portrayed through television.
Rarely mentioned was the fact that Iraq had been an ally of the U.S. (and was supplied with arms
and military equipment in its war with Iran) and had a long-standing disagreement with Kuwait
over oil drilling on the Irag-Kuwaiti border. There was even a question if the U.S. had, through its
diplomatic channels, intentionally or unintentionally led Saddam Hussein to believe that he could
enter Kuwait without U.S. intervention. Andre Gunder Frank provides a short account of the
economic and political forces worldwide that precipitated the ‘need’ to go to war by the various
countries involved. See Andre Gunder Frank, “A Third World War: A Political Economy of the
Persian Gulf War and the New World Order,” in Triumph of the Image: The Media’s War in the
Persian Gulf—A Global Perspective, Hamid Mowlana, George Gerbner, and Herbert 1. Schiller,
eds. (Boulder: Westview Press, 1992), 3-21. Douglas Kellner provides an extensive and more
nuanced discussion of the pre-war events and (non)controversies in a chapter entitled “The Road
to War,” (pp. 12-55) in The Persian Gulf TV War.

® Kellner, The Persian Gulf TV War, 109.
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throughout Kellner’s analysis of the pre-war build up. The major television
networks often passed on U.S. government disinformation as news (i.e. that
Iraq had also amassed troops on the Saudi border as well as ‘stats’ that
significantly overestimated the military strength of Iraq).*' Further obscuring

| the situation was the tendency to personalize the impending conflict by
substituting Saddam Hussein as a stand-in for the Iraqi people or ‘Iraq’ itself.
The perceived effect, was to focus popular attention on Hussein rather than the
Iragi people.”? As Hallin shows, the television coverage was largely structured
in a manner similar to that of the early years of the Vietnam conflict. Despite
the lingering lessons of Vietnam, war was presented as a national endeavor
(‘our’ war), a national tradition (references to the Second World War), and
masculine. But Gulf War television coverage stressed patriotic themes far
greater than Vietham coverage; a development that Hallin attributes to a
greater self-consciousness about patriotism in a post-Vietham America.”® In
fact, both the White House and the Pentagon stressed that the Gulf War was
not, in any way, comparable to Vietnam; an assertion that was repeated in the
media. In fact, as Michelle Kendrick argues, the major television news networks
went further and framed the Gulf War as a national redemption narrative,
casting the Vietnam war itself as an imperfect one fought by draftees and

volunteers using dated equipment. In the Gulf War, the U.S. military was cast

“ Kellner, The Persian Gulf TV War, 17-30.

“2 Hussein himself was thoroughly demonized (direct comparisons with Hitler became one of the
dominant themes) and he was often referred to by his first name which, through constant
mispronunciation, led to further associations: “Saad’m” which, as Ella Shohat argues, easily
transfers to ‘Satan,” ‘Damn,’ and ‘Sodom’. See Ella Shohat, “The Media’s War,” in Seeing
Through the Media: The Persian Gulf War, Susan Jeffords and Lauren Rabinovitz, eds. (New
Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1994), 149,

“ Hallin, “Images of the Vietnam and Persian Gulf Wars,” 53. Douglas Kellner also discusses the
often excessive patriotism and argues that it was often framed through sports metaphors,
especially football: see Kellner, The Persian Gulf TV War, 255-260.
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as highly sophisticated (especially technologically) and professional, limiting
any possibility that the conflict would generate into a ‘quagmire’ of uncertain

outcome.*

Techno-War, ‘Total Television’ and the ‘'Video Game War’

Once the conflict was underway, it was largely seen and interpreted as a
televisual war. The war, of course, was represented and reported upon by a
vast array of media, from supermarket tabloids to an emerging alternative
press, but it was by far the television coverage which attracted viewers and
dominated the discussion. Dubbed “Pentavision”** by one critic, many felt that
the television coverage generally favoured the Pentagon and its sophisticated
management of information.

To put the notion of ‘Pentavision’ into perspective, it is necessary to
understand some of the characteristics of the media system and the conflict
itself. The conflict itself was relatively brief and was mostly fought with aerial
weapons (missiles, aerial bombing). The ground assault near the end of the
conflict was very brief and received little first-hand news coverage. In fact,
there was little coverage that could be considered ‘first-hand.” The Pentagon
and other coalition members had put severe restrictions on international
journalists, mostly by organizing select journalists into news pools or media
reporting teams (MRTs). Of the roughly 200 placements, these were only

provided to select members of the U.S., British, and French media as these

*“ See Michelle Kendrick, “Kicking the Vietnam Syndrome: CNN’s and CBS’s Video Narratives
of the Persian Gulf War,” in Seeing Through the Media: The Persian Gulf War, Susan Jeffords
and Lauren Rabinovitz, eds. (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1994), 59-76.

* John MacArthur, quoted by Carruthers, The Media at War, 139.

67



countries formed the largest military contribution to the coalition. The MRTs
were given ‘front-line’ access but only under the supervision of American
military public affairs officers or British public relations officers. These
journalists were required to sign a set of guidelines stipulating that they would
not conduct off-the-record interviews with any military personnel, that they
would agree to have their reports ‘reviewed’ by military censors, and that they
would remain with their military handlers at all times. Those journalists who
did not get access to the MRTs were set up in press centers in Riyadh, the Saudi
capital, and Dhahran where military public relations officers held daily
briefings. There was controversy over the fact that many journalists could not
get Iragi or Saudi visas and those journalists who broke rules were threatened
with having their pool privileges or their accreditation revoked.*

The military press briefings themselves were interesting since they were
largely controlled by military press officers. MRTs were required to send stories
and information back to the press centers for the use of journalists not involved
in the pools. However, many journalists quickly realized that the press briefings
were largely in place for the coalition military structure‘to release information
they wanted to release rather than fielding questions from the press.¥ The
press briefings were largely constructed for television. Low on useful
information and dominated by visual aids—especially video imagery—the
briefings favoured television media over others. The importance of television

was not lost on the Iraqgi government either. Mindful of the ‘lessons’ of

“ Discussion of the press pools is taken from: Carruthers, The Media at War, 134-138; Kellner,
The Persian Gulf TV War, 80-86; and Stig A. Nohrstedt, “Ruling by Pooling,” in Triumph of the
Image: The Media’s War in the Persian Gulf—A Global Perspective, Hamid Mowlana, George
Gerbner, and Herbert 1. Schiller, eds. (Boulder: Westview Press, 1992), 118-127.

#7 Stig A. Nohstedt, “Ruling by Pooling,” 121.
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Vietnam, the Iraqi regime courted Western media in order to show the effects
of coalition bombing on the civilian population (CNN even worked out an
agreement with the Iragi government that allowed it to stay in Baghdad at the
start of the air war).*® The dominant imagery of the conflict, however,
consisted of the video supplied by the Pentagon which showed ‘smart’
weapons impacting tabrgets (shot either from the point of view of coalition
aircraft or from the cameras mounted on the weapons themselves)* and the
video cameras of television media (primarily CNN) situated on the ground or
the tops of hotels that recorded the coalition air strikes on Baghdad and the
response of Iragi anti-aircraft batteries. As Bruce Cummings would aptly
describe it, the war unfolded on television screens through a “radically
distanced, technically controlled, eminently ‘cool’ postmodern optic.” *

Key to the way this imagery of the war was understood is the concept
of distancing. Here, war was made into a spectacle through the way that
television offered viewers a thrilling sense of immediacy (either through the
‘liveness’ of the images and sound or the newness of the point of view offered
by weapon-mounted cameras) but showed little beyond this ‘reality’
established on the screen. Carruthers argues—echoing many others—that in
the Persian Guif War, “the military sought completely to reshape public

understandings of war itself, so that civilian audiences would see it as an

8 Carruthers, The Media at War, 133.

* The Weapon System Video program (WSV), formerly known as ‘Armament Delivery
Program,’ is responsible for providing a visual record of aircraft weapons delivery, targeting and
accuracy. The WSV program is a part of the larger Joint Combat Camera (COMCAM) Program,
and collects a variety of imagery for this stated purpose but also for use in intelligence and for
public affairs or public relations. See: U.S. Air Force, “Air Force Instruction 33-132: Weapons
System Video Program,” (30 April 2001). Available at: [http://afpubs.hq.af.mil/].

50 Cummings, War and Television, 121.
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essentially bloodless, hi-tech enterprise, effected with such precision that only
infrastructure, not humans, suffered its lethal effects....”®' Such developments
have been discussed in a variety of ways and through many different
theoretical perspectives, but two notions that help frame the U.S. military’s
evolving role with various media are ‘technowar’ and “total television.’

The term ‘technowar’ was first advanced by James William Gibson in his
book, The Perfect War: Technowar in Vietnam (1986), to describe an emerging
military strategy whereby many different aspects of warfare would be
integrated. In terms of military operations, this involves the deployment and
testing of new weapons systems, managerial science, and integrated
communication and command structures in order to maximize enemy
casualties and to minimize those to friendly forces.” In terms of the issues at
hand, technowar also involves public relations, propaganda, and a
sophisticated program of media management and is therefore related to the
military’s own notion of ‘Full Spectrum Dominance.” From the perspective of
the military, such an integrated and comprehensive strategy makes perfect
sense. Others, however, have locked on with a different set of concerns. The
use and testing of high-tech weaponry and—importantly—their showcasing
through the media are used as a form of psychological warfare. Interestingly,
this is not just directed at enemy governments, soldiers or civilians but is also
directed at other countries and also domestically. Ali Kamali, for example,

argues that by showcasing new weapons in the Persian Gulf War (mostly

3! Carruthers, The Media at War, 132.

32 Others have used different terms to otherwise describe the same concept. For example, James
Der Derian uses the term ‘virtuous war.” James Der Derian, Virtuous War: Mapping the Military-
Industrial-Media-Entertainment Network (Boulder: Westview Press, 2001).
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notably the Patriot anti-missile system and the B-1 stealth bomber), “the
Pentagon legitimatized the defense budget.” “The way in which the new war
technology was triumphantly painted,” Kamali continues, “created [the] belief
among Americans that their tax dollars were put to proper use. The Middle
East became a show case for selling expensive weapons.”>® Such secondary
effects, it should be noted, were important at the time as the fall of the Soviet
Union and the end of the Cold War in the late 1980s had raised questions over
defense spending. In this sense, the concept of ‘technowar’ also makes room
for the increased connections between militaries, private defense contractors
and the necessity of showcasing such high-tech military equipment. Here, the
specific case of the Patriot Missile (which was produced by the Raytheon
Corporation and became a celebrity of sorts during the conflict) is extremely
interesting. General Norman Schwartzkopf would state in January 1991: “The
Patriot’s success, of course, is known to everyone. It's 100 percent—so far, of
33 [Scuds] engaged, there have been 33 destroyed.” A month later, President
George H.W. Bush would announce: “42 Scuds engaged. 41 intercepted.
Thank God for the Patriot missile!” However, after lingering questions posed
by the media—especially in Israel where the Patriots had been deployed by the
U.S. military to protect the country—Israeli General Dan Shomron would state
in 1997: “To the best of my recollection, only one Scud missile exploded in the

air as a consequence of a Patriot explosion...."*

53 Ali Kamali, “The United States — United Nations Coalition in the Persian Gulf: A Critical
Evaluation,” in The Gulf War as Popular Entertainment: An Analysis of the Military-Industrial
Media Complex, Paul Leslie, ed. (Lewiston and Queenston: The Edward Mellen Press, 1997), 10.
> The statistics and quotes come from Christopher Cerf and Victor Navasky, “’Thank God for the
Patriot Missile!”” The Iraq War Reader: History, Documents, Opinions, Micah L. Sifry and
Christopher Cerf, eds. (New York: Touchstone, 2003), 138-139.
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Kellner also stresses the importance of showcasing new and often
experimental weapons, arguing that it not only legitimized the current conflict
but reflected and legitimized a larger military ideology:

...technowar legitimates a high-tech military and its right to

control a tremendous amount of the country’s resources and to

utilize military assets as an instrument of foreign policy. The

ideology of technowar thus legitimates domination of the polity

by the military and the exercise of a certain form of modern

warfare as rational and beneficial to the public. Ideologies of

technowar present it as rational, good, just, and beyond critical

questioning.®
Such an ideology is by no means monolithic but many characteristics of
technowar would mean that it would receive significant play in the media.
“The television presentation,” Keliner points out, “was extremely dramatic,
highlighting again that this was a live “You are There' TV war which was
binding together the world as fascinated and often frightened spectators of
military spectacle.”*® ‘Fascination’ is the operative term here. Susan Jeffords
and Lauren Rabinovitz contend that “the importance of producing realistic war
images and emotionalized icons of war has given way in this century to
increasingly depersonalized icons of what has come to be called techno-war.”*’
The military spectacle of modern warfare combined with the depersonalized
and sanitized way it can be represented, seemed to many tailor-made for
network television. In an essay titled, “The Gulf War as Total Television,” Tom
Engelhardt attempts to show how the respective needs of the military and

network news were served by the Persian Gulf War. Engelhardt argues that the

military—through its organization of the press briefings and the imagery it

% Kellner, The Persian Gulf TV War, 183-184.
% Kellner, The Persian Gulf TV War, 145.
%7 Jeffords and Rabinovitz, Seeing Through the Media, 23.
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supplied—received unprecedented access to television audiences. In fact,
Engelhardt makes the important observation that:

...military and civilian spokesmen commonly addressed television

viewers over the shoulders of reporters unceremoniously

scrambling to ask questions. These televised events made

explicit and visual the sidelining of the reporter in bringing war

news to the public. Unlike their military briefers, the journalists,

according to one Washington Post reporter, looked like ‘fools,

nit-pickers and egomaniacs... a whining, self-righteous, upper-

middle class mob jostling for whatever tiny flakes of fame

(might) settle on their shoulders.” The briefings, commented

spokesman Lieutenant General Thomas Kelly, were ‘the most

significant part of the whole operation [because] for the first

time ever... the American people were getting their information

from the government—not from the press.*®
Network news, on the other hand, were supplied with imagery and reports that
would not prove to be offensive to either audiences or advertisers (advertisers
with the networks were initially unsure how their product’s display might be
affected by the war imagery).” Engelhardt argues that ‘total television’ was
tied to the media consolidation of the 1980s and the tendency to apply the
same marketing techniques used for other products to news production.
Consequently, visual spectacle was favoured over in-depth analysis and the
alluring rhythms and repetition of advertising made its way into news
production.

Other authors have traced the shared interests, interlocking

directorships and direct ownership ties between major television networks,

8 Tom Engelhardt, “The Gulf War as Total Television,” in Seeing Through the Media: The
Persian Gulf War, Susan Jeffords and Lauren Rabinovitz, eds. (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers
University Press, 1994), 81. During the latest Gulf conflict, one reporter (George Curry)
complains about the military coalition’s media management: “What’s going on is you’re not even
getting basic information that you need. And that is, I’ve said, you know, they’re not talking to us,
they’re talking to [the] audience beyond us and we’re just conduits. [The] audience is in TV Land,
and we’re in Never Never Land.” Quoted in John Kampfner, “War Spin,” British Broadcasting
Company, 2003. A transcript of the documentary is available at:
[http://news.bbe.co.uk/nol/shared/spl/hi/programmes/correspondent/transcripts/18.5.031.txt].

> Engelhardt, “The Gulf War as Total Television,” 87-88.
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defense contractors and other related interests such as oil companies. At the
time, General Electric owned the National Broadcasting Company (NBC) and its
revenues from defehse contracts were three times its revenue from the
network. The board of directors of both the American Broadcasting Company
(ABC) and the Columbia Broadcasting System (CBS) were involved with oil
companies including Texaco (the chairmén of ABC) and military contractors
Honeywell and the Rand Corp. (CBS).*° Such connections cannot be exclusively
relied upon to explain pro-war or favourable coverage (especially at the level of
journalists) but it does show that there is a possibility for shared interests to
become aligned in the upper levels of corporate structures. The strength of
Engelhardt’s discussion of ‘total television,’ on the other hand, is that the
separate interests of the military and news organizations came together in a
well-orchestrated and entertaining event. On television screens, technowar and
total television combined and often reinforced one another. While the Iraqi
government encouraged international journalists to visit sites of coalition
bombing, coalition forces prevented interviews of civilians or soldiers. The
coverage was largely sanitized and made rational. Killing and destructidn were
hidden from view and described in euphemistic and often medical language.
As Franklin sarcastically asks: “After all, since one of the main goals was to
create the impression of a ‘clean’ techno-war, almost devoid of human
suffering and death, conducted with surgical precision by wondrous

mechanisms, why not project the war from the point of view of the

% Kellner, The Persian Gulf TV War, 59-60. Also, see: J. Timmons Roberts, “The Military-
Industrial-Media Complex: Old Biases, New Linkages,” in The Gulf War as Popular
Entertainment: An Analysis of the Military-Industrial Media Complex, Paul Leslie, ed. (Lewiston
and Queenston; The Edward Mellen Press, 1997), 45-54.
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weapons?”® Qualitatively, the imagery of the Gulf War allowed viewers to act
as witnesses but, as Cummings argues, in a radically distanced way. In that
sense, many questioned the ability to see the ‘real’ war or the ‘reality’ of war—
most notable was Jean Baurdillard’'s deliberately provocative argument in the
French press that the war would not and, later, did not take place.®

The characteristics of the television coverage led many politicians,
commentators, and journalists to describe the appearance of the war as a
‘joystick war,’ ‘Nintendo-like’ (referencing the prominent Japanese game
company), or simply ‘just like a video game.”®® One Jordanian journalist,
expressing his frustration of the war coverage, offered an ironic battle cry: “Zap
the Iraqoids!”® The video game analogy is representative of a larger critique
whereby the increased ‘distancing’ of war and visual technologies removes any
causal connection (and, therefore, moral responsibility) between soldiers and,
especially, war planners from their actions.®® And because these technologies
have been increasingly used to image/imagine war for home audiences, the
fear is that such distancing resides in the 'home-front’ as well. In a similar vein
but writing about a more contemporary context, Mark J. Lacy argues that

“distancing populations and participants from the consequences of violence

¢ H. Bruce Franklin, “From Realism to Virtual Reality: Images of America’s Wars,” in Seeing
Through the Media: The Persian Gulf War, Susan Jeffords and Lauren Rabinovitz, eds. (New
Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1994), 42.

62 Jean Baudrillard, The Gulf War Did Not Take Place, trans. Paul Patton (Bloomington and
Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1995).

% Melanie Swalwell collects many such references and provides a critique of the analogy. See:
Melanie Swalwell, “’This Isn’t a Computer Game You Know!’: Revisiting the Computer
Games/Televised War Analogy,” in Level Up (Digital Games Research Conference Proceedings)
CD-ROM, eds. Marinka Copier and Joost Raessens. Utrecht: Utrecht University, 2003.

# Rami G. Khouri, “Joysticks, Manhood, and George Bush’s Horse,” in Triumph of the Image:
The Media’s War in the Persian Gulf—A Global Perspective, Hamid Mowlana, George Gerbner,
and Herbert I. Schiller, eds. (Boulder: Westview Press, 1992), 235. Kouri’s article was originally
published in the Jordan Times, February 23, 1991.

% For example, see: James Der Derian, Virtuous War, and Paul Virilio, War and Cinema.
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makes it easier to make people indifferent: it has a narcotic effect—what
[Zygmunt] Bauman describes in terms of a ‘moral sleeping pill.""*® Lacy is
careful in his analysis to recognize that the effects are not uniform for
audiences and that many cultural texts specifically try to provide ‘moral
proximity’ with victims of war and violence. Importantly, the way that war or
violence is presented and contextualized is a key feature, but one that may be
compromised when it enters into the domain of entertainment media where
other constraints often exist.

An important question then centers on the nature of these kinds of
mediated experience. Marxist analyses of contemporary culture, specifically the
work of Guy Debord, insist that such ‘experiences’ are the only ones that are
possible. “Everything,” Debord states in one of his most memorable phrases,
“that was directly lived has moved away into a representation.” So much so,
Debord argues, that now “reality” reaches “its absolute fulfillment in the
spectacle, where the tangible world is replaced by a selection of images, which
exist above it and which simultaneously impose themselves as the
tangible....”®” In a variety of ways, similar motivations lie behind the
contemporary critiques of media representations of war. In her study of the
collapse of the public discourse of a nation’s war heritage into the realm of the
personal, Robyn Wiegman argues that:

...the Persian Gulf War has been called the ‘first postmodern

war'—a phrase that turns on the ascendancy of the visual and of

its frantic, continuous, and ultimately hollow deployment. In
this, the ‘postmodern’ is intended to mark the substitution of a

% Mark J. Lacy, “War, Cinema, and Moral Anxiety,” Alternatives 28, no. 5 (Nov./Dec. 2003):
612,

%7 Guy Debord, The Society of the Spectacle, trans. anon. (Detroit: Black and Red, 1983), para. 1,
36.
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visual, highly commodified cultural terrain—what critics call
spectacle—for the articulation and apprehension of history and
its complicated meaning. As Rhonda Hammer and Peter
McLaren explain, ‘Spectacles do not invite situating information
into a context.” Instead, analytical depth is exchanged for the
chaos of an excessive, spectacular surface.®®

Whether it is described as spectacle, technowar, virtual war, postmodern war
or—more recently—'militainment,’®® the ability of the U.S. military to direct and
limit what the public sees can only be seen as increasing in its sophistication.
In Afghanistan, the Pentagon allowed producers Jerry Bruckheimer and Bertram
van Munster to create a six-part TV series for ABC about U.S. Special Forces’
operations. Largely based on the conventions of Reality-TV (including point-of-
view shots from cockpits of fighter planes and from the undercarriage of
military helicopters), the producers were given access to military operations
that ABC's own News Department complained they were not given. As Susan J.
Douglass described it: “The Pentagon provided Bruckheimer’s film crews with
transportation, access to aircraft carriers and other military sites, as well as
technical assistance. As co-producer Bertram van Munster put it, the military
was ‘very enthusiastic about the whole thing. Obviously we’re going to have a
pro-military, pro-American stance.’"°

Previously, however, reports surfaced that the Pentagon’s U.S. National

Imagery and Mapping Agency (NIMA) had entered into a contract with Space

% Robyn Wiegman, “Missiles and Melodrama (Masculinity and the Televisual War),” in Seeing
Through the Media: The Persian Gulf War, Susan Jeffords and Lauren Rabinovitz, eds. (New
Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1994), 171.

% Robin Anderson, “That’s Militainment: The Pentagon’s Media-Friendly ‘Reality’ War”
(Online), Extra! (Faimess and Accuracy in Reporting) (May/June 2003),
[www.fair.org/extra/0305/militainment.html].

" Susan J. Douglass, “Selling the War on TV,” Nation 276, no. 12 (31 March 2003), 7. The series
first aired in February 2003.
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Imaging, Inc. for the exclusive rights to commercial satellite images collected
over Afghanistan by the company’s IKONOS satellite.”’ The agreement cost the
Pentagon $1.9 million per month and stipulated that the company would not
sell or otherwise distribute the satellite imagery to any other organization or
entity. There were protests over the agreement by various groups including the
Radio-Television News Directors Association and Refugees International (which
argued that international humanitarian organizations relied on satellite imagery
to plan for the potential migration of refugees).”” There was, of course, intense
speculation as to why the Pentagon entered into such an agreement:

NIMA argues that the U.S. needed the satellite coverage for

battlefield mapping, mission planning and even to assist with

bomb damage assessments. However, many cynics argue that

since the satellites already owned by the U.S. Government have

resolutions of as small as 10 cm., the IKONOS was not really

needed and that the contract was just a way to keep information

about the progress of the conflict out of the hands of the media.

The U.S. has seven overhead imaging satellites currently in orbit,

four of which, known as KH-11 ‘Keyholes,’ take photographic

images estimated to be 6 to 10 times better than the IKONOS

satellite’s capabilities.”
Whatever the Pentagon’s motives wefe, given the U.S. military’s history of

media relations, it is probably not surprising that ‘cynics’ might take such a

view.

! Space Imaging, Inc. makes examples of its imagery available on its website:
[www.spaceimaging.com/].

2 David Corn, “Their Spy in the Sky,” The Nation (8 November 2001), available at:
[http://www.thenation.com/doc. mhtml?i=20011126&s=corn].

73 Jessica Altschul, “Commercial Spy Satellites Pose a Challenge to Pentagon Planners,” Jewish
Institute for National Security Affairs (28 February 2002). Available at:
[www.globalsecurity.org/org/news/2002/020228-eye.htm]. Also see: Gordon Petrie, “Wartime
Imagery from Afghanistan — An Analysis,” GI News 2, no. 4 (Dec./Jan. 2002), 34-37. Also
available at: [http://web.ges.gla.ac.uk/~gpetrie/1 1-Petrie.pdf].
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Chapter 3

A Synopsis of the
Video Game Industry

As | previously mentioned, the video game industry today is extensive and rivals
other cultural industries in terms of revenue and popularity. In 2004, video
game software sales in the U.S. set a new record, reaching $7.3 billion. Itis
also an international phenomenon with major markets extending from Asia
(most notably Japan), Europe, and to North America. Yet, in many ways, the
industry is still relatively immature having been established for only about the
past thirty to forty years and, as a new and popular medium, it still suffers from
a great deal of political and popular scrutiny, especially over the role of
mediated violence and, to a lesser extent, gender representation. But the
industry can also be regarded as immature from the perspective of scope as
well. Despite significanvt advances in the last few years, the industry has been
mostly dominated by males which is reflected both in its workforce and in the
lingering perceptions of its audience. The sense that the medium is immature
is also reflected in its academic and even popular reception. Espen Aarseth,
one of the founding members of the online, academic journal Game Studies,

announced with only slight exaggeration that 2001 was the ‘year-zero’ of video

! Dan Hewitt, “Computer and Video Game Software Sales Reach Record $7.3 Billion in 2004”
(Press release), Entertainment Software Association (January 26, 2005).
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game studies.? In addition, within the industry itself and within the press that
covers it, it has only been recently that questions concerning the medium as an
art form as well as its social impacts and meanings have been consistently
posed.?

In terms of history, video- or computer games date back to the late
1950s and early 1960s with experiments conducted on early analogue
computers. In 1958, Willy Higginbotham created a ‘tennis for two’
demonstration for visitors to Brookhaven National Labs. In 1961-1962, a group
of researchers at MIT (most notable among them was Steve Russell) created
Spacewar! on a PDP-1 computer. Spacewar! is often recognized as the first
interactive computer game. Also worth mentioning, however, was a Ph.D
student at Cambridge University named A.S. Douglas who created a graphical
tic-tac-toe game (playable against the computer) as a demonstration of his
thesis on human-computer interaction. ‘Douglas' work took place a decade

before Spacewar!, in 1952. 4

2 Espen Aarseth, “Computer Game Studies, Year One,” Game Studies 1, no. 1 (July 2001),
[http://www.gamestudies.org/0101/editorial html].

> For example, see: Ernest W. Adams, “Will Computer Games Ever be a Legitimate Art Form?”
Game Developers Conference, 2001 [www.designersnotebook.con/]; Henry Jenkins, “Games,
The New Lively Art,” [http://web.mit.edu/21fms/www/faculty/henry3/GamesNewLively html];
Matthew Southern, “The Cultural Study of Games: More than Just Games,” Game Developers
Conference, 2001 [http://www.igda.org/articles/msouthern_culture.php]; and Matthew Weise,
“Creativity, Technology, and Videogames,” [http://www.uwm.edu/~sands/awwzine/weise.htm].
* Even though there are some fine works on the history of video games, there is considerable
controversy over their beginnings. This is mostly due to the fact that there were lawsuits and
patent disputes by some of those involved. In any case, A.S. Douglas is rarely mentioned and
when Willy Higginbotham is mentioned his name suffers from inconsistently spelling. Most
histories are popular is scope and many are available online, and are created and maintained by
amateur enthusiasts. See Leslie Haddon, “Electronic and Computer Games: The History of an
Interactive Medium,” Screen 29, no. 2 (Spring 1988): 52-73; Steven L. Kent, The Ultimate History
of Video Games (Roseville, CA: Prima Publishing, 2001); and Leonard Herman, Phoenix.: The
Fall and Rise of Videogames (Springfield, NJ: Rolenta Press, 1994). Kent’s introductory chapter
in The Medium of the Video Game is abbreviated but also useful: Steven L. Kent, “Super Mario
Nation,” in The Medium of the Video Game, Mark Wolf, ed. (Austin: University of Texas Press,
2001), 35-48. There are many online resources which provide detailed discussions and even
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While notable, these early games were restricted to play on large and
expensive mainframe computers and electronic equipment. And it wasn’t until
the 1970s that video games would begin to make their way into consumer
markets: most notably, coin-operated arcades machines, home consoles, and
early home computers. Even in its infancy, the consumer video game market
was international in its scope either through exports of games or licensing
agreements between companies in Japan, the United States and the U.K.> The
rising popularity of video games gave birth to various ‘crazes’ that helped focus
popular attention on the medium. Pong! and Pac-Man still occupy the popular
imagination while Space Invaders was so popular in Japan during the late
1970s that it caused a national coin shortage, forcing the Japanese mint to
triple production of the 100-yen piece.® The quick popularity of these games
also contributed to an industry crash between 1982 and 1984. Early game
systems spawned countless imitators and counterfeits that resulted in litigation
over patents and intellectual property as well as shortages of microchips and
other electronics hardware. It also led to increaséd competition as new and
existing companies tried to enter the market and a slew of derivative products,

“sometimes of questionable quality, were released.” Indicative of the overall
situation were the disastrous releases of a video game version of E.T. and the

console version of Pac-Man in 1982.

‘emulations” which allow individuals to play versions of early video games: Killer List of Video
Games (KLOV) [www Klov.com], The International Arcade Museum [hitp://www.arcade-
museum.conV]; and Pong Story [http://www.pong-story.com/intro.htm].

* This is covered in a very extensive way by Kent in The Ultimate History of Video Games. Also
see: Leslie Haddon, “Electronic and Computer Games: The History of an Interactive Medium,”
Screen 29, no. 2 (Spring 1988): 68-70.

8 Kent, The Ultimate History of Video Games, 116-117.

7 See Kent and especially his discussion of Pong and its many imitators. Kent, The Ultimate
History of Video Games, 60-64.
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By the early 1980s, video games had become a major aspect of popular
culture and the period has been described as its ‘golden age.”® That year, Atari
(the dominant company in both the arcade and console markets) released a
home-console version of Pac-Man for its Video Computer System (VCS, also
known as the Atari 2600) initially released in 1977. Atari manufactured 12
million cartridges or copies of the game despite the fact that its own market
research revealed that only 10 million homes actually owned and used the
VCS.? Technologic<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>