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ABSTRACT 

The major purpose of thi s study was to determi ne how 

middle grade Army o f f i cers perceive the credibility of the 

media. This study also examined the relationship between 

the military and the media, as viewed by Army officers. 

Data were collected by a survey. Questionnaires were 

distri buted to 16 battalions, eight combat arms and eight 

non-combat arms, of the 101st Airborne (Air Assault) 

Division at Fort Campbell, Kentucky. Data were analyzed in 

terms of frequencies, a Pearson correlation and at-test. 

Results indicated that middle grade Army officers viewed the 

mass media as having low credibility. Results also 

indicated the respondents viewed the military-media 

relationship as adversarial and one of distrust. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

The dynamic relationship between the military and the 

media has ranged from cooperation and trust to contempt and 

distrust (Sidle, 1991). Both sides can cite numerous past 

events to explain why the relationship has changed so 

drastically from the Revolutionary War to the present. A 

review of military-media relationships found that, although 

cooperation and trust have existed in the past, the 

relationship has had more than its share of conflict and 

controversy (Daniels, 1985; Diehl, 1989; Ondracek, 1985). 

It is ironic that the military and the media, the two 

national institutions that have been traditionally charged 

with the defense of our Constitution, have so often been at 

odds with each other (Sidle, 1991). 

There is little research available concerning 

specifically how the military views the credibility of the 

media. This study encompasses a history of the 

relationship shared by the military and the media during 

military operations to compensate for the shortage of 

research. The historical analysis of the relationship 

between the military and the media begins with World War I 

and ends with the Gulf war, and it reveals the fluctuations 

of opinion, which have ranged from total trust to utter 

contempt. 
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Thomas M. DeFrank (1984) noted that the senior 

officers who planned and executed the most recent 

operations in Saudi Arabia were the junior company and 

field-grade officers in Vietnam. A military-media 

credibility gap formed during this time of the Vietnam war 

and DeFrank (1984) believed the present day leaders' 

attitudes toward the mass media were shaped by the Vietnam 

experience. These attitudes may now strongly influence 

military-media relations and since distrust and contempt 

ruled the relationship in Vietnam, it is a logical 

deduction that the current senior Army leaders do not trust 

the media. Because of the military system for promotions 

and assignments, this study focused on today's middle grade 

Army officers because they will be the Army's future senior 

leadership. 

The issue of media credibil ity is important in this 

study because of the current idea that the public, and thus 

the military, may not believe the media (Gaziano, 1988; 

Kohut & Robinson, 1988; Sarkesian, 1987; Smith, 1984). 

Although the media have complained about how they were 

handled by the military during Desert Storm, polls have 

shown that the public thought press coverage was adequate, 

even excellent at times (Sidle, 1991). The alleged lack of 

credibility can severely hinder the mass media's ability to 

inform the public, monitor the government, and govern their 

own profession. 



3 

The lack of credibility with the general public, in 

the long terrn, could lead to weakened freedom of the press 

and threaten to put some mass media sources out of business 

(Gaziano, 1988). A lack of credibility with the military 

has several other potential severe repercussions. It can 

block the public's right to know, deepen the credibility 

gap which presently exists between the military and the 

media, and weaken the defense of the Constitution (DeFrank, 

1984; Pantuso, 1990; Sidle, 1991 ) . 

Thus this study focused on today's middle grade Army 

officers and their opinions of the military- media 

relationship to try to determine if there is a credibility 

problem and what mi litary aspects are involved . 

Statement of Problem 

The media have always played an important role in 

keeping the public informed during military operations. 

During the past decade the military has been involved in 

three combat operat ions , Grenada, Panama, and Iraq . In 

each of these operations the media were treated in a 

different manner (Pantuso, 1990; Sidle, 1991 ) . These 

t . to be the forerunners of the future for ac 1.ons appear 

military-media relations because the military is convinced 

that the media were handled appropriately. 

The media have a responsibi lity to inform the public 

about what the military is doing, both in combat and in 

peacetime (Sidle, 1991). 
A relationship must exist where 
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the media are able to fulfill their role of watchdog. If 

the media have a credibility problem with the military, 

they will be unable to accomplish the roles designed for 

them through the First Amendment. Censorship may be 

imposed, but more significantly, military leaders will just 

stop talking to or supporting the media. Military support 

is important for the media, partially for their success but 

more importantly to fulfill their responsibilities to 

inform the public (DeFrank, 1984). The media will not 

receive the support they need and deserve if they are 

viewed by the military as having a credibility problem. 

Purpose of the Study 

The scope of this study is to determine media 

credibility as viewed by the military. Specifically, the 

purpose of this study will be to determine if the media 

have a credibility problem with middle grade Army officers. 

The study attempts to answer the following questions: 

1. Do middle grade Army officers view the media as a 

credible source of information? 

2. If there is a credibility gap, is it because of 

1 · i"nfluence by a senior officer or a persona experience, 

combination of the two? 

3. If middle grade Army officers view the media as 

h d "b"l"t wi"ll combat arms officers view the aving low ere J. J. J. y, 

d "bl than will non-combat arms officers? media as less ere J. e 



Statement of Hypotheses 

Three hypotheses will be tested in this study: 

1 . Middle grade Army officers view the mass media as 

having low credibility. 

5 

2. Middle grade Army office rs ' views o f medi a 

credibility have bee n influenced by a senior officer rather 

than personal e xpe r ienc e . 

3. Combat a rms officers view the mass media as less 

credi ble than do non-combat arms o f ficers . 

Limitations of the Study 

Subjects of th i s study we r e 0 hose .dd e 

grade Army officers i n 6 r n o C n u r 

battalions at Fort Carnpb 11 , C For se of 

this study , a middle gr d C s ny s ' oned 

officer in the U. S. y ho 8 r 0 C i , a jor 

or lieutenant colon 1 , r eg C n r . 

Middle grade of ficers i n o r 0 

to include the at i on Gu r n no 

included . This study SU e y 0 i c r 0 0 s t 

Airborne (Ai r Assau l t ) o· h ·ch 5 s 0 e 

representative group t o SU e C e e co e r age o f 

the Army tends to concentr t e r r y 0 co a aneuver 

un its (Hammond , 1988 ) such s he 0 st . 

Importance of the Study 

Sarke s ian (1987 ) noted that the v · ews of the military 
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are compatible with society. 

He argued that the military 

presents a good cross-sectional look at society. It is 

reasonable to conclude that Army officers hold views 

generally in accordance with the public (Sarkesian, 1987). 

Some researchers begrudgingly admit that the military 

and the media need each other (Sidle, 1984, 1991). The 

public has the right to know what the mi litary is doing and 

how well or poorly it is doing i t, except when such 

information can affect security or troop sa f ety i ssues. 

The media are respons i ble for provi di ng thi s informat i on 

and are protected by the First Amendme nt in order t o do so 

(DeFrank, 1984). 

The military needs public support and accolades f or 

the job that it is do i ng. The primary method of informing 

the public about the accomplishments and achievements o f 

the Army is through t he media (Sidle , 1991) . If middl e 

grade officers, the Army ' s future leadership , believe that 

the media lack credibility, they may not communicate with 

the media at all. The media wou l d be unable to inform t he 

public. Some studi es note this has already happened 

(DeFrank , 1984; Smit h, 1984) . 

Smith (198 4) noted t ha t some Army officers who served 

in Vietnam be l ieved they were treated unfairly by t he 

media. Those captains and ma jors who served i n Vi etnam are 

now influential generals who s till r egard t he media with 

suspicion (Defrank, 1984 ) . This can account for the way 



the media have been handled in the recent military 

operations. 

The historical military tradition of promotions and 

assignments contributes to the importance of this study 

because the middle grade officers of today will be the 

commanders of tomorrow. Their view of media credibility 

may determine the future of military-media relations. 

7 



CHAPTER 2 

Review of Literature 

Military-Media Relationship 

There is little research available that specifically 

addresses the military view of media credibility. The 

research that is available was published in the mid-1970s. 

In 1974, a study by Orwant and Ullman reported that 

officers were less favorable than civilians with regard to 

media credibility. They also noted that there was a 

"particularly high degree of uncertainty about the 

credibility of media reporting of military affairs" 

(Orwant & Ullman, 1974, p. 469). Conversely, Sarkesian 

(1987) noted the views of the military were basically 

compatible with those of American society. The slight 

contradiction between these studies may be attributed to 

the fact that Orwant and Ullman's (1974) study dealt only 

with officers whereas Sarkesian's (1987) study generalized 

all ranks and positions as "military." Orwant and Ullman's 

study (1974) was consistent with Sarkesian's (1987) 

interpretation: the military is a snapshot picture of our 

society. 

A study of attitudes of military officers and censors 

(Singletary, l977) stated that officers were more favorable 

f rshl.·p From the data of than censors to the notion o censo · 

8 
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these three studi es a cons ' ensus of officers' attitudes 

toward media credibility being low can be drawn. The same 

consensus of officers' attitudes of medi'a credibility can 

be drawn from a hiSt orical analysis of the relationship 

between the military and the media. 

It is unlikely that the United States will ever again 

participate in a military operation that resembles World 

War I. The entire nation mobilized and was caught up in 

the wartime atmosphere. The media were directly tied to 

the war effort. During World War I, the relationship 

between the military and the media was one of mutual 

respect and consideration (Ondracek, 1985) even though 

journalists had to submit their work to military censors 

prior to being released. Throughout World War I the media 

and the military enjoyed generally good relations, 

primarily due to the patriotism of the media (Diehl, 1989). 

World War I censorship was criticized by both the 

military and the media. The media claimed they were being 

censored too much and the military countered they did not 

censor enough. world war I censorship was not always 

successful, but was usually offset by the patriotism of 

· 1991) who often did not report bad news Journalists (Sidle, 

b t ·t Early in the war, even though they knew a ou l. • 

the J·ournalists who covered the 
regulations governing 

American Expeditionary Forces were strictly enforced. As 

the war continued, with few exceptions, the military and 
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the media enjoyed a relationsh1.'p of respect and trust. A 

key to the generally good relations enjoyed by both sides 

during this period of censorship was the formation of the 

Committee on Public Information (Diehl, 1989). 

President Woodrow Wilson formed the committee to 

manage censorship and public relations during the war. He 

chose George Creel, a prominent journalist, to chair the 

committee (Millet & Maslowski, 1984). Creel's support gave 

representation and credibility to the committee among the 

media. The government, through the Committee on Public 

Information, established extensive accreditation procedures 

for media covering the war zones. Censorship was enforced 

by the military in accordance with guidelines issued by the 

committee. The media adhered to these guidelines because 

of their patriotism, support for the nation meant support 

for the military, (Ondracek, 1985; Sidle, 1991) and because 

they felt they had representation on the committee in the 

form of Mr. Creel (Diehl, 1989). As a result, only five 

journalists of the more than 60 at the front lost their 

credentials during the war. More importantly, the 

military-media relationship was one of mutual credibility, 

trust and respect during World War I. 

War II' in which total censorship was During World 

imposed, the relationship between the military and the 

media remained stable. Journalists accompanied U. S. 

forces worldwide during World War II. 
Military-media 
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relations were productive (S 'th mi , 1984) even though 

military leaders had taken the World War I experience and 

imposed total censorship during World War II. One reason 

for the success of the relationship was that the military 

attempted to assist the media as much as possible 

(Ondracek, 1985). The positive relationship was also due, 

in part, to the patriotism displayed by the media (Sidle, 

1991). During this period, the tendency of the majority of 

the media was to show more support toward the military in 

an effort to help the war effort (Ondracek, 1985). 

The military added to the positive relationship with 

the media by giving and assisting them with almost complete 

freedom of movement and access to commanders. General 

Dwight Eisenhower went to extra efforts to bring the media 

in and conduct sensitive briefings as well as provide them 

with access to his subordinate commanders such as Generals 

Omar Bradley and George Patton. In particular, both 

Generals Eisenhower and Bradley held and publicly expressed 

high opinions of the media (Halloran, 1991 ) . At one point, 

General George c. Marshall briefed the media on highly 

classified Allied invasion plans. Although he trusted them 

to keep information confidential, which they did, his 

purpose was to prevent them from printing speculations 

(Ondracek, 1985). 

In Europe, the Joint Press Censorship Group did an 

excellent job of maintaining the security of press 
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dispatches and prompt delivery to medi a organizati ons. 

They insured that the media r ecei ved ass i stance f rom the 

military for food, equipment, t r ansport ation, and access to 

communications equipment (Di ehl , 19 89 ). There were 

incidents; however, di sc l osur es were generally inadvertent. 

At the e nd of Worl d War II, the overwhelming feeling within 

the mi l itary was t hat the wa.r had been accurately and ful l y 

covered (Ondracek , 1985). The military and the media 

enjoyed a good relationship dur ing World War II . 

The decaying relations between the media and the 

military c an be attributed to severa l events , start'ng with 

the Korean War. The Korean War sprang pas series of 

surprises , from the invasion by or or a 0 e 

commitment of American forces. Th r tionship t en 

the military and the media got of to b d 8 as did 

the Army's involvement. Censors hi no lly 

instituted by the Truman administr ( Di 

most censorship was vo l untary on th 0 

Many of the members of the me i er n 0 or 

abl f Ppro ri ere trict ' ons II and were knowledge e o 

(Diehl, 1989). 

nd 

d 

Military pride about how the y ge is rtrayed 

military-media re ationsh·p to to the public caused the 

I t was embarrassing to see 
worsen (Ondracek, 1985 ) . 

ar 

not prepared or equipped 
reports that the American Army was 

went into fu 1 retreat 
for the war and almost immediate ly 
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(Millet & Maslowski, 1984). The media, reporting the 

retreat, told of panicky, poorly equipped soldiers who 

often broke contact and ran. 

The media coverage of the disorderly retreats was not 

well received by the Army, in particular, General Douglas 

MacArthur, General of the Army and Commander of the United 

Nations Command (Millet & Maslowski, 1984). The strained 

relationship between the military and the media worsened as 

the war went badly for the Army. The relationship improved 

briefly after the successful amphibious landing at Inchon 

and the recapture of the capital of Seoul, but quickly 

soured when the Chinese intervened into the conflict in 

November 1950 and the media reported humiliating defeats 

that were inflicted upon the Army (Diehl, 1989; Millet & 

Maslowski, 1984). By early 1951 the credibility of both 

the military and the media with each other was low (Diehl, 

1989; Ondracek, 1985). 

Unlike Generals Bradley and Marshall, General 

MacArthur did not establish a good rapport with the media 

and ordered 17 correspondents to be expelled from the war 

theater (Ondracek, 1985) before he took more draS t ic 

full Censorship on December 21, 1950 measures and imposed 

(Diehl, 1989). Full censorship was far more restrictive 

and punitive than it had ever been in the past. Although 

. . were eventually lessened and 
the censorship restrictions 

. tab'lized to polite indifference, 
military-media relations s i 
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the Korean War severely damaged the trust and confidence in 

the relationship between the military and the media (Diehl, 
1989; Ondracek, 1985). 

Shortly after the Korean War several things occurred 

which directly affected the relationship of the military 

and the media. The media grew in size, and through 

technological advances, television matured into a real 

media force (Daniels, 1985). Further influence on the 

military- media relationship came from advancements in 

communication technology which greatly improved news­

gathering activities and capabilities (Sidle, 1991). 

The government also influenced the relationship 

between the military and the media by shying away from the 

use of censorship. Without question, the largest change in 

the relationship came with the Vietnam War (Sidle, 1991; 

Smith, 1984). The influence of television as well as lack 

of censorship made the Vietnam War an entirely new 

experience for the media, the military, and the American 

people (Daniels, 1985; Diehl, 1989; Sidle, 1991). 

The Vietnam War was the lowest point of the 

the m.l.'litary and the media. The relationship between 

American military presence began in 1954 with 200 military 

19 84) By 1963 there were advisors (Millet & Maslowski, · 

and in this early phase of over 16,000 military advisors, 

in Saigon was only seven 
the war, the small media corps 

·te these small numbers, the 
full-time reporters. Desp.1. 
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military and the media both felt they were being undermined 

by the other (Ondracek, 1985). 

Between 1963 and 1965, the antagonistic relationship 

between the military and the media decreased in intensity; 

however, mutual distrust remained (Ondracek, 1985). one 

factor in this distrust was the arrival in Vietnam of many 

young, inexperienced reporters who knew l ittle about the 

military or the Vietnamese (Sidle 1991 ) . Their presence 

did not help military-media relat i ons. Although there were 

many reporters who attached t hemsel ves t o military units 

and gained the knowledge and experi ence necessary t o make 

the military-media relationshi p be t ter (Si dle , 19 91) , i t 

was not sufficient to make a s i zeable difference (Ondracek, 

1985). 

Unfortunately for the military and media relationship, 

the Johnson administration made several attempts to 

manipulate the media to show onl y one side of the truth . 

This manipulation is credited wit h creating the credibility 

gap (Sidle, 1991). The credi bility gap is a phrase coined 

during this period in the Vi etnam era to describe the 

1 d attl.·tude the military and the media had re ationship an 

for each other. The military f e lt media coverage was 

inadequate; conversely, the media f e lt t hey were bei ng 

manipulated (Hammond, 1988). 
i n t he mil itary-medi a 

The irreconcilable split 
Tet of fensive of 1968 

relationship occurred during the 
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(Daniels , 1985 ; Diehl, 1989; Ondracek, 1985). Tactically, 

the Tet offensive was t no successful, but strategically it 

was a victory for the North Vietnamese Army. The 

government had been stating the enemy was near defeat and 

the end to conflict was in sight. on January 30, 1968, a 

major offensive led by the Vietcong and North Vietnamese 

Regular Army soldiers was launched throughout South 

Vietnam. The attack was not a complete surprise. Military 

intelligence had collected evidence of a major offensive 

for months (Millet & Maslowski, 1984). What was surprising 

to the media, the American people, and a large number of 

soldiers was that an enemy on its last legs could mount 

such a daring assault (Diehl, 1989; Ondracek, 1985). The 

media, which had for the most part dutifully reported the 

military's optimism, felt betrayed (Cohen, 1983) . 

The media perceived that they had been lied to by the 

military officials who had attempted to portray the war as 

a certain victory (Hammond, 1988). The military, on the 

other hand, felt that their efforts and sacrifices in an 

unappreciated war were being undermined by reporters who 

for a sensational story (Sidle, 1991). were only searching 

the ml..li·tary and the media during The relationship of 

r esentment and in some cases Vietnam quickly turned to 

hatred (Ondracek, 1985). 
These two institutions were no 

Were now bitter enemies. 
longer adversaries; they 
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Not all the Vietnamese war coverage was negative. 

Postwar studies and analyses have shown that most of the 

coverage was either favorable or neutral (Sidle, 1991). 

sunnners (1982), a Vietnam era infantry officer, noted that 

although there were some discrepancies between what was 

reported and what actually occurred, the majority of 

reporting from Vietnam was factual. Unfortunately, many of 

those who served in Vietnam felt that the media were a 

major factor in the United States' backing out of Vietnam 

(Daniels, 1985; Sidle, 1991; Smith, 1984). 

The Vietnam War caused the most significant 

detrimental relationship change between the military and 

the media (Sidle, 1991). For many of the reasons 

discussed, the relationship became one of distrust and 

dislike and culminated with a credibility gap. Both 

professions are still dealing with the Vietnam era 

credibility gap, as evidenced in later military-media 

relations. 

The dislike and distrust between the military and the 

media continued after the war. A 1982 study by the U.S. 

(ondracek, 1985) showed that the majority Army War College 

Surveyed distrusted the media. It is of Anny officers 

both the military and the media have important to note that 

equally contributed to the dislike, distrust and 

9 S ' dle 1991· sunnners, 1982). 
credibility gap (Diehl, 198 i i ' ' 
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The review of th h' 

e i storical military-media 

relationship offered here has shown that although 

cooperation and trust between the two 
professions has 

existed in the past, the relationship has had more than its 

share of conflict, controversy and credibility issues in 

the last 40 years (Daniels, 1985; Ondracek, 1985; Sidle, 

1991). After Vietnam and before Grenada, the military felt 

that the media continued to be somewhat antagonistic and 

negative, so the distrust between the two institutions 

continued unabated. Although never admitted, the 

military's distrust of the media had a direct impact on the 

way media were handled during the invasions of Grenada and 

Panama (Sidle, 1991). 

As a result of the distrust of the media, the U.S. 

government did not allow any media representation for the 

first two days of the Grenada Operation in 1983. 

Journalists were barred from reporting on the operation 

until the outcome was no longer in doubt. On the third 

day, a small pool from the nearly 400 journalists waiting 

on the island of Barbados was allowed to fly to Grenada 

(Willey, l989) under the control of the Public Affairs Team 

of the 82nd Airborne Division. This pooling concept was a 

serious departure from past , accepted practices. 

and Summers (1982) both noted that the Smith (1984) 
and captains, who served junior Army officers, lieutenants 

treated poorly by the in Vietnam and believed they were 
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media are now the influential d .. 

, ec.1.s.1.on-making generals. 
Several other sources (D.1.'ehl 198 , 9; DeFrank, 1984; 
Ondracek, 1985; Pantuso 199 

, O; Sidle, 1991; Smith, 1984) 

also noted that the exclusion of media from Grenada was 

largely a result of the med.1.'a coverage in Vietnam. In 

fairness to the media, it is important to note that during 

the Vietnam War and the Grenada invasion the media proved 

their credibility on more than one occasion (Smith, 1984; 

Willey, 1989). 

The military's stance, that its exclusionary media 

policy was proper, was reinforced by the public's support, 

not only of the invasion, in general, but of the media's 

exclusion, in particular (Sidle, 1991). Ondracek (1985) 

noted that polls by the New York Times, CBS, and Newsweek 

showed 54 percent of those polled supported the decision to 

initially exclude the media from the Grenada invasion. 

As a consequence of the confrontation between the 

media and the military over Grenada, the Defense Department 

appointed a commission to study military-media relations. 

The panel was named the Sidle Commission after its 

chairman, retired Major General Winant Sidle, a former 

public affairs officer (Diehl, 1989) • The panel was made 

up of members of the media, military and civilian experts. 

note that many members of the media It is interesting to 

declined to sit on the panel (Daniels, 1985 )· 
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The Sidle Commission Report (Sidle, 1984) concluded 

... the optimum solution to ensure proper media 
coverage of ·1· mi itary operations will be to have the 

military - represented by competent, professional 

public affairs personnel and commanders who understand 

media problems - working with the medi a - represented 

by competent, professional reporters and editors who 

understand military probl ems - in a nonantagoni sti c 

atmosphere. (p. 17) 

It will continue to be debated tha t the eight 

conclusions and detailed recommendations of the Sidle 

Commission on how the military- media relationship might be 

improved are flawed (Pantuso , 1990 ) . The Twentieth Century 

Fund, a private research group , also conducted a Grenada 

military-media study. Ma ny of their findings are similar 

to those noted in the Si dle Commission report (Daniels , 

1985), but there were some glaring differences . 

The Twentieth Century Task Force report ca led for a 

clearer understanding of t he role of the news media in 

wartime. The study stated that • the presence of 

journalists (in u. s. mil i tary conflicts ) is not a luxury 

· · 1 1985 p 140) . The Sidle panel but a necessity" (Danie s, , · 

report concluded that the medi a cove r military operations 

to the maximum extent possibl e, as long as it was 

· t and t he sa f ety of t he 
consistent with mission securi Y 
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soldiers involved (Sidle, 1984). 

The Task Force also felt, perhaps somewhat 

Prophetically, that the Gr d ena a press exclusion set a 

dangerous precedent. This study was clearly more 

disapproving of the media's exclusion from Grenada than the 

Sidle report (Daniels, 1985; Diehl, 1989). The Sidle panel 

report did not specifically address the impact of the 

Grenada press exclusion on future operations. Another 

contrast between the two reports dealt with censorship. 

The Sidle panel never ruled out the option of imposing 

complete fiel4 censorship (Sidle, 1984), whereas the Task 

Force report called for clearly stated ground rules and 

excluded the possibility of field censorship (Daniels, 

1984). 

Despite their different approaches to the study, 

neither report addressed the role of new technology and its 

impact on the future of military-media relations in a 

wartime environment. Because it was commissioned by the 

d · of the Si dle panel are the government, the recommen ations 

measures which were adopted for the military-media 

relationship of the future (Pantuso, 1990 ) . It is clear 

that these findings are somewhat biased in the favor of the 

military. 

The Sidle Commission has already affected the 

It was as a result of the 
military-media relationship, 

National Media Pool was organized 
Sidle Commission that the 
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and used in Panama (Pantuso ' 199 0) and later, Operation 
Desert Shield/Stenn. 

The National Media Pool concept, a reconnnendation of 

the Sidle Commission, had several practice runs in 1985. 

The runs were held during m j a or military maneuvers to help 

work out the bugs. The · practice runs, one held at Fort 

Campbell, Kentucky, ranged from dismal failures to sterling 

successes (Daniels, 1985). The Pool's first use was during 

the Persian Gulf naval tanker escort operation in 1987, and 

the "show of force" to Honduras in March 1988. Although 

there were some complaints, it seemed to function 

adequately (Sidle, 1991; Willey, 1989). 

During Operation Just Cause in Panama in December 

1989, the National Media Pool was used, but the concept did 

not work well (Pantuso, 1990; Sidle, 1991 ) . The members of 

the pool did not arrive until four hours after the fighting 

began, they were unable to file their first di spatches 

until six hours after that, and they were not permitted to 

adequately cover the operation (Pantuso, 199 0 ; Si dle, 

1991). Because of these, and many other exampl es, the 

relationship between the military and the med i a once again 

turned adversarial (Pantuso, 1990 ) . 

When Operation Desert Shield began, the Department of 

Defense chose to activate the pool concept. This concept 

was modified considerably before the operation finished . 

17-member National Media pool accompanied the first 

A 
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soldiers into Saudi Arabia in early August 1990. According 

to Sidle ( 1991 ), the pool concept worked well for the two 

weeks it operated. How ever, as more soldiers came into the 

operations area, so did more media representatives. By the 

ti.me the war ended, there were over 1,600 journalists in 

the operations area (Sidle, 1991 ) . By comparison, the 

largest number of in-country correspondents in Vietnam at 

any one day was 648 (Diehl, 1989). The National Med i a Pool 

was shut down after two weeks because the number of non­

pool reporters in the area made it unnecessary. 

The relationship between the military and the media 

did not improve greatly during Operation D sert Shield . 

The failure of the Nat iona l edia Pool left any wary of 

the concept during the impending war ; o er , some 1 uded 

the military's efforts to improve th r 1 tionship (Rather, 

1991). The relationship bet en th ilit ry and the edia 

going into Operation Desert Storm cou d 

neutral, at best (Sidle, 1991 ) . 

Operation Desert Storm caused se era 

the concept first started with Operation 

e 

escri d as 

od ' fic tions to 

esert Shield . 

a ent of The large number of j ournalists c used 

Defense to improvise a new system of o s to attempt to 

many j ourna ists as possib e . provide access to as 
Some 

sources noted that there were simply too many journalists 

d t (Dennis et a l ., 1991 ; 
for the military to accommo a e ' 

Another modification put i n 
Ethiel, 1992; Sidle, 1991 ) , 



24 
place for Operation Desert St 

orm was that all material 

prepared by a pool member had t b . o e reviewed by the Army 

public affairs officer escorting that pool . If the public 

affairs officer approved it, the material was forwarded as 

soon as possible for release. If the journalist and the 

public affairs officer could not agree on a poi nt, the 

material was forwarded to the Joint Information Bureau i n 

Dahran for review (Dennis, et al. , 19 91) . 

There were several problems with the modified poo l 

concept during Desert Storm (Dennis , et al ., 1991 ; Ethiel , 

1992). The review system often caused de l ays in putting 

out the story, but the review system applied only to 

journalists in the pool. Pool members coveri ng a unit were 

not allowed to split up and go off indi vi dually. In some 

cases, the pool was not deployed i n a timel y fashion and 

missed unit act i ons . Another sore point for the media was 

that public affairs e scorts kept reporters under t i ght 

control (Dennis, et a l ., 1991 ; Sidl e, 199 1) . 

The relationship between the mil i tary and the media 

did not improve during Oper ation Desert Storm. Because of 

h the media came out of the the problems cited, and ot ers , 

operation with a fee ling of greater diS t rust and 

manipulation by the military. 
The military finished Deser t 

Workable Concept to include the media i n 
Storm without a 

· e t a l 199 1) • future operations (Dennis, ., 
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Sidle (1984, 1991) notes the secret to a successful 

relationship between the military and the media is 

cooperation. The military and the media rarely recognize 

the fact that they really need each other. It is virtually 

impossible for wars to be fought, especially in a 

democracy, without public support, and public support is 

unattainable without an informed publ i c. The Ameri can 

taxpayer has the right to know how and what the mili tary is 

doing, taking into account operati onal secur ity and troop 

safety. Viewed in this manner, i t become s c lear that the 

military and the medi a must develop a working relationship 

which will allow fair reporting o f the military's ac tions . 

Media Credibility 

Credibility is an important issue to this research 

because of the current i dea that the public, and thus the 

military, does not believe the news media (Gaziano , 1988 ; 

Wyatt , 19 9 1 ) . 1 d lack Of Credibility can hinder This al ege 

the mass media's ability to inform the public , to monitor 

the d to govern their own profession . government, an 
There 

that l ack of credibility, in the long 
is a further danger 

term, could lead to weakened f r eedom of the press and 

d . source s out of bus iness. 
threaten to put some mass me 1.a 

l.
·ncreasing the s ignificance o f t he 

Compounding and 

l.
·s the large body of conflict ing 

credibility problem 

research findings. 
. h importance and i nterest in 

oesp1.te t e 
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the concept of credibility, there is 

still no widely agreed 
upon definition. 

Herein lies the greatest challenge to studies of 

credibility. The dimensions that compr1.·se th d f' e e 1.nition 

of credibility may vary from something as simple and broad 

as Webster's definition of believability (Mish, l986) to a 

specific and complex definition of 18 separate components 

(Gaziano & McGrath, 1986). There is a need to develop a 

concise operational definition of credibility upon which 

mass media and researchers can agree. 

Media credibility problems have been an issue for 

several decades. As the review of the relationship of the 

military and the media indicates, individual perceptions of 

how the media are doing their job are continually 

influenced by the current political and historical 

atmosphere. In order to have an accurate and consistent 

picture of media credibility, it is important to develop a 

reliable measuring technique. Research and discussion on 

the magnitude of the credibility problem have focused 

primarily on how credibility is measured, and have 

currently included a definition that is so large and all 

encompassing that it is no longer functional. 

The research on credibility stems from as far back as 

1936 with the work of Mitchell T. Charnley who studied 

· & McGrath, 1986). 
newspaper reporting accuracy (Gaz1.ano 

h research on credibility has 
Since the 1950s, much oft e 
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focused on factors or dimensions 

that are strongly 
associated with credibility. 

One of the early attempts at 
a definition of credibility was 

proposed by Hovland and 

Weiss (1951) who identified two 
dimensions of credibility: 

trustworthiness and expertness. Neither of these 

dimensions was directly used .1.·n h tis research although they 

were not completely ignored. Because of their broad scope 

and the difficulty in measuring them, they were 

incorporated as parts of other dimensions which are 

measurable. 

In the research on developing a definition of 

credibility, the Yale group in 1953 then looked at 

"believability of source" as a component of persuasive 

communication impact (Gaziano & McGrath, 1986). In 1959, 

the interest in credibility increased after the Roper 

polling organization asked a question about believability 

for the Television Information Office. Their results 

pointed to increased public trust in television compared 

with other media. The Roper organization concluded that 

television's lead over other media in terms of how much the 

public believed it as a news source increased during the 

1960s and 1970s (Nass & Newhagen, 1989). 

Researchers' interest in credibility began to increase 

in the 1960s and with it came a further interest in 

developing the concept of credibility more fully. Much of 

d the dimensions of the 
this research has concentrate on 
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source that people use t d 0 etermine credibility (Gaziano, 
1988; Meyer, 1988). 

After Hovland and Weiss's (lgs 1) proposal that 

credibility can be measured as trustworthiness and 

expertness, factors of credibility continued to expand. 

Berlo, Lemert and Mertz (1970) identified three factors of 

credibility: safety, qualification and dynamism. These 

factors were also discarded for the de fi ni t i on of 

credibility in this resea.rch for r eas ons similar to t he 

dismissal of Hovland and Weiss' s dimensions : the scope of 

these factors is very broad and difficult to measure . 

In addition to the above mentioned dimensions of 

credibility, it is important to consider the actual 

definition of credi bility . Ac cordJ.ng to ebster's ew 

Collegiate dictionary, "to be credible is to offer 

reasonable grounds to be believed sh , 1986) . • This 

definition is not complicated and if th t were all there 

were to measuring media sources , it would be fairly 

straightforward. Thi s extremely broad efinition, however, 

does not take into account t he many variab es that make up 

the "reasonable grounds " part of the definition . 

Although the dimens i ons c hange from study to study, 

h have Proposed that c r edibility i s a several researc ers 

One study worthy o f note i s the 
multidimensional concept. 

Edi t ors ' ( ASNE) survey which 
American Society of Newspaper 

o f credibility, i nc l uding 
used a variety of definitions 
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broad and narrow measures (Gaziano & McGrath, 1986). 

Because most of these factors have been treated as 

indicators of credibility previously, this multidimensional 

concept was labeled as the "definit ion of credibility." 

This definition is not universally accepted and has been 

criticized for not taking into account the different kinds 

of media and various media functions. 

Although Gaziano and McGrath's (1986) operational 

definition of credibility appears to be reasonable , it is 

important to remember that there ·s stil no en ra y 

er accepted definition for mass 

factors cited by the ASNE surv 

(1986), many of them c n b 

1988). Using Meyer (1988) s 

uses the operat iona l defin tion 

or discarding some of the 16 

n G i 

0 th 16 

cGr th 

r , 

n , 

co co ining 

C 0 0 0 

categories. 

The definit ion of cred bili Y, 0 0 this 

research, is bel ievability 0 t i cc cy , 

fairness, unbiasedness, objecti i y n he ole 

previously defined. i i truth, as 
t out 

di fferent cri eri or 
consideration of 

r· o s ources of 

mass media. 
. nd McGrath ( 986 ) brings the 

The review of Gaziano a 
d.b. ·ty fort is research 

operational definition of ere 1 1 

more in line with eyer ' s research . ~eyer's Be ievability 
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Index (1988) includes many factors f' f h' h , ive o w ic are 

accuracy, fairness, unbiasedness , objectivity, and telling 
the whole truth. Each of these provides a degree of 

redundancy. This repetition will give this research a far 

more accurate measure than would have been made by one of 

the items independently. These five f ac t ors not onl y meet 

the face value test, but treat t he dif ferent kinds of media 

and various media functions equally. These factors are 

equally applied to all mediums despite thei r differ i ng 

nature and how information is perceived because they deal 

with the concept of bel i evability . 

In addition to the broad concepts in the definition of 

credibility, one may al so consider source comparison . Nass 

and Newhagen (1989) propose that the criteria people use t o 

determine televi sion credibility are different from those 

used to judge newspapers. They further state that 

television news credi bility will be influenced by a 

person's percepti on o f the individuals presenting it . 

Because of the separat i on in space and t ' e between the 

public and the peop l e who produce newspapers, perception of 

newspapers wi l l be as an or ganization or institution , 

rather than an indivi dua l . Much credibility researc h does 

tend to compare broadcast agains t print journalism, but 

this is not a distinction the public gene rally makes (Kohut 

& Robinson, 1988). t hat the five compos i te It seems 
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factors can be equally applied to both broadcast and print 
journalism. 

This research did not focus on defining relationships 

to the source that receivers use .1.·n assessing credibility. 

The five factors of credibility used· th' .1.n .1.s research apply 

equally to all mediums. Each person's perception, whether 

it be that the source of .1.'nf t· · orma .1.on .1.s an individual or an 

institution (Nass & Newhagen, 1989) will be evaluated the 

same. 

Some research suggests that there may not be a 

credibility crisis (Gaziano, 1988; Kohut & Robinson, 1988). 

Based upon current research and articles (Smith, 1984), as 

well as earlier findings (Baxter & Bittner, 1974; Lee, 

1978, Shaw, 1973) and the extensive use of the Roper 

question, it appears justified to do further research on 

the issue of credibility. 

History is replete with examples of the media damaging 

their own credibility with the military. The 1984 case of 

General William Westmoreland and CBS is such an example. A 

1975 CBS documentary had wrongfully charged a conspiracy 

led by Westmoreland. Fifteen years later it was revealed 

that CBS had gotten the story wrong. They had relied on a 

paid consultant whose account of events was tailored by his 

bias and allowed the producer to avoid or discard 

interviews that rebutted the documentary's premise 

(Sarkesian, 1987). 
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Incidents such as this only validate the existence of 

a credibility problem and make the issue of credibility 

that much more difficult to research. For this study 

Meyer's Believability Index (1988), the mass media 

credibility index of Cornelius Pratt (1982), and Gaziano 

and McGrath's definition of credibility (1986) were the 

driving influences for defining credibility. 

One of the most demanding issues facing mass media 

today is credibility. The lack of agreement on an 

operational definition for credibility severely hinders 

mass media's ability to perform the myriad roles they have 

to society and themselves. This issue is further 

complicated when studied from the military aspect. 

The following chapter describes how the study was 

conducted. It lays out the design of the questionnaire, 

the subjects and the procedure. 



CHAPTER 3 

Methodology 

This chapter discusses the respondents and the design 

of the questionnaire as well as the derivation of the terms 

used to define credibility. 

Design of the Study 

Data to test the hypotheses were collected using a 

questionnaire (see Appendix A). The questionnaire was 

structured with five sections. Reliability of the 

measures, as assessed by Cronbach's alpha, was established 

at 0.86 (Bruning & Kantz, 1977). This measure needed to be 

0.7 or above in order to establish reliability of the 

survey. 

The first six questions provided demographic and 

military background information on the respondents. 

Specifically, they asked for age, gender, rank, branch, 

source of commission and combat experience. 

Question seven was a modified version of the Roper 

question which was first asked in 1959: "If you got 

conflicting or different reports of the same news story 

from radio, television, magazines and newspapers, which of 

the four versions would you be most inclined to believe 

, Th.1.'s question was asked because 
( Gaz iano, 19 8 8 , p. 2 7 7 ) . " 

f 
, extensive use in past research on 

o the Roper questions 

33 
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media credibility. 

Questions 8 through 12 formed the major portion of the 

index used in this study to 
measure perceived credibility 

of the mass media. Specifically this section employs a 

series of Likert-scale questions to measure these 

components of media credibility: accuracy, fairness, 

unbiasedness, objectivity and telling the whole truth. 

Questions 13 through 18 use a Likert scale to determine 

whether the officers' views of media credibility had been 

influenced by a senior officer, a bad personal experience 

with the media or a combination of the two. Questions 19 

and 20 also used a Likert scale to determine how these 

officers viewed the relationship between the military and 

the media today. A single measure of credibility was 

developed by combining questions 8 through 12 with 

questions 19 and 20. 

It is important to clarify for the purpose of this 

study that mass media refers to the mediums of television, 

newspaper, radio, and magazine news. This study does not 

specify one medium because past studies have shown the 

People dl.'fferentiate for concepts of degree to which 

kl.'nds of media has not been clear credibility and different 
l988,· orwant & Ullman, 

(Gaziano & McGrath, 1986; Gaziano, 

1974). h t d ' es compare broadcast 
Most credibility researc s u 1 

. 1· but it has been noted that the 
against print Journa 1.sm, 

. e the news media that way (Kohut & 
public does not categor1.z 
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Robinson, 1988). Gaz· 19 

iano ( 88) also noted that measuring 

attitudes toward media sepa.rately can lead to variations in 

findings even within the same study. 

The extent of media credibility problems has been an 

issue for several decades. Research and discuss i on on the 

problem relies primarily on how credibil i ty is measured and 

defined. Currently some studies note that the definition 

is so large and all encompass i ng that it i s no longer 

functional (Kohut & Robinson, 19 88; Meyer, 1988 ; Nass & 

Newhagen, 1989). 

With as many as 12 previous operation 1 definitions of 

credibility in 1985 surveys alone , by refining and 

regrouping credibil i ty f ac tors into a sm 11 r inter- related 

set, this research was an attempt to ve op a concise 

operational definit i on o f credibility . 

Elements discarded from Gaziano nd . Gr h's ( 1986) 

definition of credi bility were • factua l• •reporters are 

well-trained " because o f t hei r ambigu i ty . Furthermore , 

establishing criteria and s tandards to 

reporters are well-tra i ned would be ex r 

eta 

e y 

ne whether 

' fficult . 

1 , · acy • does no d rectly The category "respects peep es pri 

f be l.l·evability and wil also be deal with the concept o 

discarded. 
•~ere combined because of their Four factors ... 

• tell s t he whol e story, • •can 
similar meanings: "unbiased, · 

tes facts f r om opinions. ~ 
be trusted, " and '' separa 
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Further elements discarded were "patriotic, " 

"concerned about the community's well-being, · · concerned 

mainly about public interests, · and · wat ches out a f ter your 

interests" because they dea l ma i nl y with co unity 

affiliation. The scope o f this research 

determine the percept ions o 88 

0 middle grade Army officers , 

strong c ommun i ty af ili ion c 

These discar 

eleme nts which w r i 

co po 

is bei ng fre 

content of th 

rom rro o 

punctu tion . 

i nvolv s 11.min 

prejudices . B 

m ny id tO V 

Unbi 

d fin nd pply 

re s . It coul 

bias (G zi no 

consid r ble 

ins titutional bi 

the di r ection o 

ory , 

t e bi 

researc h, unbiasedness is e 

b a ca o bi as by prese nt i ng a a 

i C 

y 

0 

88 } . 

C 

0 

te to 

y y 
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C C 
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0 
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an issue, even though including opinion may be appropriate 

(Gaziano, 1988). 

Objectivity is the use of facts without distortion by 

personal feelings. Personal feelings are constantly 

present in all of us. If it is evident or rceived that 

personal feelings have signific n y 

of news, that news is no longer co 

ec e repo ing 

in turn contributes to 

Telling the whol t 

five factors to fin 

truth is the qu li yo 

avoiding misint 

that the public n 

the truth, p rt i cu 

Telling th who l 

perc ption th t n 

er i 

or 

misint pr t t ion o O O · 

Subj cts in 

m neuver b tt ' on ° 
stationed t For Camoc~ 

Brigade Headqu rter 

included in this st dy 

maneuver level units. 

officers in the rank of c 

co lonel . Only middle gra e 0 

r Tis 

C 0 

0 0 

C 

0 9 

0 

C 

0 

'8 OC 8 

r e 

e e a 
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because of their potential to be the Army's future senior 

leadership. A total of 200 surveys were distributed to 16 

battalions. Completed responses were received from 166 

officers, for a 83% return rate. 

Surveys were distributed to combat and non-combat arms 

officers. Combat arms officers are those officers in 

branches which are directly involved in combat such as 

Infantry, Armor, Aviation, Field Artillery, ' r Defense 

Artillery, Special Forces, and Engineers . on - combat arms 

officers are those officers in br nch snot dir ct y 

involved in combat such as li ary Po ic , Tr nsportation, 

Signal, Chemical, Ordnance, litary In 

Advocate General Corps, uart t r, Co 

Chaplains, Dental Corps, Army ur Co n cal 

Service Corps. 

Procedure 

There were a tota l of 8 .a r 0 il e 

to survey. This total is divi d 1 0 

battalions and 19 combat supper 0 

battalions. Based upon the er ge 0 g 0 

captains, majors and lieutenant co one s ' n typ cal 

approximate ly 12 ques io ires re ct·str·buted 
battalion, 

to each selected battalion. 

1 . ns eight co A total of 16 batta io ' 

d ly se ected. 
non-combat arms, were ran om 

at .sand eight 

Perm·ssion to 

distribute the questionnaires w 
·ved through direct as recei 
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coordination with each battalion's executive or operations 

officer. 

Questionnaires were given to each battalion and 

distribution was coordinated with the executive or 

operations officer. Generally, questionnaires were handed 

out at the end of a training or command and staff meeting, 

filled out and immediately returned. The cover sheets (see 

Appendix B) were filled out and returned before 

questionnaires were answered to ensure confidentiality of 

responses. In those cases when the questionnaires were not 

completed immediately, the executive or operations officer 

collected them later. There was no apparent pressure in 

any of the units to complete the questionnaire. 

The following chapter presents a summary of data 

collected and the statistical analyses of them. Data were 

analyzed in terms of frequencies, a Pearson correlation and 

at-test. 



Demographics 

CHAPTER 4 

Results 

Table 1 provides the demographic data of the subjects. 

It includes the number of respondents, distribution of 

officers by age, gender, rank, type of branch, source of 

commission and combat experience. 

Table 1 

Demographic Summary of Respondents 

CATEGORY TOTAL N 

Middle Grade 
Army Officers 

Age: 
25-27 
28-30 
31-33 
34-36 
37-39 
40-42 
43-45 

Gender: 

Rank: 

Male 
Female 

Captain 
Major 
Lieutenant Col. 

166 

26 
60 
24 
22 
19 

9 
6 

159 
7 

123 
33 
10 

40 

PERCENT ( ) OF 
POPULATION SAMPLE 

100 . 00 

16 . 00 
36 . 00 
15 . 00 
13 . 00 
1.00 
s.oo 
4 . 00 

96 . 00 
4 . 00 

74 .00 
20.00 

6. 00 

(tabl e continues) 



Table 1 (cont. ) 

CATEGORY 

Branch: 
Combat Arms 
Non-Combat Arms 

Commission: 
ROTC 
USMA 
ocs 
Other 

Combat: 

War: 

Yes 
No 

Vietnam 
Grenada 
Panama 
Southwest Asia 

TOTAL N 

88 
78 

127 
18 
18 

3 

115 
51 

4 
1 
4 

106 

PERCENT(%) OF 
POPULATION SAMPLE 

53.00 
47.00 

77.00 
11. 00 
11. 00 

1.00 

70.00 
30.00 

2.00 
0.60 
2.40 

64.00 
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An examination of the questionnaires revealed that 67% 

of the respondents were between the ages of 25 and 33. The 

distribution of rank showed 74% of the respondents were 

captains. These two demographic categories verify that the 

questionnaires reached the targeted population of the 

future Army officer leadership. 

In reporting branch of service, 53% indicated they 

were combat arms, while 47% marked that they were non­

combat arms branches. The almost equal distribution 

between combat and non-combat arms branches was 

accomplished by taking the total number of battalions 

available to survey, dividing them into combat or 
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non-combat arms groups, and 

randomly drawing eight from 
each group. 

The source of · commission most widely represented was 
ROTC, with 77% of the total res d pan ents followed by the us 
Military Academy and Officer Candidate School each with 

11%. The high percentage of ROTC respondents . is consistent 

with the demographics of the total Army officer corps in 

which 75% of all officers receive commissions from ROTC. 

Data Analysis 

Data from the study supported the first hypothesis 

that middle-grade Army officers viewed the mass media as 

having low credibility. Data for determining credibility 

were derived by creating a composite variable of eight 

questions (Numbers 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 19 20) on the survey 

dealing with the area of mass media credibility. The 

variable was created to account for and combine the results 

of each factor in the definition of credibility. The 

variable also took into account the data on the military­

media relationship. An analysis of this variable showed 

that while 22% of the subjects surveyed felt mass media 

report1·ng of the military, 78% of 
were credible in their 

the officers noted the mass media lacked credibility. 

· 19 and 20 as 
Looking at responses to queS t1Ons 

separate form the credibility index gave more specific 

these questions revealed that 
information. Responses to 

thought the relationship was 
54% of the officers 



adversarial, while 73% 
noted the relationship was not one 
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of trust. 

The second hypothesis that 
middle grade Army officers' 

views of media credibility have 
been influenced by a senior 

officer rather than pe 1 
rsona experience was not supported. 

When responding to the question on· fl 1.n uence, 61% of the 

officers surveyed noted that personal experience most 

influenced their view of the mass media. Only 9% stated 

their views were influenced by a senior officer. 

Additionally, correlation coefficients did not support 

the second hypothesis. The correlation of personal 

experience with perceived credibility (K=0.368, 2=<0.01) 

showed a significant positive relationship. The 

correlation of senior officer influence with personal 

experience (£=-0.287, 2=<0.01) had a s i gnificant negative 

relationship. Data indicated that personal exper i ence was 

generally positive or neutral. It was i nteresting to note 

that when senior officer influence was correl ated wi th 

perceived credibility it showed no corre l ation. 

Three questions on the survey (Numbers 13, l 4, 15 ) 

· fl They were combined dealt with senior officer 1.n uence. 

. to determ1.·ne whether senior officers were into one variable 
· t · e or negative view of attempting to give an overall posi iv 

h' variable indicated 
the media. Analysis of data from t 1.s 

h · r senior officers 
that 62% of the subjects noted that t ei 

t lk to or trust the mass media. 
had told them not to a 
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The third hypothesis was not 

supported. At-test was 
done to compare combat arms officers' 

responses (M=28.25) 
to non-combat arms officers (M=27.19) on the variable of 

credibility. There was no significant difference (t=l.43, 

df=164, 2=0.155) between the two groups. The t value 

needed to be greater than 1.64 in order to be significant 

(Bruning & Kantz, 1977). 

Further analysis of data by each element of 

credibility for the third hypothesis is portrayed in Table 

2. It reveals that combat arms officers rated the mass 

media lower in all five factors of credibility than did 

non-combat arms officers. It is interesting to note that 

both groups rated the mass media lowest on the unbiased 

factor. 

Table 2 

Comparison of Combat Arms ~n~ ~on-Combat Arms Officers on 
the Variable of Media Credibility 

Combat Arms Non-combat Arms 
N=88 N=78 

Agree Neutral Disagree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Accuracy 12 24 52 17 20 41 

Unbias 5 12 71 9 24 45 

Objective 10 31 47 20 18 40 

18 22 38 Fair 10 26 52 

14 29 35 
Tell the 14 27 47 
Truth 
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Th next chapter eval uates and i nterprets the results. 

It also draws several i nferences and potential consequences 

of the results t o both the military and the media. 



CHAPTERS 

Discussion and Conclusions 

Data from this study support one of the three 

hypotheses . The first hypothesis, middle grade Army 

officers v i ew the mass med' ia as having low credibility, is 

support ed. Data suggest that more than half of the 

r espondents perceive that the mass media are inaccurate 

(56% ) , biased (70%) and not objective (52%) in their 

reporting on the military. A plurality of the subjects in 

this study also note they believe the mass media are unfair 

(54%) in their reporting of the military. 

The mass media need to improve their credibility with 

middle grade Army officers, particularly in the five areas 

noted. The age and rank of the majority of the respondents 

show that they represent the future Army officer leadership. 

Their present perceptions and attitudes toward the mass 

media can have a long range, adverse impact on the future of 

military-media relations. 

Middle grade Army officers feel the relationship is 

adversarial (54%) and not one of trust (?3%). If the mass 

• h ·1·tary officers, it media improve their credibility wit mi i 

can be i nferred that the relationship will improve primarily 

The adversarial nature of the 
in the area of trust. 

bl remain constant. relationship wi ll proba Y 
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It is more 
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important t o both institutions h 

tat the relationship becomes 
one of t rust and respect, even as adversaries. 

The second hypothesis that middle grade Army officers' 

views of mass media credibility have been most influenced by 

a senior officer rather than personal experience was not 

supported. It is interesting to note that although the 

majority of the respondents expressed their personal 

experiences with the mass media to be positive and to be the 

most influencing of their mass media attitudes, the majority 

also indicated that their senior officers mentored them not 

to talk to or trust the mass media. Add to this the data 

from the first hypothesis which shows they feel the mass 

media have low credibility, and, even though the survey 

responses failed to show a link, it can be logically 

inferred that the overall low credibility standing is 

influenced, in some degree, by senior officer 

mentoring. 

When responding to the question on influence, the 

majority of the respondents note that personal experience, 

not a senior officer, most influenced their view of the mass 

media. Given the nature of the profession as an Army 

argued that the respondents officer, it can be reasonably 
for influence gave the who noted personal experience 

socially acceptable and professionally correct answer. 

to think and make 
Army stresses the need for leaders 

. officer guidance. 
decisions in the absence of senior 

The 
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The third hypothesis was t 

no supported. There is no 

significant difference between the way combat and 
non-combat 

arms officers view the credibility f 
o mass media. The mean 

difference between combat arms and 
non-combat arms officers 

is 0.0577 , with a~ value of 1.42. This lack of significant 

difference can probably be attributed to the fact that both 

groups of officers are products of the same system, 

indoctrination and structure. Even though the differences 

are too small to be statistically significant, combat arms 

officers did consistently rate the media lower on every 

credibility component. 

While this study provides empirical data on the issue 

of mass media credibility, as viewed by selected members of 

the military, and the military-media relationship, it is 

important to note the potential limitations. The first 

potential limitation is the operational definition 

constructed for credibility. Although there is no totally 

Of Credl.'b1.'l1.' ty, the five factors used in accepted definition 

this study may seem too simplistic for some. Future 

more factors and narrow the research may want to incorporate 

focus to one mass medium. 

f of this investigation was on 
Second, the primary ocus 

middle grade Army officers' perceptions of mass media 

Data Were a lso collected to determine the 
credibility. 

l.'nfluence and mentoring. 
effect of senior officer 

In 

O
f influence is very complicated 

retrospect, the variable 
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and should be done as a separate study 

or at least some more 
sensitive measures should be employed. 

A third potential limitation of thi's study is that the 

questionnaires may have been answered with socially 

desirable and professionally correct responses. The Army, 

as a profession, stresses and values leadership . One aspect 

of leadership is independent thought and dec i sion making 

(Military Leadership, 1990). The questions on senior 

officer influence may have been answered with the soc i ally 

desirable response rather than what t he respondents truly 

believed in order to show that the officers consistently 

used independent thought rather than repor ting that senior 

officers truly influenced their impressions of the media . 

Despite the limitations, the findings of this study 

provide data concerning spec ifically how selected members of 

the military view the credi b ility of the medi a . If you take 

into account Sarkesian's study (1987) that Army officers 

hold views generally i n accordance with the public, an 

argument could be made that t his study may ref l ect the 

public's views. 

d d to validate the five - factor 
Further studies are nee e 

Of Credi bility and to gather spec ific 
operational definition 

l.
·nfluence on mass media credibility 

data on senior officer 
. · cal da t a on middle grade 

views. This study produces empi r i 

Arm f mass media credi bility. 
Y officers' views o 

I t shows 

h Army ' s future 
that d ~.....,,y off i cers, t e · 

among middle gra e ~"' 
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senior leadership, mass media have a credibility probl em. 

It also shows that the respondents fee l the military-medi a 

relationship is not one of trust. The long-range impact of 

these perceptions and attitudes i s significant . If the 

military and mass media do not work together to prove the 

credi bility standi ng, the military- d i r ion p 1 

rema i n on a l ow level . 

This study will not r so 

Per haps it will increas 

and inspire future st 

both th milit ry n t 

med i rel t i onsh i p n c 

0 0 
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APPENDIX A 

Media and Military Cred'b'l' 
1. 1. 1.ty Ouestionnaire 

Thank_you ~or taking the time to f'll th;s 
quest1.onna1.re. 1. out ... 

1. 

2. 

Which age group do you fall . t? 1.n o. 

Please circle your gender. 

25-27 34-36 
28-30 37-39 
31-33 40-42 

43-45 
Female 
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3. Your rank is Captain 

Male 

Major Lieutenant Colonel 
4. Please circle your branch. Combat Arms 

Combat Support 
Combat Service Support 

5. Circle your source of commission. ROTC 
USMA 

ocs 
Other 

6. Have you had any combat experience? 
If yes, circle all that apply. 

Yes No 
Vietnam 
Grenada 
Panama 
Southwest Asia 

For questions 7 - 20 the term mass media means all mediums; 
television, newspaper, magazines and radio. Please circle 
the response which most closely approximates how you feel 
about that statement. 

7. If I were to hear a 
would believe it. 

1 2 
strongly agree agree 

news story about the military I 

3 
neutral 

4 
disagree 

5 
strongly 
disagree 

B. For the purpose of this study, accuracy means the massf 
media are free from error or mistakes in the content 0 

the news. 

The mass media 
military. 

1 

are accurate in their coverage of the 

2 
strongly agree agree 

3 
neutral 

4 
disagree 

5 
strongly 
disagree 



9. Unbiasedness is the absence f . 
presenting a balanced perspe~ti~erceptio~s.of bias by 
even when including opinion i·s eon a_military issue, 

Mass media 
military. 

1 

appropriate. 

are unbiased in reporting news on the 

strongly agree 
2 

agree 
3 

neutral 
4 

disagree 
5 

strongly 
disagree 

10. Objectivity is the use of facts without distortion by 
personal feelings. 

Mass media are objective when covering the 
1 2 3 4 

strongly agree agree neutral disagree 

military. 
5 

strongly 
disagree 
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11. Telling the truth is defined as your perception that a 
news medium has given the facts with no 
misinterpretation or distortion. 

Mass media tell the truth in reporting on 
1 2 3 4 

strongly agree agree neutral disagree 

the military. 
5 

strongly 
disagree 

12. Fairness is being impartial and involves elimination of 
personal feelings, interest or prejudices. 

Mass media are fair in their news reporting of the 
military. 

3 4 5 1 2 
strongly agree agree neutral disagree strongly 

disagree 

13. I have been warned by my senior officers not to trust 
the media. 

4 5 1 2 3 
strongly strongly agree agree neutral disagree 
disagree 

14. My senior officers have advised me not to talk to the 

media. 
4 5 

1 2 3 strongly 
strongly agree agree neutral disagree 

disagree 



1s. r have been mentored by my senior off icer s t hat 
1 should be honest and open with the medi a . 

1 2 3 4 
strongly agree agr ee neutra l disagree 

16. r have bee n "burne d " by the media . 
1 2 3 

strongl y agree agr e e neutral 
4 

disagree 

5 
s trongly 
disagree 

5 
strongl y 
disagree 

17. My e xperience with the mass media is t hat they are 
t ru s tworthy a nd quote d me correctly. 

1 2 3 4 
strongly agree agr ee neutral disagr e 

5 
strongly 

· gr e 

18 . 

19 . 

My v iew o f the mass 
(C ircle o ne ) 

media has been mo 
senior offic r 
person · 1 ex r i 
cornb · n t' on o 

I feel t he relationshi t n h 
media is adv rsar'al . 

1 2 3 
strongly agree agr n u 1 g 

20 . I believe the mili ry / m i l 'onahi 
trust . 

1 2 3 
strongly agr ag e e n u 

For identification only, 1 
your birthday 

on 

i nf l u nc y 

h 

s 
l 

0 0 

s 

n y 0 
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Informed Consent Stat 
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The purpose of this investi at· e~ent 
mass media's credibility among mlddton is to determine the 
y0 ur responses are confidential Th7 grade Army officers. 
will be removed from the questi~nna. is consent c~ver sheet 
time will you be identified by name ire up~n receipt. At no 
than the investigators have access t~or will anyone other 
are no potential hazards which may occ~~u~r~espons~s: T~ere 
in this research. You may benefit bye 1 ~ part i c i pation 

· d b t h • xp or i ng your 
attitu eh~ a ou_ ~ e mass media as you appr oac h further 
leaders ip positions. The demographi c i' nform t · 

11 d 1 f a i on co ected will. b~ us~ 01: Y or purposes of ana l ys i s . Your 
part~cipation is co~p~ete~y voluntary, and you are free to 
terminate your participation at any time without any 
penalty. 

The scope of this pro j ect is to de te rmine whethe r or 
not mass media have a credi bility problem with de ade 
Army officers. 

If you have any further quest ions r eg 
procedure, please contact t he i nves tiga tor 
State Un i versity, ROTC Department , A • • p 
Clarksvi lle, TN 370 40 or call ( 615 ) 648 - 6 35 . 

Thank you for your c ooper at ion . 
*********** ******* *** *****************• • ······ ·· · · • • ••• 

I agree to partic i pa te in the pr esent 
conducted under the supe rv i s ion of a facu ty 
Department of Speech, Communicat ion nd Te 
Peay State Univers i ty. I have been info 
about the procedure s t o be fo llowed and 
discomf orts or r i sks which may be in o ed . 
i nvest i gator has o ffe r ed to answer any 
may have regard i ng the pr ocedures . 
f r ee to terminate my part i cipat ion t 
pena l ty or pre j ud i c e and to have a 
wi thdrawn from t he study and de stroyed . 
t ol d o f any bene f its tha t may res u fro 

NAME (PLEASE PRI NT ) 

SIGNATURE 

DATE 
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