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vid Christian remarked, “The proof’s in the pudding. We can tell [President
Jacques] Chirac ‘Here it is’ and prove to the world ‘Here are the sites. We told
you s0.” Mark Ginsberg claimed that France would be “left in the dust” and
“left with their pants down” if WMDs were found. He said that they would
either “shamefully crawl their way back to our good graces or shamelessly op-
Pose us to the bitter end.” Tony Snow and Patti Ann Browne wondered how
much proof the French needed to convince them of the good intentions of the
United States and the existence of WMDs in Iraq. In response to speculation
about where the coalition would ship recovered WMDs, Rita Cosby enthusi-
astically said: “France! What about France? Let’s bring it all to France!” (Fox
News Channel March 21). Fox News Channel journalists personalized France
as a stubborn naysayer that would not listen to reason, and they compounded
that portrayal by essentially accusing the French of conspiring with Hussein
and his regime.

Fox journalists sought to discredit Chirac and all of France by associating
them with Hussein, all the while ignoring the cordial ties of the United States
1o Hussein in the 1980s. The false here must be exposed in the course of the
Narrative, and Tony Snow sought to do precisely that when he said, “The French
havealot to hide, that they have far more extensive commercial and even pos-
ibly strategic ties to Iraq” (Fox News Channel March 21). Senator John Mc¢Cain
choed that claim two days later (Fox News Channel March 23). Ginsberg took
his accusation further by stating that France had served as Hussein’s “lawyer”
or twenty years and that France’s leaders had sided with Hussein and not the
gi people (Fox News Channel March 21).

When Chirac announced that the UN should be involved in the reconstruc-
nof Iraq, Fox personnel sought to expose him as a weak-minded opportunist.
vid Christian likened France’s leaders to “sheep ... following the shepherd”
0 the reconstruction efforts. Brit Hume interpreted Chirac’s move as France
ting “a piece of the action.” Mort Kondracke called Chirac “arrogant,” while
les Krauthammer called him a saboteur eager to have veto power over a
ar won with the blood and treasure of the Americans and British” (Fox News
nnel March 21). David Asman said the French were “squirming to get back”
aq, and E. D. Hill exclaimed, “You know what? Stay home!” (Fox News

False Heroes

CNN and Fox News Channel journalists situated France, Russzz, U.s. i?;i;;a;
protesters, and Arab television (particularly Al ]'azeera) as ba it}l)}fs, o a
more deceitful sort of bad guy. CNN and especially Fox NeV?/sf hdne r(f)u;
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e Concept“ i i ici h st frustration when the U.S. State Department revealed that Russian companies had sold
France's opposition to the U.S. invasion elicited the mo e s Depsment e s companes
ippery Russians,” as Shepard Smith called them, joined the French as
t Hussein supporters (Fox News Channel March 23). Both Andrea Koppel
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the French would respond if the invading troops found WMDs .
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of CNN and Julie Kirtz of Fox News Channel emphasized that the eq}npment
made and supplied by the Russians was an immediate threai to U.S. troc')ps
(CNN March 23; Fox News Channel March 23). General ?\/Ic(/hr)fstal d‘emed
that claim at the March 24 Department of Defense briefing. Responding to
a question about the sale of GPS jammers to Iraq, McChrystal re§}>011ded,
“In fact, we have been aware for some time of the possibility of GPS jammers
being fielded. And what we've found is, through testing and through actual

practice now,
this point” (U.S. Department of Defense 2003f). On the day

briefing, CNN’s Wendell Goler added Iraqi civilians to the list of potenti:al
ing that the attempts of the United States to avoid

and bombs could be impeded by the equipment

victims of the Russians, say
hitting civilians with missiles
Russia had supplied.

In spite of the fact that Russian President Vladimir Putin denied govern-
licated both Putin and the

ment involvement in the sale, John McCain imp

Russian government:

1 think it’s disgraceful, I think that what this Russian government is doingina
their brutal repression of the Chechnyan people,

number of areas [including]
ntion or concern about

which to some degree we haven't given as much atte ‘ )
because of our desire to have good relations with the Russians. Let gnot forget
Mr. Putin’s career was spent as a KGB agent, so his ideas of ivnTemanonal deal-
ings and . . . respect for human rights may be somewhat difterent from ours.

(Fox News Channel March 23)

The evolution of the story at Fox News was striking. The culprits named for

selling the equipment evolved from a global accusation against all “the Ru

“Russian arms dealers,” and finally, fourte

sians” to a more qualified subset, ! '
about “one Russi

stories after the first report, to a much more accurate story
company” (Fox News Channel March 23). Even after several Fox News Cha
ed the arms sale to only one Russian company, netwo

nel reporters attribut
¢ with statements that placed blame on Rus

journalists peppered the coverag : ;
generally (Fox News Channel March 24). Even after the White Hogse speci
cally stated that a Russian “company” or “companies” was responsible (Wh

House 2003¢), Alexander Haig reimplicated Putin late on March 24 withi

statement, “If Putin want dbe
away with rather promptly” (Fox News Channel March 24). The alxm ofa
this was to discredit another leader who opposed Bush’s plan to x'nvade I
and who stood with Chirac in blocking the UN Resolution to authorize for

disarmament (Xinhua General News Service 2003; Radyuhin 2003).

that they are not having a negative effect on the air campaign at
of McChrystal’s

ed to do away with these shipments, they’d be do

War Characters

Fox News Channel journalists linked Putin to Chirac by raising questions
about his ties to Hussein in an attempt to expose him as a traitor and thus an
enemy of the United States. France and Russia—along with Germany, China,
Cuba, Morocco, Cyprus, and others—were part of an international group that
was opposed to the war (Agence France-Presse 2003). These countries presented
themselves as conscientious objectors, but Fox News Channel personnel de-
scribed them as deceitful opportunists who ultimately would harm the efforts
of the United States to disarm Iraq and liberate the Iraqi people with minimal
casualties.

Fox journalists did not confine this sort of character typing to international
opposition to the war. Their treatment of the U.S. antiwar movement followed
many of the same patterns. The typing of U.S. antiwar protesters is an example

of striking difference between the two networks. Kellner’s claim that “antiwar
_ voices and protests were necessarily excluded in the profit-driven and pro-war
_atmosphere of media coverage” (2005, 68) is not quite accurate. In late March,
antiwar protesters appeared multiple times on both CNN and Fox News Chan-

nel. Both networks reported on the U.S.-based antiwar protests in relation to
Seven primary topics: the significance of the rallies in a democracy, the size
of the antiwar rallies, polls about public support for the war, the rationale for
protesting, pro-war or pro-troop rallies or sentiment, protests that the networks
characterized as “violent” or “disruptive,” and the troops in Iraq. Each net-
work’s coverage used these topics to type the protesters, and Fox News Channel
ecifically used each to reject the premise that protesters were heroic in their
exercise of democracy and freedom of speech.
According to Fox journalists, the protesters hated the United States and
erefore did not practice democracy. The Fox reporters constructed a storyline
atsaid that the number of protesters was minimal and that they represented
¢ minority in public opinion about the war. They had no reasons for protesting
her than to overthrow the U.S. government. They were violent and encour-
dviolence, which contradicted their verbal appeals for peace. They said they
ed democracy but they supported Hussein—not the U.S. troops—and did
elieve in bringing democracy to the oppressed Iraqis. They claimed to
ak truth to power heroically, but they merely represented another evil power.
rding to Fox journalists, the U.S. citizens who exercised their democratic
ht to oppose a war they considered unjust were no less than traitors.
CNN journalists also disagreed with the actions of the protesters, but they
led their coverage of antiwar events much differently than the Fox net-
. did. Instead of vilifying the protesters, they co-opted their message by
1asizing how antiwar activity demonstrated the tolerance of U.S. democ-
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to protest in a time of war. Although guest commentator Mayor Rudolp

? change between
liani called the protests “a necessary part of democracy,” an ex g

' ' he sub
Fox’s John Kasich and Congressman Greg Meeks became heated when t

s »
asich’s mystified” re:
ject of democracy arose. In response to Kasich’s “stunned and my

i S emocrac
tion to the protests, Congressman Meeks expressed his hopes forad y

i 11 test
which people had the right to dissent. Kasich responded by tslhng the pbro1 ;;,i
to “shut up,” prompting Congressman Meeks to accuse h1mlof n?ft .de 2

k , f b the self-identif
i d s Channel March 22). Alan Colmes,
in democracy (Fox News C . e
" of ' ity e Colmes, voiced the most pro
“liberal” of the program Hannity . B s
‘ox News Channel with this remark: “Peop
of free speech on Fox News ¢ et
i s not in debate, but I think some
to [protest], and certainly that’s no some of 1% P
feellpthey have to prove they have the right, but they don’t have the oblig

i : i the.
“0X j lists gave any attention to the:

: b el March 24). If Fox journa
o et ly or even to insist that they should

i S all, it was only to imp / ;
toar protests o . news of the antiwar pro

be speaking. The network gave no time to the real s of the ant et B
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i > points naking.
raising and the points they were 1t g2

some degree of context in their coverage of the war, but Fox New
polls to dismiss the val

noted the CNN/U.S. A Today/Gallup polls that showed that

in the United States supported the war, and they often cited the
after stories about antiwar protesters (N

‘Gomez made typified the tone of Fox New
the protests (as did the Latinas on CNN—Maria Hinoj

War Characters

Reports of the size of the protests also produced differing coverage at CNN
and Fox News. CNN’s Aaron Brown characterized the size of rallies in Chicago
and San Francisco as “significant,” though Wolf Blitzer said the Cl
was smaller than the antiwar protests at the 1968 Democratic National Conven-
tion in Chicago (CNN March 20). Maria Hinojosa estimated a New York City
protest to be twenty blocks long and said that approximately
were there (CNN March 22). In contrast, Shepard Smith

hicago rally

200,000 people
asserted that the an-
tiwar protests were “not enormously large,” and Brian Kilmeade called all of

the protests in the United States “small” (Fox News Channel March 20 and 21).
The pro-troop/pro-war rallies covered by CNN and Fox News Channel were

substantially smaller than the antiwar protests, but both networks covered them

in the self-proclaimed pursuit of objectivity.

CNN and Fox News Channel both discussed opinion polls, which provided

s Channel used
idity of dissenting views. Fox personalities repeatedly
72 percent of people
polls during or
ewport 2003). A statement that Rebecca
s Channel’s coverage. Gomez covered
osa and Teresa Gutier-
¢z), and she introduced one of her pieces with the statement that “the antiwar
rowd refuses to acknowledge the polls” (Fox News Channel March 22). In her
erception, polls should dictate opinions rather than reflect them. 7
eption was characteristic of the attitude of Fox News Channel
rotests were irrelevant annoyances because the polls said so.
However, Fox News journalists quickly decided that the protests were in-
d newsworthy as reports of violence and disruption became part of the
ry. The issue of disruptive protests led the network’s personnel to label the
onstrators a “safety hazard,” further discrediting their intentions. Jour-
ists consistently declared that the protests were a danger. Rebecca Gomez
imed that protesters “nearly attacked” her and her crew; she interpreted
s evidence that the protesters “seemed to want to take their

his (mis)per-
s personnel: the

anger out on
one” (Fox News Channel March 22). Reporting on a protest in Washing-

»D.C., Shepard Smith said the demonstrators were “making a mess of the

ning commute” and were keeping firefighters “from answering eme
"He also declared San Francisco to be in a state of “absolute
Channel March 20). Brian Kilmeade

rgency
anarchy” (Fox
said protesters were “out of control”
ere “breaking the law” (Fox News Channel March 21). Bill Cowan called

et Street “ground zero” in the protesters’ “mission to paralyze downtown”
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cent drivers” (ibid.). Bob Sellers highlighted ar-
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a story about the proteste
led to urban gridlock,” emphasizin
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War Characters

Accusations that the protesters were disloyal grew increasingly severe on
Fox News Channel over the course of the first five days of the invasion. By
claiming that the protesters stood “against any war for the liberation of Iraq,”
Bob Sellers simultaneously supported the Bush administration’s official reasons
for the invasion and typed the protesters as obstacles in the quest for freedom
(Fox News Channel March 22). Shepard Smith hinted at an insidious conspiracy
when he declared that the antiwar protests were “part of a synchronized move-
ment to stage protests” (Fox News Channel March 20). His statement was in
keeping with the network’s numerous attempts to link antiwar protesters to
organizations that Fox journalists deemed to be subversive—a tactic similar
to the network’s typing of France and Russia as disloyal to the United States
because they criticized the war. Tony Snow modified the commonly used phrase
“pockets of resistance,” a way to describe what U.S. troops were up against in
Iraq, to "little pockets of protest,” his way of at once describing and minimiz-
ing the impact of antiwar activities in the United States and the United King-
dom (Fox News Channel March 22). David Asman argued that the protesters
were vulnerable to Iraqi propaganda, and one guest claimed that the protesters’
rhetoric “play[ed] into the hands of our enemies” (Fox News Channel March
22.and 24). In addition to calling “most” of the protesters “stupid,” Fred Barnes
accused them of being “objectively . . . pro-Saddam” in disgust, Tony Snow
replied, “Enough of them” (Fox News Channel March 22).

E. D. Hill faulted other news outlets for not disclosing the financial backers
of protests. “What you find out when you start looking at who's financing them,”
she revealed, “is that many, many of the organizations are linked to Castro, to,
to dictators” (Fox News Channel March 21). Former Republican senator and

Hollywood actor Fred Thompson also accused the protesters of acting in the
service of terrorists. He claimed,

This whole antiwar protest so-called movement is being used by international
groups and so forth that are virulently anti-American, anti-west, anti-free
enterprise, who use this in order to move from a demonstration . . . to stopping

things and attacking really some of the same sites that the terrorists would.
(Fox News Channel March 24)

ompson was also concerned about “organizations that are international in
scope,” a statement that fed into the overall xenophobic tone of Fox News
“hannel news coverage. David Horowitz, president of the Center for the Study

Popular Culture, combined all of the previous claims into one large accusa-
n. He denied the existence of a peace movement, calling it instead “hardcore

Communist.” According to Horowitz, the protesters, who “hate America”
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and spewed “Marxist absurdities,” were runni.ng a “sabotag’e> ;?mxsiggeé}f;
endorsed “commit{ing] violence” and “smash{[m? the‘ s‘taAte te:mristporgam“
by accusing the protesters of being involved:mh Palestxiix}qmth o
sations and terrorist support organizations. as well as with 1

ews Ch ch 24).
Ntw?rﬁ ilhii:,eilnﬁi)r; Nejzs Channel’s estimation, the protester; we‘: xith t;}zz
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12::?5:62}1 ratlfer than focusing on the issugs tlhe protes’t@rs'v;:)et rzilsgt_dwi@
CNN altered this approach somewhat in its reporting a

in fact, joined forces in the ¢
on. Both networks, in fact, joinec . . <
e o: the Al Jazeera satellite news network. CNN and F .
onnel presented a generally negative view 'Of Aral
using the various Arab networks of being dan-

ommon project of construct-

ing another false her
News Channel news pers
television from the outset, acc
gerous, anti-American, and propagan

distic. CNN’s Wolf Blitzer discussed the:

War Characters

of course that’s all coming from Arab television and the Iragi information
minister, U.S. officials are saying no such thing” (Fox News Channel March
22). Steve Harrigan emphasized that there were “two different wars, two very
different versions of how this war is going depending on which channel you're
watching”; later, he explicitly stated that Arab television was televising a “radi-
cally different war” (Fox News Channel March 24). David Christian called
Al Jazeera and the Abu Dhabi television network “propagandists” (Fox News
Channel March 23).

Because CNN no longer had a stranglehold on 24-hour satellite news as
it did in 1991, both CNN and Fox had to contend with competing images of
war in 2003. The greatest foe of both networks in 2003 was not the whole of
Arab television but rather the network known as “the Arab world’s CNN”—Al
Jazeera (El-Nawawy and Iskandar 2002, 24).7 Al Jazeera, the only independent
network in the Middle East, was founded in 1996. The network’s Web site claims
that it brings a balance to news reporting by giving voice to new perspectives,
particularly those from the developing world, in a way that challenges the cur-
rent flow of news based on a developed-world point of view. Al Jazeera feels that
it offers a more balanced perspective that has “changed the face of the news”

rab television “could generate more
unesse dwelled on the theme

through “accurate, impartial and objective reporting” (Al Jazeera 2008). Ac-

possibility that “inflammatory” images on A _cording to El-Nawawy and Iskandar, the satellite network’s philosophy is “built

terrorism” (CNN March 22). Fox’s William La Je

of inflamed emotion
to incite emotional respons
that Arab television networks ha
lent on Fox News Channel. Linda

d aligned against the United States was preva
Vester reported that Arab networks wer

‘ i ilitary in the eye
pleased that the Iraqi military could “poke the American r(p;htary;;x/lamh ;
\ { agai Fox News Channe
i i+ embedded footage against them ( v ‘
AN d the message of Jordan’s media that the war was 9.»11 unju
.. designed to enslave the Tragi people” and “seize Irag

ch 24). The overwhelming description of A
was that it was a vehicle f

Simon Marks relaye
war of aggression .
oil” (Fox News Channel Mar
television on CNN and Fox News Channel, then,
_Hussein propaganda. N
" ?}12 propigaifa value of images and stories on Arab ‘tdz:(;? ;v;ss ?‘(;;l
on CNN and Fox News Channel news presemCe;sI.\I ITn g}ge I;O?ane N
f te of information disclosure at CE "OM, : i
:i::j iﬁ::;zation was available from Arab telev}sion,ﬂ t.)ut sA}: ix(gélzgei; )
nL)t information. It is an Arab version of how this wa'1 }s go:heg - ekirg
24). Whenever Fox journalists mentioned f%rab televxsmn,}l );(:n o
information it conveyed could be false. For exa@p e, w ;di

o &je:“ﬂmw of Traai resistance and U.S. deaths, she immediately said,

s when he claimed that Arab media was “playing this war
es (Fox News Channel March 24). The generai sense

2. When the BBC’s Arabic television division lost its Saudi funding in 1996, most
the staff was hired by executives who were creating a new satellite news network, Al
zeera. Al Jazeera, in turn, received $140 million in funding from the emir of Qatar,
heikh Hamad bin Khalifa Al-Thani. Sheikh Hamad conceived of Al Jazeera as an inde-
dent and nonpartisan news organization operating without government supervision
awawy and Iskandar 2002, 31, 33). Al Jazeera, the “first truly liberal, independent
llite channel in Middle Eastern history,” has between 35 and 70 million Arab view-
epending on the source (Bhatnagar 2003; DemocracyNow.org 2005; Fahmy and
nson 2007; NOW on PBS 2005; Sharkey 2004; Wu 1999). The network made its
major impression on the U.S. media with its exclusives from Afghanistan after
mber 11, 2001. Soon after that, Al Jazeera entered into contractual video-sharing
onships with CNN, ABC News, the BBC, and Germany’s ZDF (Zednik 2002). Al
era dissolved its partnership with CNN in January 2002 after CNN obtained and
avideotape of Osama bin Laden that Al Jazeera had chosen not to air (El-Nawawy
skandar 2002, 169). Nevertheless, in March 2003, every U.S. news network used
e from Al Jazeera, whose cameras in Baghdad were an inadvertent “intelligence
forthe United States, making it possible for U.S. officials to assess the damage U.S.
had done (Sharkey 2003).
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argument that Al-Miraz had made at the beginning of the interview—that the
intended audience was the key in determining the propriety of images—his
line of questioning fixated on the broadcasting of the tape without addressing
the issues that Al-Miraz had raised. Had Brown engaged with Al-Miraz on
any of the pertinent issues—the representation of war, the wide circulation
of the tape beyond the Middle East, the repeated images of Iragi POWs on
US. television, and CNN’s own history of televising dead U.S. soldiers—the
conversation may have yielded a more nuanced view of the role of Al Jazeera.
Instead, Brown constructed Al Jazeera as an irresponsible tabloid pandering
to morbid curiosity.

While CNN journalists focused on the graphic detail of the POW video and
what they believed to be the poor judgment Al Jazeera exercised in airing it, Fox
News Channel journalists associated the entire situation with propagandistic
aims. Disregarding Fox News Channel’s (and CNN’s) repeated use of images of
Traqi POWSs, Brian Kilmeade asked, “What about Al Jazeera? Why would you
air something over and over again, every half-hour, every forty-five minutes?
~ How does that help any news organization to air captive people?” Steve
Doocy replied, “I'll tell you why Al Jazeera’s running it. ‘Cause they’re not on
our side.” As if to affirm that view, Chris Jumpelt asserted that the POW video
was a “morale booster” for Iragis who viewed the liberation as an invasion (Fox
News Channel March 24). For Fox News Channel personnel, Al Jazeera’s actions
represented more than sensationalism; the POW video incident “exposed” Al
Jazeera as a network intent on helping state-run Iraq television spread propa-
gandistic and violent images.

The treatment of Al Jazeera at CNN and Fox News revealed as much about
the two networks as it did about Al Jazeera. In other words, Al Jazeera’s position
within the war narrative hinged on how each network defined its own place
within the profession of journalism. Al Jazeera posed a threat to both networks
in two major ways. First, Al Jazeera threatened the power over distribution that
CNN and Fox News Channel enjoyed. Fiske writes that the immediacy that
defines television news privileges the “large multinational news corporations”
that have the means to distribute news quickly via satellite. This control ove
distribution means that internationally distributed news has been, as Fiske puts.
it, “white,” meaning that most network news delivers only the perspective ofi
the white-dominated Western world (Fiske 1987, 289). Thus, Al Jazeera’s satel
lite distribution challenged the international reach and dominance of Wester
megacorporation Time Warner—via CNN International—and News Corpor
tion—via Sky News. That challenge increased considerably with the debut of

Jazeera’s English-language channel.

War Characters

Second, CNN and Fox News Channel represented a considerably different
approach to the war than Al Jazeera did, and the POW tape brought tﬁat dif-
ference to a head. Al Jazeera’s conception of its audience and of the role of a free
press during wartime simply did not translate to the language of commercial
U.S. media or to the logic of high concept. In their statements, CNN and Fox
News Channel news personnel restricted their understanding of Al Jazeera to
visceral reactions and nationalistic fervor. Their concern centered onx public
relations and not on the material reality of a large-scale invasion. In Iimiﬁn
t}‘le dialogue about the POW tape, CNN and Fox News Channel personnj
disregarded Al Jazeera’s context. They rejected the stated goals of Al ]37\661"‘%%
to shed the appearance of “war-as-videogames” and report as “inkdeplend(em
news media,” as Al-Miraz put it—and emphasized their disgust and feelings
of betrayal at Al Jazeera’s refusal to behave as commercial Uz news networli
would (CNN March 23). Though both networks continued to use in;ages; fron‘;

Al Jazeera’s cameras, they assigned a character type to the Arab network that
would not be redeemed.



Images from Embedded Reporters

ccrew member with embedded reporter Martin Savidge summed up the pre-
ailing attitude toward embedded footage when, during a series of explosions,
ewas heard to exclaim, “Fuck, this is good stuff!” (CNN March 22}. Fox News
hannel’s Bill Cowan noted that U.S. soldiers in Iraq would be able to watch
his footage with their grandchildren and expressed his regret that he did not
ave footage of his fighting days in Vietnam. Later, he repeated his lament that
e had “nothing to show” for his time in Southeast Asia (Fox News Channel
March 21). The footage produced by embedded news crews was interpreted by
he networks to be factual documentary footage that displayed the resources of
e military in a visually exciting way—it was the twenty-first-century spectacle
s Giroux envisions it. Discussing the heightened interplay between images and
power, he writes,

Not only have these new mass and image-based media . . . revolutionized
the relationship between the specificity of an event and its public display by
making events accessible to a global audience; they have also ushered in a
“new regime of the spectacle in which screen culture and visual politics create
spectacular events just as much as they record them. (20063, 20)
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The convergence of the military’s narratives and the networks’ narratives en-
dowed the footage with the power of justification (particularly since the images
obscured the war’s lethal consequences). Although the look of the footage was
neither sleek nor stylized, it advanced the networks’ aim of high-tech visual
appeal—an aim made evident by their in-house graphic embellishments.

In the first five days of the invasion, video satellite linkups were rare, and
much of the embedded footage came in the form of satellite images via phone
transmission. The grainy quality of these images made the experience of the
military and the reporters embedded with it seem dustier, harsher, and thus
more real. Green-tinted night-vision footage of firefights compounded that look
by making everything appear shadowy and insidious. The response of studio
news personnel to this footage was one of sheer amazement, which made the
footage more about spectatorial pleasure than about the hardships of war.

CNN's Walter Rodgers and Fox News Channel’s Greg Kelly, who were both
embedded with the 3rd Infantry, transmitted similar images to their home
networks, to the delight of their colleagues in the studio. They documented
the push into Irag, and for hours the audience stared at the rears of military
vehicles as the reporters rode in their Hummers and tried to see through the
dust. Aaron Brown called Rodgers’s footage “incredible” and “amazing,” at one

point exclaiming, “Oh, look at that!” (CNN March 20 and 21). Rodgers called

the image a “lovely picture” and said that “sadly,” the viewers could not geta

sense of the sheer number of tanks participating in the convoy (CNN March

21). Anderson Cooper admitted that he was “transfixed” by Rodgers’s images,

Lou Dobbs could not “get enough” of them, and Bill Hemmer called the images
“fascinating” (ibid.). Kelly’s images generated the same type of response on Fox
News Channel. Brian Wilson called them “astonishing” and Gregg Jarrett de-
scribed them as “truly remarkable” (Fox News Channel March 21). Rita Cosby,
Bill Cowan, and David Hunt described the shots as “amazing,” “dramatic,” and
“remarkable,” respectively (Fox News Channel March 22). Firefights and footage

of aircraft on carriers provoked similar responses at the two networks.

On-air journalists praised the embedded footage as a “technological mir-
acle,” and even Aaron Brown—no stranger to satellite technology—expressed
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tention to still images from the battlefield at specific points in the coverage. By
using photos, the networks attempted to create a stable meaning, a permanent
“caption,” as McAlister puts it. However, the historical specificity of the stills
and our inevitable reevaluation of them both counter the meaning networks
tried to impose with the captions. McAlister reflects on the intentions and in-
terpretations of stills like those publicized in 1991:

By asking the right questions of a photograph, we may discover what rendered
it powerful at a particular place and time. . . . Photographers invite us to see
them as transparent representations, as a kind of historical record. Yet, pho-
tographs are inevitably fragments. (2005, 268)

They are also signifiers of a level of gravity and restraint typically shunned by
moving images on the news.

CNN used still photographs as a transition to half-hour updates, display
ing the photos as a slow-moving montage with the Strike on Iraq theme playing
over them. Aaron Brown called the photographs “moments of war quite literally
frozen in time” (CNN March 21). The photos of soldiers pointing guns at or
giving water to surrendering Iragis were devoid of the frenetic movement and
excited rhetoric that the embedded footage relied on. Their stillness and rela-
tive subtlety accorded them a degree of cultural prestige lacking in the video

documentation.

Fox News Channel characterized its still photographs as evidence of the

just mission. In his introduction to a series of stills that functioned as a transi-
tion at the end of the hour, Brit Hume described the photos as documentation
of U.S. soldiers “doing the dangerous work of Operation Iraqi Freedom” in Iraq
(Fox News Channel March 24). While the photographs appeared, no verbal
commentary steered viewers toward any particular narrative or ideological
direction. The music performed that duty as the photos were left alone, SUppos-
edly displaying reality as it unfolded. Accompanying the photos was an atonal
plece of music that consisted primarily of different percussive sounds. The mu-
sic was somber, austere, and serious without the excited victorious military
connotations of Fox's Operation Iraqi Freedom theme. Instead, the music was

reflective with a trace of military influence. In the context of the war coverage,
only still photography warranted such a subtle, introspective moment at Fox
- ‘News Channel.

The photographs added an odd low-tech stillness to the frantic production
of television news. They also permitted a greater deal of reflection than grainy
images and quickly edited video could. However, the still photographs served
the aims of high concept. Each image was striking, and some of them served

how “amazing” it was for him to watch the images while sitting in Atlanta (CNN
March 21). Despite the inferior quality of the images transmitted by the satellite
phones, technology triumphed.
CNN and Fox News Channel juxtaposed the quality of those “real” images
with the eloquence of still photography. The embedded and unilateral print -
journalists (those who entered the war zone without military permission) in
Iraq generated photographs of the war, and both networks drew viewers’ at-



UGLY WAR, PRETTY PACKAGE

the networks’ purposes of promoting the official narrative of the war. As in
1991, when images of “soldiers framed against the backdrop of a blazing sunset
replaced mangled bodies and bloodied wounds” (Giroux 2006b, 3), in 2003 the
photos of the war promoted the same whitewashed version of reality. Hume’s
comment that the soldiers in the photos were “doing the dangerous work of
Operation Iraqi Freedom” drew the images into the marketable concept while
emphasizing the realism in the representation.

The idea that the footage provided by embedded news crews was a realistic
version of the war was a constant refrain at both networks. The commentary
networks provided about their access to embedded crews highlighted the role
of technology in producing the material—which, though rough in appearance
and sonically delayed, was a sensation in the minds of commentators in network
studios. Network personnel in the United States marveled at the sights and
sounds that embedded crews transmitted back to the states. At both networks,
the fetish for all things military overshadowed the human realities of the inva-
sion, and embedded reporters became part of the spectacle, enabling the war
apparatus to monopolize screen time.

Images from the “Other” Side

There was one moment when the physical toll of war received attention on 24-
hour network news—when the networks received the footage of the soldiers of
the so7th Maintenance Crew who had entered the Iragi-held town of Nasiriyah,
where they had been captured by the Iragis. The video of the POWs, which was
produced by Iraqi television, challenged the official war narrative and provoked
outrage on the U.S. networks, where it posed a threat to the highly controlled
flow of images. The POW video, which was aired by Al Jazeera and other net-
works around the world, featured a makeshift morgue with bodies strewn about,
including some with fatal head wounds. It also included Iraqi television inter-
views with the captured soldiers.

CNN and Fox News Channel refused to air the POW video in its entirety
and stated their reasons for this decision regularly. They chose instead to air one
still image to represent the video footage. Each network used its own disclaimer
to introduce whichever segment of the POW video it had decided was appropri-
ate to air. CNN aired an almost indistinguishable still of what appeared to be
bodies lying on the ground, which various on-air personalities prefaced by say-
ing that the video had been “transmitted by Al Jazeera . .. was shot by state-run
Iraqi television. These pictures and the interviews were disturbing. ... CNN has
decided not to show the video of those killed and will instead use this single im-
age with no identifiable features” (CNN March 23). When CNN began to show
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a brief clip of the POWSs, Aaron Brown rationalized the decision, consciously
differentiating it from Al Jazeera’s decision to run the entire video. He said that
the brief segment was necessary to show the identity and status of each soldier
(CNN March 24). The image Fox News chose to broadcast was preceded by the
reassurance that “considerable reflection and consultation” had informed the
decision (Fox News Channel March 23). Fox also assured viewers that the image
did not violate Pentagon rules because it revealed no identifiable features. CNN
and Fox News Channel conceded that the tape was newsworthy, but with every
disclaimer they stressed their disapproval of Al Jazeera by underscoring how
tastefully and responsibly they had chosen to use the POW footage.

Needing to “caption” the images in order to control how viewers received
them, personalities on both networks frequently expressed their disgust. On
CNN, Paula Zahn declared that the video had “made [her] sick,” Aaron Brown
called it “vivid and horrible,” Carol Costello deemed the images “disturbing,”
and Lou Dobbs described the video as “gruesome” (CNN March 23 and 24). Fox
News Channel personnel echoed those sentiments, calling the tape “disturb-
ing,” “chilling,” “grotesque and sick,
sickening,”

» e

utterly, utterly gruesome,” “revolting and
monstrously gruesome,” “garish,” “quite horrific,” “shocking,” and
“deplorable” (Fox News Channel March 23 and 24).

Despite the fact that state-run [ragi TV was responsible for the production
of the tape, CNN and Fox News Channel focused their attention on Al Jazeera
for broadcasting it. Aaron Brown proclaimed the tape to be “far more horrible
than anything we would ever show . . . on American television” (CNN March
23). Congressman Jim Gibbons, appearing on Fox News Channel, stated that
he was “disgusted with Al Jazeera” because they were “breaking every rule”
(Fox News Channel March 24). No one ever explained the “rules” of American
television about this sort of traumatic event; broadcasters simply assumed that
all U.S. viewers shared their sense of where the boundaries of propriety lay
concerning images of U.S. soldiers. Of particular importance in this incident
was the Pentagon’s request that Al Jazeera stop airing the footage, ostensibly
so military ofhicers could notify the families of the dead and captured soldiers.
With this action, the Pentagon stepped in to halt the transmission of images by
a news organization whose audience was not based in the United States.

Surely the Pentagon and all of the networks involved in airing and exco-
riating those who had produced the images surmised, as Giroux puts it, that
in the context of “a media saturated with images of American violence against
Muslims,” the POW video was the beginning of “a means of response and a
measure of revenge in the Arab world” (2006a, 49—-50). POWs are a fact of war;
U.S. networks had shown their own abundant footage of Iragi POWs, some
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with guns pointed at their heads. But the fact that the enemy of the United
States produced a video of dead and captured U.S. soldiers and submitted it for
circulation on satellite news networks was a fundamental challenge to the staid
and sanitized images supplied by U.S. networks. If the video produced by the

the technological might of the United States while they derided the outdatec
machinery of the Iragi military. The visual celebration of weaponry bolsterec
the part of the war narrative that assured viewers that the United States coul
achieve its goals. Animated sequences were constructed with the assumptios
that the Iraqis would attack the United States with banned weapons and that thy
United States was ready with much more sophisticated hardware. The anima
tion promoted the notion that the Hussein regime was a threat and the lIraq
military was a foe, if not a completely worthy one. The sequences answered th
question “How can the Iragis be a formidable enemy if we have such a mag
nificent arsenal?” by claiming that the Iragi military had dangerous weapon

too—illegal Scuds and hidden chemical weapons. Those claims sustained th
momentum of the war narrative.

murderers was an act of “revenge,” then Al Jazeera’s decision to air it was anact
of balance (Fahmy and Johnson 2007).

It was also a matter of audience. In 2004, Shahira Fahmy and Thomas
J. Johnson conducted a Web-based Arab-language survey to determine how
viewers of Al Jazeera living in fifty-three countries® perceived the news outlet’s
signature graphic imagery. Eighty-seven percent of the respondents felt that Al
Jazeera should show graphic images, and 81.4 percent felt that viewing graphic
images of the Iraq war was a “good decision” (ibid., 255-256). One respondent
did not consider the images to be “unpleasant”; rather, this individual likened
the images to the “naked truth” that journalists should always unearth (256). '

In hindsight, the POW video marks an intriguing precursor to the photo-
graphs taken at Abu Ghraib. Both sides were obviously capable of the same type
of atrocities. Even though one set of images was meant for mass distributionand

Technologically advanced ways of seeing, hearing, showing, and tellin;
‘coalesced in a war narrative that tried to bring the interests of news viewers i1
line with the interests of the U.S. military. Up to March 24, Fox News Channe
' gd exhibited a high level of adherence to the war narrative that CNN had no
demonstrated. CNN never wavered from the narrative in any significant way
‘but its studio news commentators seldom expressed the brash enthusiasm o
_the Fox News Channel personalities. The networks’ different approaches t
their respective visuals and sounds provided a balance in their participation i1
the war narrative, however. Fox News Channel employed an aggressive verba
‘discourse, but CNN depended on its visuals to do the talking.

Driven by distinct visions, both networks maintained the sleek high-tec
ook and sound of high concept. Their allegiance to catchy theme music, tith
equences, and graphics that promoted the ideology of the official war narrativ
ompleted the style of high concept. Frequently, sounds and imagery were use
0 excess, pushing the tools of the U.S. military to the fore and pulling back th
rrative. Though complicated by narrative inconsistencies about the natur
of the Iraqi threat, the elements of high-concept style explored in this chapte
never abandoned the marketable concept.

the other set was clearly intended for personal gratification, both groups chos
to document their crimes. The pictures that emerged contested the veracity o
the mainstream media’s version of the war.

Conclusion

During the 2003 invasion of Irag, the spectacular look and sound of technolog
dominated war coverage. As Guy Debord maintains, the images and sound
themselves were not the spectacle. The power of the constructed look and soun
to contain discourse and deny the material consequences of the war made the
a spectacle, which Debord defines as “the existing order’s uninterrupted di
course about itself” (1967, 24). Rarely did the war coverage challenge the existin
order’s dominance; the spectacle remained intact in the discourse of the new

The graphics, animation, and embedded reports the two networks broa
cast used the latest technology to put the superiority and hardware of the U.
war apparatus on display. CNN and Fox News Channel journalists praise

5. While they lived in fifty-three different countries, 98 percent of the 638 respo:
dents were originally from twenty Arab countries plus Afghanistan and Pakistan.
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The Marketing of the
2003 Invasion of Iraq

In 2003, toy manufacturer Dragon Models created a series of action figures
modeled on the U.S. soldiers in Iraq. One of those figures was named “Cody,”
and his specific assignment was special operations in southern Iraq (Dragon-
ModelsLtd.com 2003). Although Cody was available commercially, Dragon
Models crafted him for the Army and Air Force Exchange Service, which sells
discounted products to military personnel and their families and donates the
proceeds to the Army and Air Force (Taranto 2005). According to a Dragon
Models marketing coordinator, Cody was “meant to look like a U.S. soldier
who might be serving in Iraq.” That likeness proved to be convincing. In 200s,
the militant group Al-Mujahideen Brigade claimed to be holding a U.S. soldier
captive and posted a photo of the hostage on the Internet as evidence. The photo
appeared legitimate to the untrained eye, but upon closer inspection, military
officials immediately noticed the so-called hostage’s nonregulation military
attire and detected the hoax. Dragon Models ultimately confirmed that the
“soldier” was indeed Cody, whose toy assault rifle was pointed at his own head
in the photo (CNN.com 2005). As an action figure, Cody represents the toy
industry’s take on the war. As a convincing decoy, he illustrates the scope of
high-concept merchandising.

This chapter examines the 2003 invasion of Iraq as a commercial venture
embraced by CNN, Fox News Channel, and other enterprises that exploited
coverage of the war. CNN and Fox News Channel marketed their coverage and,
in many ways, the Bush administration’s premises for the war using promo-
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The marketing and merchandising of the war depended on the creation of
the ideal marketable concept, or the “hook,” in Wyatt’s terms (1994, 20). That
hook grew out of the rhetoric of the Bush administration, which argued that
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gns for high-concept films do. In the film world the image conveys what
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the concept is, what geure it belongs to, and who stars in it (Wyatt 1994, 133).w
Media scholars argue that news networks have adopted many of the tactics of
film companies to promote their products. Robert Stam writes that news Ap'ro—
gramming “imitates the commercials by advertising itself. . . and by explon‘mg
some of the same manipulative procedures” and techniques as commercials
(1983, 36). Richard Cohen sees a link between the development of a ‘feverlsh
editing pace in commercials and the adoption of those techr?iqufs in news
reports. The resulting content, he argues, is “practically subliminal ?1997, 37).
Programming merges with the commercial aesthetic during commercial breaks
in “boundaryless flow,” a technique that McChesney attributes to the need for
news programs “to satisfy those paying the bills” (1999, 51). News programs
and commercials flow into one another so that viewers will resist the urge to
channel-surf during breaks or avoid advertisements altogether. The flow of
television programming combines programming, promotional spots, and com-
mercials in a fluid sequence rather than offering hour upon hour of disjointed
units (Williams 1974, 91).

Nick Browne argues that a complete understanding of and engagement
requires an awareness

with a television text—a news program, for instance
of a supertext—the relationship between the program, the indusrtry, and the
marketplace (1994, 71-72). If we look at coverage of the war at CNN a.nd at
Fox News Channel as competing supertexts, we can begin to see the intimate
relationship between the units of “news” and “commercials,” which see@ to
be discrete entities but actually are not. One example of the supertext is a
network’s use of promotional spots. The promo is placed at either end of th.e
commercial break so that it will not interrupt commercials. It acts as a transi-
tion that takes on the style of the ads. The promo either weans the viewer away
from news coverage to move into the more explicit commercial terrain or it
reacquaints the viewers with the coverage they left just minutes before. ?n both
cases, the news interacts with commercial breaks to achieve a commercial look
in a way that is similar to the convergence of the high-concept film with its
marketing campaign. By adopting the style of advertisements, news Program—
ming becomes a greater part of the commercial environmen? than it already
is. During the coverage of the war, news networks inserted action seqt-lences of
U.S. soldiers in Iraq into their promos, removing the military campaign from
its broader geopolitical context and engulfing it in the structure of a short
commercial break. ‘
After an initial period of commercial-free coverage, CNN and Fox News
Channel resumed their commercial breaks on March 22. The number of breaks
varied according to the pace of the day’s breaking news, and the overall number

The Marketing of the 2003 Invasion of Iraq

of commercials was lower than usual across the cable news landscape. CNN
aired commercials at a level that was only so percent of its normal rate, while
MSNBC operated at 7o percent of its prewar levels {(Greppi 2003). At Fox News
Channel, most breaks included the networks’ promotional spots, blurring the
difference between news programming and blatant commerce. These promos
sustained the marketable concept outside the context of traditional news cover-
age. In effect, the techniques that CNN and Fox News Channel news person-
nel used to promote the events and machinery of the war constituted another
form of commodification. The world of war that CNN and Fox News Channel
projected was in many ways the world of the commodity,

Promotional Spots

During the initial days of the 2003 invasion of Irag, CNN and Fox News Chan-
nel aired promotional spots that emphasized the work of their embedded jour-
nalists (see appendix C). Fox News Channel’s promo packed considerably more
information into thirty seconds than CNN’s did, but both networks employed
many of the same motifs. Both promos conveyed the genre of coverage (war),
the characters (soldiers), and some of the stars (Bush and embedded report-
ers). The use of maps of Iraq and the region in general alerted the audience to
the location. The information in these promotional spots gave viewers enough
information to piece together a rough narrative.
In CNN’s spot, the voice-over was as follows:

CNN puts you alongside the troops. With soldiers: Walter Rodgers, Dr. San-
jay Gupta, Ryan Chilcote. With sailors: Frank Buckley, Kyra Philips, Gary
Strieker. With airmen: Gary Tuchman, Bob Franken. With marines: Jason
Bellini, Art Harris, Martin Savidge. Plus, CNN joins forces with top news
organizations and our network of affiliates to put more reporters in the region

than anyone. No one gets you closer than CNN—the most trusted name in
news. {CNN March 22)

The promo featured CNN embedded reporters in various shots that put them
close to the action of war. Martin Savidge sat alongside a military vehicle and
a soldier; Walter Rodgers reported next to several military vehicles; and Dr.
Sanjay Gupta, wearing a flak jacket, stood in front of stacks of sandbags.

Fox News Channel aired a comparable 30-second promotional spot during
March 2003 with the following voice-over:

Fox News Channel. The country at war. Stay with us for breaking news and
live updates, fair and balanced, exclusively from the team you trust: Fox News
Channel. On the ground. In the air. Reports from the front. Inside the conflict,
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Fox News Channel’s promo, too, involved
ment. At the end of the Promo, a camerain t
available Hummer (nota military

a significant commercial efe-
he desert focused on a commercially

Humvee) driving toward it. As the Hummer
passed by the camera, the video slowed so that the civilian driver (an embedded

reporter) became visible. The text “The Latest News” appeared as the Hum-
mer passed by the camera. The Fox News Channel logo appeared, this time
with another logo frame that included the tagline: “Real Journalism. Fair and
Balanced.” Thig type of product placement merged promotion of the war and
promotion of a commercial product in footage that prepared the audience for
its entrance into the standard commercial break.

CNN’s and Fox News Channel’s promotional spots devoted as much time
to promoting the military effort and, by extension, the war effort, as they did to
promoting the networks. The shots and the way they were arranged brought the
actions and weapons of the military and the coverage of embedded journalists
to the fore. The final shot of CNN's promo featured (possibly staged) footage
of a soldier running with his back to the camera. A cameraman with his back
to another camera pursued the soldier. The shot contained the kind of tension
and excitement that made fora compelling visual, but it also performed a nar-

rative function. Prior to this shot, the promo had established the location, the
genre, and the characters and had established some stars and
The action shot at the end reminded viewers th

4 more central role in the harrative and in promoting that narrative than in
previous wars. The commercial value of embedded reporters was obvious in
these promos. As stars in this drama, they needed to be visible
coverage and even afterward.
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weapons of mass destruction is Iraq suspected of having? An interactive break-
down at CNN.com™; “Go to CNN.com’s war tracker for a daily briefing on the
war in lraq, with the latest info, maps, statistics & other news”; and “What areas
have coalition troops secured in Iraq? Find out with CNN.com’s war tracker”
(CNN March 20-23). These text crawls promoted CNN’s branded Web site, the
war effort, and the war narrative. They identified Iraq in terms of the WMDs
it supposedly was harboring and identified the United States in terms of its
superior weaponry and pre-written conquest.

Like every other news network and, indeed, like fictional programs, CNN
and Fox News Channel used teaser devices in their coverage to hold the atten-
tion of their audience. Stam discusses the ways in which the news “titillates
our curiosity and keeps us tuned in and turned on,” but Fox News Channel’s
built-in promos exceeded the usual “coming up” moments on television news
{1983, 32). Shepard Smith, Mike Emanuel, and E. D. Hill transposed teasers onto
the developing war events. Before the “shock and awe” bombing campaign,
both networks covered the anticipation of the event and the frustration at its
delay. On March 20, Smith commented, “What we have not yet seen and what
is promised is a campaign of shock and awe. . .. There’ll be no mistaking it, and
we’ll be here for you to cover it” (Fox News Channel March 20). Smith’s com-
ment built up the campaign and used the bombing as a device to promote Fox
News Channel’s coverage. Emanuel did likewise when he assured viewers that
Fox News Channel’s “cameras [were] all pointed in the right direction” (Fox
News Channel March 21).

On two occasions on March 24, Hill used an imminent bombing as a built-
in promo. The first time Hill used this tactic, she suggested that viewers take
note of the time that B-s2s were taking off from an airbase in the United King-
dom and then add six and a half hours (the time it would take the aircraft to
reach Iraq). Hill said, “You just make sure that you're tuned to the TV set be-
cause that is when live you will see what happens in Baghdad” [her emphasis}.
Three hours later she inserted another teaser: “In just about three hours you
want to make sure you are tuned to Fox News Channel because at that time, if
theyre going after Baghdad, the B-s2s should be right about there” (Fox News
Channel March 24). This differed from a typical teaser, as it did not promote
something relatively benign like an upcoming edition of The O'Reilly Factor. Fox
News Channel journalists explicitly used a destructive bombing run—"going
after [a city of 6 million]”—as a promotional tool, an approach that seemed to
contradict Hill’s statement on the same episode of Fox ¢ Friends that “[Fox
News Channel news personnel are} not a pro-war or bloodthirsty bunch” (Fox
News Channel March 24).

The Marketing of the 2003 Invasion of Irag

Other self-promotion came in the form of guests, whose presence synergis-
tically promoted other brands within the networks’ respective conglomerates.
For instance, CNN studio personnel frequently carried on phone conversations
with the embedded reporters of its corporate sibling TIME Magazine. When
that happened, the TIME logo always appeared on screen. Bill Kristol (who edits
the Weekly Standard, owned by Fox’s corporate parent News Corporation) and
guests from Sky News (News Corporation’s British news channel), were similar
fixtures on Fox News Channel. These incidents created multiple opportunities
for cross-media promotion and demonstrated how the parent companies of the
two networks insert their corporate interest in the content of the news.

The Benefits of Self-Promotion

CNN and Fox News Channel engaged in self-promotion during commercial
breaks and news programs and through merchandise connected to their cov-
erage of the war. In July 2003, CNN released the video CNN Presents: War in
Iraqg—the Road to Baghdad. One of the many items Fox News Channel adver-
tised was the video War Stories from Iraq with Oliver North, which is part of a
series of videos about military history. This particular volume dealt specifically
with the invasion of Iraq in 2003. A book entitled War Stories: Operation Iragi
Freedom accompanied the video. The promotional materials referred back to
the network’s coverage of the war and to the narrative it constructed, solidly
linking the network’s news to commercial space.

The most significant benefit of the promotion came in the form of ratings,
however. During March and April 2003—the first two months of the invasion
of Irag—CNN and Fox News Channel had their largest audiences since Septem-
ber 2001. In March 2003, CNN surpassed its September 2001 viewership of 2.1
million viewers, drawing 2.3 million viewers—a number that fell to 2.2 million
the folowing month before dropping to below the 1 million mark again in May.
Fox News Channel’s audience size surpassed CNN’s by almost 1 million viewers
in March. The 3.2 million viewers that chose Fox News Channel in March rose
to 3.5 million in April and fell to 1.6 million in May (Project for Excellence in
Journalism 2005, “Audience” section).

Promotion of the Military and the War

No clear distinction exists between the two networks’ promotion of their cover-
age and their promotion of the war. I distinguish between self-promotion and
war promotion based on degrees of emphasis. In both types of promotion, CNN
and Fox News Channel maintained the marketable concept and their respective
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styles, but they promoted different products for different beneficiaries. Former
ABC correspondent Beth Nissen called the 1991 Persian Gulf War coverage “an
advertisement for the U.S. military: the bombs always hit the targets, the U.S.
government always scored perfectly. The pictures were like Pentagon commer-
cials and we just played them” (Andersen 1995, 212). If we consider Nissen’s claim
in light of promotion of the 2003 war at CNN and Fox News, we can conclude
that the biggest beneficiaries of the networks’ promotion of the war were the
official proponents of the marketable concept.

Code Names

The most obvious instance of war promotion came in Fox News Channel’s use
of the military’s code name for the invasion, or what one might consider the
brand name of the war. T. G. Riese & Associates, a consulting firm that helps
companies develop strong brands for their products, noted that “every war
needs a compelling brand proposition, whether or not it is publicly acknowl-
edged” (Tomkins 2003). The goal of war branding is the same as the goal of all
branding—to create and maintain a strong relationship between consumers
and products. The most visible manifestation of war branding is the use of
code names for military operations, a practice that began in covert operations
after World War I1 (Blumenstein and Rose 2003). Code names were available
for media consumption in 1989 when the United States invaded Panama (La-
ing 2003). Since Operation Just Cause in Panama, the U.S. has used such code
names as Desert Shield, Desert Storm, Restore Hope, Uphold Democracy, Shin-
ing Hope, Determined Force, Provide Promise, and Enduring Freedom (Laing
2003). Carolyn Said (2003) writes that the 1991 Persian Gulf War “is widely
considered the first instance of a brand-centric war, consciously tailored for
the mass media.” She also argues that the military and the U.S. government
used the devices of advertising much more extensively in 2003 than they had
in the 1991 war. A clear example of that practice was White House Chief of Staff
Andrew Card’s statement about why the invasion began in the spring: “Froma
marketing point of view, you don’t introduce new products in August” {quoted
in Johnson 2003).

An even clearer example, and one that leans toward high concept, was the
code name given to the operation that eventually located Saddam Hussein:
“Red Dawn.” The operation was intentionally named after Red Dawn (1984), a
movie about a group of teenagers who fend off a Soviet invasion of their home-
town in Colorado. The code name even prompted a trivia question on CNN
that asked, “Which military operation is named after a Hollywood movie?”
(CNN December 16, 2003). News organizations do not have to incorporate
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official operation code names into the titles they assign to their war cover-
age. Nevertheless, Fox News Channel wholeheartedly accepted the official code
name that communicated part of the marketable concept—"Traqi Freedom”
——and packaged its 2003 war coverage accordingly. Fox News Channel’s adop-

tion of the code name as its war coverage title was transparently promotional.

Soldiers (Retired and Active)

Another conduit for war promotion was military personnel, who typically
“spare journalists the trouble of looking for people who really have something
to say” (Bourdieu 1998, 30). In their coverage of the 2003 war, CNN and Fox
News Channel relied heavily on military analysts and thus privileged the mili-
tary’s point of view. Fox News Channel had at least nineteen military analysts
on the payroll, according to its Web site’s list of contributors, and CNN had
approximately five permanent military analysts. The constant rotation of in-
house military analysts at both networks kept commentary squarely focused
on military strategy rather than on the effects and the social or political context
of the war,

At Fox (but not at CNN), network advertisements also promoted the war
effort. Two promotional campaigns merged the identity of the network with
the U.S. soldiers fighting the war. Beginning on March 21, Fox aired a series
of spots entitled “Heart of War.” Jon Scott introduced the first “Heart of War”
spot with this statement;

Itis said that nobody hates war more than the people who have had to fight in
them, but if you spend any time around our professional soldiers . . . you know
that they are very well-trained, very smart, and very patriotic. We wanted to
give you a chance to meet some of these folks. Take a look now at the heart of
war. (Fox News Channel March 21)

Each spot featured a soldier wishing his family and friends well and concluded
with the soldier making a plug for Fox News Channel.

An additional set of promotional spots was reminiscent of commercials
for companies like Qwest, whose “the spirit of service, there for you” campaign
featured and praised its reservist employees (Ellin 2003). This set of Fox promos
featured slow, respectful music and still photography. In lieu of voice-over,
on-screen text read: “To our armed forces. For your courage, for your sacri-
fice, for your bravery, we salute you” (Fox News Channel March 22). The first
photograph featured a portion of a soldier’s dress uniform in the light while
the rest of the frame was shrouded in darkness. Next was a photo of soldiers
hanging from a helicopter. After that was a photo of a pilot looking out a win-
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dow. Similar photos followed; some were action shots and others were mf)re
introspective. The promo concluded with the Fox News Channel log40. Ijox
News Channel carried at least three versions of this type of promo, aligning
the network undeniably with the troops and reinforcing the soldiers” heroism

and the network’s patriotism.

Weapons (Part 1)

Both networks contributed to the marketable concept by promoting the weap-
ons in the U.S. arsenal. CNN posted an extensive section on U.S. and Iragi
weapons on the special war coverage page of its Web site entitle':c? “Special Re-
ports: War in Iraq,” which devotes a great deal of space to military matte'rs.
The main menu of the site includes the categories War Tracker, Forces (which
included the three subcategories of U.S. & Coalition, Iraq, and Weapons), Maps,
On the Scene, Sights & Sounds, Impact, Heroes of War, and Struggle for Iraq. ?n
the section entitled Forces: U.S. & Coalition, the Web site chronicles the units
involved in each branch of the U.S. military; lists the names of the U.S., Brit-
ish, and Australian commanders; lists the members of the coalition forces; and
provides a full list of U.S. weapons. The site provides comparable information
for the Iraqi military.

By far the most detailed part of the Web site is the section devoted ,t(? co-
alition and Iraqi weapons. The site breaks the weapons down i?xto munitions,
ground weapons, aircraft, warships, and WMDs. Three-dimensional models of
select U.S. munitions, aircraft, and ground weapons are available as well. For
instance, clicking on the hyperlink for the Massive Ordnance Air Blast ?O@b
opens another window with a picture of the bomb and its reife}zaflt statlstxlcs.
Clicking on the hyperlink for an aircraft carrier such as the USS Constellation
reveals an entire page of statistics, images of the carrier battle group, and a large
photo of the Constellation. The sophistication of CNN’s weapons site ap.proaches
the sophistication of on-air graphic representations of weapons and aircrafton
both networks (see chapter 5 and appendix B).

The networks” promotion of the marketable concept required them to pro-

mote the U.S. military and the general war effort. CNN and Fox News Channel
performed these promotional tasks differently but with similar energy. Fox
News Channel adopted the official code name of the operation. Fox News Chan-
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in two ways: it celebrated high technology, glossing over the lethal consequences
of weaponry in the process, and it served as a form of merchandising.

War Sells

Merchandising functions most successtully in the service of films that are based
on bold images, hence the hyperstylization of high-concept films. The field of
film merchandising includes both products officially licensed to promote the
film and products that function as ancillary tie-ins. The key distinction is that
ancillary tie-ins do not benefit the studios directly. They are unlice
their value to the studio stems from their ability to create
ness of the film. To illustrate the value of tie-ins, Wryatt discusses the fashion
trends inspired by Flashdance and Saturday Night Fever (1994, 153). “Inspired-
by” looks are not connected to the films’ producers legally, but they promote
the films nonetheless. The applicability of ancillary tie-ins to the coverage of
the war in 2003 is substantial. The merchandising that circulated outside
networks—including the marketing of products such as weapons, automobiles,
action figures, and video games——supported and sustained the war narrative
and the marketable concept. These merchandising exploits were made possible
in part by the war narratives and the coverage of the war at both networks. The
ideas that those networks helped to create will rem
of these products.

nsed, so
and sustain aware-

the

ain in circulation because

Weapons (Part 2)
The ways that CNN and Fox News promoted weapons assume another |
of significance when one considers the international market for those
ons. A 2003 Washington Post article discusses how the war functioned as an
advertisement for the products of U.S, weapons producers in the international

market. The coverage of the war highlighted the fact that these munitions were
now “battlefield-tested weapons.” The director of arms sale

evel
weap-

$ monitoring at the
Federation of American Scientists went so far as to say that CNN was “the best

marketing tool” for the weapons trade (Merle 2003). That sentiment is hardly
new. Andersen writes that in the coverage of the 1991 Persian Gulf War, weap-

ons became like the products in television commercials that could perform
feats of magic: “Weapons became the magical objects that, in the most simple,
clean, and easy way, would solve the problem in the Persian Gulf” (1995, 217).
Engelhardt argues that the 1991 war was a “forty-three-day-long ad, intent on

selling both domestic and foreign markets in the renewal of U.S. qualities, as
- well as on the specific weapons systems that were in the

nel’s pro-troops promotional spots and CNN’s military-heavy Web site (marked
an interesting divide. In spite of the fact that both networks emphasized .the
marketable concept, Fox News stressed an emotional connection to the soldfers
in its promos, while CNN’s Web site focused on the technology the soldiers

used. CNN’s display of weapons functioned to promote the marketable concept process of renewing
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those qualities” (1994, 87). These trends in war coverage were replicated in
2003; Merle notes that the weapons-heavy coverage of the 2003 invasion re-
produced the marketing environment that boosted arms sales after 1991 (Merle
2003).

The types of weapons in high demand were the satellite-guided precision
weapons that CNN and Fox News Channel devoted so much time to describing
(ibid.). While network personnel focused on how precision-guided munitions
had the capacity to prevent massive civilian casualties, Merle reminds us how
that type of coverage might benefit the arms trade. Indeed, sales of such muni-
tions increased dramatically internationally in 2003 (Berrigan, Hartung, and
Heffel 2005).

Toys
Toys that targeted children and adults were a significant part of the merchan-
dising of the 2003 invasion of Iraq. Military-themed action figures and video
games replicated the narrative and character types represented on CNN and
Fox News Channel. These toys contributed to the high-concept merchandising
of the war coverage by latching onto the marketable concept the news networks
promoted. One film executive asserts that a media text “must develop into
toyetic applications—characters which have a personality that can be easily
transferred to dolls and playset environments” (Wasko 1994, »207). The way
that a high-concept film can spawn toys that transparently promote the film
is a testament to one of the fundamental characteristics of high concept: ease.
The easy pitch and the easy sale translate to an easily understood narrative
and easily understood characters. The rhetoric from the White House and the
networks seamlessly and easily promoted the high concept of the war, and the
toys soon followed.
One of the biggest lines of merchandise to spring from high-concept films
is the action figure. The earliest action figures were military-themed toys, which

have evolved from basic wooden figurines to detailed plastic figures that are
tailor-made to signify the latest military conflict. The influence works both
ways: astoundingly, one Pentagon spokesman has even admitted that the M-16
anc[i a number of other items in the military arsenal, including drones and as-
sault weapons, were based on creations by toy manufacturer Mattel. A palpable
connection exists between the military, toy manufacturers, and news networks,
as an exchange at a toy fair early in 2003 indicates. An Army and Air. Farc'e
Exchange Service buyer recommended to some toymakers that they wait until
the invasion began and then use the same logos that would appear on CNN
once the war started. That way, the toys would be more specific to the current
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conflict. As instructed, toymakers eagerly watched the news coverage for “new
battle tools™ that might prove profitable as “new battle toys” for the upcoming
Christmas season. The presidents of toy manufacturers Small Blue Planet and
Plan-B Toys even acknowledged that news coverage of the countdown to the
invasion drove new toy production (Hamilton 2003).

Older toys still in circulation also received a boost from the buildup to the
war, Sales of Hasbro’s GI Joe line increased before and during the 2003 invasion.
Noting that Hasbro had expected the increase, one retail spokesman remarked,
“People get rather patriotic, and they go out and buy their Gl Joes. It happened
before the [1991] Persian Gulf War” {Associated Press 2003). Small Blue Planet’s
president, Anthony Allen, admitted that the company “started work when the
‘Showdown’ buzzword hit the airwaves”; the line of action figures that resulted
was branded “Special Forces: Showdown with Iraq” (Hamilton 2003). Dragon
Models named its series of Iraq-specific figures “Dragon Extra 4: Operation
Iraqi Freedom.” In addition to the Cody figure I mentioned at the beginning of
the chapter, the line consisted of such action figures as “Fernando,” an M-2408B
marine gunner on the highway to Baghdad, and “Walt,” who performs recon-
naissance on the outskirts of Basra.

Other action figures that were not soldiers also appeared on the Web sites
of smaller toy manufacturers. For example, Blue Box Toys developed “Elite
Force Aviator,” also known as the President Bush action figure. The toy Bush
appeared in the “traditional naval aviator garb” the president wore for his
widely televised May 1, 2003, landing on the USS Abraham Lincoln (Jacobs
2003). And Herobuilders.com featured a variety of action figures of Bush, Iraqi
information minister Mohammed Said al-Sahhaf, Saddam Hussein, and oth-
ers. That [raqi action figures existed at all was not a complete surprise; Karim
H. Karim argues that the figure of the “violent Muslim” carries a lot of weight
in popular culture. He writes, “Commercial and ideological purposes dovetail
neatly in products that exploit the basic stereotypes of Arabs and Muslims”
(2006, 120). That profitability was evident to toymakers. In an e-mail on Janu-
ary 10, 2006, a Herobuilders.com spokesman revealed to me that the informa-
tion minister figure “sold the best in the shortest period of time” and that the
Bush action figure had the second highest sales figures. The 2003 war coverage,
rooted in formulaic narrative, genres, stars, and character types, proved to be

very “toyetic.”

Video games surpass even action figures in popularity. The video-game
software industry claimed $5.8 billion in overall sales in 2003 (NPD Group
2004). Military-themed video games are a subset of strategy and first- and

third-person shooter games. One of the titles at Gotham Games is Conflict;
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Desert Storm, Sony Computer Entertainment has SOCOM (the acronym for
United States Special Operations Command), and the U.S. Army promoted
two video games on its Web site: America’s Army (“the official U.S. Army
game”) and Medal of Honor (created by Electronic Arts). At the end of the
first quarter of 2003, SOCOM: U.S. Navy Seals (released August 2002) had the
eighth-best sales figures among U.S. video games (The NPD Group 2003a).
SOCOM II: Navy Seals (released November 2003) debuted at number five,
although it fell to ninth one month later (NPD Group 2003b, 2003¢). Medal of
Honor: Rising Sun, a World War I11-themed game (also released in November
2003) debuted at number two (NPD Group 2003b, 2003¢). Although it fell
to number seven one month later, it was the tenth best-selling console video
game of 2003 (The NPD Group 2004). In general, games setin the Middle East
with “themes of terrorism and war” performed well in 2003 (WorldWatch
Institute 2003).
'The video game most relevant to the 2003 invasion of Iraq is entitled Kuma\
War from Kuma\Reality Games. Kuma\War is a free downloadable game that
offers print news stories, Department of Defense briefings, video footage of
soldiers, and official information about operations conducted in Iraq in a first-
and third-person shooter video-game format. The director of Kuma\War’s video
services is William B. Davis, a former ABC News producer (Gaudiosi 2003).
The game’s video footage comes from Department of Defense photographers,
the Associated Press and other wire services, broadcast television networks,
overseas television stations, and “home video.” Videos from the Department of
Defense and the wire services figure heavily in the game because they are the
least expensive to obtain (Anderson 2003).
The news reports in the video game function as bits of intelligence that
players use to educate themselves about the missions they are about to play. The

game’s Web site offers this advice:

Look at the Mission Intel Pack before you play and you'll learn what the 1015t
Airborne was up against when they captured the Hussein brothers or the 10th
Mountain Division when they took on Al-Qaeda—then you can jump in the
game and see for yourself—in single player or multiplayer, co-op or red on

blue intense action. {(Kuma\War 2004)

In the game, which boasts “Real War News,” an actor portraying a news anchor
presents the footage of soldiers as actual news. The news report acts as an intro-

duction for each mission. Of eighty-three missions currently available, thereare

ten different missions set in Fallujah, one mission that portrays Operation Red

Dawn, two missions that link Al-Qaeda and Iraq, and two missions devoted to.
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the campaigns that resulted in the deaths of Uday and Qusay Hussein (

War 2008).! fom

; Beéause it is not afhiliated with CNN or Fox News Channel, Kuma\War
hemonstrated (and continues to demonstrate) the reach of the war narrative
the tw g |
’ 0 networks constructed beyond the conventional news arena, That the
epartment of Defense approved the use of foota
in Kuma\War

on a mul

ge for entertainment purposes
. tspealfs to 1‘ts willingness to perpetuate the official war narrative
1P icity of platforms. Furthermore, the participation of major news
networks like ABC and former news pe \

rsonnel underscores the 3
. Orous nq
of the barrier betwe ' o

en news and entertainment. The combination of actual foot-

age, a “fake” news ‘ i
g ¢” news format, and a gaming context illustrates precisely to what

deg!ee t}[hle 2003 mvasion haS come to be C()nstlucted as a hlgh-COnch[ com-
d - ~ . f R I? " i ‘
modity. € narrative constr uction o { € INVasiol }/ felev SION NEws p} adqucers

rovi asuc i
provided the formula such merchandise needed in order to thrive

Music

"Ihe‘ marketing potential of recorded music was not tapped into on a large scale
u ] i

t.ntll the '19703,. though the film and music publishing industries began a |
ive relationship once sound technology put songs on film (W

The soundtrack market is now a given in the overall
of high-concept fil

ucra-
yatt 1994, 134).
merchandising scheme
oo ms, even when some soundtracks feature songs that were
nspired by the films but were not actually in the films. The s

nsp y the ‘ ame pattern exists
in times of crisis. As in the case of t} : .

e September 11 terrorist attack
. : - As s, the 2003
in : o ¢ i -
Vas;(;n of Iraq inspired a wealth of musical responses, both for and against the
war. The W ¢ i \
it Bc pro-war songs are extremely faithful to the version of events posited
y the Bush administration, CNN, and Fox News Channel. Each contains ele-
r;xents of the war narrative that the network war coverage emphasized, and two
tha ’ ed be var e
t we;e released before 2003 act as a transition between the war narrative's
ca i ( k
: use (the September 11 terrorist attacks) and its effect (military intervention)
our songs from the country musi i »
‘ ; sic genre exemplify the value of the tie-in f
the high-concept text. e
| glne of the transitional songs, Toby Keith’s “Courtesy of the Red, White
an [ ican),” \ )
ue (The Angry American),” was the number-one single on Billboard’s

1‘ 1ol S rel- S ™
n dM%St of thﬁf missions relate directly to Iraq, but some—like Mission 73: Mexican
rder Battle—focus on other themes related to national security (Kuma\War 2008)
& rg Q.
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“Hot Country Singles and Tracks” for two weeks in the summefrdcf iﬁijeg;
etroluongo, Patel, and Jessen 2002). Although the song was release fwc e
the invasion, it clearly links the September 11 attacks to the need for ml i . y
action—a link that has persisted throughout the war in Iraq. At the l;egmtrzlti
of the song, Keith sings, “Now this nation tbat I love / Has fall;n u}n cz Zf cna‘
/ A mighty sucker punch came flyin’ in.” He concludes with the threa

tionalistic vengeance:

Justice will be served

And the battle will rage

This big dog will fight

When you rattle his cage ,

And you'll be sorry that you messed with

The U.S. of A.

"Cause we'll put a boot in your ass .

It’s the American way. (Dreamworks Nashville 2002)

The connection between September 11 and military ret}ributién fouchedbin jin-
goist terms persists in another transitional song, Charlxe Danllels s a(riue? );trs;:

ist piece, “This Ain’t No Rag, It’s a Flag.” He begins by aHudmg) toa e-Ithn Ou);
stereotype of Arabs: “This ain’t no rag it’s a flag / And we cflon t‘wea.r i ' Swe)re
heads.” Like Keith, he concludes the song with the threat of retrlbutlorllh, -
gonna hunt you down like a mad dog hound / Make you pay for theb Wte;i:t -
stole” (BMG Heritage 2001). The Charlie Daniels song”rf?ached mnjn e:r1 );
nine on Billboard’s “Hot Country Singles and Tracks™ in 2001 (Pietroluongo,

Patel, and Jessen 2001).

A third song that perpetuates the marketable concept as well as the vlvar
narrative’s character types is “Have You Forgotten?” .sung by ?arrylv Woroeoy.
The song was country music’s number-one song f(?r‘su; wee%s ;n Sggrmtge;b;
(Pietroluongo, Patel, and Jessen 2003). Worley exp}lcltly referre toh ep e
11, 2001, at the beginning of his song: “Have you forgotten when those tow

fell?” He concluded by linking those events to the war:

P've been there with the soldiers
Who've gone away to war,
: yre ber
And you can bet that they remem -
Just what they’re fighting for. (Dreamworks Nashville 2003)

Clint Black’s “Iraq and 1 Roll” does not broach the subject of revenge, butelts
b « s ( i
jingoistic lyrics invoke the technologically advanced U.S. arsenal and mentio

Hussein by name. In the middle of the song Black sings,

The Marketing of the 2003 Invasion of Iraq

It might be a smart bomb

They find stupid people too

And if you stand with the likes of Saddam

One might just find you

Lrock, rack 'em up, and 1 roll

I'm back, and I'm a high-tech GI Joe

I've got infrared, I've got GPS, and I've got that good old-fashioned lead
There’s no price too high for freedom

So be careful where you tread. (Clint Black 2003)

Military might and arrogant rhetoric joined forces in Black’s song and all
others that followed the Department of Defense’s
and Fox News Channel did.

These songs formed a soundtrack to the war as seen on television. The two
songs released before the 2003 invasion served as a bridge between the Septem-
ber 11 terrorist attacks and the U.S. military action that fol
and in Iraq. The two songs release

of the
narrative as closely as CNN

lowed in Afghanistan
d after the 2003 invasion repeated the same
themes stressed on CNN and Fox News Channel, and they featured the same
character types. They were the musical equivalent of some of the more extreme
war coverage found on Fox News Channel; they brimmed with nationalistic
pride and simplistically linked September 11, Al-Qaeda, and Sadd
Like the war coverage, the songs adhered to a formula that was eminently mar-
ketable, a necessary attribute for songs recorded on major labels.

Action figures, video games, and recorded music all performed similar
functions during and after the 2003 invasion of Iraq. They were committed
to the military stars—the soldiers. Some even went so far as to embody Iraqi
stars. ‘These ancillary tie-ins were valuable because they kept the motifs of the
war coverage in circulation; Kuma\War actually circulated war coverage in the

context of a computer game. In turn, uncomplicated and
the war created intere

am Hussein.

sanitized coverage of
stin the products. The relationship was symbiotic, even if

the producers on each side were not directly involved with the other.

Conclusion

The specificities of television problematize a faithful adherence to the elements
of high concept used in the film industry. The marketing and merchandising
of war coverage on CNN and Fox News was understandably different from
the marketing and merchandising of high-concept films like Batman or Stars
Wars. However, one should never underestimate commercial television’s basic
need to market. The merchandising on the two news networks occurred ona
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small scale, but the networks’ efforts to promote themselves and the war were
considerable.

The merchandise that revolved around the war narrative ensured that
it would saturate popular culture. The war tie-ins advertised the story, stars,
character types, genres, and ideology of the high-concept war narrative. The
success of the products provided evidence that the concept of the war was
marketable.





