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News Media and Conflict Escalation
A Comparative Study of Gulf War Coverage
in US and European Media
Wilhelm Kempf

Introduction
Experiences from the Gulf War and other post-Cold War military conflicts have
stimulated an ongoing discussion of the role of the media in modern warfare
and conflict situations. Some media critics such as the Norwegian peace researcher Johan Galtung (997) - have even claimed that, because of the way
media operate in reporting on war and violence, they not only serve as catalysts
to unleash violence, but are violent in and by themselves.
The current discussion among journalists and scholars in media research
and peace studies focuses on how the media can become vehicles for conflict
prevention and for constructive, nonviolent, conflict transformation, including
the problem of reporting on how to repair war-torn societies - in material,
social and human terms. Proposing a critical peace journalism as an alternative
to traditional war reporting does not mean suggesting that violence should not
be reported, or that what are reported as facts should not be empirically correct.
What it does stress, however, is that the form in which they are reported may
contribute either to the escalation or to the de-escalation of the conflict.
Escalating conflicts entail systematic distortions of how the parties in the
conflict view themselves, their opponents and impartial third parties who try to
mediate in the conflict; how they evaluate their goals and actions, etc. The
more a SOCiety is involved in a conflict, the more will its public and its media be
susceptible to such distortions. Even propaganda does not invent an outright
false, propagandistic view of the conflict: it simply takes up and fosters these
natural processes (see Kempf, 1996a). Therefore, if a piece of journalism looks
like propaganda, this does not necessarily mean that it was systematically constructed for propagandistic purposes. It may look that way because the journalist himself fell victim to a heated public atmosphere. One task for critical peace
journalism is thus to take these processes into account, in order to break the
propaganda trap.
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Method
This chapter presents the results of a multinational content-analytical study of
coverage of the Gulf War in CS and European media. Emphasizing that distortions of the conflict perception will be stronger, the more a society is involved
in the conflict itself and the closer it is to the conflict region (in historical,
political, economic or ideological terms), this study compares media from the
CSA, Germany and Scandinavia. Additionally, some Third World media have
been included.
The content analysis covered a total of 31 dates pertaining to 10 time-spots
between 2 August 1990 and 15 January 1993. Gulf War coverage in nationwide
prestige papers, tabloid papers, regional papers and in non-commercial television channels for those 31 dates was analysed. Altogether a total of n = 4096
news items was included in the sample.] Statistical analysis of the data was
based on the method of Latent Styles Analysis. 2

Media Construction of the Conflict
Explanation of the conflict

Explanations of the conflict involving the allegation or query of one or several
of the following causes were presented in a total of n=167 (4.1%) of the news
items analysed:
1. The interest of Iraq in controlling oil resources and/or strengthening its

power and dominance.
2. The interest of the Coalition (or some of its members) in controlling oil
resources and/or strengthening their power and dominance.
3. Iraq's claims of historical right to the territory of Kuwait
4. Kuwait's refusal to negotiate with Iraq about the border dispute and/or the
level of oil exports.
5. CS (or other coalition member's) misleading diplomacy.
According to the AIC Criterion (Akaike, 1987), the overall distribution of these
variables could be identified as being a mixture distribution of 5 latent classes,
or patterns for explaining the conflict.
1. Style 1, the most frequently found pattern, is characteristic of 36.6% of the
explanations given. Here the main cause of the conflict is seen as being the
Iraqi desire to control oil resources and to dominate the region:
• Unequivocally (100.0%) Iraq's interest in controlling oil resources and/
or strengthening its power and dominance is mentioned as cause(s) of
the conflict.
• Only rarely (4.90/0) is this denied, doubted or questioned.
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• Sometimes (4.9%) Kuwait's refusal to negotiate with Iraq about the border dispute and/or the level of oil exports is mentioned as an explanation of the conflict.
• Sometimes (4.9%) the Coalition's (or some of its members') diplomacy
and/or misleading of Iraq is mentioned as the explanation of the conflict.
2. Style 2 is characteristic of 26.3% of the explanations and focuses on Iraq's
historical claims:
• Unequivocally (100.0%) Iraq's claims of historical right to the territory of
Kuwait are mentioned as an explanation of the conflict.
• Only rarely (4.6%) is this denied, doubted or questioned.
• Often (29.4%) Iraqi interest in controlling oil resources and/or strengthening its power and dominance is mentioned as cause(s) of the conflict.
• Only rarely (4.6%) is the interest of the Coalition (or of some of its
members) in controlling oil resources and/or strengthening their power
and dominance mentioned as cause(s) of the conflict.
• Occasionally (4.5%) Kuwait's refusal to negotiate with Iraq about the
border dispute and/or the level of oil exports is mentioned as an explanation of the conflict.
the conflict in terms of the
3. Style 3 is characteristic of 24.6%; it
Coalition interest in controlling oil resources and strengthening its hegemony.
• Unequivocally (100.00/(,) the interest of the Coalition (or some of its members) in controlling oil resources and/or strengthening their power and
dominance is mentioned as cause(s) of the conflict.
• Only rarely (2.4%) is this denied, doubted or questioned.
• Occasionally (7.3%) Iraqi interest in controlling oil resources and/or
strengthening its power and dominance is mentioned as cause(s) of the
conflict.
4. Style 4, which is characteristic of 11.4%, attributes the cause of the conflict
to Kuwait's refusal to negotiate with Iraq and/or the Coalition's misleading
diplomacy:
• Often (47.4%) Kuwait's refusal to negotiate with Iraq about the border
dispute and/or the level of oil exports is mentioned as an explanation of
the conflict.
• Often (42.1%) the Coalition's (or some of its members') diplomacy and/
or misleading of Iraq is mentioned as the explanation of the conflict.
• Only rarely (5.3%) is this denied, doubted or questioned.
• The interest of the Coalition (or some of its members) in controlling oil
resources and/or strengthening their power and dominance is never
stated positively, but is sometimes 00.5%) denied, doubted or questioned as cause(s) of the conflict.
• Iraqi interest in controlling oil resources and/or strengthening its power
and dominance is never stated positively as cause(s) of the conflict,
though it is occasionally (5.3%) denied, doubted or questioned.

151

5. Only 1.2% follow the pattern of the 5th style, which gives a comprehensive
explanation of the conflict by presenting Iraq as the aggressor, but without
mentioning any misleading diplomacy on the part of the Coalition.
• Unequivocally (lOO.(Yl;u) Iraqi interest in controlling oil resources and/or
strengthening its power and dominance is mentioned as cause(s) of the
conflict.
• This is never denied, doubted or questioned.
• Unequivocally (lOO.OO;&) Iraq's claims of historical right to the territory of
Kuwait are mentioned as an explanation of the conflict,
• but these are always (lOO.OO;&) denied, doubted or questioned.
• Unequivocally 000.0%) Kuwait's refusal to negotiate with Iraq about
the border dispute and/or the level of oil exports is mentioned as an
explanation of the conflict,
• but often (50.0%) this is denied, doubted or questioned.
• Often (50.0%) the interest of the Coalition (or some of its members) in
controlling oil resources and/or strengthening their power and dominance is mentioned as cause(s) of the conflict,
• but equally often (50.0%) this is denied, doubted or questioned.
• The Coalition's diplomacy and/or misleading of Iraq are neither mentioned positively (0.0%) nor negatively (0.0%) as an explanation of the
conflict.
As Table 1 shows, this comprehensive explanation was found only in German
media. As compared to other Western countries, the German media left the
conflict unexplained (style 0) least frequently. They most often explained the
conflict as a 'war for oil', citing either Iraqi (styles 1 and 5) or the Coalition's
(style 3) interest in controlling oil resources or dominating the region as causes
of the conflict.

Table 1.

Explanation of the Gulf conflict: Style usage in Western media (chisquare 40.84, df 20, P < 0.01)
FIN

D

N

S

USA

Total

Style 0

0.9712

0,9401

0,9633

0.9512

0,9676

0.9599

Style 1

0.0155

0,0215

0.0152

0.0150

0,0120

0.0156

Style 2

0,0066

0.0107

0,0101

0,0176

0,0064

0,0105

Style 3

0,0022

0,0215

0,0089

0,0149

0,0048

0,0097

Style 4

0.0044

0.0031

0,0025

0.0014

0.0072

0.0038

0,0000

0.0031

0.0000

0.0000

0,0000

0.0005

1.0000

1.0000

1,0000

1,0000

1.0000

1,0000

Total
Abbreviations: FIN

Finland, D =Germany, N =Norway, S = Sweden, USA = United States of America

While the Finnish media made the fewest efforts to explain the conflict, the
Norwegian media come closest to the mean, Le, they followed the general
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pattern when explaining the conflict: 'Iraq is to blame'. The Swedish media, in
contrast, assumed a position of some relative distance to this explanation. They
tended to mention Iraq's historical claims (style 2) and also the Coalition's oil
dependency and hegemonic interests (style 3) more often than the media in
most of the other countries.
The US media did not make great efforts to explain the conflict. On the
other hand, they - more than all other countries - took up self-critical topics
like Kuwait's refusal to negotiate with Iraq and the Coalition's misleading diplomacy (style 4).
Analysing the style usage in different types of media (cf. Table 2) we notice
that the prestige papers left the conflict unexplained (style 0) least often. Especially style 4 (Kuwait's refusal to negotiate with Iraq and the Coalition's misleading diplomacy) and style 3 (Coalition's oil and hegemonic interests) were
used far more frequently than the average. Moreover, prestige papers were the
only ones to make use of style 5. (Since this style occurred in German media
only, it can be concluded that the Suddeutsche Zeitung was the only medium
which contained news items that gave such a comprehensive explanation of
the causes of the conflict.)

Table 2.

Explanation of the conflict: Style usage in different types of media (chisquare = 34.39, df = 15, P <: 0.01)

Media

TV

Provinc.

Total

Style 0

0.9693

0.9458

0.9761

0.9613

0.9592

Style 1

0.0169

0.0153

0.0152

0.0121

0.0149

Style 2

0.0107

0.0130

0.0043

0.0133

0.0107

Style 3

0.0015

0.0175

0.0022

0.0093

0.0100

Style 4

0.0015

0.0073

0.0022

0.0040

0.0046

0.0000

0.0011

0.0000

0.0000

0.0005

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

Total

Although the provincial papers represent roughly the mean distribution of style
usage, they blamed the Iraqi oil and power interests as causes of the conflict
(style 1) less frequently than all other media. More often than all other media,
they took up Iraq's historical claims (style 2).
The latter were most heavily neglected by the tabloids. They followed the
TV news in neglecting style 3 (the Coalition's oil and hegemonic interests) and
style 4 (Kuwait's refusal to negotiate with Iraq and the Coalition's misleading
diplomacy) almost completely, thus presenting a one-sided interpretation of
the causes of the conflict causes, placing the blame exclusively on Iraq.
The greatest efforts to explain the conflict were made at its very beginning
when Iraq invaded Kuwait (time-spot 1). During this phase of the conflict, the
dominance of style 1 (Iraqi oil and power interests) was striking. Then, starting
with the US Congress vote for military intervention (time-spot 3), the interests

153

of the Coalition (style 3) became emphasized more strongly; indeed, they were
outnumbered by references to Iraq's historical claims (style 2) only during timespot 5 (bombing of the al-Amirya bunker) and time-spot 7 (military defeat of
Iraq). While no explanations of the conflict were presented after the end of the
war during time-spots 8 and 9, it is again Iraq's historical claims (style 2) which
were used to explain the conflict at time-spot 10 (bombing of Baghdad in
January 1993).
Coalition motives for involvement
The motives of the Coalition (or some of its members) for being involved in the
conflict were described in a total of n=412 00.1%) of the news items analysed.
This took the form of allegation or query of one or more of the following
aspects:
1. the liberation of Kuwait

2. the reduction of Iraqi power
3. the Coalition's peace concern
4. the reduction of Iraq's nuclear power
5. the containment of Arab and/or Islamic influence
6. securing oil supply and/or stable oil prices.
Latent Class Analysis revealed the jOint distribution of these style characteristics
to be a mixture distribution of 5 latent styles.
1. Style 1 (52.7%) describes the Coalition's motive (nearly exclusively) as be-

ing the liberation of Kuwait.
• Unequivocally 000.0%) the motive of the Coalition (or some of its members) is said to be the liberation of Kuwait;
• only rarely (4.2%) is this denied, doubted or questioned.
2. Style 2 (22.7%) focuses on the reduction of Iraqi power.
• Unequivocally 000.0%) the motive of the Coalition (or some of its members) is said to be the reduction of Iraqi power;
• only rarely (2.1%) is this denied, doubted or questioned.
• Often (30.7%) the motive is also said to be the liberation of Kuwait;
• only rarely (4.3%) is this denied, doubted or questioned.
3. Style 3 02.5%) presents the desire to secure oil supplies and stable oil
prices as the aim of the Coalition.
• Unequivocally 000.0%) the motive of the Coalition (or some of its members) is said to be securing oil supplies and/or stable oil prices;
• occasionally (9.6%) this is denied, doubted or questioned.
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4. Style 4 (7.0%) describes the Coalition's motive as being the containment of
Arab or Islamic influence and reduction of Iraq's nuclear power, rather than
the liberation of Kuwait.
• Often (39.3%) the motive of the Coalition (or some of its members) is
said to be the containment of Arab and/or Islamic influence;
• only rarely (3.5%) is this denied, doubted or questioned.
• Sometimes (21.0%) the motive is said to be the reduction of Iraq's nuclear power;
• occasionally (6.9%) this is denied, doubted or questioned.
• Only rarely is the motive of the Coalition (or some of its members) said
to be securing oil supplies and/or stable oil prices (6.3%);
• likewise, this is rarely denied, doubted or questioned (3.7%).
• While this is never stated directly, it is often (41.6%) denied, doubted or
questioned that the motive of the Coalition (or some of its members) is
the liberation of Kuwait.
• While it is never stated directly, the motive is occasionally denied, doubted
or questioned as being a concern with peace.
• While it is never stated directly, the motive is occaSionally denied, doubted
or questioned as being the reduction of Iraqi power.
5. Style 5 (5.1%) states peace concern as the Coalition'S main motive, also
involving the liberation of Kuwait and the Coalition's oil interests
• Unequivocally 000.0%) the motive of the Coalition (or some of its members) is said to be their concern for peace.
• Often (42.8%) the motive is said to be the liberation of Kuwait.
• Sometimes 09.0%) the motive is said to be securing oil supplies and/or
stable oil prices.
Table 3 shows that the Scandinavian media were rather silent about the motives
of the Coalition (style 0), including the goal of liberating Kuwait (style 1),
which was the main propaganda motive from the US side. The Swedish media,
who maintained the greatest silence on this question, went to some lengths to
avoid giving the impression that the Coalition's oil interests could be their
motive for being involved in the war: styles 3 and 5 are not found in the
Swedish media at all.
Both the German and the US media put much more emphasis on explaining the Coalition's motives than did the media in Scandinavia. In doing so, they
specifically tended to idealize the Coalition's intentions by presenting these as
being the liberation of Kuwait (style 1) and/or the Coalition's peace concern
(style 5). In both Germany and the USA, the media also tended to demonize the
intentions of the enemy, although by different means: while the US media most
strongly tended to legitimate the Coalition's motives through the need to reduce Iraqi power (style 2), the German media most often saw the Coalition's
motives as lying in the containment of Arab or Islamic influence (style 4).
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Table 3.

Coalition's motives for involvement in the conflict: Style usage in
Western media (chi-square = 107.64, df = 20, P < 0.001)
FIN

0

N

S
...

Style 0

0.9246

0.8433

0.9253

0.9376

0.8403

Style 1

0.0366

0.0800

0.0279

0.0394

0.0938

0.0548

Style 2

0.0120

0.0291

0.0246

0.0163

0.0388

0.0239

---~

...

USA
---~-

...

Total
--~-

...

-~

0.8957

Style 3

0,0118

0,0228

0.0157

0,0000

0.0161

0.0131

Style 4

0,0083

0.0156

0.0040

0.0068

0.0025

0,0071

5

0.0067

0.0092

0.0025

0.0000

0.0084

0.0054

1.0000

1,0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

Total
Abbreviations: FIN

Finland, 0

Germany. N

Norway. S

Sweden. USA = United Slates of America

Though there is little difference with respect to the presentations of the Coalition's motives in different types of media (cf. Table 4), this topic was taken up
most often by the 1V news. Here more weight was given to the liberation of
Kuwait (style 1), and particularly to the reduction of Iraqi power (style 2), than
in any other types of media,

Table 4.

Coalition's motives for involvement in the conflict: Style usage in
different types of media (chi-square = 28.13, df = 15, p < 0.05)

Media

TV

Provinc,

Total

Style 0

0,8694

0.8928

0.9262

0.9080

0.8994
0,0531

Style 1

0.0683

0.0576

0,0434

0,0427

Style 2

0.0411

0,0211

0.Q108

0,0259

0,0228

Style 3

0,0123

0,0132

0.0108

0,0135

0,0125

Style 4

0,0078

0,0080

0,0044

0,0073

0,0070

5

0,0031

0.0073

0,0043

0,0027

0,0051

1,0000

1,0000

1,0000

1,0000

1,0000

Total

When the conflict started, with the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait (time-spot 0, two
patterns of motivation were given equal emphasis: the liberation of Kuwait
(style 1) and the Coalition's oil interests (style 3). In the third place came the
reduction of Iraqi power (style 2),
Of these, the liberation of Kuwait (style 1) was used as the main propaganda motive, being used increasingly until the military defeat of Iraq (timespot 7), after which it was no longer of any account. The reduction of Iraqi
power (style 2) played a minor role during the prewar phase, Then, during the
phase of military action (time-spot 4 until time-spot 7), this motive became
recognised increasingly, until it diminished again during time-spot 8 (Coalition
measures to protect Iraqi Kurds), Finally, during the last two time-spots (August
1992 and January 1993), it was the only motive presented in order to explain
the Coalition's involvement.
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The Coalition's interest in securing oil supplies and stable oil prices (style
3) was mentioned primarily at the start of the conflict (time-spot 1), and (even
more so) in connection with the US Congress vote for military intervention
(time-spot 3). During the phase of military action, it began to fade from Sight,
until it was no longer referred to during time-spot 7 (military defeat of Iraq) and
afterwards. In the context of the UN ultimatum (time-spot 2), almost no mention was made of the Coalition's oil interests (style 3). If they were mentioned
at all, this was in the context of the Coalition's peace concern (style 5), which
peaked in prominence at this point of the conflict.
The containment of Arab or Islamic influence (style 4) was present as a
background motivation throughout the entire conflict until the victory of the
Coalition (time-spot 7).
The UN role in the conflict
In a total of n=236 (5.8%) of the news items analysed, the role of the UN in the
conflict was described, by allegation or query, along one or more of the following dimensions:
1. the United Nations as the forum and/or voice of the world community,

2. the United Nations as an instrument for peaceful solutions,
3. the United Nations' task as to uphold international laws and/or to punish
crimes against the right of national sovereignty,
4. the USA and/or Coalition as acting in the name of the United Nations,
5. the United Nations as influenced and/or dominated by the USA and/or the
UK,
6. the US offer to pay its debts to the UN mentioned in connection with the
UN declaration(s).
Latent Class Analysis describes the joint distribution of these style characteristics as the mixture distribution of 5 latent styles.
1. Style 1 (38.7%) deals with the USA and the Coalition as acting in the name

of the UN.
• As a rule (97.2%), the USA and/or Coalition are described as acting in
the name of the United Nations.
• Sometimes 00.9%) this is denied, doubted or questioned.
• Sometimes (11.2%) the United Nations is described as an instrument for
or aiming at peaceful solutions.
• Occasionally (7.8%) the role of the United Nations is described as being
to serve as the forum and/or voice of world community.
• Only rarely (6.7%) is the United Nations described as being influenced
and/or dominated by the USA and/or the UK.
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2. Style 2 08.5%) describes the UN as dominated by the USA and/or the UK.
• Unequivocally 000.0%) the United Nations is described as being influenced and/or dominated by the USA and/or the UK.
• Sometimes 03.7%) the United ::-rations is described as an instrument for
peaceful solutions.
• Only rarely is this denied, doubted or questioned.
• Though the United Nations' role is never directly described as being to
serve as forum and/or voice of the world community) this is occasionally
denied, doubted or questioned.
3. Style 3 (17.6%) describes the UN as an instrument for peace.
• Unequivocally (100.()oAJ) the United Nations is described as an instrument for peaceful solutions.
• Occasionally (4.7%) the United Nations' role is described as the forum
and/or voice of the world community.
4. Style 4 05.6%) discusses the UN's role as an instrument to uphold internationallaw.
• As a rule (92.0%), the task of the United Nations is described as to uphold international laws and/or to punish crimes against the right of national sovereignty.
• This is only rarely (5.4%) denied, doubted or questioned.
• Sometimes 04.6%) the United Nations' role is described as being to act
as the forum and/or voice of the world community.
• Sometimes (14.5%) the United Nations is described as an instrument for
peaceful solutions,
• only rarely (2.7%) is this denied, doubted or questioned.
• Occasionally (5.8%) the USA and/or Coalition are described as acting in
the name of the United Nations.
• Occasionally (5.8%) the United Nations is described as being influenced
and/or dominated by the USA and/or the UK,
• Occasionally (2.7%) this is denied, doubted or questioned.
5. Style 5 (9.5%) describes the UN as a forum of the world community.
• Unequivocally (100.0%) the role of the United Nations is described as
being to serve as the forum and/or voice of the world community.
• Sometimes 07.7%) the United Nations is described as being influenced
and/or dominated by the USA and/or the UK,
• Only rarely (4.4%) is this denied, doubted or questioned.

Table 5 shows gross national differences concerning attention paid to the role
of the UN in the conflict. The German media took up this topic more than 5
times as often (11.83% of the German news items) as the US ones (2.28% of the
US news items).
The discussion within the German media was quite controversial. While
the frequent use of style 1 (USA and Coalition acting in the name of the UN)
and style 5 (UN as forum for the world community) points towards using the
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UN for the legitimization of the Coalition involvement, the frequent use of style
2 (UN dominated by the USA and/or the UK) and the rare use of style 3 (UN as
instrument for peace) point in the opposite direction, indicating critical distance from the Coalition involvement.
The UN role was also clearly important in the Swedish media, where the UN
was idealized (more often than in all other countries) as an instrument for
peace (style 3) and (nearly as often as in Finland) as an instrument for the
enforcement of international law (style 4). Though the U~ role plays a relatively smaller role in the Finnish media, there is a tendency similar to that of the
Swedish media: the UN was idealized (nearly as often as in Sweden) as an
instrument for peace (style 3) and (more often than in any other country) as an
instrument for the reinforcement of international law (style 4).
The N011.oegian media paid nearly as little attention to the UN role in the
conflict as the US media did. Particularly low frequencies of style 1 (discussion
of USA and Coalition as acting in the name of UN) and style 2 (UN dominated
by the USA and/or the UK) indicate that arguments that might be seen as critical
to the USA were largely avoided.

Table S.

The UN role in the conflict: Style usage in Western media (chi-square =
135.35, df = 20, P < 0.001)
Total

FIN

D

Style 0

0.9468

0.8817

0.9646

0.9281

0.9772

0.9425

Style 1

0.0156

0.0707

0.0089

0.0286

0.0037

0.0233

Style 2

0.0066

0.0229

0.0050

0.0122

0.0024

0.0091

Style 3

0.0131

0.0045

0.0050

0.0187

0.0106

0.0106

Style 4

0.0124

0.0081

0.0090

0.0111

0.0049

0.0092

5

0.0054

0.0120

0.0075

0.0013

0.0012

0.0053

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

Total
Abbreviations: FIN

N

S

USA

=Finland, D = Gennany, N = Norway, S = Sweden, USA =United States of America

A similar pattern can be found in the popular press (cf. Table 6), which seems
to be most inclined to transmit the US view on the U~'s role in the conflict.
While the TV news presented an undifferentiated picture of the USA and
Coalition acting in the name of the UN (style 1) - which is seen as forum for the
world community (style 5) - it was the regional press who tried to keep some
critical distance. Provincial papers particularly often took up the topic of the UN
as an instrument for peace (style 3), which, however, is seen as dominated by
the USA and/or UK (style 2). Very rarely did they feature the USA and Coalition
as simply acting in the name of the United Nations (style 1).
The prestige papers put the greatest emphasis on the role of the world
organization. They reported on it with less critical distance than the regional
press (cf. style 2), however, and more than all other papers they saw the UN as
an instrument for upholding international law (style 4).
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Table 6.

Media

The UN role in the conflict: Style usage in different types of media (chisquare = 50.46, df = 15, P < 0.001)
TV

Provinc.

Total

Style 0

0.9416

0.9306

0.9707

0.9373

0.9426

Style 1

0.0354

0.0289

0.0055

0.0162

0.0223
0.0107

Style 2

0.0076

0.0112

0.0054

0.0185

Style 3

0.0030

0.0122

0.0064

0.0158

0.0101

Style 4

0.0033

0.0138

0.0045

0.0069

0.0088

5

0.0090

0.0033

0.0074

0.0052

0.0055

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

Total

At an earlier stage of the conflict, during time-spot 2 (UN ultimatum), the UN
had been mainly described as being dominated by the USA and/or the UK
(style 2). However, the UN was primarily featured as an instrument for peace
(style 3) during time-spot 3 (US Congress vote for military intervention). During
the war (time-spots 4-7), and even more so during the postwar military actions
in 1992 and 1993 (time-spots 9 and 10), style 1 - the USA and Coalition acting
in the name of the UN became the dominant description of the UN role in the
conflict.
Alternative ways to settle the conflict
Alternative ways to settle the war are among those themes that have been
discussed most extensively in the media. A total of n=740 (18.1%) of the analysed news items dealt with this topic by allegation or query of one or several
of the following arguments:

1. Force against Iraq is the only possible or most effective way to settle the
conflict.
2. Economic embargo on trade with Iraq should be given or should have
been given more time to be effective.
3. Iraq takes the initiative for negotiations or peace talks.
4. Coalition or some of its member-states (excluding UN) takes initiatives for
negotiations or peace talks.
5. UN takes initiatives for negotiations or peace talks.
6. Third-parties or neutral coutries take initiatives for negotiations or peace
talks.
According to Latent Class Analysis these arguments were combined into 9 latent styles.
1. Style 1 (29.0%), the most frequently used style, discusses third-party initiatives.
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• Nearly without exception (99,9%) a third-party or neutral initiative for
negotiations or peace talks with Iraq is mentioned,
• Sometimes (14,1%) this initiative is doubted, denied, questioned or
relativized,
2, Style 2 (16,7%) can be described as pure military logic,
• Nearly without exception (99.<)0;6) force against Iraq is described as the
only possible or most effective way to settle the conflict.
3, Style 3 (14.3%) is characterized by the discussion and denial of military
logic.
• Nearly without exception (99.<)0;6) force against Iraq is doubted, denied
or questioned as being the only possible or most effective way to settle
the conflict, but
• this statement is also corroborated quite often (38.0%).
4. Style 4 (11.4%) discusses (and often refutes) Iraqi initiatives.
• Though (as a rule: 97.0%) Iraqi initiatives for negotiations or peace talks
are mentioned,
• these initiatives are often (41.0%) doubted, denied or questioned, however.
• Sometimes 03.4%) force against Iraq is described as being the only possible or most effective way to settle the conflict, and
• sometimes 03.3%) a third-party or neutral initiative for negotiations or
peace talks with Iraq is mentioned.
5. Style 5 00.1%) argues in favour of economic rather than military means.
• Though (as a rule: 98.2%) it is said that the economic embargo on trade
with Iraq should be given or should have been given more time to be
effective,
• this is often (253%) doubted, denied or questioned.
• Sometimes (20.2%) force against Iraq is doubted, denied or questioned
as being the only possible or most effective way to settle the conflict;
sometimes 03.0%) is said to that force is the most effective or even the
only possibility.
6. Style 6 (7.8%) reports about UN and third-party initiatives.
• As a rule (98.2%) UN initiatives for negotiations or peace talks with Iraq
are mentioned,
• sometimes (10.2%) also third-party or neutral initiatives are mentioned.
7. Style 7 (6.3%) reports about Coalition and third-party initiatives.
• Nearly without exception (99.9%) the initiatives of Coalition or memberstate (excluding UN) for negotiations or peace talks with Iraq are mentioned;
• often (31.0%) mention is also made of third-party or neutral initiatives.
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8. Style 8 (2.3%) deals with third-party initiatives, either presenting arguments
pro and contra, or two-sided messages.
• Though (as a rule: 92.0%) third-party or neutral initiatives for negotiations or peace talks with Iraq are mentioned positively,
• these initiatives are doubted, denied or questioned nearly without exception (99.0%).
• While it is often (40.6%) doubted, denied or questioned whether force is
the only possible or most effective way to settle the conflict,
• this is more often (49.7%) stated to be so.
9. Style 9 (2.0%) presents a comprehensive discussion of peaceful alternatives.
• Nearly without exception (99.9%) UN initiatives for negotiations or peace
talks with Iraq are mentioned;
• often (50.0%) these initiatives are doubted, denied or questioned, however.
• In most cases (79.8%) also third-party or neutral initiatives for negotiations or peace talks with Iraq are mentioned;
• sometimes (13.5%) these are doubted, denied or questioned .
• Often (38.2%) the initiatives of Coalition or member-states (excluding
the UN) for negotiations or peace talks with Iraq are mentioned also;
• sometimes (20.3%) they are doubted, denied or questioned.
• Though often (39.2%) force against Iraq is described as the only possible
or most effective way to settle the conflict,
• this is often (29.3%) denied, doubted or questioned as well.
• Often (38.2%) Iraqi initiatives for negotiations or peace talks are mentioned;
• only occasionally (8.4%) are they denied, doubted or questioned.
• The economic embargo does not play any role in this discussion (corroboration: 0.1%; denial ete. 0.1%).
Table 7 reveals gross national differences with respect to style usage.
In the us media, the presentation of alternative ways to settle the war was
clearly determined by the strategic interests of the USA. UN and third-party
initiatives (styles 1, 6 and 8) were accorded much less attention than in the
European countries. There was little discussion or denial of military logic (style
3) and no comprehensive discussion of peaceful alternatives at all (style 9).
The most extensive and controversial discussion of alternative ways to settle the war was presented by the German media, who took up the topic more
than three times as often as the average Western media. While the picture
painted by the German media followed the pattern of military logic (style 2)
three times as often as the average, criticism of military logic (style 3) was
presented even five times as often as the average of the Western countries, and
a comprehensive discussion of peaceful alternatives (style 9) was presented
three times more frequently.
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In the Scandinavian countries, military logic (style 2) was less important
than in the USA and Germany. In the Finnish media, considerable attention was
directed to UN and third-party initiatives (styles 1, 6 and 8). A comprehensive
discussion of peaceful alternatives (style 9) was presented more often than in
all other Western countries except Germany. Similarly, in the Swedish media
the topic was also taken up more in connection with third~ party and UN initiatives (styles 1 and 6). Moreover, the Swedish media focused on economic sanctions (style 5) more than the media of any other country did. The Norwegian
media were the least prone to discuss how to settle the connier. Third-party
initiatives (styles 1 and 8) and alternative solutions (style 9) were as in the
USA - mentioned rather seldom. Again, as in the USA, there was a low frequency of style 3 (discussion and denial of military logic) as compared to the
mean.

Table 7.

Alternative ways to settle the war: Style usage in Western media (chisquare = 544.20, df = 36, P < 0.001)
FIN

D

N

S

USA

Total

Style 0

0.8259

0.6114

0.8886

0.8440

0.8691

0.8155

Style 1

0.0693

0.0459

0.0421

0.0634

0.0398

0.0525

Style 2

0.0178

0.0917

0.0147

0.0169

0.0271

0.0313

Style 3

0.0119

0.1319

0.0029

0.0046

0.0027

0.0267

Style 4

0.0214

0.0377

0.0158

0.0113

0.0229

0.0214

Style 5

0.0176

0.0249

0.0119

0.0257

0.0160

0.0188
0.0138

Style 6

0.0107

0.0171

0.0160

0.0203

0.0068

Style 7

0.0131

0.0124

0.0065

0.0107

0.0155

0.0117

Style 8

0.0068

0.0152

0.0009

0.0008

0.0000

0.0044

0.0054

0.0118

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

Total
Abbreviations: FIN

Finland, D ; Germany. N ; Norway, S ~ Sweden, USA

United States of America

In terms of different types of media (cf. Table 8), the topie was most extensively
dealt with in the 1V news, which often followed a pattern of military logic
(style 2) and also focused on the discussion and refusal of Iraqi initiatives (style
4) more often than any other type of media did. The tabloid papers put the least
emphasis on different ways to settle the conflict. When this was discussed, they
followed the pattern of military logic (style 2) more often than all other papers
did. Iraqi initiatives (style 4) were almost completely ignored.
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Table 8.

Alternative ways to settle the war: Style usage in different types of
media (chi-square = 105.08, df 27, P < 0.001)

Media

TV

Style 0

0.7296

Style 1

0.0665

0.0398

0.0531

0.0691

0.0524

Style 2

0.0359

0.0259

0.0351

0.0293

0.0302

0.8335

0.8547

Provioc.

Total

0.8200

0.8193

Style 3

0.0393

0.0234

0.0214

0.0250

0.0258

Style 4

0.0538

0.0195

0.0063

0.0126

0.0207

Style 5

0.0191

0.0230

0.0087

0.0179

0.0183

Style 6

0.0208

0.0151

0.0086

0.0130

0.0141

Style 7

0.0168

0.0141

0.0075

0.0053

0.0114

Style 8

0.0117

0.0024

0.0023

0.0045

0.0042

0.0088

0.0033

0.0022

0.0032

0.0036

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

Total

Style 5 (comprehensive discussion of peaceful alternatives), which had played
a dominant role in the prewar phase (time-spots 2-3), was no longer of any
significance once the war had started (time-spot 4-10). Discussion and denial
of military logic (style 3) was most frequently found during time-spot 3 (US
Congress vote for military intervention) and time-spot 4 (beginning of air raids
against Iraq) as well as during time-spot 9 (Coalition's measures to protect Iraqi
Shias) and time-spot 10 (bombing of Baghdad to force Iraq to fulfil ceasefire
conditions). While style 3 was dominant during time-spot 3 and even during
time-spot 9, the presentation of different ways to settle the conflict switched
towards the approval of military logic (style 2) during the following time-spots
4 and 10. Once the military machine was in action, there seemed to be little
room for critical discussion in the media, and military logic predominated.
Discussion of third-party initiatives (style 1) was predominately used during
time-spot 5 (bombing of the al-Amirya bunker) and time-spot 6 (final peace
proposal before the start of the ground offensive).
Refusal of negotiations, ceasefire or peace talks
Refusal of negotiations, ceasefire or peace talks was covered in a total of n=256
(6.3%) of the news items analysed, through allegation or query of one or several of the follOWing statements:
1. Iraq is described as not being (or not having been) willing to take up

negotiations, ceasefire or peace talks.
2. The Coalition (or some of its members) is/are described as not being (or
not having been) willing to take up negotiations, ceasefire or peace talks.
Following Latent Class Analysis, these style characteristics were combined into
3 latent patterns of argumentation:
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1. Style 1 (53.0%) blames Iraq for refusing negotiations (etc.).
• Without exception (100%) Iraq is described as not being (or not having

been) willing to take up negotiations, ceasefire or peace talks.
• Only rarely (9.6%) is this description denied, doubted or questioned.
• Occasionally 0.1%) the Coalition (or some of its members) is/are described as not being (or not having been) willing to take up negotiations, ceasefire or peace talks.
2. Style 2 (38.3%) accuses the Coalition of refusing negotiations (etc.).
• Without exception 000.0%) the Coalition (or some of its members) is/
are described as not being (or not having been) willing to take up negotiations, ceasefire or peace talks.
• Very rarely (4.0010) is this description denied, doubted or questioned.
3. Style 3 (8.7%) describes readiness for negotiations etc. (particularly on the
Iraqi side).
• In most cases (88.9%) descriptions of Iraq as not being (or not having
been) willing to take up negotiations, ceasefire or peace talks are denied, doubted or questioned.
• Descriptions of the Coalition as not being (or not having been) willing
to take up negotiations, ceasefire or peace talks are denied (27.4%),
doubted or questioned somewhat more often than they are corroborated 09.6%).

Table 9.

Refusal of negotiations, ceasefire or peace talks: Style usage in Western
media (chi-square = 112.13, df 12, P < 0.001)
FIN

0

....

N...

--~

-~~~

...

S
-----~

....

USA ....

Total

--~

Style 0

0.9601

0.8602

0.9557

0.9362

0.9532

0.9366

Style 1

0.0188

0.0628

0.0392

0.0285

0.0228

0.0329

Style 2

0.0199

0.0553

0.0039

0.0271

0.0240

0.0248

3

0.0012

0.0217

0.0013

0.0082

0.0001

0.0057

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

Total
Abbrevialions: FIN

=Finland, D =Gennany, N = NOIWay, S =Sweden, USA

United States of America

From Table 9 we can once again note considerable national differences in style
usage. While the German media covered the topiC more than twice as often as
the average, the US media paid scant attention to it. Whereas (Iraqi) readiness
for negotiations (style 3) was reported in the German media even four times as
often as the average, the US media made no mention of it whatsoever. Finnish
and Norwegian media were also quite silent. While the Finnish media show a
similar picture as the US media do, however, the Norwegian media reported on
the refusal of negotiations even more one-sidedly, putting the blame exclusively on Iraq (style O.
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Table 10. Refusal of negotiations, ceasefire or peace talks: Style usage in different types of media (chi-square = 61.27, df = 9, p < 0.001)
Media

TV

Provinc.

Total
0.9375

Style 0

0.8833

0.9402

0.9696

0.9387

Style 1

0.0597

0.0349

0.0205

0.0213

0.0331

Style 2

0.0431

0.0203

0.0076

0.0359

0.0239

3

0.0140

0.0046

0.0022

0.0042

0.0055

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

Total

Comparison of different types of media (cf. Table 10) shows that the TV news
paid the most attention to the topic of negotiations (etc.), and that they also
reported on (Iraqi) readiness for negotiations (style 3) more often than did the
print media. The tabloids painted a picture similar to that offered by the Norwegian media. The Coalition's refusal to negotiate (style 2) and (Iraqi) readiness
for negotiations (style 3) were rarely reported. In contrast to this, it is again the
regional press that sought to develop some critical distance from Coalition propaganda. While the Coalition's refusal to negotiate (style 2) was reported more
often than the average of all media types, the provincial papers wrote of Iraqi
refusal of negotiations (style 1) less frequently than did other types of media.
As regards the time series of style usage, blaming the Iraqi side for not being
willing to take up negotiations (style 1) was dominant from the start of the
conflict (time-spot 1) until the end of the war. Only during time-spot 2 (UN
ultimatum) and time-spot 7 (military defeat of Iraq) was more attention paid to
the Coalition's refusal to negotiate (style 2). (Iraqi) readiness for negotiations
(style 3) was hardly reported at all during the prewar phase (time-spots 1-3),
nor at time-spot 4 (start of air raids against Iraq). At time-spot 5 Cal-Amirya
bombing) and afterwards, relatively more attention was paid to it.

Comparative Analysis
News media

Comparison of different types of media can reveal the role which television
channels and the popular press played as instruments of war propaganda. We
see how nationwide prestige papers and the provincial press were far more
critical about the war and - sometimes - even displayed a tendency towards
peace journalism.
Television News; TV news presented a one-sided interpretation of the conflict causes, putting the blame exclUSively on Iraq. The Coalition's oil interests
as well as Kuwait's refusal to negotiate with Iraq and the Coalition'S misleading
diplomacy were almost totally neglected. The Coalition's motives for being
involved in the conflict were explained by TV news more often than by the
other media, and with more emphasis on the liberation of Kuwait and particularly on the reduction of Iraqi power. Describing the role of the UN in the
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conflict, the TV news presented an undifferentiated picture, idealizing the USA
and Coalition as acting in the name of UN, which was described as the forum
for the world community.
Though the topic of different ways to settle the conflict was most extensively dealt within the TV news broadcasts, they often followed a pattern of
military logic, however, and focused on the Coalition's refusal of Iraqi initiatives for negotiations more often than any other type of media did. On the
other hand, the TV news paid most attention to the topic of negotiations, ceasefire or peace talks, however, and also reported on (Iraqi) readiness for negotiations more often than the print media did.
Tabloid papers: The popular press painted an even more one-sided picture
of the conflict than the television channels did. In their explanations of the
conflict, they not only neglected the Coalition's oil interests as well as Kuwait's
refusal to negotiate with Iraq and the Coalition's misleading diplomacy, they
also told less about Iraq's historical claims than all other types of media did.
The result was an interpretation of conflict causes that put the blame exclusivelyon Iraq.
As regards the UN role in the conflict, the tabloids seemed to be most
inclined to transmit the US view, which did not give much significance to the
United Nations. Moreover, the tabloid papers put the least emphaSiS on different ways to settle the conflict. If they took up this topic, they followed the
pattern of military logic more often than all other papers. Iraqi initiatives were
almost completely ignored; likewise, the Coalition's refusal to negotiate and
(Iraqi) readiness for negotiations were rarely reported.
Prestige Papers: The prestige papers put most emphasis on explanations of
the conflict. Especially Kuwait's refusal to negotiate with Iraq and the Coalition's misleading diplomacy as well as the Coalition's oil interests were taken
into account much more frequently than the overall media average. Moreover,
prestige papers are the only ones in which a comprehensive explanation of the
conflict was to be found. On the other hand, this style was found only in
German media; thus, in our sample it occurred in Siiddeutsche Zeitung and
nowhere else. The prestige papers also put the greatest emphasis on the role of
the United Nations in the conflict. They reported on it with less critical distance
than the regional press, however, and more than all other papers they portrayed the UN as an instrument to uphold international law.
Provincial Papers: The regional press made remarkable efforts at maintaining distance and objectivity. As regards the explanation of the conflict, the
provincial papers blamed Iraqi oil interests less frequently than all other media,
and more often than all other media they took up Iraq's historical claims as an
explanation. Moreover, the regional press tried to keep some critical distance
with respect to the role of the UN in the conflict. Though provincial papers
particularly often took up the topic of the UN as an instrument for peace, they
often portrayed the organization as being dominated by the USA and/or UK.
Only rarely did they feature the USA and Coalition as simply acting in the name
of the United Nations.
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As regards refusal of negotiations, ceasefire or peace talks, it is again the
regional press that tried to develop some critical distance from Coalition propaganda. While Coalition's refusal to negotiate was reported more often than in
the average, the provincial papers also accused the Iraq of refuSing negotiations less frequently than other types of media did.
International comparison

Although the Gulf war coverage had been orchestrated to a high degree by
measures of censorship, the implementation of a pool system and the
transnational influences of US media on coverage in other countries, crossnational comparison of style usage unveils notable national differences. These
can be ascribed both to historical and political traditions and to the position of
the various nations within the conflict.
US Media: The USA, as the leading nation of the Coalition, clearly tends to
make its own policy. While there was not so much need for the US media,
therefore, to explain the causes of the conflict, they were also more open to
taking up self-critical topics like Kuwait's refusal to negotiate with Iraq and the
Coalition's misleading diplomacy, than were the European media.
On the other hand, the US media made great efforts to explain the Coalition's motives for being involved in the war. Here they strongly tended to
idealize the Coalition's intentions as being the liberation of Kuwait and/or the
Coalition's peace concern.
More than the European countries, the US media also explained the Coalition's motives by the need to reduce Iraqi power. Thus taking hegemonic interests and the struggle for power as legitimate, the US media paid hardly any
attention at all to the role of the UN in the conflict. Featuring the USA and the
Coalition as acting in the name of the UN played no role at all. US-critical
arguments, like the UN being dominated by the USA and/or the UK, were
largely avoided. Portraying the UN as an instrument for peace was found to be
the only style which was used as frequently in the US as in the European
media.
The presentation of alternative ways to settle the war was clearly determined by the strategic interests of the USA. UN and third-party initiatives were
far less in focus than in the European media. There was little discussion or
denial of military logic, and no comprehensive discussion of peaceful alternalives at all. Scant attention was paid to the topic of negotiations, ceasefire or
peace talks. In particular, the US media said nothing about (Iraqi) readiness for
negotiations.
German Media: The German situation is quite different from the US one.
While warfare would seem to be legitimate to the USA, this is not so much the
case in Germany, where (at least at the start of the war) there was still a strong
peace movement highly conscious of the lessons of World War II: no more war,
no more fascism. Gernlany did not take part in the Gulf War Coalition, but did
provide considerable financing. Gulf War coverage was much more controver-
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sial than in any other nation studied here, and there was a greater need to
explain the conflict to the German public.
While the German media explained the conflict as a 'war for oil', either
blaming Irdqi or the Coalition's interests to control oil resources as causes of the
conflict much more often than other Western media, Germany was the only
country in which a comprehensive explanation of the conflict was presented as
well. Like the US media, the German media made great efforts to explain the
Coalition's motives and often idealized the Coalition's intentions as being the
liberation of Kuwait and/or overriding peace concerns. Moreover, the German
media tended to see the Coalition's motives in the containment of Arab or
Islamic influence more strongly than any of the other countries did. In order to
make the war plausible to the audience, the German media put great emphasis
on the UN role in the conflict. In doing so, the discussion within the German
media was quite controversial, however. Both the frequent description of the
USA and its Coalition as acting in the name of the UN, and the recurring descriptions of the UN as a forum for the world community, point towards using
the UN to legitimize the Coalition involvement. On the other hand, the frequent
description of the UN as dominated by the USA and/or the UK, as well as the
scant emphasis given to the UN as an instrument for peace, point in the opposite direction, indicating a more critical distance to the Coalition.
The German media also presented the most extensive and the most controversial discussion of alternative ways to settle the war. While the picture painted
by the German media followed the pattern of military logic three times as often
as in the average, criticism of military logic was presented even five times as
often as in the average of the Western countries, and a comprehensive discussion of peaceful alternatives was found three times as frequent as the average.
Similarly, the German media also covered the topic of negotiations, ceasefire or
peace talks more extenSively than all other nations, reporting about (Iraqi)
readiness for negotiations even four times as frequently as the average.
Norwegian Media: Among the Scandinavian countries studied here, Norway was the only NATO member: it also emerged as the most inclined to produce acceptance of the war. In contrast to the situation of the German media,
however, there was in Norway no strong anti-war opposition. Accordingly, the
Gulf War coverage was much less controversial than in Germany, and the Norwegian media could follow a strategy of keeping rather silent about many of
the critical topics.
In their explanation of the conflict the Norwegian media were found to be
closest to the mean; they tended to follow the general pattern: 'Iraq is to blame'.
Like other Scandinavian media, the Norwegian were rather silent about the
Coalition's motives, also as regards the goal of liberating Kuwait the main
propaganda motive from the US side. The Norwegian media also paid nearly as
little attention to the UN role as the CS media did. We found particularly low
frequencies of describing the USA and its allies as acting in the name of UN,
and of describing the CN as dominated by the USA and/or the UK; this may
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show that the Norwegian media preferred to avoid potentially US-critical arguments.
The Norwegian media were also the least prone to discuss how to settle the
conflict. Third-party initiatives and alternative solutions were - as in the USA mentioned rather seldom. Again, as in the USA, there was dramatically little
discussion and denial of military logic. On the other hand, Norway is that
nation whose media supported military logic the least often. Like the US, the
]\"orwegian media were quite silent about the refusal of negotiations, ceasefire
or peace talks. If they did, they reported on the refusal of negotiations even
more one-Sidedly, however, placing the blame exclUSively on the Iraqi side.
Swedish media: Sweden has a long tradition of neutrality and peace. Since
1815 Sweden has stayed outside military conflicts; throughout both world wars
that was a successful foreign and security policy from the Swedish point of
view. Sweden also has a clear pro-UN policy as a small and non-aligned country. A prominent UN Secretary-General was a Swede - Dag Hammarskjold. And
Ingvar Carlsson, the former prime minister, has chaired a UN commission mandated to reconsider the UN organization. To this may be connected a long
humanitarian tradition - at least in the self-conception of Swedes - connected
with Red Cross aid in the Korean War and in other conflicts like Biafra. Some of
this world-view is also reflected in the Swedish coverage of the Gulf War.
To a certain degree, the Swedish media took the position of relative distance to the usual explanation of the conflict, according to which Iraq is solely
to blame. They more than most of the other countries' media also took up
the historical claims on the side of Iraq and also the Coalition's oil dependency.
Among the Scandinavian media, who were generally rather silent about the
Coalition's motives for being involved in the conflict, the Swedish media were
the most silent. In particular, they seemed definitely eager to avoid giving the
impression that the Coalition's oil interests could be their motive.
On the other hand, the role of the UN role was clearly important to the
Swedish media. More often than in all other countries, the UN was idealized as
an instrument for peace and (nearly as often as in Finland) as an instrument for
the reinforcement of international law. The topic of how to settle the conflict
was also taken up more in connection with third-party and UN initiatives. Moreover, the Swedish media focused on economic sanctions more than did the
media in all other countries in our study. As in the other Scandinavian countries, there was scant mention of military logic.
Finnish media: The Finnish media clearly tended to keep away from the
conflict. They made the least efforts to explain the conflict and - like the media
elsewhere in Scandinavia - were rather silent about the Coalition's motives.
Though the UN role played a relatively smaller role in the Finnish media, the
tendency was similar to that found for Sweden: the UN was idealized (nearly as
often as in Sweden) as an instrument for peace and (more often than in any
other country) as an instrument for the enforcement of international law.
As in the other Scandinavian countries, military logic played a smaller role
in Finnish coverage of different ways to settle the conflict than it did in the USA
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and Germany. UN and third-party initiatives were given great attention, and a
comprehensive discussion of peaceful alternatives was presented more often
than in all other Western countries but Germany. Although they generally showed
a picture similar to that produced by the US media, the Finnish media paid the
least attention to the refusal of negotiations, ceasefire or peace talks.

Conclusions
Explanation of the conflict

ObViously. the media were not prepared for the conflict. When Iraq invaded
Kuwait, this triggered a desperate search for possible explanations of the conflict. The most obvious explanation. Iraqi oil and power interests, was the most
frequently used. It impressed itself on the perception of the conflict, Singling
out Iraq as the party at fault. Not until the Coalition intervention was agreed
upon did other conflict causes that might qualify this simple image come to the
fore: the Coalition's own interests and Iraq's historical claims.
The supposed compulSion to give simple explanations (see Mahr, 1995)
prevailed particularly in the television news and in the tabloid papers. Throughout
the whole course of the conflict, these two types of media scarcely touched
upon the topic of the Coalition's interests at all, nor on Kuwait's refusal to
negotiate with Iraq, or on the Coalition's misleading diplomacy. The tabloid
papers went even further, reporting less on Iraq's historical claims than all other
types of media did. A comprehensive explanation of the conflict was given by
one Single prestige paper only, Germany's Suddeutsche Zeitung.
Among all types of media, the prestige papers made the greatest efforts to
explain the conflict. They reported both about the Coalition's own interests and
about Kuwait's refusal to negotiate with Iraq and the Coalition's misleading
diplomacy more often than the average media did.
The German media put the greatest emphasis on explaining the conflict. In
doing so, they portrayed the Gulf War mainly as a 'war for oil', thereby maintaining some distance to the war. Though the US media made the few est efforts
to explain the conflict, they discussed self-critical topics like the Coalition's
misleading diplomacy more often than any other of the Western media did. As
the leading nation of the Coalition, the USA could be said to be able to afford
to be self-critical. By contrast, its allies seemed perhaps less entitled to criticism
of a policy so clearly dominated by the USA.
The coalition's motives for being involved in the conflict

When the conflict started with the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, two main motives
for the Coalition's involvement were put forward with equal weight: the liberation of Kuwait, and the oil interests of the Western world. Much less emphasis
was put on the need to curb the power of Iraq, which was presented as a third
motive.
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The further course of the conflict was found to be characterised by an
opportunistic use of motives:
• The liberation of Kuwait was favoured as a propaganda motive and increasingly used throughout the war until the military defeat of Iraq was a
fact.
• Only after the enemy image of Iraq had become sufficiently stable did the
reduction of Iraqi power start to play a comparable role. In order to avoid
the delegitimization of the war as a mere struggle for power and hegemony,
the reduction of Iraqi power was mentioned as an Coalition motive quite
rarely during the prewar phase. As soon as the war had started, however,
its importance increased continuously until the defeat of Iraq. At this point
it diminished immediately in importance, but was the only pattern of Coalition motivation which returned on stage during the Coalition's attacks on
Iraq in 1992/93.
• While it was functional to hide the Coalition's oil interests behind their
alleged peace concern in order to get the UN involved in the conflict, the
Coalition's own interests were important for gaining the consent of the US
Congress.
• During the war it was helpful to avoid the impression that people had to
die for oil, however. There was less and less mention of the Coalition's oil
interests, until they were no longer quoted at all at the time of the Coalition's victory and afterwards.
Particularly the German and the US media put great emphasis on explaining the
Coalition's motives, and tended to idealize the Coalition intentions as being the
liberation of Kuwait and/or the Coalition's abiding concern with peace. In both
countries the media also tended to demonize the enemies' intentions - albeit
by different means: while the US media legitimated the Coalition's motives by
the need to reduce Iraqi power, the German media referred to the containment
of Arab or Islamic influence. This motivation, with its dear racist undertones,
played hardly any role at all in the US media, which took struggle for power as
a natural thing for which no (seemingly moraliZing, but in the end racist) justification was needed.
The UN role in the conflict

At the time of the UN ultimatum, the critical discussion of the UN as dominated
by the USA and/or the UK was still very much in focus. On the other hand, it
made sense to portray the UN as an instrument for peace when it came to
gaining the approval of the US Congress. Afterwards, throughout the whole
war and even more so during the postwar interventions in 1992/93, the USA
and the Coalition could be seen as acting in the name of the world organization. Such misuse of the United Kations for the purpose of making the war
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acceptable (see Meder, 1994) is particularly characteristic of the European media.
As to the US media, they had no need to feature the USA and the Coalition
as acting in the name of the UN. However, they generally tended to avoid UScritical arguments like the UI\' being dominated by the USA and!or the UK.
Alternative ways to settle the conflict
The media coverage of alternative ways to settle the conflict demonstrated how
armed propaganda
Kempf, 1990) works: as soon as accomplished facts
had been created, critical voices turned silent and military logic became dominant. Peaceful alternatives played a significant role only during the prewar
phase, when it was essential to justify the war by depicting it as an ultima ratio.
The discussion of third-party initiatives was orchestrated for the purpose of
defence against (possible) criticism of the war (in the context of Iraqi civilian
casualties and the forthcoming ground offensive) and thus served the escalation of the conflict as well.
Particularly in the US media, the presentation of alternative approaches was
clearly determined by the strategic interests of the USA. Far less attention was
paid to U~ and third-party initiatives than in the European countries; there was
little discussion or denial of military logic, and no comprehensive discussion of
peaceful alternatives at all.
By contrast, German coverage was involved in a discourse with a strong
peace movement (see Liegl & Kempf, 1994). They presented the most extensive
and the most controversial discussion of alternative ways to settle the conflict.
Both military logiC and criticism of military logic were presented significantly
more often than in the other Western media, and there was more of a comprehensive discussion of peaceful alternatives than in any other country.
Refusal of negotiations, ceasefire or peace talks

The significance of the German peace movement is also reflected in the great
attention which the German media paid to initiatives for negotiations, ceasefire
or peace talks. They dealt with this topic more than twice as often as the other
Western media did and put great emphasis on reports about (Iraqi) readiness
for negotiations.
Unlike the German media, which thus displayed some tendency towards
peace journalism, the US media followed a line of strategic propaganda. While
the Coalition's refusal to negotiate was covered to a normal amount, there were
no reports of any (mainly Iraqi) readiness for negotiations at all.
The Norwegian media reported on initiatives for negotiations even more
one-Sidedly than the USA did. Both the (Iraqi) readiness for negotiations and
the Coalition's refusal of negotiations were rarely covered. To the US public it
was obviously self-evident that one should not negotiate with the Iraqi despot.
Accordingly, Baghdad's readiness for negotiations was no topic for them. To
the Norwegian public, however, ~orway's involvement in the war would not
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have been acceptable if Iraqi readiness for negotiations and the Coalition's
refusal to search for a peaceful solution of the conflict should have become
known.

Notes
1. For details of the media sample see the introductory chapter of this book. For details of the
statistical results see Kempf (1996b).
2. For a brief introduction to the method of Latent Styles Analysis, see chapter 6 in this book.
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