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CHAPTER I 

A DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY 

When Richard Nuon took office as Presiµent of the 

United States on J~nuary 20, 1969, h~ faced s~veral diffi-

oult political situations. Among the most 1mportaflt or 
these was the long and increasingly unpopular Vietnam War. 

Determined that it would not become "Nixon's war," he con-

tinued his commitment to a campaign promise of an 1'nonor-

able peace," which formulated into a policy of slow with-

drawal of American troops while building the strength of the 

South Vietnamese army. This basic policy did not change 

through Nixon's first two years in office. As he himself 

stated it, his rhetorical problem became the establishing 

and maintaining of public support and satisfaction through 

the long withdrawal process. Among his strategies was a 

series of public statements concerning the war in Vietnam, 

which surely were received by many citizens only through 

the filter of the American press. 

Of concern to the rhetorical critic, and indeed, to 

the American public, is the question, how accurately did the 

press transmit Nixon's statements? Was it simply an un-

biased channel functioning in the communication process? 

What, if any, modification or distortion occurred in the in-

1 
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tended message? Did the press itself become a rhetorical 

agent through its coverage of the President's statements? 

Public officials, except in direct communication 

situations, have long been at the mercy of those who report 

the news to convey their message to the people. Even when 

a statement is available in full, as in a television broad-

cast, many Americans depend entirely on a reporting of the 

message for the content and/or an an~lysi~ of it, Desplte 
reporters' claims to objective news reporting, increasing 

skepticism has grown concerning unbiased coverage. More 

and more the rhetorical powers of the media are becoming 

apparent. Reporting involves selection, selection involves 

choice, and choice, by its nature, is rhetorical. 

The issue emerged in full force in November, 1969, 
when then Vice President Spiro Agnew attacked what he per-

ceived as unfair coverage of the government position by 

television and the press. It was not a new idea. President 

Lyndon Johnson had blamed the Eastern Press for his politi-

cal unpopularity, and, eventually, President Nixon added his 

criticism of "biased 11 reporting in March, 1971. 
sations were followed by denials from the media. 

trust had been shaken. 

These accu-

But public 

To examine the place of the press in the rhetorical 

process, this study will analyze two newspapers• treatment 

of one man's statements about one subject. Richard Nixon's 

Vietnam policy was chosen because its importance in national 

affairs resulted in extended newspaper coverage. 
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The study was limited to the first two years of Nixon's 

term of office because whereas the State of the Union message 

in 1970 listed Vietnam as the top priority., by 1971, the 

Administration was acting as though the war had virtually 

ended. The prisoner of war issue was to become more promi-' 

nent, but even this is an indication that the war was wind-

ing down., for ·POW' s become the greatest concern at the of 

a war. So, even though tnqusands at Ame~1can troops rem~1n@d 
in Vietnam in 1971, the President turned his attent10n to 

domestic and more pressing international problems. 

Nixon made a number of public statements concerning 

Vietnam during his first two years in office. From these, 

twenty-three speeches, news conferences, and statements were 

selected, 1 those which devoted themselves exclusively to the 

war, or those in which the major portion of the content con-

cerned the war. Although Nixon's basic policy on Vietnam 

did not change during this period, he used public statements 

to explicate that policy, to announce its activation, to 

adapt it to the progress of the war, and to maintain public 

support. An analysi/ of Richard Nixon's rhetorical strategy 

in ~hese twenty-three statements is presented in Chapter II. 

The newspapers selected for examination were the two 

most often included in the term "Eastern Press: 11 The New 

York Times and The Washington Post. The Times is perhaps the 

.most important newspaper in the United States today. Not 

1see Appendix I. 
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only is it third largest in daily circulation (nearly 

9001 000 in 1969), 2 but it holds a unique place in journal-

istic society. For 1t affects not only the public who read 

The Times, but it also serves as source and opinion leader 

for other newspapers across the country and the world. 
I William L. Rivers cites The New York Times as influencing 

87.5% of the n~tiQn'ij new~papers.3 ijerm~n Din~or~, fo~mer 

ed1to:r ot ±:29 l.±111,~Js QAn qu.:tte ~CCPra.tely FJa;, ''A~ tJ)S. ['itne_s. 

goes., so goes a large part or the nation I s press. 114 

In addition, The Times has set for itself the task of 

recorder of history,5 which accounts, 1n pa.rt, for the tre-

mendous size of this newspaper. Thus the implication here 

is that a researcher in some future time should be able to 

go to The Times and f'ind nearly all pertinent data concerning 
I 

an event. Perhaps because or its reputation, its importance, 

and its influence, The New York Times should, above all other 

newspapers, set for itself standards or objectivity 1n 

reportage and evaluation of news events. 
The Washington Post 1s also an extremely important 

newspaper. With a circulation of nearly 490,000 in 

2Encyclopedic Almanac 1971, ed. Lee Foster, (New York: 
New York Times, 1970). 

3w1lliam L. Rivers, The O inion Makers: The on 
Press Corps (Boston: The Beacon Press, 9 7, p. 

4Herman H. Dinsmore, All the News that Fits: A Critical 
Anal sis of the News and Editorial Contents of The New York 
Times New Rochel e, N.Y.: Arlington ouse, 19 9, p. 20. 

5Ib1d., p. 8; Mitchell V. Charnley, Reporting (New York: 
Henry Holt and Company, Ino., 1969), p. 20. 



51 
1969., 6 Rivers lists it as second only to The Times in influ-

ence., being read by 69.6% of all other journalists.7 (An-

other Washington paper., The Washington Star is third at·, 

47.1%.) The Post is also important because of its location 

in the nation's capitol. 

Yet both these papers have been accused in recent years 

of bias--ofteri by the Nixon Administration., including former 

Vice President Spiro Agnew8 and James Keogh.,,9 .former Nix~n 

speech writer. But even a journalist, Herman Dinsmore, has 

indicted The Times: 

The New York Times today is deliberately pitched to the 
so-called liberal point of view, both 1n its news and 
editorial columns. Although The Times still prints a 
large body of news., it is not as objective in its news 
as it was when it was making its name as the finest 
newspaper in the world.10 

Are these charges justified? It was hoped an examination 

of these two newspapers• coverage of the major statements, 

of Richard Nixon on Vietnam would provide an answer. 

The Times was examined for its coverage of all twenty-

three of the major statements made by the President on Viet-

nam during 1969 and 1970. It was then determined that the 

~ncyclopedic Almanac 1971. 
7 Rivers., p. 54. 
8spiro Agnew., 11 Speech About News Media at Montgomery., 

Alabama, on November 20., 1969, 11 reproduced in James Keogh., 
President Nixon and the Press (New York: Funk & Wagnalls., 
1972)., pp. 199-264. 

9Keogh., 212 pp. 
10 Dinsmore., p. 13. 
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most significant statements in terms of newspaper coverage 

were limited to twelve. 11 Thus only these twelve were in-

cluded in the examination of The Washington Post coverage. 

The research design called for an examination of the 

newspapers three days prior to and at least one week (in-

cluding the Sunday coverage) following one of the Presi-

dent's major statements on Vietnam~ All articles directly 

~el~ted to the event w~re noted according to content, pl~ce~ 
ment in the paper, number of column inches used, headlines, 

by-lines, etc. (Non-verbal coverage--photos, cartoons, 

etc.--were not included, because these would require a 

different kind of analysis.) The news and editorial sec-

tions of the newspaper were examined page by page. The 
I 

articles were judged to be favorable (in agreement with the 

statement), unfavorable (critical or in opposition to the 

statement), or neutral (straight reporting of news, or with 

both a pro and con evaluation of the statement), according 

to the content. These judgments were made by both evalu-

ation of the ideas and by opinions in the article, and by 

the use of emotionally charged words. 

Because this is a little-explored field in rhetorical 

analysis, no established methodology for research exists, 

Thus, following the thinking of such critics as Phillip 

11see Appendix II. 
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Tompkins12 and Wayne Brockriede13 who advocate an exam-

ination of a complete rhetorical act and then a focus on 

what is unique, rather than a utilization of a "cookie-

cutter" approach., a content analysis was used. It soon 

became apparent that certain types of newspaper treatment 

began to emerge, appearing frequently enough to be con-

sidered significant. These tnree general areas., amount of 

cover0se, emphas1ij and context, ano 1nterpretat1ve repor~-
ing, make up the bulk of this analysis and appear as 

Chapters III., r.v., and V. It was also discovered that these 

three areas are consistent with journalism theory., making 

up an important part of that discipline. 

The last chapter., VI, is an attempt to summarize and 

interpret the findings of the preceeding chapters. 

Thus, the analysis will consider President Richard 

Nixon and his message, the Eastern Press and its message., 

and the interrelationships and interdependencies of the two. 

Hopefully., as a result the rhetorical dimension of the press 

will become clearer. 

12Ph1llip K. Tompkins., "The Rhetorical Criticism of Non-
Oratorical Works.," Quarterl;y: Journal of Speech., 55 (December., 
1969), pp. 431-439. 

13wayne E. Brocltriede, "Dimensions of the Concept of 
Rhetoric.," Quarterly Journal of Speech., 54 (February., 1968), 
pp. 1-12. 



CHAPTER II 

NIXON'S RHETORICAL CAMPAIGN 

Among the pledges Richard Milhouse Nixon made to his' 

party and to his country when he accepted the Republican 

nomination for President of the United States in 1968, was, 
should he be elected, "to bring an honorable end to the war in 

Vietnam." Further, he promised, "We shall not stop there--we 

need a policy to prevent more Vietnams • 111 Certainly a central 

issue to a nation weary of a four-year-old war which threatened 

to continue indefinitely, the promise to end the war "honor-

ably" remained an important part of Nixon• s campaign. 

Nevertheless, Nixon never fully explained to the American 

public what his plan to end the war would be. At best he made 

statements such as, "I would put far greater emphasis ••• on 

the training of the South Vietnamese to fight their own 

battles.," and., "A settlement which respects both the terri-

torial and political integrity of South Vietnam to chose its 

own way--that would be an honorable settlement. 112 Usual~ y, 

however, his statements concerning Vietnam, perhaps typical 

of political campaigns., were ambiguous: "We must seek a 

111Transcripts of Acceptance Speeches by Nixon and Agnew 
to the o.o.P. Convention.," New York Times., August 9., 1968., p. 20. 

2Quoted in "The Promises That Nixon Has Made," U. s. News 
and World R~port, 66 (March 3, 1969), p. 52. 

8 
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negotiated settlement of the war;" It must be "ended honor-

ably" in such a way that "will not require a new American 

intervention in Asia in a few months or years;" If peace 

talks are unsuccessful., "new approaches both to the conduct 

of the war and to the search for peace will be needed."3 

Thus, the nat+on waited anxiously as Richard Nixon took 

office on January 20, 1969., for the revelation of the plan 

for an honorable peace, 
The Vietnam War, it has often been said., is like no 

other in United States history. Our involvement, based on the 

assumption that America would fight Communism wherever it 

threatened, was gradual, almost unnoticed, until it suddenly 

blossomed into a full-scale war with a u.s. fighting force 

of over 500,000 men. Public opinion became so divided con- , 

cerning Justification for being in the war, the cost of the 

war, particularly in American lives, the conduct of the war, 
I 

the ways of ending the war, that President Lyndon Johnson, 

branded with the stigma of' 11Johnson 1s War," decided not to 

seek reelection to a second term, declaring his hope that his 

withdrawal would serve as a stimulus to the peace talks which 

began in Paris in 1968. It was a difficult situation then 

that Nixon faced as he took over the office of the Presidency, 

His problem was not only political, dealing with Vietnam 

itself, but rhetorical as well, requiring that he rally and 

unite public opinion behind a single course of action. 



10 

This chapter will examine Nixon•s rhetorical strategy 1n 

dealing with the problem of Vietnam. It should be noted that 

the war was one of several extremely serious issues confronting 

the new President. The Presidency involves a myriad of complex 

political problems, each inextricably bound to the others. A 

major problem in 1969, for example, was the divisiveness of the 

country. Although th~$ wa$ ga~~e9 in part gy the dlffering 

Qplp1gn$ on Vietnam, lt Qlao lnvolv@a G~ch l§ijUe§ ~§ bl~9~~ 

white relationships, problems created br increasing crime, and 

the emerging "youth culture. 11 .An attempt to separate one 

issue from the others, therefore, may oversimplify and distort 

the problem. Nevertheless, it 1s only by this method that, 

insight can be gained into the rhetorical strategies used ·by 

President Nixon concerning the particular issue of Vietnam. 

Nixon 's Purpose 

Nixon, then, had a two-fold goal. He wanted to achieve 

an "honorable peace" 1n Vietnam, which, 1n turn., would keep 

the u.s. out of similar involvement, and he had to gain public 

support for his plan. Our Vietnam policy could not continue 

indefinitely on the same course; the American public would 

not stand for it. They wanted victory or withdrawal. Nixon 

recognized this and listed it as the "first priority foreign 

policy objective" in his acceptance speech. If Nixon were to 

succeed as President of the United States., he would have to 

find some solution for this toreboding problem. 
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Nixon, thus, stood to gain personally from a resolution 

of the Vietnam war. Perhaps, for him, the greatest reward 

would be personal satisfaction. It becomes apparent in 

Richard Nixon's book, Six Crises, that he feels a strong 

commitment to the job of the Presidency. The book also re-

veals Nixon's strong ego. His dedication to and satisfaction 

trOJJl his Job is closely linked to his confidence in himself. 

fo h1m1 or1s1s is challenge: 
A man who has never lost himself in a cause bigger than 
himself has missed one of life's mountaintop experiences. 
Only in losing himself does he find himself. Only then 
does he discover all the latent strengths he never knew 
he had and which otherwise would have remained dormant. 

Crisis can indeed
1 

be agony. But it is the exquisite 
agony which a man might not want to experience again--
yet would not for all the world have missed.4 

Surely an "unsolvable" problem such as Vietnam, indeed the 

Presidency itself, would serve as such a challenge to 

Richard Nixon. 

Success in Vietnam would, of course, have other personal 

rewards; the more immediate political rewards are obvious: 

support tor other political decisions, reelection, etc. And 

every President must care about how history will view his 

effectiveness. Nixon has said., "I think we would all agree 

that there is no nobler destiny., nor any greater gift that one 

age could make to the ages that follow, than to forge the key 

4R1chard M. Nixon, Six Crises, (Garden City, N.Y.: 
Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1962), p. xvi. 
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to a lasting peace;"5 and "The greatest honor history can 

bestow is the title of peacemaker. 116 For Richard Nixon., no 

title would be more welcome. 
Thus the situation when he took office and his own 

self-concept required that Nixon do something about Vietnam. 
!1 

The Jiew Republic s~arized the point: "Self-interest and 

events are pushing Mr, N~on., we guess, toward ijOme sort of 

settlement 1n Vietnam, and maybe toward s~me ~elaxat1on of 
tension with Moscow and Peking, too. It•s a fine story-line 
and we can •t put the book down. n7 

The second half of Nixon's goal, closely bound to the 

first, was that Nixon had to gain public support for his 

method of extracting the U. s. from Vietnam. Nixon assumed, 

probably accurately., that the public already wanted out of 

Vietnam so that the u.s. could devote its energies to the 

task of improving the quality of American life. Nation., in 

evaluating his InaugUI"al Speech commented., "From the Presi-

dent• s point of view., the address is politically astute. He 

has made what well may be a shrewd assessment of the mood 

currently prevailing in white middle-class America., namely a 

desire for peace., quiet and more 'affluence.'" But., as 

Nation goes on to say: 

5u,s., President, Public Pa~rs of the Presidents of the 
United States (Washington•., D.C.: l'fice of the Federal Registe'r., 
National Archives and Records Service, 1971)., Richard Nixon., 
1969, p. 724. _ 

6 Ibid • ., p. l. 

7"TRB," New Republic, 160 (February 15, 1969)., p. 6. 
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But sensing a dominant mood is one thing; turning it to 
good account, making it serve stated political objectives, 
is something else again. The mood may shift, it may 
evaporate, it may be impossible to sustain. For the time 
being, however, Mr. Nixon is probably right to think that 
current attitudes will support the kind of politics he has 
in mind: an end to the war 1n Vietnam, avoidance of simi-
lar "brush fire" wars 1n8the future and a more prudent 
allocation of resources. 

Nixon•s task then was to sustain the mood of the people, to 
I 

use it to support .bi[ defin11;ion of &n "honoJ'able ;Ma.Q~," tQ 
I 

\.\Se 1t to still the cr1t1os or h1§ policy ~nd ant1~war d1saent 
in general, which, Nixon felt, was being depended on by the 

enemy to eventually force a u.s. withdrawal. His plan would 

necessarily take time; public support for the plan,would give 

him that necessary time. Also, success (i.e., public agree-

ment) pn one front would allow time to work on other fronts, 

such as domestic problems. In short, it would provide a 

political advantage. 

So Nixon•s two-fold purpose was interdependent and inter-

twined; he was obligated to end the war, /partially because 

public opinion demanded he do so; yet he needed public support 

to carry out his plan., and if he convinced the public his 

plan was successful, he would in turn win further public 

support. How then did Nixon proceed in accomplishing this 

rhetorical task? 

To understand NiXon•s rhetoric, one must first of all 

understand something about Nixon. His determ1nat1on, his calm, 

his aloofness as President can again be explained somewhat by 

80The Inaugural.," Nation, 208 (February 3, 1969)., p. 130. 
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a reading of Six Crises. Nixon, the politician., has s~fered--

and survived--an 'inordinate number of stressful situations. 

Some of these., such as the Alger Hiss investigation and the 

"Fund" incident., have drawn such invective against him that a 

basic distrust continues to exist in the minds of many Ameri-

cans. He faced defeats in two major elections. Yet he perse-

vered a,nd was elected President of the United States. In .§.g_ 

Crises, a book written just after his defeat by John Kennedy 
in 1960., Nixon attempts to draw some generalizations about 
what he perceives to be his reaction to and handling of a 

crisis situation. In sum., he says the successful handling of 

a crisis depends on confidence based on adequacy of prepara-
I 

tion, a coolness (serenity) founded on faith., courage resulting 
f 

from discipline., and experience 1n crisis s1tuations.9 He 

warns that the most difficult J;eriod is indecision., the most 

dangerous the aftermath. The easiest period is the battle 

itself. In fact, the reader of Six Crises gets the impression 

that Nixon derived great stimulation from the fighting of his 

crises., that he indeed found them an "exquisite agony. ulO 

We might conclude then that this is the way Nixon faced 

the Presidency--and the problem of Vietnam. Stewart Alsop in 

Newsweek reveals letters from Nixon's classmates at Whittier 

College, who recall him as a lousy football player but one 

9 Nixon., p. xv. 
lOJ:bid., pp. xv-xvi. 
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with perseverance; he learned to take it., to stay with at. 

Alsop goes on to comment: 

Try to put yourself inside the skin of that lousy football 
player, now a weather-beaten, much defeated, finally tri-
umphant politician, and you can see why he not only tells 
all visitors that he is not going to be "the first Presi-
dent to preside over an American defeat," but why he really 
means it. It is even possible--though these are psycho-
logical deep waters--that he sees his Vietnam policy in 
terms of "getting the hell lmocked out of him but staying 
with it and lettering." After all., that 1s how he got to 
be :President.J.l 

Nixon•s "methodology" tor handling ox,isis situations has 
carried into his decision-making process as President. He has 

said repeatedly the final decision is made by the President. 

So he consults at length with advisers then withdraws to con-

sider and finally make a decision completely alone. 12 This 

would correspond to the period of indecision, of preparation. 

But once the decision is made, the battle is launched; then 

it's a matter of s~ply carrying it through--with confidence, 

serenity, and courage. 

Apparently this is what happened with Nixon's 11battle 11 

over the issue of Vietnam. He made the decision early and then 

proceeded to carry it through. There is no evidence to suggest 

Nixon waivered from his initial decision; he was not affected 

by the war itself, by demonstrations, by the tragedy of the 

llstewart Alsop., "The Three Nixons., 11 Newsweek., 74 
(October 20, 1969), p. 132. 

l2frhis procedure is described in detail concerning the 
Cambodian operation decision in "Richard Nixon I s Ten Days," 
Newsweek, 75 (May 18, 1970), pp. 36+. 
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Kent State killings-» by Senate doves. If the policy "changed.," 

it was simply the announcement, the revelation of more of the 

plan, rather than a modification of it. When and how the 

President made those revelations is the rhetoric with which 

we are concernedo 

The Plan to End the War 

How and why Nixon chose his particular plan to end the 

war does not concern us here. Undoubtedly the decision was 

politically complex~ considering commitments to Saigon and 

other allied countries and commitments to political constit-

uents as well as public opinion and personal preference. We 

are, however, concerned with what that plan was. Briefly, the 

plan could be divided into two, certainly not mutually exclu-

sive, alternatives: negotiation and what was later called 

Vietnrunization. 

Negotiation was, from the first, Nixon's preferred 

course of action. Indeed, if the war were to ever end while 

American troops were involved, it would have to be through 

negotiation (a military victory had long been ruled out). 

The Paris peace talks were in process when Nixon took office 

and he continually expressed hope for those talks, appealing 

to the enemy to work seriously toward a negotiated settlement. 

Several issues were matters of concern in the negotiations 

according to Nixon: mutual withdrawal of foreign forces, 

exchange of prisoners of war, and, eventually, a cease-fire 

(the latter, in the beginning, was considered by Nixon to be 
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nonviable in guerrilla warfare). 13 The one area which Nixon 

consistently ruled non-negotiable was in political settle-

ment: he declared South Vietnam must have the right of self-

determination by free election (he refused to "overthrow" the 

Thieu regime although the North Vietnamese repeatedly de-

manded it). 

Although he preferred negotiatlon, Nixon apparently 

realized after making several conciliatory gestures to get the 

peace talks moving seriously (namely the peace proposal of 

May, 1969~ and the Midway announcement of the first U.S. troop 

withdrawals in June, 1969) that any real progress on that f,ront 

in any reasonable length of time was unlikely. He knew too 

that the American public would not allow the state of no-

progress to continue much longer. Thus he decided on a plan 

of Vietnamization which was intended to spur negotiation, but 

which would result in an end to U.S. involvement even if 

negotiation failed_ 

Vietnamization, as it was finally developed, was based 

on the principle that the United States would aid in the build-

ing of strength of the South Vietnamese army {the ARVN) to the 

point that they could asswne the burden of the fighting of the 

war, thus allowing the UoS. troops to withdraw unilaterally. 

The process would be gradual; the greater the strength of the 

ARVN, the fewer U.So troops would remain. Included in this 

l3see News Conference, January 27, 1969; News Conference, 
June 19, 19690 
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plan was the promise that the U. s. would not escalate the 

fighting, but would retaliate against increased enemy activity 

(i.e.~ the burden of the intensity of combat was on the enemy). 

Nixon repeatedlyl4 stated the SJ:;eed and success of Vietnami- -

zation would depend on three conditions: (1) the enemy offen-

sive~ (2) the progress of the Paris peace talks, and (3) the 

~trepgth or the ARVN forces. AS. it turned oui, the pr~y 
t&ctor waa the tb1~d or these oonQit1on6, tor the enemy ~eaoted 
almost not at all to the American plan; they relentlessly 
demanded complete u.s. withdrawal and the overthrow of the 

Thieu regime. The peace talks remained virtually at a stand-

still. 

This then was the NiXon plan for an honorable peace in 

Vietnam. His decision made, the task remained for him to win 

public support for that plan. He said 1n a news conference 

on March 4~ 1969: 
As far as American public opinion is concerned, I think 
that the American people will support a President if they 
are told by the President why we are there, what our ob-
jectives are., what the costs will be, and what the con-
sequences would be if we took another course of action. 
It will not be easy. The American people., I can say from 
having campaigned the country, are terribly frustrated 
about this war. They would welcome any initiative that 
they thought could appropriately bring it to an end on 
some responsible basis. 

On the other hand., it is the responsibility of a Presi-
dent to examine all of the options that we have, and then 
1f he finds that the course he has to take is one that 1s - - --- ---- ----- - ............ - -- -------- -

14See News Conference., March 14., 1969; News Confere .. 'ce., 
April 18., 1969; Midway Announcement., June 8., 1969; News Con-
ferebce., June 19, 1969; November 3., 1969., Address; Dece~ber 15, 
1969., Address; State of World Remarks., February 18., 1970; 
April 20., 1970, Address. 
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!!.Q! popular, 12 explain .ll iQ. the American people 
and gain their support.15 (Emphasis mine.) 

How was NiXon to accomplish this? During the first two 

years of his Presidency, he ma.de a series of public statements 

directly related to his policy in Vietnam. The war, of course, 

had not ended at the end of two years, and it remained an 

issue to be defended and debated ~fte~ January, 1971. How-

ever, from the viewpoint or the Nixon Adm~n1at~atlon, the war 

was endingJ the policy was set, only time was needed to play 
it out (no one was predicting how long that would take; Nixon 

said in the state of the World report in February, 1971, that 

the war would end "over a long period"). Nixon had announced 

commitment to V1etnamization on April 20, 1970. 16 Actions 

such as the Cambodian operation 1n May, 1970--attacked by 

critics as an enlargement or the war and defended by the 

Administration as consistent with the U.S. pullout--were the 

responsibility totally of the enemy, and were necessary to 

protect the lives or the remaining American forces. By 1971, 
troops had been reduced by more than half, casualties had 

dropped considerably from the most intense fighting of the war. 

The massive demonstrations or the fall or 19691 expressing 

dissent against the war had virtually disappeared. Criticism 

still flourished but not with the disruptive force it once had. 

15Publ1c Papers, p. 189. 
16iuchard M. Nixon, "Report on Vietnam, " Weekly Com~ila• 

tion of Presidential Documents, 6 (April 27, 1976), pp. 5~-557. 
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Senate doves concentrated their activity primarily on setting 

a definite withdrawl date--without success. 
In short, at the end of two years of Nixon's administra-

tion. the nation--and Nixon--acted as though the Vietnam issue 
were settled. In a televised conversation with four news 
commentators January 4, 1971, NiXon reviewed his first two 

years in office and eval"ated fo~e1gn policy as the g~eate~t 

achievements he stated that an end to the u.s. combat role 1n 
Vietnam was in s1ght.l7 Whereas the State of the Union ~~ssage 
in 1970 had listed world peace and a settlement in Vietnam as 
the first priority of the country, by 1971, it concentrated on 
domestic reform (welfare, revenue sharing, cancer research, etc.) 
as though the master plan of the Inaugural Address were pro-
gressing: Vietnam was out of the way and the country could 

begin to improve the quality of life ot its citizens. 18 This 
is not to say Vietnam.?!!!. settled 1n 1971, or that, if the war 
continued, it would not become a major issue 1n the campaign 

or 1972--or even 1976. But for the purposes or this analysis, 
Nixon's first two years do constitute a completed rhetorical 
strategy concerning public opinion and Vietnam. 

The statements of Nixon to be considered include every 
major Vietnam policy statement or defense or policy statement 

l7"Transcript of Four Correspondents• Interview With 
President at the White House.," New York Times, January 5, 1971., 
p. 20. 

l8°Transor1pt of President's State of the Union Message 
to Joint. Session of Congress,." New York Til'.lles., January 23., 1971, 
p. 12. 
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made during the two year period. They total twenty-three state-
ments: 19 three major addresses incorporating peace proposals; 

eleven statements, reports, speeches, etc., dealing directly 

with.the war; seven (of the fourteen held) press conferences in 
I 

which a major portion of the conference was devoted to Vietnam, 

or in which significant statements were made (new policy, reac-

tio.p to current events., etc.); th~ Inaugu;ral Address and an 

addreea before the United Nations General Assembly, because 
they provide some insight into Ni.xon•s overall policy. T'ndoubt• 

edly every public statement, or indeed every action, by the 

President or his staff could be analyzed in terms of 1ni 1rect 

influence on public opinion related to Vietnam. This analysis, 

however, will confine itself to these twenty-three statements 

made by the President. 

These twenty-three statements were examined to determine 

generally what strategies Nixon used to achieve his purpose. 

Sane attempt was made to place them within the context of the 

situation and the man himself. 

The Audience 
To determine the strategies, the audience addressed must 

also be identified. Although some of the statements were made 

to specific audiences {the Congress, the United Nations, u.s. 
troops in Vietnam, etc.), it will be assumed that NiXon always 

had a larger audience 1n mind, the direct recipients via tele-

19.For complete list and dates., see Appendix I. 
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vision and radio of the majority of the statements: the Ameri-
can public. For it must be remembered it was his purpose to 

win and/or maintain their support. Even though Nixon addressed 

"the enemy" eleven times directly or indirectly in his state-
ments, calling on them to negotiate or warning them against 

escalation, it is unlikely Hanoi was the "audience.," except 

insofar as~ public statement of tne policy constituted a 

co.rrooltment on the part Qf the Unite~ St~tes. In other W?rg~, 
every statement made was a message to Hanoi that the u.s. would 

now adhere to this or that course of action. This., of course., 

was with the hope that Hanoi would react favorably to the 

action; however no attempt was made to persuade them, to pre-

sent arguments. 

If the American public was the audience, who then, in 

fact, constituted the American public? In analyzing the state-

ments, it becomes apparent that early in his presidency Nixon 

presents a conciliatory attitude, talking to ill Americans., 

working for time for negotiations in Paris to take place. How-

ever, once the plan of Vietnamization is launched, it becomes 

clear that Nixon is not attempting to persuade the anti-war 

, liberal element, the dissenters who advocate immediate and un-

conditional withdrawal. The November 3 address., perhaps the 

most significant of the twenty-three statements, can serve as 

an example. He makes some attempt at conciliation., often 

through the method of transcendence (i.e., a common goal that 

"transcends II the differences): 
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I recognize that some of my fellow citizens disagree with 
the plan for peace I have chosen~ Honest and patriotic 
Americans have reached different conclusions as to how 
peace should be achieved .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
And no~ I would like to address a word, if I may, to the 
young people of this Nation who are particularly concerned, 
and I understand why they are concerned, about this war. 

I respect your idealism. 
I share your concern for peace. 0 I want peace as much as you do. 2 

Clearly, the President is not to be swayed by dissenting opin-

ions: "I would be untrue to my oath of office if I allowed 

the policy of this Nation to be dictated by the minority who 

hold that point of view and who try to impose it on the Nation 

by mounting demonstrations in the street."21 

The most obvious fact that leads to the conclusion that 

Nixon is not attempting to win the dovish segment of the public 

is his failure to argue the issues which are of vital concern 

to them. For example, his critics think about the moral issue 

of UoS~ involvement in Vietnam; Nixon speaks about U.S. defeat 

and humiliation. Nation magazine says Nixon praises himself 

for not taking the easy way of unconditional withdrawal~ yet 

Nation believes the war was such an error, morally and mili-

tarily.,, that it could only be corrected by "palnful and 

humiliating measures. 1122 New Republic criticizes Nixon for 

defining the central issue of the war as the right of self-

20Public Papers 3 p. 908. 
21Ibid. 

2211Answering Mr. Nixons, 11 Nation, 209 (November 17., 1969), 
p. 525. 
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determination for South Vietnam. It counters by arguing that 

American style "democracy" is not crucial to Vietnam, and if 

it were, it would not be worth the price of $30 billions a 

year and hundreds of thousands of casualties. 23 

Because basic assumptions concerning the origin of the 

war., the reasons for remaining in it, and American responsi-

bility toward Vietnam differed so widely between N1xon and his 

0~1t10$ 1 the latter saw N1xon•s poi1t1on aa a oont1n"at1on or 
the hawkish Johnson policy, with no end to the war in sight. 

Characteristic or this position was Peter Steinfels' reaction 

to Nixon's November 3 address: 

And yet Mr. Ni.Xon•s speech, longer and more poorly 
worded, is essentially the same as Mr. Johnson's in 1965. 
One can correlate them, paragraph by paragraph, point by 
point: America's justification; .America•s determination; 
America's innocent objectives; the peace "gimmick" (a 
Mekong river project then, secret co~wiications now); 
and finally the prayerful conclusion. 

To whom then was Nixon speaking? He asked for support 

from the American people ( "The more support I can have • • . ., 
the sooner that pledge [to end the war in a way to win the 

peace] can be redeemed; for the more divided we are at home, 

the less likely the enemy is to negotiate at Par1s"); 25 he 

asked for unity ("Let us be united for peace. Let us also 

23 11N1xon • s Non-Plan," New Republic., 161 (November 15., 
1969)., p. 10. 

24peter Steinfe ls, "The President 's Speech., " Common-
weal, 91 (November 21, 1969), p. 242. 

25Publ1c Papers., p. 909. 



25 

be united against defeat"26). Yet by his approach and his 

definition of "just peace," "defeat, 11 "responsibility, 11 he 

excluded the liberal element in American thinking. Those who 

remained., he explicitly named: "And so tonight--to you, the 

great silent majority of my fellow Americans--! ask for your 

support. tt27 Nixon set o~t carefully and deliberately to w:t.n 

and to mobilize this large number ot "middle Americans" to his 

oa"ae, particularly afte~ it became obv;oua that the liberals 
were not satisfied with his Vietnam policy. 

Richard Nixon was elected to the Presidency by a minority, 

of American voters. Thus he began his term with fewer sup-

porters than most Presidents. Still, a growing number of 

Americans were., 1n 1968, leaning toward the philosophy of the 

Republican Party and that of Richard Nixon. This idea is 

developed in an intriguing book by Kevin Phillips called 

The Emerging Republican Majority. 

Phillips analyzed the voting patterns of the country 

through history., section by section., and concluded trat the 

liberal Democratic Establishment was fast becoming a minority 

confined to the northeastern pa.rt of the United States, while 

a Republican majority was indeed emerging. He explained the 

Wallace movement in 1968., as a transition allowing the con-

servative, traditionally Democratic (stemming from the Civil 

War) South to make the switch to Republicanism. Meanwhile, 



the country as a whole, after the New Deal of the 1930 1 s and 

4o•s, and the Johnsonian Great Society era of the 60 1s, was 

reacting against a complex society of increasing social prob-

lems: Negro infiltration to the major Northern cities., in-

creased violence and crime., the increasingly liberal attitudes 

of the young. Thus: 

The emerging Republican majority spoke clearly in 1968 for 
a shift away from the soc~ological jUI1ism;iudence, mor~l 
per.m.1as1veneas, experimental r@aident1al, welfa~e &nd 
educational programing and massive federal spending by 
which the Liberal (mostly Democratic) Establishment sought 
to propagate liberal institutions and ideology--and all 
the while reap growing economic benefits. The dominion of 
this impetus is inherent in the list of Republican-
trending groups and potentially Republican'Wallace elect-
orates of 1968 •••• Democrats among these groups were 
principally alienated from their party by its social pro-
grams and increasing identification with the Northeastern 
Establishment and ghetto alike.28 

In discussing the "Heartland" of the country., a bastian 

for Republicanism., Phillips describes the typical attitudes 

as an interest in agriculture, country life and rural develop-

ment, a bias toward self-help and the Protestant ethic., a sense 

of tradition., religion, and history, and a turning away from 

indiscriminate internationalism and towards less United States 

involvement abroad.29• Nixon's own projected image reflects 

and appeals to the attitudes and values of Heartland America. 

As Hugh Sidney of~ describes it: 

He is in a sense the "unheroic u President that Eugene 
McCarthy urged last fall. Nixon has not heaped promise on 

28Kevin P. Phillips, The Emerging Re~ublican Majoriti 
(New Rochelle, N.Y.: Arlington House., 1969), p. 471. 

29Ibid • ., p. 292. 
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promise. He has instead pledged himself to consolidate 
and manage. He has walked through his role austerely, a 
man alone much of the time, not posturing or parading, 
but embracing the 11nonnality 11 of those middle-class Ameri-
cans who voted for him. His priorities read neatly--
Vietnam, inflation and crime. Billy Graham's spirituality 
pervades, the humor is genteel, and the thoughts drape 
sensibly, like Pat Nixon's wardrobe. The effect 1n Okla-
homa and Colorado and Iowa, if not in the ghettos, is to 
stimulate faith •••• He 1s the family lawyer or the 
local banker, not necessarily inspiring, but welcome in 
aitime of uncertainty.30 

Because the "SU!l Belt"--tlle Southwest and Southern 

Oaliforn1a~-1a oomp~1sed ot so many immigrants from the Heart-
land., seeking a "middle-class promised land," yearning for 

"bygone, simpler times, 11 it reflects many of the same atti-

tudes.31 Consequently, the feelings of the emerging Republi-

can majority toward Vietnam tended to be hawkish. Tradition-

ally Communist-fighters., they saw a reason for u.s. involve-

ment., yet a neo-Isolationist attitude, a general weariness of 

a war we were neither winning nor losing, and, of course, a 
simple desire for peace., caused them., like Nixon, to seek an 

"honorable" end to war. They wanted out--but not at the cost 

of an American defeat. This thinking results typically 1n 
' statements such as one made by George Meany, AFL-CIO presi-

dent: 

There's one point, one deep end, I will not go beyond. I 
will not go with a guy who advocates surrender., and this 
has nothing to do with the labor movement; it has nothing 
to do with Nixon. This 1s me. I will not go with a 

30Hugh Sidney, "Nixon• s First Quarter., " ~, 93 
{April 25, 1969), p. 19. 

31Ph1llips, p. 444. 

 



fellow running for President of the United States who 
advocated surrender 1n Southeast Asia.32 

Phillips concludes by saying that the party who appeals to 

this emerging Republican majority will be the one to remain 

in power. 

When asked in a press conference whether the theory in 

Phillips• book rep~esented his own ~pprpach toward strengthen~ 

ing the Repqblican Party, ~!xon replieQ that p~ diQn't believe 
in writing oft any section of the country., that he "attempted 
to make our appeal nationally., to the South., to the North., the 

East., the West., and to all groups within the country. 11 33 How-

ever, an analysis of Nixon's public statements, at least con-

cerning Vietnam, shows that Nixon was indeed appealing pr1mar-

ily to and attempting to mobilize this emerging Republican 

maJority.34 Thus, here was the audience for his public state-

ments. 

Rhetorical Strategy 

Keeping in mind this audience, an analysis of the state-

ments reveals., that although Nixon used a number of strategies 

and arguments in his rhetoric, he relied primarily on three 

32Kansas City Times, February 14., 1972, p. 1. 

33Public Papers., p. 750. 
34Articles supporting this view are: "TRB.," New ReJ2ublicJ 

160 (January 25, 1969)., p. 6; "More Adrenalin.," Newsweek, 74 
(November 10., 1969), pp. 37-38; "Conciliation., Confrontation., 11 

Time, 94 (November 14, 1969), pp. 15-16; 11NiXon Turns to the 
Attack.," u.s. News and World Report, 67 (December l, 1969)., 
pp. 22-24; Kenneth Crawford., 11The Nixon Strategy.," Newsweek., 74 
(December 8, 1969)., p. 58; Henry Brandon, "Nixon After the 
Honeymoon," Saturd.ay Review., 53 (January 24, 1970), pp. 16-18. 
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to achieve his purpose: an appeal to basic values., a careful 

timing of the messages, and an overt attempt to polarize his 

audience. 

Basic Values of the Silent Majority. Nixon agreed with 

some specific attitudes of middle America concerning the war. 
-\ 

It should be remembered that under different circumstances, 

the audience (~d perhaps Nixon) would have ~avored a military 

victory in Vietnam (of course, a certain faction of the 'popu-

lation did cling to this idea). However, the duration of the 

war ~ithout progress despite increasing escalation of the 

fighting, had made clear that a military victory was unlikely 

if not impossible, without resorting to a drastic kind of war-

fare. Nixon spent very little time defending his policy 

against this alternative. Apparently he decided it was a for-

gone conclusion that the people agreed with him about this. 

Nixon had established an important assumption in his 

"Nixon Doctrine" of foreign policy., which so.me interpreted as 

a return to isolationism. In it he stressed the shifting from 

the United States to allied nations the main responsibility 

for developing and defending themselves. As he described in 

the address before the United Nations: 

Now we are maturing together into a new pattern of inter-
dependence. 

It is against this background that we have been urging 
the nations to assume a greater share of responsibility for 
their own security, both individually and together with 
their neighbors •••• 

Our aim is to encourage the creative forms of nationalism; 
to join as partners where our partnership is appropriate., 
and where it is wanted, but not to let a u.s. presence sub-
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stitute for independent national effQrt or infringe on 
national dignity and national pride.j5 

This doctrine is certainly consistent with Vietnamization, and 

with a philosophy of a people who believe in self-help and a 

disentanglement from foreign involvement. 

Aside from existing attitudes toward foreign policy, Nixon 

appealed to other basic values held by the silent majority. One 

of the most important and most frequently used was Nixon's argu-

ment that his Vietnamization plan would win a just and lasting 

peace. 

There was no question that the majority of all Americans 

wanted peace. And peace was the pervading theme throughout the 

rhetorical campaign. But it was the qualifications put on the 

kind of peace it would be that appealed to the silent majority 

rather than to the dissenters. Nixon argued the war must end 

in such a way as to prevent future wars and the peace must be 

what he termed "just." 

Nixon's thinking was that immediate, unconditional, 

unilateral withdrawal--precipitate withdrawal--would bring not 

peace, but more war: 

--A nation cannot remain great if it betrays its allies and 
lets down its friends. 
--Our defeat and humiliation in South Vietnam without ques-
tion would promote recklessness in the councils of those 
great powers who.have not yet abandoned their goals of world 
conquest. 
--This would spark violence wherever our commitments help 
maintain the peace--in the Middlg East, in Berlin, eventually 
even in the Western Hemisphere.3 

35Publ1c Papers, p. 725. 
36 Ibid., p. 903. 
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This was an issue that was seemingly of no concern to the doves. 

They ~rgued that the war was wrong and had to be ended. Period. 

But for middle America, a just peace was a lasting peace. 

Nixon repeatedly (in each of the final eleven statements 

included in this study) used the term "Just" peace., but seldom 

defined exactly what he meant by it. Aside from it meaning 

"lasting., u he saia in June., l~7Q., that the en(i of the war mu$t 

b:rine; An °eni of reoonc1l1~t;ton to o"r peop!e--ima not era 
of furious recrimination. 1137 And finally., in July., 1970, he 

said by just peace he meant "not victory over North Vietnam 

••• but it is simply the right of the people or South Vietnam 

to determine their own future without having us impose our will 

upon them., or the North Vietnamese., or anybody else outside 

impose their will upon them. 1138 In short, for Nixon, "Just 

peace" meant Nixon's Vietnamization program; but the phrase 

was seldom defined., and in its ambiguity, could easily strike 

a responsive chord in the silent majority. O! course, America 

wanted a "just peace. 11 

A second appeal Nixon made to established values of middle 

America was to responsibility--responsibility to selves and 

responsibility to commitments. This argwnent took many forms: 

an appeal to American pride, an appeal to selflessness, an 

appeal to confidence., and conversely., an appeal to avoid hwnil-

37Richard M. Nixon, "The Cambodian Sanctuary Operation., 11 

Weekl* Comnilation of Presidential Documents, 6 (June 8, 1970), 
p. 72 • 

38Riohard M. Nixon, "The Cambodian Operation, " Weekli Com-
~1lat1on of Presidential Documents, 6 (July 6, 1970), p. 8 4, 
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iation~ defeat., and weakness" Nixon had a difficult problem 

here in that he wanted out of the war (as did most Americans), 

but for the first time the Unlted States would not emerge from 

a war having accomplished its goal. Because of pride or what-

ever, the withdrawal from the war must not seem like a defeat, 

for~ Nixon argued, a precipitate withdrawal would weaken the 

"prestige" of the United States in the world, the respect for 

its integrity in "defending its principles and meeting its 

obligations, 11 and hence the hopes for peace in the world: "If 

we simply abandoned our effort in Vietnam, the cause of peace 

might not survive the damage that would be done to other nations' 

confidence in our reliability. "39 Here again is an example of 

the difference between the doves and the silent majority. The 

former were not concerned with face-saving, the latter were. 

And it must not seem as if the United States were aban-

doning South Vietnam (the consequences of which were forcefully 

painted by Nixon in his November 3 address). Traditionally 

America was the protector of freedom in the world. Nixon 

explained: 

We have not turned away from the world. We know that with 
power goes responsibility. We are neither boastful of our 
power, nor apologetic about it. We recognize that it 
exists$ and that, as well as conferring certain advantages, 
it also imposes upon us certain obligations. 40 

But he went on to say, "As the world changes, the pattern of 

those obligations and responsibilities changes. n4l The Nixon 

39Public Papers, p .. 370. 
40IJ2id.,, p. 725 .. 
41Ibido 
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Doctrine as exemplified by Vietnamization, allowed the United 

States to be content in its fulfillment of responsibility and 

at the same time withdraw from a war it was not winning. There 

was no reliance by Nixon on the domino theory that Johnson had 

espoused--no talk of saving the world from Communism by saving 

South Vietnam. This became explicit as Nixon offered a coali-

tion government in South Vietnam, a government which reflected 

"the ex1st1ng ;r,el(),t:1onah;Lp of pol1tlca.J, f ox-ce§ w:Lth1n So\iltl1 

Vietnam."42 At the same time, Nixon was adamant about free 

elections because he was convinced Communist rule would never 

come about through the free choice of the people. 43 Thus the 

responsibility implictly remained. Only once did Nixon state 

it explicitly, and this was late in the rhetorical campaign: 

Now I know there are those who say the domino theory is 
obsolete. ~hey haven•t talked to the dominoes. They 
should talk to the Thais, to the Malaysians, to the 
Singaporeans, to the Indonesians, to the Filipinos, to 
the Japanese, and the rest. And if the United States 
leaves Vietnam in a way that we are humiliated or 
defeated, not simply speaking in what is called jingo-
istic terms, but in very practical tenns, this will be 
immensely discouraging to the 300 million people from 
Japan clear around to Thailand in free Asia, and even 
more important :it Will be ominously encouraging to the 
leaders of Communist China and the Soviet Union who are 
supporting the North Vietnamese. It will encoa~age them 
in their expansionist policies in other areas. 

In part, this American responsibility had to serve as a 

justification for the lives already lost, the years of war 

tion 
42Richard M. Nlxon, "Report on Vietnam, 11 Weekly Com5ila• 

of Presidential Documents, 6 (April 27, l970)J p. 55. 
43 11 cambodia Operation," p. 864. 
44 Ibid., p. 863 
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already spent. It had to justify the sacrifice Americans had 

made and would make for, as Nixon called it, a selfless pur-

pose: "History will record that never have America I s fighting 

men fought more bravely for more unselfish goals than our men 

in Vietnam. It is our responsibility to see that they have 

not fought in aVain. 11 45 

As time went on and more of the Vietnamiz~tion ~lan was 

reve~leg wlth lt~ qCCO~PMY1n~ 0QOC@ijij10n~, the ~ppe~l to 
responsibility shifted more to "pride," to self-sacrifice, to 

reminding the country just how far the United States had been 

willing to go in the cause of peace. In nearly every state-

ment46 Nixon reviewed the record of what ~he u.s. and his 

Administration had done to further a settlement in Vietnam. 

He repeatedly said the U. s. had "opened the door to peace. 11 

He stressed the willingness to negotiate, the flexibility of 

his own peace proposals. He called his program "a peace offer 

which is as generous•as any made in the history of warfare. 1147 

This was contrasted with the enemy's failure to do anything: 

thus he shifted the responsibility for the continuance of the 

war to Hanoi. When the United States did escalate fighting 

45Public Papers, p. 371. 
46see May 14., 1969, Address; News Conference, June 19, 

1969; Remarks in Vietnam, July 30, 1969; September 16, 1969, 
Announcement; Address Before the United Nations, September 18, 
1969; News Conference., September 26, 1969; November 3, 1969, 
Address; State of World Remarks, February 18, 1970; April 20, 
1970, Address; April 30, 1970, Address; Cambodian Report, 
June 3, 1970; Cambodian Report, JW1e 30, 1970; T. v. Conver-
sation, July 1, 1970. 

47Public Pa:J2E-rs, p. 586. 
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(e.g., the Cambodian operation), 1~ was only because Nixon had 

a responsibility to protect American lives (when the Gulf of 

Tonkin resolution was rescinded by the Senate in June, 1970, 

Nixon gave as legal justification for continuing the war the 

right and the responsibility of the President under the Con-

stitution to protect the lives of American men). 48 This pro-

tection of American lives argument was used only in s;l.x of the 

l~ter §t~te~@Pt§, ijfter &nerlgM a~§µ~lt~eij h~P b~en s1gn1fi~ 
cantly reduced. 

Thus by using the 11 just peace" argument and the "respon-

sibility" argwnent, Nixon juxtaposed his Vietnamization plan 

with basic values traditionally held by Americans, and in fact 

undoubtedly held by his silent majority. The principles of 

balance theory49 would indicate this would win favorable sup-

port for Nixon's plan for Vietnamization. 

Timing. The second strategy Nixon used to win support 

for his plan for Vietnamization was the timing of his messages. 

As was stated earlier in this chapter, the total plan was appar-

4811A Conversation with the President on Foreign Policy," 
}feekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, 6 (July 6, 1970), 
p. 863. 

49After the balance theory of Fritz Heider (The Psychology 
Qf Interpersonal Relations, New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 
1958) and the congruity model of Charles E. Osgood, George J. 
Suci, and Percy Tannenbaum (The Measurement of Meanin, Urbana: 
University of Illinois Press, 1957, it is elieved that when 
two inconsistent attitudes come into a unit relationship, there 
is a cognitive strain to make them consistent, balanced, con-
gruent, requiring a change in one or both of the attitudes. 
Thus, when Nixon linked the basic values, favorable terms, and 
Vietnamization, a neutral or unfavorable term, he hoped to make 
the public attitude toward V1etnamizat1on more favorable. 
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ently established early in Nixon's Administration, but it was 

revealed to the American public in stages, as attitudes and 

events were deemed appropriate. Thus it might be said that the 

exigence50 for Nixon's overall Vietnam rhetoric was consist-

ently the need to fulfill his purpose of winning support for 

Vietnamization, while the exigencies for the various particular 

statements were events which demanded or invited~ public 

comment or~ revelation of Nlxon'§ V1etnam. pl~n-~always w1th 
the purpose of winning or maintaining support for that plan. 

The plan had to be disclosed gradually because it represented 

a reversal of two long-established principles, the willingness 

to allow a Communist regime or a coalition regime including 

Communists in the Saigon government, and a unilateral with-

drawal of American troops without victory. As John Osborne 

states it, the American public had to be conditioned for Viet-

namization. Osborne goes on to speculate that Nixon•s policy 

was not changing but simply being revealed gradually, not only 

to try to bring the enemy to terms while reducing military 

pressure, but to win the American people: 

When he first detailed his 11 generous and reasonable peace 
offer 11 in May, 1969, the President emphatically ruled out 
11a one-sided withdrawal from Vietnam" and proposed mutual 
American and North Vietnamese withdrawal 11 On a mutually 
agreed timetable. 11 Nevertheless the 11 one-sided withdrawa1 11 

no-win process was contemplated from the first and was 
publicly added, at Midway Island., to the Kissinger design 

5~x1gence, according to Bitzer., 1s a constituent of the 
rhetorical situation; it is an imperfection, defect, or ob-
stacle, which can and virtually demands to be modified by 
rhetorical discourse. See Lloyd F. , Bitzer, 11 The Rhetorical 
Situation," Philosophy and Rhetoric, I {January., 1968), 
pp. l-14. 
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within less than a month. It was deemed necessary 1n order 
to win from the American public the patience, the time., the 
support for 11 a program which can lead to a peace we can 
live with and a peace we can be proud of" for which Nixon 
pleaded at the end of his May pronouncement.51 

A brief look at the timing of the Nixon statements may 

help to clarify this. The press conferences play a unique role 

here. Although Nixon promised frequent meetings with the press, 

they became less frequent as time went on, dwindling noticeably 

ln the fall of l~69, when publ1c ant1~war oemonst~at1on6, 
increased. In other words, he held more press conferences 

while public support was behind him., during the "honeymoon" 

of his Presidency, while hopes for negotiation were still 

high and when he was less vulnerable to attack from the press. 

Nixon held fourteen news conferences during 1969-1970., and half 

of them were during the first nine months in office. This is 

compared to fifty-one by Lyndon Johnson during his first two 

years, forty-six by John Kennedy., and fifty-six by Dwight 

Eisenhower.52 Although Vietnam was frequently discussed in 

press conferences, no new revelations were made there., and 

according to the procedure used by Nixon in preparing for these 

meetings., as many as ninety percent of the questions asked were 

anticipated by Nixon's staff.53 Thus, even though the topics 

51John Osborne, "The President• s Fading Hope," New 
Republic., 161 (Septemter 27, 1969), p. 17 -

5211Nixon and the Press.," U. s. News and World Report, 69 
(December 28., 1970), p. 14. 

53 "How the President Gets Ready for a News Conference," 
u.s8 News and World Report., 67 (December 22, 1969), p. 47. 
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at a press conference are introduced by the reporters., the 

timing of the conferences is scheduled by the President and 

he is usually aware of what will be asked. So, in a sense., 

he haa control as to what will be discussed even in these 

public statements. Nixon used the conferences to clarify and 

to ask for support for his Vietnam plan; what he said was 

always consistent with the policy at the time of the confer-

ence. 
It must always be remembered that, when elected., Nixon 

was "a minority President., who faces an opposition majority 

on Capitol Hill, a centrist Republican who confronts a polit-

ical left and right., both flaming with angry frustration. 11 54 

He inherited a country torn with dissent., a "weary public, 

both hopeful and skeptical after the last four years. ,.55 He 

chose then to begin his Presidency with an era of concilia-

t~on. He offered no easy solutions to difficult problems. 

He attempted., as described by Theodore Sorensen., to "exude 

an attitude of steady, low-key calm., compromise., and contin-

uity. He has made very few new proposals., has postponed most 

controversial decisions, and has sought to create an atmos-

phere of quiet prudence instead of' bold action. 11 56 Appar-

5411Nixon • s Messige: • Let Us Gather the Light., ' 11 
~., 

93, (January 24, 1969J, p. 9. 
5~heodore c. Sorensen., "The First Hundred Days of 

Richard M. Nixon," Saturday Review., 52 (May 171 1969), p. 17. 
56Ibid. 
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ently, as Sorensen goes on to say, the attitude was a wise 

one: 

The Gallup Poll indicated that both President and Con-
gress read the public correctly. Mr. Nixon's standing 
rose steadily among voters of both parties in all sec-
tions of the country. Conservatives, disappointed in his 
moderate approach, still hoped he would prove to be one 
of theirs. Liberals, expecting immediate disaster, con-
fessed with pleasure that it had not hap~ened. The work-
ing press longed for more exciting headlines, but gave 
generally high marks to his new image of quiet circum-
spection .57 

Every President is allowed a "honeymoon 11 period, when 

criticism is quieted to allow the new Administration to sta-

bilize itself. Nixon took full advantage of this. He waited 

until May 14, before making his first major pronouncement on 

Vietnam. Time magazine speculates that Nixon took the occasion 

of a Communist proposal in Paris which seemed to contain ser-

eral points of concession, to present this first major state-

ment. The Vietcong package had little effect on the content 

of Nixon's presentation, according to Time's analysis, but it 

decided him on form and timing: "He was going to hold the 

speech in his pocl<:et for a propitious moment, 11 said an assist-

ant. "When the V. C. came along, that was the propitious 

moment. 11 58 ' Even so, this address, as had the press conferences 

prior to it, agreed only to negotiation and mutual withdrawal. 

Nevertheless, as was stated earlier, Nixon introduced his 

Vietnamization program at Midway less than a month later. It 

57rbid., p. 18. 

5811Nixon I s Contract for Peace, 11 
~, 93 (May 23., 1969 ), 

pp. 20-21. 
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seems unlikely that such a step was not anticipated before 

May 14. 
Newsweek agreed that Nixon had decided as early as 

February to begin wlthdrawing UoS. troops from Vietnam dur-

ing 1969.59 However, the purpose and timing of the Midway 

announcement was complex~ The lack of progress in the nego-

tiations (for which Nixon had held high hopes durlng the first 

months of his tenn of office) was apparent; even though the 

disclosure of the first UoS. troop withdrawals and the sub-

sequent strengthening of South Vietnamese troops was the 

embarkation of Vietnamization, it was also another bid to 

bring Hanoi to negotiate a political settlement. Thus the 

number of troops withdrawn at that time had several political 

implications. For Hanoi, the nwnber had to be large enough to 

indicate a true strengthening of South Vietnam and a con-

cession from the United States indicating a desire for nego-

tiation, yet small enough not to seem like a UoS. defeat. For 

the American public, the number had to be large enough to pla-

cate the critics, but again, small enough so as not to appear 

a cave-in to the enemy. The number arrived at was 25,000. 

, This figure, considered "token" by anti-war critics, 

did raise some protesto Still, public attitude remained rel-

atively subdued during the summer of 1969. However., with the 

return of college students to the campuses ln September, News-

week suggested that Nixon decided to make a second withdrawal 

59 11Vietnam The Long, Long Way Home, rr Newsweek, 7'B 
(June 23, 1969 ), Po 25. 
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announcement to try to ward off any massive protests from 

that group. 60 (That announcement, made September 16, had 

been delayed from August, sources agree, because of escalated 

fighting by the North Vietnamese, in an attempt to show the 

enemy that u.s. policy was not irreversible.) The second 

announcement of a withdrawal of 35,000 did not calm dissent, 

however. The first war moratorium was planned by anti-war 
0 

proteijtere for Octoge~ 15, Xhe honeymoon had obv1oualy ended, 
> 

Critics who had 11 watched and waited" decided that Nixon was 
I 

not going to deliver, that despite the withdrawals the war 

would not end quickly. Pressure increased from Senate doves 

for more positive agtion. Polls showed Nixon's popularity 

to be 13% lower at the end of eight months in office than 

his three predecessors. 61 In short, time had run out and the 

critics were demanding action. 

Nixon did not give it to them. His policy remained 

static. He openly stated in his press conference of Sep-

tember 26, that he expected criticism but he would not be 

affected by it. 62 In fact, Nixon did nothing to placate his 

critics. Instead, he changed his strategy of conciliation 

to one designed to rally support from his silent majority in 

order if not to still, at least to counteract the loud voices 

60 11 on the Horns of a Dilemma, 11 Newsweek., 74 (Septem-
ber 29, 1969), p. 32. 

6111TRB., 11 New Republic, 161 (October ll., 1969 )., p. 6. 
62Public Patzrs, p. 749, 



of dissent. He announced on October 13, a major address on -

Vietnam to be given November 3. Robert Newman argues the 

timing of the announcement was designed to neutralize the 

effects of the October 13 Moratorium, while the address it-

self was timed to neutralize the November 15 Moratorium.63 

Nixon also made an unprecidented visit to Congress on 

November 13 (two days before the Moratorium, with protesters 

already gathering in Washington) in which he address~d both 

houses, thanking them for their support on his Vietnam stand, 

making a plea for unltyQ 

Polarization of Attitudes. Perhaps the most effective 

strategy for winning support from middle America was the 

polarization of attltudes which took place during the fall of 

1969. It is impossible to assess whether the tactic used was 
\ 

deliberate (TRB in the New Republic argues that it was),64 but 

polarization did occur at a time when public support for 

Nixon was diminishing, and whether or not Nixon planned it, 

he did nothing to stop it; indeed, he used it to his advan-

tage. 

The primary impetus for this polarization was a series 

of speeches given by Vice President Spiro Agnew, which con-

sisted of polemic against the liberal element in American 

society and against the media. In doing so, he called up 

63Robert P. Newman, "Under the Veneer: Nixon's Viet-
nam Speech of November 3., 1969, 11 Quarterly Journal of Speech, 
LVI (April~ 1970), Po 168. 

6411TRB, 11 New Republic, 161 (November 29, 1969), p. 6. 
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surprising agreement from a large segment of middle America. 

Kenneth Crawford describes it this way: 

In appealing for the support of a "silent majority" and 
repudiating "effete snobs II of the Northeastern intellectual-
academic-journalistic complex, he [Agnew] pressed an 
emotional release button of surprising potential .••• 

It develops that millions of middle-class people, blue-
collar to upper suburban, feel that they have been patron-
ized too long by a self-celebrated cultural elite. They 
may have got this notion from journalists who keep c~ll-
ing them know-nothings and deploring their crudities. 
They are quite willing to classify themselves as members 
of this put upon and gesp.:!-eedrm8-J9~:tty gnd th~¥ Flr~n \t 
aa ij1lent Bi they uoo~ to be.ij5 

Nixon publicly stated that Agnew's views were Agnew's own, 

that he was not speaking for the White House, but on the other 

hand, he commended Agnew for doing a "great job. 1166 

The content of Nixon's November 3 speech was aimed di-

rectly at the silent majority. Critics complained that Nixon 

did nothing to appease the anti-war sentiment. Lynn Hinds 

and Carolyn Smith, 67 in an analysis of Nixon's rhetorical 

strategies, accuse him of always speaking in "opposites." 

They cite Meg Greenfield, writing for the Reporter, 68 who 

said, "Ideas never quite exist for him [Nixon] until they have 

been pitted against something else--an extreme danger, a 

65Kenneth Crawford, "The First Nixon Year," Newsweek, 
75 {January 26, 1970), p. 26. 

6611N1xon Shifts Gears--From I Soft Sell' to 'Action 
Now, '" U. s. News and World Report, 67 (November 10, 1969), 
p. 18. 

67Lynn Hinds is Assistant Professor of Speech at Pitts-
burgh Theological Seminary; Carolyn Smith is Associate Director 
of Forensics, University of Pittsburgh. 

68c1ted in Lynn Hinds and Carolyn Smith, "Rhetoric of 
Opposites," Nation, 210 (February 16, 1970), p. 172. 
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radically different point of view, or a potential attack 

from some sinister quarter. 11 Hinds and Smith go on to say, 

Nixon "perceives in opposites, he thinks in opposites, and 

therefore he speaks in opposites. 1169 In the November 3 

address, they argue, Nixon did nothing to reconcile the 

various positions and attitudes existing toward Vietnam. 

Although there were degrees of opposition toward the war., 

N1~o.n pitted ''~ll Q:Le§enter~ .. " whom h{;} fia1d Dddvocated ''Lo::1~ 

in Vietnam--bring the boys home," opposite his own pos1t1on---
Vietnamization--which was right and reasonable. They con-

clude: 

Nixon's rhetoric has important implications both for 
himself and for the political climate of the country. 
The effect on NiXon is to limit his options. What he 
needed to do in the speech on the war was to prevent 
further polarization on the war. He needed to move 
the American people closer to a middle ground in order 
to gain time to work out his plan for ending the war. 
Instead, the speech caused further polarization, the 
opposite of what Nixon na0ded. His rhetorical habit 
left him no alternative.·r 

What Nixon "needed" is a matter of opinion. Whether 

his rhetoric was wise is a subject for debate. Nevertheless, 

Nixon did follow the course of polarizing his audience. After 

a period of conciliatory action., Nixon apparently decided he 

had no hope of winning the dissenters with his plan. He 

instead made a serious play for the support of the silent 

majority. And if Kevin Phillips' theory is to be accepted, 

69Hinds and Smith, p. 172, 

70ibid • ., p. 174, 
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the plan was politically expedient. There was considerable 

response from middle America. Nixon proudly displayed a 

large pile of telegrams approving his stand the day follow-
1 

ing the speech; polls reflected majority acceptance of the 

Vietnam policy; a majority of Representatives in the House 

signed a petition supporting the President; Veteran's Day 
became a demonstration of support; "Love America" rallies 

ang Am~rlgan ,tlage flour1ihea ae aymPols backing the 
President. 

Whether the reaction of Americans was "for" Nixon or 

"against" the dissenters matters little. Polarization is 

an extreme example of the balance theory. Nixon, and more 

dramatically Agnew, alligned the Administration, Vietnami-

zation, patriotism and good, against dissent, protest and 

defeat; to stand for one meant being against the other and 

vice versa. With this method Nixon lost one group to win 
• another--and the one he wanted to win was the majority. 

This gave him the time needed to let Vietnamization prog~ess 

to the point the public would be convinced it would work. 

Nixon undoubtedly used many strategies in his Vietnam 

rhetoric in 1969-1970. But given his purpose--to win 

support--and his audience--the "silent majority"--he de-

pended primarily on using existing values of his audience, 

timing of the statements, and, related to this, polarization. 

After the fall of 1969, the dissenters• voices quieted and 

so did the Administrat1on•s. Only once, with the Cambodian 
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action in May and June of 1970, did Nixon feel compelled to 

heighten his rhetoric in order to persuade the American 

public his decisia, to send ground troops into Cambodia, a 

decision many perceived as an escalation of the war, was 

sound, was necessary, and was consistent with his entire 

Vietnamization plan. By the fall of 1970, what little Ni.ron 

did say about Vietnam was repetition of what he'g said before. 

?ti~ propos~l or~ Gtandst1ll ceaije~tire in October, 1970,, 
made the Vietnamization plan complete. Although the war was 

far from over, for the Nixon Administration and seemingly for 

the American public, the United States was on its way out of 

Vietnam. Thus, the war, at least for the time being, was no 

longer a major issue. 

Throughout this particular rhetorical campaign, Richard 

Nixon had to rely to a large extent on the media to carry 

his message to the public. The remainder of this study then 

will examine the coverage given to the President's statements 

by two of the most important newspapers in the United States, 

The New York Times and The Washington Post. This may reveal 

what message the public received. 



CHAPl'ER III 

AMOUNT OF COVERAGE 

One of the prpbl~ms of a newspap~r 's "gate~eepers" 1s 

to determ~ne each day which pews item~ will oe 1nGluded ip 

tbe pape,r and how muoh spaoe w1l1 as aevoted to thoae 1tema, 
It would seem reasonable to asswne that the more coverage 

given·a story, the more important the newspaper considers 

that story to be. 

Another editorial decision must be made about where to 

place an item in the newspaper. A page one story will have 

more impact on opinion than one placed on page 29. 1 

We should be able, therefore to partially determine 

The New York Times• and The Washington Post's attitude to-

ward Richard Nixon's major statements on Vietnam during 1969 
and 1970 by examining the amount and kind or coverage given 

to these statements. 

A large number of column inches was devoted to this 

coverage by both The Times and The Post. In each of the 

twelve instances, a front page story was placed in the right 

hand columns, considered to be the most prominent position 

in the paper, reporting the event and its content. And in 

1Lester Markel quoted in Curtis D. MacDougall, Inter-
pretative Reporting (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1968), 
p. 17. 47 
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all but one instance the complete text of the statement was 
printed on the inside pages of the newspaper (the exception 
being a TV conversation during July, 1970, which was 
excerpted). 

In addition to this direct coverage., the newspapers 

offered a large amo\.U'lt of supplementary information. The _..,.. 

~imea, tor example, printed f1tty~seven and ~he Post e1ghty-
seven editorial articles. And The Times included 122 related 

news articles as compared to The Post's 101. 

Related News Articles 

Some of these related articles were stories announcing 

the speech or statement., predictions about what was to be 

covered, or interpretations of the event as related to various 

situations (the effect of the statement on South Vietnam, for 

example). To illustr~te, following the Midway announcement 

of the first troop pullouts in June, 1969, The Times included 

an article about the effect of the announcement in Saigon, 

one about how Nixon•s staff handled the parley (contrasting 

Nixon's style with President Johnson's), one about a military 
briefing given Nixon, and one concerning statements by 

Secretary of State Melvin Laird about hopes for future pull-
outs. 

Journalist Curtis MacDougall states that the purpose or 
related stories., called sidebars., is to "round out the com-

plete account" of an important story, He says it "deals with 
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phases of a story as a whole which conceivably could be -in-

cluded in the main account but not without either lengthen-

ing it too much or sacrificing some details. 112 

The number of sidebars attached to the coverage of 

each speech was not equal. If we can assume the more side-

bars, the more important the story, then for both papers, 
the April 30, 19701 Cambodian ~ddress was the most importapt 

st~t~ment made by N~on about the war, Hgwever, Tha Times 
PAAWWWWAZ!A 

included thirty-one related articles as compared to The Postrs 

nineteen. Other :1Jnportant stories for The Times, in descend-

ing order, were the November 3 address (twenty-three articles) 

and the October 7, 1970, peace proposal (twenty articles). 

Far down from these big three came the Midway announcement 

of the first troop pullouts and the May 14 address, Nixon's 

first major statement on Vietnam, with ten stories each. All 

the others received fewer than these, all the way down to one 

related article concerning the December 15, 1969, withdrawal 

announcement. 

The Post, on the other hand, was more consistent. Be-

low the nineteen for Cambodia, there were fifteen related 

articles with the May 14 address and the October 7 address, 

and thirteen for the November 3 address and the Midway 

announcement. All the others carried s1Jc or less. 

The Times, then, appeared to give more coverage to the 

three stories it happened to relate to most strongly editori-
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ally (November 3 and Cambodia, negatively; October 7, favor-

ably). The Post gave about equal coverage to the five the 

Administration probably would have considered to be the most 

significant speeches of the series. Although the total 

amount of coverage given by the two newspapers over the 

twelve statements is similar, the distribution is different. 

Printed Reactions to the Statements. Nearly half 

these related articles in both newspapers dealt explicitly 

with the reactions of various groups and individuals to the 

Nixon statements. In covering the event, for example, both 

The Times and The Post consistently printed the reactions of 

the Communists (the Vietcong, Hanoi, Russia, etc.), which 

not unexpectedly were always negative in nature. These 

reactions appeared frequently on page one, though no partic-

ular pattern seemed to emerge. It is the printed reactions 

of the "non-enemy," 1.e., Americans and friendly countries, 

that provide an insight into the newspapers' coverage. 

Following the two statements to which it gave the 

strongest negative editorial reaotion--the November 3 address 

and the Cambodian aotion--The New York Times seemed to empha-

size the negative, highly critical reactions of Americans. 

After the November 3 address, for example, The Times printed 

five negative reactions, two of which appeared on the front 

page. These two are particularly significant. They shared 

a joint headline: 

CONGRESS DOVES UNHA!>PY; PROTEST LEADERS SPURRED 
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The sub-headline of one article read: "Nixon Speech is 

Scored." That article., as one might expect., dealt with the 

negative reactions of the anti-war protest leaders.3 The 

sub-headline of the second article was: "Supporters Applaud 
Policy." The implication here (except for the main headline) 

is that this article will be favorable to the President. But 

the lead paragraph., which many reqders never go beyopd., 4 

states., "rre::;lcl~nt N1Xon•1J ~peeoh on Vietnam waa,greeted tom 
night with disappointment by Congressional doves., portending 

a growing division over Administration policy in Southeast 

Asia. n5 Indeed., except for two minor passages in support of 

the speech., the article is unquestionably negative in reac-

tion. 

"Favorable" response to the speech included two from 

the U.S. military in South Vietnam. The first appeared on 

page one prior to the speech. Although the officials pro-

fessed no knowledge of the speech content., the article said., 

many believed the speech and reaction to it would be a "turn-
ing point in the u.s. attitude toward the war."6 The second 

article appearing on the inside pages following the speech., 

3John w. Finney and David E. Rosenbaum., "Congress Doves 
Unhappy; Protest Leaders Spurred.," New York Times, Novem-
ber 4., 1969., p. 1. • 4MacDougall., p. 17 

5 Finney., p. l. 

6rerence Smith., "US Command Is Hopeful on Eve of Nixon's 
Speech.," New York Times, November 3, 1969, p. l. 
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reported praise from officials but disappointment from some 

American soldiers.7 Most of the others, at best., were mixed. 

An article first reporting a resolution in the House of 

Representatives supporting the President, appeared on page 

ten under the headline: "Nixon Talk Angers Senate Critics. 118 

A later article about another resolution was printed on page 

one, headlined: "House Unit Ba.ck~ Nixon on Vietnam.'' 9 HQw--

ever, the tone at tni~ ~ttole ~"ggest6 that the actlon ~aij 
at the instigation of the Administration. The lead paragraph 
states: "With White House encouragement., the House Foreign 

Affairs Committee approved today a resolution endorsing 

President Nixon•s •efforts to negotiate a just peace in Viet-

nam.• nlO (Emphasis mine.) 

Similarly, an article11 which at first glance appears 

to be highly favorable to Nixon casts doubt on the relia- , 

bility of the encouraging response. The headlines read: 

NIXON DECLARES I SILENT MAJORITY I BACKS HIS SPEECH 
Shows Stacks of Telegrams of Support and a Small Pile of 

Hostile Ones 

7Terence Smith., "Officials in Saigon Appear Pleased.," 
New York Times., November 4., 1969., p. 17. 

8John w. Finney., "Nixon Talk Angers Senate Critics," 
New York Times, November 5, 1969, p. 10. 

9John W. Finney, "House Unit Backs Nixon on Vietnam., 11 

New York Times, November 7, 1969., p. 1. 
lOibid. 
11 "Nixon Declares •Silent Majority• Backs His Speech.," 

New York Times, November 5, 1969, p. l • 
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After describing Nixon's happy reaction to telegrams and phone 

calls of support, the article closed with a statement that it 

was not clear how many of these responses were converts and 

how many had been supporters before the speech. It further 

reported that a newsletter had gone out to 13,000 Republicans 

asking them to watch the speech and to show their support. 

Thus, The Times seemed inclined to refute reports of 

favorable reactions without any similar kind of rebuttal of 

unfavorable comment. The one simply stated favorable re-

sponse to the November 3 address~ a Gallup Poll showing 77% 
of the public backing Nixon, was printed on page elevcn. 12 

No such pattern emerged with The Washington Post. The 

articles tended to contain only what the headline indicated 

and a fair balance 1n the headline appeared if reactions were 

mixed. For example, following the November 3 address, a 

headline reaa: 13 

LEGISLATORS PRAISE NIXON ADDRESS: SOME SEE 'LITTLE NEW t 
IN SPEECH 

An article showing reaction to the April 20, 1970, address 

was headlinea: 14 

GI PULLOUT PRAISED ON HILL; GENERALS COOL 

1211Gallup Reports 77% Back Nixon.$'" New York Times, 
November 5, 1969, p. llo 

13 11Legislators Praise Nixon; Some See 'Little New' in 
Speech," Washington Post, November 4, 1969, p. AlO. 

1411GI Pullout Praised on Hill; Generals Cool," Wash-
ington Post, April 22, 1970, p. Allo -
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And, finally, an article reporting mixed response from Con-
gress concerning the rather unpopular Cambodian action was 
headlined simply: 15 

CONGRESS REAC'l'S 

On one occasion., The Post printed opposite points of 

view in two articles which appeared next to each other on 
page one. One read: 16 

NIXON SAYS SPEECH HAS WIDE SUPFORT 
The other: 17 

SPEECH SEEN FUELING PROTEST 

The second article, by the way, appeared in full on page A7 
of the newspaper. The headline on the front page preceeded 

only a one-sentence swnmary of the article. The effect of 

this technique at least seems to be an attempt at balance, 

even though space perhaps did not permit the running of both 

articles on page one. 

We might note here, too, that the first article men-

tioned (headlined "Nixon Says Speech Has Wide Support") made 

the only reference by The Post to the House resolution sup-

porting the President (treated earlier 1n The Times analy-
sis).18 The Post called it "a drafted-in-advance resolution 

15 11 congress Reacts.," Washington Post., May 2., 1970., 
p. Al. 

16chalmers M. Roberts, "Nixon Says Speech Has Wide 
Support," Washington Post, November 5., 1969., p. Al. 

17 11 speech Seen Fueling Protest., 11 Washington Post., 
November 5, 1969., p. Al. 

18see page 52. 
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backing the President. 1119 And this article listed names of 

Congre)ssmen who opposed the speech as well as those who 

favored it, although the bulk of the article dealt with 
support. 

On two occasions, The Post printed headlines which did 

not indicate directly what the article contained. Both 

tollowed the Midway announcement 1n June, 1969. The first 

:read:~0 

MCGOVERN SEES •TOKENISM' 

Besides the response of Senator George McGovern, the article 

also presented the reactions of eight other Congressmen., five 

of which were favorable. The next day, The Post printed an 

article headlined: 21 

TASS CALLS WITHDRAWAL OF 25., 000 'DROP IN SEA' 

Again, this contained opinions or other countries besides 

Russia, including some allies who supported the announcement, 

In sum., The Washington Post articles containing reac-

tions ,to Presidential statements were less complex than those 

of The New York Times. Fewer attempts were made to explain 

the reactions; hence., a straighter Job of reporting was done 

and the headline could more accurately indicate the contents 

of the article. 

19Roberts., •~Wide Support.," p, A6. 
20"McGovern Sees 'Tokenism•, 11 Washington Post, June 9., 

1969., p. Al8. 
2111Tass Calls W:!thdrawal or 25., 000 'Drop in Sea'," 

Washington Post, June 10, 1969, p. Al5. 



One other aspect concerning reactions to the statements 

should be noted before moving on. Both The Times and The Post 

make a practice of quoting United States Congressmen following 

an event of national importance. Related to the Nixon state-

ments on Vietnam, the practice seems to differ between the 

two newspapers. The Post quoted a total of sixty different 

Congressmen over the twp year period while The Times quoted 
0 -

only tw~nty-n1ne (halt as many). In The Times, aerta1n Sen-
ators appeared consistently, most of them leading doves who 
opposed the President's Vietnam policy. George McGovern, 

Edward Kennedy, William Fulbright, Mike Mansfield, Albert 

Gore, Frank Church and Mark Hatfield, for example, all of 

whom were mentioned at least three times, were quoted a total 
\ -

or thirty-seven times (more than half of all references to 

Congressmen). This was compared to only three leading sup-

porters of Mr. Nixon's policy who were quoted at least three 

times: John Stennis, Gerald Ford, and John Tower. The total 
l 

references to these three were nine. 

The Post, on the other hand, quoted a total or eleven 

Congressmen three times or more; six who were opponents of 

the President's policy (William Fulbright, Jacob Javits, Mike 

Mansfield, Frank Church, Edward Muskie, John Sherman Cooper) 

were mentioned a total of twenty-six times: five who were 
supporters of the President (John Stennis, Edward Brooke, 
Gerald Ford, Robert Griffin, Hugh Scott) were mentioned a 

-
total of nineteen times. These are from a total of 102 
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references made to Congressmen reacting to the President•s 

statements. 

Editorial Comment 

The final area•to be exaJnined concerning a.mount of 

coverage given by The Times and The Post is that of editor-

i~l comment. These a.re art~cles published op the editorial 

page in the form of ed1tor1als (unsigned) QD editor1al col• 

wnns (signed)., or articles labeled "news analysis" which 
appear anywhere in the newspaper. 

The New York Times and The Washington Post were com-

parable in the nwnber of news analyses and editorials re-

acting to the twelve NiXon statements concerning Vietnam. 

The Times published thirteen news analyses and twenty-two 

editorials, while The Post published fifteen news analyses 

and twenty editorials. 

There was considerable difference in the nwnber of 

editorial colwnns: The Times published twent'y-two while 

The Post published fifty-two, well over twice as many. It 

was this difference in number that may also have provided a 

difference in type of editorial response. Each of these 

articles was evaluated according to content as being defi-

nitely in support of the statement or policy (favorable), 

definitely opposed to the statement (unfavorable), or muced, 
i.e., an analysis of both pros and cons. Of the twenty-two 

Times oolwnns, ten were considered to be mixed, ten unfavor-

able, and only two favorable. The Post was also weighted 



toward negative comments with twenty-two of the fifty-two 

articles being unfavorable. These negative columns for both 

newspapers represent about half of the total columns. How-

ever, The Post also included fourteen which were favorable, 

as well as thirteen which were mixed. 

But, pe~haps even more significant, there was a great 

difference in the number of colwnnists represented. 

1t52J. publ13hed the columna or onlf r~ve writers, James 
Reston, Tom Wicker, Anthony Lewis, Russell Baker, and C, L. 
Sulzberger. All must be considered as politically liberal 

except Sulzberger, and he had only one column published. 

Eleven or the twenty-two were written by James Heston. 

The Post, on the other hand, published thirteen22 

different columnists (four of which were co-authored, e.g., 

Frank Mankiewicz and Tom Braden). Joseph Kraft, definitely 

a liberal writer who frequently opposed the President's 

Vietnam policy, led in number with eleven of the fifty-one 

columns. However, Joseph Alsop, who is conservative, had 

nine, and Williams. White, also conservative, had three. 

In short, The Post, 1n editorial columns offered a balance 

of opinion that never appeared 1n The Times. In fact, 

occasionally in The Post, a Nixon statement was opposed 

not only by liberals because he had not gone far enough, 

22Joseph Alsop; Josiah Lee Auspitz; Marquis Childs! 
Roscoe and Geoffrey Drwnmond; Rowland Evans and Robert Novak; 
Richard Harwood and Lawrence stern; Stanley Karnow, Joseph 
Kraft; Frank Mankiewicz and Tom Braden; Don Oberdorfer; 
Chalmers M. Roberts; Stephens. Rosenfeld; Williams. White. 
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in their opinion, to end the war, but by conservatives be-

cause he had not gone far enough to win it. 23 A conserva-

tive point of view was never represented, pro or con, in an 
editorial column relating to a Nixon statement in The New 

York Times. 

The editorials themselves may also provide some in-

sight. Although the number of editorials in tne two ~ews-

pape~s waa appro~1ma.tely the Qame, there wao 3ome a1fter,nae 
in support for the President. The Post published twelve 

(or twenty) mixed editorials to six (of twenty-two) in The -
Times. (Remember that a "mixed" column represented pros and 

cons.) The Times wrote ten negative editorials, seven of 

them related to the Cambodian actim and two following the 
• November 3 address. The Post published seven negative 

editorials, six of them related to the Cambodian action. 

(Interestingly, The Post did not print a negative editorial 

to the November 3 address.) The Times published six favor-

able editorials, four of them in response to the October 7 

peace proposal and one to the appointment of David Bruce as 

ambassador to the Paris Peace Talks. The Post had only one 

favorable editorial, following the June 19., 1969, news 

conference. 

The approach of the news analyses seemed to be similar 

in the two newspapers. The Times printed one favorable., two 

unfavorable, a.nd ten mixed columns. The Post published none 

23see for example William s. White., "'Domino Theory' 
Being Proved Every Day 1n Southeast Asia, 11 Washin~on Post., 
April 25, 1970, p. Al5. 



60 

favorable, three unfavorable, and twelve mixed. It would 
appear that a news analysis should present just that, with 

little evaluation. Both papers seemed, for the most part, 

to have done that. 

We may conclude then, that the coverage 1n news arti-

cles and editorials relating to Richard Nixon's statements 

on Vietnam differed somewhat between The New York Times and 

The Washington Post. Further discussion about the content 

of these articles, and ultimately, the significance of 

this difference, will be covered in the following chapters. 



CHAPI'ER IT 

EMPHASIS AND CONTEXT 

Objective reporting requires, among other things, that 

events be placed in ~heir proper perspective within the con-

text of the entire situation. MacDougall, for example, in 

discussing the responsibility of the reporter, suggests it 

is his job to realize that any news event is only a link in 

a chain of events and should be placed within the oontext, 1 

If a reporter chooses to emphasize an idea, that idea should 

be significant within the larger context. 

Headline Emphasis 

Journalism, ot course, has many ways of emphasizing 

ideas, two of the most important being the headline and the 

lead paragraph or a story, each of which is inextricably 

linked to the other. 

Traditionally, news writing uses an inverted pyramid 

style: the most important fact is placed at the beginning, 

the second most important second, etc. 2 The headline, 

according to Mitchell Charnley, in his book Reporting, is 

1curt1s D. MacDougall, Interpretative Reporting (New 
York: The Macmillan Company, 1968), p. 13. 

2 Ibid., p. 50. 
61 
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"a device for describing briefly., 1n readily legible type., 

the most salient points of a story;" it is "the news paper's 

index;" it "enables the reader to decide at a glance whether 

the story is for him. 11 3 Although not written by the reporter, 

the headline is taken directly from the story. "If' the story 
is well written.," says MacDougall, "the headline writer should 

not have to look beyond the first paragraph or two to find 

the words. 114 If we assume a reader notices only the headline 

of' a story., then he will see the most significant ideas in 

the story. 

There must be some difficulty in deciding what is the 

most important idea to came out of a speech or statement of 

some length and complQxity, which idea should be emphasized. 

If we examine the headlines for the articles reporting the 

twelve Nixon statements., we should be able to determine what 

The New York Times and The Washington Post considered to be 

the most important idea or ideas 1n the statements. This may 

add another dimension to our understanding of these news-

papers' treatment of NiXon and Vietnam. The Times., on a lead 

story., usually had a series of headlines., in descending order 

of importance. The Post only occasionally carried anything 

other than one headline. 
-

Withdrawal. There seemed to be two prevailing themes 

that appeared across the headlines of the articles reporting 

3M1tohell v. Charnley, ReEorting (New York: Henry Holt 
and Company, Inc,, 1959), p, !1. 

4MacDougall, p, 51. 
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the President•s statements. The first and the most prominent 

was "withdrawal." Vietnamization unquestionably involved troop 

withdrawal and several of the statements were for the express 

purpose of announcing troop cutbacks: the Midway announcement 1 

the December 16, 1969, and April 20, 1970, speeches. These 

naturally could carry a headline announcing the withdrawal 

figu~es. They dig in both newspapers. 

However, Vtet~M1~3t1on waB mpre th~ wlthgr~w~l, lg~ 
I 

pecially during these two years Mr. Nixon stressed again and 
again in his statements the necessity of self-determination 

for South Vietnam and the hope for a negotiated settlement. 

However, the newspapers• headlines seldom reflected that con-

cern. Instead, in nearly every speech, the emphasis or the 

headline remained troop reduction. 

The Times made one attempt to include Nixon's concern 

for a proper political settlement. It was following the 

May 14, 1969, address. The headlines, in the order 1n which 

they appeared were:5 

NIXON ASKS TROOP PULLOUT IN A YEAR AND WOULD JOm VIETNAM 
POLITICAL TALKS 

SPEAKS TO NATION 
Hints Partial Cutback of u.s. Forces Will Come in Any Case 

Although the May 14 address did include the possibility or 

American troop withdrawal., the crux of the speech was an ex-

5Robert B. Semple., Jr., "N1xon Asks Troop Pullout In a 
Year and Would Join Vietnam Political Talks.," New York Times, 
May 15, 1969., p. l. 
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planation of N1xon•s priorities in Vietnam: an honorable 

and lasting peace; the importance of negotiation; the right 

of self-determination for South Vietnam. In his proposal, 

the President quite explicitly rejected an American uni-

lateral withdrawal but did urge a negotiated mutual with-

drawal and a political settlement. Yet the headlines empha-

sized troop pullouts. The Post headline read s1mply: 6 

NIXON ASKS MUTUAL VIET PULLOUT 

The Washington Post emphasized troop pullouts on two 

other occasions when perhaps that subject was not the central 

idea of the speech. The November 3 address, Nixon's first 

full explanation of Vietnamization was headlined:7 

NIXON BARS 'PRECIPITATE I PULLOUT 

A sub-headline for this article read: 

Asks US Support of His Peace Plan 

Neither of these headlines gives much indication of what 

that peace plan was. 

And The Post announced the Cambodian interim report on 

June 4, 1970, with the headline: 8 

NIXON RESUMES TROOP PULLOUT 

Only the sub-headline gave any indication about the President's 

feelings about the operation: 

6carroll Kilpatrick., "Nixon Asks Mutual Viet Pullout," 
Washington Post, May 15, 1969, p. Al. 

7carroll Kilpatrick, "Nixon Bars 'Precipitate• Pullout, 0 

Washington Post., November 4, 1969, p. Al • • 
8carroll Kilpatrick, "Nixon Resumes Troop Pullout," 

Washington Post, June 4, 1970, p. Al. 
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Cambodian Drive •Most Successful• 

All totaled, seven of the twelve statements carried a head-

line in The Post which had something to do with troop with-

drawals. 

The headlines concerning the June 19, 19691 news con-

ference are particularly interesting, for they too deal with 

troop reductions. It should be noted th~t a news conferenc~ 
I 

cgn~t§t§ ot@ nwnP@r gf unrelateg ltem§1 wtth the order aeter-
mined by the questions and not by the President. Therefore, 

what the newspaper chooses to headline truly reflects what it 

considers to be the most important. A question was asked at 

the June 19 news conference in regard to a suggestion by 
1 

Clark Clifford, fonner Defense Secretary under Lyndon Johnson, 

that 1001 000 American troops ought to be out of Vietnam by 

the end of 1969, and all ground troops out by the end of 1970.9 
Nixon answered the question with a rather long criticism of 

the Secretary, stating that Clifford had only escalated the 

war while in office and had failed to act on such a suggestion 

when he had the opportunity. The President went on to say 

, that withdrawals would continue: "I will not indicate the 

number, because the number will depend upon the extent of the 

training of the South Vietnamese, as well as developments in 

Paris, and the other factors that I have mentioned previously. 1110 

9u.s., President, Public Papers of the Presidents of the 
United States (Washington, D.C.: Office of the Federal Regis-
~, National Archives and Records Service, 1971), Richard 
Nixon, 1969, p. 471. • 

10 4 Ibid • ., p. 72. 



66 
He then said, as far as how many will be withdrawn by the end 

of 1969 or 1970., "I would hope that we could beat Mr. Cliff-
oro•s timetable., just as I think we have done a little better 

than he did when he was in charge of our national defense. 1111 

The Administration later explained further that this statement 

was a hope--tpe fastest possible end to the war was a hope--
I . 

but that it was in no way intended to be a p~edge; he had 

specifically said the rate was uncertain. But The Times head-

lines seemed otherwise: 12 

PRESIDENT HOPES I PULLOUT WILL TOP 200., 000 BEFORE 1 71 
Cut Conditional on Progress at Talks and in Training of 

South Vietnamese 
REBUTTAL TO CLIFFORD 
Nixon., at News Conference., Says He Hopes to •Beat• 

Timetable by Critic 

The Post printed a similar headline: 13 

NIXON IS HOPEFUL OF 1970 PULLOUT FOR COMBAT Ois 
Plans to Top Clifford's Timetable 

The Post•s sub-headline is so positive., it leaves little room 

for doubt that this was a promise by the President. The 
emphasis in both papers is definitely on withdrawals although 

a number of other items were covered in the news conference 

and although the Administration was to disagree about the 

interpretation of the remarks about Clifford. 

Public Support. A second theme which appeared in the 

headlines reporting the President's statements was what the 

11Ibid. 
12Max Frankel., "President Hopes Pullout Will Top 200., 000 

Before • 71.," New York Times., June 20., 1969., p. 1. 
13carroll Kilpatrick., "Nixon Is Hopeful of 1970 Pullout 

for Combat Gis," Washington Post., June 20, 1969., p. Al. 
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newspapers, particularly The Times, saw as an appeal by Nixon 

for public support. 

In the fall of 1969, the period of the most active 

anti-war protests, The Times seemed to become more critical 

of Nixon's Vietnam policy. The newspaper often questioned 

Nixon's motives as being less than praiseworthy (this will 
' be discussed in more detail in Chapter V). One of Nixon•s 

motives which The Times round to be wanting was what it 

called his bid for time, for public patience. In other words, 

from the newspaper's perspective, he seemed to be more inter~ 

ested in q"1et1ng his cr1t10s and winning pop"lar 8"pport 
thab he was in trying to end the war. The Times pointed this 

up in a headline reporting a news conference of September 26, 
1969. Seven of the twenty-one questions asked concerned 

Nixon•s feelings about the progress in Vietnam and about the 

death of Ho Chi-Minh. Yet The Times chose to headline a 

relatively minor statement. NiXon said: 

I think we are on the right course in Vietnam. We are 
on a course that is going to end the war. It will end 
much sooner if we can have to an extent, to the extent 
possible in this free country, a united front behind 
very reasonable proposals. If we have that united 
front, the enemy then will begin to talk •••• The 
moment they start discussing our proposals, then that 
means we can bring the war to a conclusion aooner than 
if we just continue on our present course.14 

The Times headlined this news conference: 15 
NIXON ASKS PUBLIC TO GIVE HIM TIME FOR ENDING WAR 

14Publ1c Papers, pp. 757-758. 
15Robert B. Semple, Jr., "Nixon Asks Public to Give Him 

Time for Ending War, u New York Times, September 271 1969, p. 1. 
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Other Side Will Negotiate Only If U.S. Backs His 
Propos!ls, He Insists 

SCORES GOODELL PLAN 
President Asserts Campus Protests Will Have No Effect 

on His Policy 
And for the headline for the November 3 address, again Nixon's 
first full explanation for his plan for Vietnamization, 
Times printed:16 

NIXON CALLS FOR PUBLIC SUPPORT AS HE PURSUES HIS VIETNAM 
PLAN ON A SECRET PULLOUT TIMETABIE 

POLICY UNCHANGED 
President Says Hasty Withdrawal Would Be a 'Disaster' 

(The lead paragraph of the article goes on to say the Presi-

dent "pleaded tonight for domestic support as he persisted 

in his effort to find peace in Vietnam. • • • ")17 This 
\ 

headline suggests a "disappointment" that the President was 

continuing in what The Times considered to be an unsatisfac-

tory program. Nixon certainly did make a strong appeal in 

this speech for support for Vietnamization, but it is ques-

tionable whether it was the central idea of the address. 
l 

The Times chose to emphasize that appeal. The·headline in 

no way stressed the important points of the Vietnamization 

plan. 

The Washington Post shared this interest in Nixon's 

appeals for public support in these two statem~nts. It, 

1~ Frankel., "Nixon Calls for Public Support As He 
Pursues His Vietnam Plan on a Secret Pullout Timetable," 
New York Times, November 4, 1969, p, 1, 

l7Ibid. 
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like The Times, headlined the news conference of Septem-

ber 26, 1969, with the President's plea: 18 

NIXON ASKS US UNITY FOR PEACE 

And, it will be remembered, the sub-headline for the Novem-

ber 3 address in The Post reaa: 19 

Asks US Support of His Peace Plan 

Even in an article preceeding the November 3 address, a~ 
headline read:20 

UNITY PLEA IS SEEN IN VIET TALK 

The article dealt with what might be covered in this major 

speech. The headline indicates the newspaper was expectin~ 

such an appeal for support, which perhaps could account for 
the emphasis given the appeal in reporting the speech. In 

other words, one tends to perceive what one expects to 

perceive. The Post (and perhaps The Times) may have been 

preparing itself and the American public to receive such a 
message by giving this emphasis to it. 

Other Headlines. A final head!ine from the articles 

reporting the statements themselves should be noted. The -
Times, in this particular instance, juxtaposed two articles 

under the same headline. The lead article was the reporting 

of the President•s final statement about the Cambodia action. 

18chalmers M. Roberts, "Nixon Asks U. s. Unity for Peace., 11 

Washington Post, September 27, 1969., p. Al. 
19Kilpatrick, "•Precipitate• Pullout.," p. Al. 
2~urrey Marder., "Unity Plea Is Seen 1n Viet Talk," 

Washington Post., November 2, 1969, p. Al. 
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The first part of the headline, that related to this particu-

lar article, could be said to be favorable to Nixon: 21 

PRESIDENT HAILS CAMBODIA DRIVE., CALLS ON HANOI FOR 
SERIOUS TALK; 

However, the final part of the headline, relating to a side 

story., read: 
\ 

SENATE PASSES WAR POWERS CURB 

A similar Joint headline reported the same two events in 

The Post:22 

NIXON PRODS HANOI; WAR CURB IS VOTED 

The effect here is that although Nixon considered the 
Cambodian operation to be suooeasful (a fact The ~oet did 
not indicate in tre headline, or even the sub-headline: 

"Limit Set on Help for Cambodia"), the newspapers, by link-

ing the two events together 1n a headline, made sure the 

public realized the Senate was attempting to prevent a 

similar action from ever reoccurring. 

Neither newspaper was favorable to the Cambodian action. 

In fact., the only headline The Times chose to make full-page., 

eight columns, relating to NiXon and the war during this 

period was on May 1, 1970: 

NIXON SENDS COMBAT FORCES TO CAMBODIA TO DRIVE COMMUNISTS 
FROM STAGING ZONE 

21Robert B. Semple, Jr., "President Hails Cambodia 
Drive, Calls on Hanoi for Serious Talk; Senate Passes War 
Powers Curb.," New York Times, July l., 1970., p. l. 

2211N1xon Prods Hanoi; War Curb Is Voted., 11 Washins:xon , 
Post, July 1, 1970., p. Al. 
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Not even announcements or troop withdrawals received such 

emphasis. 

This was not true in The Post. Although this news-
paper does not frequently use the full-page headline, it did 

so ror nine or the twelve reports or the NiXon statements. 

These certainly included each of the major policy statements 

and all the troop withdrawal announcements. This would seem 

to 1nd1oate an eq"al ;tmportance placed by The Post on all 
the President's statements. 

Content Emphasis 

Emphasis, of course, cap also come simply in the con-

tent of the story. If an idea should be emphasized only if 

it 1s significant within the larger context, then a news-

paper should never choose to highlight a relatively minor 

idea, taking it out of the proper perspective. Yet, there 

were four notable instances when The Times did Just that. 

The Clark Clifford incident has already been discussed. 

However, not only did the initial disclosure of the state-

ment receive undue emfhasis, but The Times refused to let it 

drop, bringing it,up in subsequent articles, even after the 

Administration had made an effort to clarify the President's 

comment. 

The Clifford Timetable. The article reporting the news 

conference 23 stated that President Nixon implied that more 

23Frankel, "President Hopes Pullout.," p. 1. 
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than 200,000 troops would be withdrawn by the end of 1970 

(this figure based on Clifford's suggestion). The article 

went on to say that there were six questions on Vietnam, 

most of which related to the Clifford statements. Actually, 

there were eight questions related to Vietnam, three of which 

concerned Mr. Clifford. 24 

The next day, June 21, The Times published an article 

on page one which reported an attempt by the Administration 

to clarify Nixon•s comments. 25 The headlines read: 

PRESIDENT t S AIDES DENY HE PI.EDGED A PULLOUT BY 1970 
Upset By Impact of What They Insist Was Merely an 

Expression of Hope 
DISTORTION DISCERNED 
Senate Doves Said to Give a Hardened View to Stand on 

Troops in Vietnam 
I 

The statement by the Administration reiterated what the 

President had intended to say in the first place: that he 

was hopeful, but the decisions would be based on his three 

criteria, and that he would make no frivolous promises. What 
' 

he had expressed was just a hope; to construe tt as a pledge 

would weaken negotiations. Still, the reporter, Robert B. 
Semple, Jr., held to the stand that the text of the remarks 

indicated a "broader, more spacious" position than before, 

and that NiXon•s statement may have resulted from either (l) 

an intention to withdraw unilaterally regardless of progress 

in Paris, or (2) an overreaction to the Clifford article. 

24Publ1c Papers, pp. 470-480. 
25Robert B. Semple, Jr., "President's Aides Deny He 

Pledged A Pullout by 1970," New York Times, June 21, 1969, 
p. l. 
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Whatever the reality of the intent of the remarks,~ 

Times refused to let the matter drop. The comments were re-

ferred to in another article on July 21., 26 in which Senator 

Mike Mansfield criticized the President for "overreacting," 

and in an editorial column on June 22, 27 which said that Nixon's 

statement showed that he agreed with Clifford on the objective 

of getting out of Vietnam as soon as possible. But., more 

significantly., when Mr. Nixon announced the next troop with-

drawal on September 16., 1969., the Clifford timetable became 

a measuring stick. In speculating on the size of the troop 

cut, a page one article published on September 16, 28 suggested 

that if 40,500 were withdrawn (a figure suggested by South 

Vietnam's Vice President Ky), it would leave 34,500 troops to 

be withdrawn in order to surpass the Clifford timetable. When 

the announcement was actually made of a 35,000 cut., the article 

reporting it29 stated that sources said Nixon had not abandoned 

hope of the Clifford timetable., but no timetable would be 

declared. In a lead editorial on September 17., headlined 

"Another Lost Opportunity, 1130 the writer bemoaned the fact 

26"Nixon Is Accused of Overreacting.," New York Times., 
June 21., 1969, p. 3. 

27James Reston., "President Nixon •s First 5 Months.," New 
York Times., June 221 1969., Sec. 4, p. 14. -

28Robert B. Semple, Jr., "Nixon Will Announce Cut in 
Vietnam Force Today; Ky Puts Figure at 40., 500., " New York Times., 
September 16., 1969., p. 1. 

29Robert B. Semple., Jr • ., "Nixon Announces New Vietnam Cut 
of About 35,000.," New York Times., September 17., 1969, p. 1. 

30 11Another Lost Opportunity" (Editorial), New York Times, 
September 17, 1969, p. 46. 
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that the withdrawal was another "timid move.," and that it fell 

"far short" of Clifford's timetable. Even as late as Novem-

ber 2., 1969., when The Times was anticipating the content of 

the important November 3 address., an article was run showing 

a chart of troop levels., including projections of Nixon and 

the suggestions of George Aiken and Clark Clifford.31 

The 1mpltcation of all of this 1s that 1n order to llve 

~P to expegt~tion~, N~QP m"st ~dhere to the Cl1ttoro t;t..me-
table, a promise that the President had never intended to 
make in the first place., but one that The Times apparently 

would have had him make. 

The Washington Post was also caught up in the Presi-

dent•s :remarks about the Clifford timetable. In fact., 

twelve of the fifteen articles and editorial comments that 

followed the June 19 news conference, referred in some way 

to Mr. Nixon and Mr. Clifford. Only two of these twelve., 
however., attached the same interpretation as The Times. The 

first., and most significant was in the report of the news 

conference. As was noted earlier., the headline itself ex-

pressed the "hope" for a pullout. The lead paragraph then 

read., "President Nixon said in a televised news conference 

last night that he hoped to beat a timetable calling for 

withdrawal of 100.,ooc,.American troops this year and all ground 

combat forces next year. 1132 The article called it the most 

3l"us Troops in Vietnam--What Is Their Future.," New York 
Times, November 2., 1969., Sec. 4., p. 2. 

32K1lpa,tr1ck., "Nixon Is Hoper ul," p. Al. 
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"optimistic statement to date" and stated further that NiXon 

had twice said he hoped to beat the Clifford timetable. An 

editorial column on June 23, also saw the statement as a kind 

of commitment. The writer, Stanley Karnow, praised the 

President and his plan for V1etnamization: 

Though his aides later tried to tone dow~ the meaning 
of his remarks, Mr, Nixon went even further in the same 
direction at his press conference last week, boldly 
asserting that he hopes to have every J,unerican combat 
soldier out of Vietnam before the end of next year,33 

Several of the other articles attempted to interpret the 

remarks 1n a different way. Three editorial columns34 sug-

gested N1xon made the statement only to w1n domestic political 
approval. Two or these, Oberdorfer and EvansMovak, went on 
to say that such a tactic would ham rather than help the war 

effort. 

One editorial writer, Chalmers M. Roberts, 1n a news 

analysis on June 20,35 and in an editorial column two days 

later36 saw the President•s remarks as a reaction to the 

33stanley Karnow, "Stability 1n Saigon Is Essential to 
Nixon's Withdrawal Plan," Washington Post, June 23, 1969, 
p. A23. 

34Frank Mankiewicz and Tom Braden, "Nixon I s Clever Tactics 
on Key Issues Make Him Look Unbeatable in 1972," Washington 
Post, June 24, 1969, p. Al9; Rowland Evans and Robert Novak, 
"Nixon's Peace Efforts Thus Far Bring Only Thundering Silence 
in Hanoi" Washin~ton Post, June 25, 1969, p. A21; Don Ober-
dorfer~ tPolitica Lights Beginning to Go On 1n the White 
House., ' Washington Post., June 26, 1969., p. A25. 

35chalmers M. Roberts, "Pressure Is On Nixon to End War 
But the Enemy Refuses to Negotiate," Washington Post, June 20., 
1969, p. Al3. 

36chalmers M. Roberts., "The President• s Mood.," Washin5-
ton Post., June 22, 1969., p. B7. 



pressure to end the war. He said no one in the Administra-

tion was talking about such a withdrawa137 and that Nixon let 

his pique at Clifford get the better of his Judgment.38 

What I s more, the "hope" would be widely translated as a pledge 

and "Mr. Nixon will be plagued by domes~ic doves to •beat• 

the Clifford troop withdrawal proposals. 11 39 

And inde~d that was whet happened. ln spite of the 

d1ver&1ty of interpretation by Post w~1ters (which ooo"rreo 
not at all in The Times)., nearly every later reference to 

the Clifford timetable tended to consider the President•s 
• 

"hope" to be a promise. Articles preceeding both the Septem-

ber 25, 1969., news conference and the November 3 address., 

speculated whether Nixon would refer to his "hope" for 100., 000 

troops to be withdrawn that year and all ground troops to be 

out by 1970. 40 An editorial following the November 3 address 

thought the speech was encouraging if we consider that Nixon 

is hoping to beat the Clifford timetable. 41 

After a long explanation of the Administration•s denials 

that Nixon's statements were anything more than a hope., Murrey 

37Roberts., "Pressure.," p. Al. 
3~oberts., "Mood.," p. B7. 

39Roberts., "Pressure.," p. Al3. 
4011Friday News Conference Scheduled by President., 11 ~-

ington Post., September 25, 1969., p. Al3; Murrey Marder., "Unity 
Plea Is Seen in Viet Talk.," Washington Post, November 2., 1969., 
pp. Al., AS. 

4111The President and the War (Con •t. )" (Editorial)., 
Washington Post, November 5, 1969., p. A18. 
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Marder in a news analysis following the withdrawal announce-

ment in December., 1969, headlined "Pace Short of Nixon's Own 
Hope, 11 still insisted that the pace of pullout was nowhere 

near what was needed to get the troops out by the end of the 

year--but the language was nevertheless optimistic. 42 

And an editorial column by Joseph Kraft on June 30., 

l97Q., stated that Mr. Nixon was "lagging way behind" the tar-

get set in June., 1969. 43 

Thus, an apparently impromptu remark by Richard Ni.Xon 

1n a news conference reached major importance with the empha-

sis given it by both The Times and The Post. Even The Post•s 
I I I I 

attempt to explain its lack of importance seemed to give it , 

emphasis. 

Campus "Bums. 11 On another occasion., President Nixon 

made a perhaps ill-advised comment to which The Times would 

again give emphasis. During the aftermath or the Cambodian 

action in May., 1970, which was filled with student protest 

and dissent., the President contrasted American soldiers which 

he called "the greatest" with "the bums" blowing up cam-

puses·. 44 The Times ran a front page story headlined., "Nixon 

Puts •Bums• Label on Some College Radicals.," specifically 

42Murrey Marder, "Pace Short of Nixon's Own Hope.," 
Washington Post., December 16., 1969., pp. Al., A9. 

43Joseph Kraft., "Cambodian Operation Is Not •Greatest 
Victory Yet Achieved'.," Washington Post., June 30., 1970., 
p. A15. 

44Juan de Onis, 11Nixon Puts 1Bums' Label on Some College 
Radicals.," New York Times, May 2., 1970., p. l. 
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about this remark (this particular issue of the newspaper 

carried seven front page articles about the war move which, 

it will be remembered, was a very unpopular action). Once 

again, Mr. Nixon made some attempt to clarify the statement 

several days later. This was reported in an article on 

May 9, 45 which carried remarks by Nixon that he supported 

the right of dissent and freedom of speech. When asked about 

the "bums II label, he explained he was referring to students 

engaging 1n violence and terrorism, and that perhaps "bums" 

was too kind a word. But by this time The Times had already 

referred to the label 1n three different articles, 46 all of 

which suggested that N1Xon was encouraging alienation, dis-

sent, and division by such tough name-calling. Even after 

the President's attempt to clarify the statement., The Times 

referred to it again on May 10. 47 If, indeed, The Times felt 

such comments increased the alienation of the protesters, the 

emphasis given to it by the paper blew the remark out of pro-

portion and only served to compound the problem. 

The Post treated the "bums 11 incident somewhat differ-

ently. It was also reported in a front page article, 48 but 

45Robert B. Semple., Jr., "President Backs Right to Dis-
sent, 11 New York Times, May 9, 1970, p. l. 

46Anthony Lewis., "Cry, the Beloved Country," New York 
Times, May 2, 1970, p. 32; Robert B. Semple, Jr • ., 0 Nixon Makes 
a Is1ateful Indochina Decision, 11 New York Times, May 3, 1970, 
Sec. 4, p. 1; Jrunes Reston, "A Confused Capitol," New York 
Times., May 4, 1970., p. 2. 

47Max Frankel, "Nixon: He Faces a Divided., Anguished 
Nation.," New York Times., May 10., 1970., Seo. 4., p. l. 

4811Nixon Denounces Campus •Bums• Who Burn Books, Set 
Off Bombs," Washington Post., May 2, 1970, p. Al. 
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this article carried the text of the President's remarks 

in full. This in itself tends to put it in context. It was 

then referred to briefly, 1n passing, twice more, both times 
I 

in editorials49 which denounced the use of any device which 

would further alienate the students. Both editorials took 

the stance that Mr. Nixon should attempt to win the students, 

and not drive them further away. No further mention was made 

or the remark. 

Rogers and Laird. Still a third incident should be 

noted when The Times played on an item that may or may not 
'-have been fact. Again following the Cambodian action, The -

Times ran an article on page one, May 6, headlined "Rogers 

and Laird Termed Doubtful," reporting that the current war 

decisions had been reached in an atmosphere of 11 confusion 

and dissension."50 William Rogers and Melvin Laird, both 

Cabinet members, allegedly were among those with misgivings, 

fearing the effect on the domestic political situation. On 

May 7, an article was published in which Laird denied the 

report and stated he "supported fully" the President's deci-

sion.51 Yet, the article goes on to refute the denial, 

calling it "an apparent attempt to answer published reports 

49 11 Widening the War ( on Students)," (Editorial), Wash-
in~ton Post, May 3, 1970, p. 86; "Student Protest: a lesson 
at Yale" (Editorial)., Washin&ton Post., May 5, 1970, p. Al6. 

50ivlax Frankel., "Rogers and Laird Termed Doubtful," 
New York Times., May 6, 1970, p. l. , 

51william Beecher, "Doubt on Policy Denied by Laird.," 
New York Times, May 7., 1970, p. l. 
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that he had expressed misgivings, 11 saying that Laird had not 

addressed the matter of' his "private advice to the President," 

and stating that reports continued to circulate that Laird 

had been against the~action. Then., finally, in a "review of 

the week" article on Sunday, May 10., Max Frankel, after 

describing "a nation in anguish.," reported without question 

that Rogers and Laird had had misgivings about the Cambodian 

aec1s1on,52 

The only mention of anything related to this incident 

in The Post was an article about a special unit which helped 

the President make the Cambodian decision., which,mentioned 

that it was rumored that Melvin Laird had favored sending 

only advisors into Cambodia rather than ground troops.53 

Central Headquarters. Perhaps one more item could be 

included as an idea both The Post and The Times chose to 

emphasize. In his speech announcing the use of American ahd 

South Vietnamese ground forces in Cambodia, President Nixon 

stated the object of the operation was to clean out enemy 

sanctuaries which were being used to launch troops and sup-

plies into Vietnam. He said many of the grow1d operations 

were being manned by the South Vietnamese exclusively. Then, 

he continued: 

There is one area, however, inuned1ately above Parrot•s 
Beak, where I have concluded that a combined American 
and South Vietnamese operation is necessary. 

52Frankel, "Anguished Nation., 11 p. l. 

53non Oberdorfer., "Special Unit Helped NiXon on Deci-
sion., 11 Washington Post., May 2, 1970., p. Al. 
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Tonight, American and South Vietnamese units will 
attack the headquarters for the entire Communist mili-
tary operation in South Vietnam. This key control 
center has been occupied by the North Vietnamese and 
Vietcong for five years

4
1n blatant violation of 

Cambodia's neutrality.5 

Later, when the President proclaimed the success of 

the Cambodian venture., The Post., on three occasions.,55 ques-

tioned that success by stating that no mention was made of 

whether the Central Headquarters was found and/or destroyed. 

One writer., George c. Wilson, said Nixon had given the Head-

quarters as the reason for going into Cambodia in the first 

place. A similar observation was made twice in The Times.56 

The implication here is that Nixon•s victory was not as great 

as he claimed because a major goal of the operation was not 

realized. However., the President had not stressed this as a 

major goal in the speech. 

The decision of the newspapers to emphasize these four 

incidents., the Clifford timetable, the "Bwns" label., Roger I s 

and Laird's misgivings., and the Central Headquarters, had a 

potentially profound effect, particularly since they were all 

54Richard M. Nucon, "The Situation in Southeast Asia," 
Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents., 6 (May 4., 1970)., 
pp. 598-599. 

55oeorge c. Wilson., "U.S. Will Continue Bombing Supply 
Routes in Cambodia.," Washin on Post., June 4., 1970., p. Al3J 
Marquis Childs., "Pres dent 1s Positive Thinking May Reflect 
Wishes., Not Facts., 11 Washin on Post., June 8, 1970., p. A23; 
"Nixon Prods Hanoi; War Curb s oted," Washin~on Post, 
July l, 1970, p. A9. 

56Robert B. Semple., Jr . ., "Nixon Describes Cambodian 
Drive as •Great Success'., 11 New York Times., June 4., 1970, 
p. 18; Anthony Lewis, "But •Twas a Famous Victory," New York 
Times, June 6, 1970, p. 30. 
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relatively minor within the context of the entire situa-

tion. And it should be noted that all four were poten-

tially harmful to the President and his message. 

We move now to the final area of analysis in Chap-

ter V--the area of interpretative reporting. 



CHAPTER V 

INTERPRETATIVE REPORTDIG 

A popular misconception apout new$papers, according to 

many modern journalists., 1s that a newfJpaper should be "ob-

jective" and report only the "tacts." As Lester Markel, 
I 

associate editor of The New York Times., states., the very 
selection of which facts to include 1n a story, which of the 

facts selected will constitute the lead of the story (the 

emphasis)., the placement of the story in the paper., in short., 

those things covered9in chapters three and four., all are 

exercises in judgment., all are very "unobjective. 111 This 

"W1object1v1ty" when carried into reporting itself is called 

interpretative reporting. Interpretative reporting involves 

more than the observation of overt happenings; it brings to 

a story a special insight., an understanding., an explanation, 

the ordinary individual would usually not see. As Curtis 

MacDougall explains in his book, Interpretative Reportin~: 

To interpret the news it is necessary to understand it, 
and understanding means more than just the ability to 
define the jargon used by persons in different walks of 
life. It involves recognizing the particular event as 
one of a series with both a cause and an effect •••• If 
the gatherer of information is well informed ••• he 

1Quoted in Curtis D. MacDougall, InterEretative Reportin5 
(New York: The Macmillan Company~ 1908)., pp. !7-18. -
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will at least be aware of the fact that an item of news 
is not an isolated incident but one inevitably linked to 
a chain or important events,2 

Thus, it is the job of a reporter to place an event in the 

larger flow of events, discussing its setting, its sequence, 

and its significance. This can be of great benefit to the 

reader in understanding the news. However, MacDougall cau-

tions that the reporter "cannot succeed if he is hampered by 

prejudices and stereotyped attitudes which would bias his 

perception of human affairs. u3 

The word "reporter,'' for the purpose of this ~nalysis 

will be defineQ b~o~gly, Altho"gh some attempt probably 
should be ma.de to separate the writers of news stories and 

the writers of editorials and editorial columns, it is a 

difficult task when dealing with The New York Times and~ 

Washington Post. In these two papers, virtually every article 

of any importance or complexity {as opposed to the simple 

relaying of information, such as the reporting of Hanoi's 
,,._ 

reaction to a Nixon statement) carried a by-line. This, 

according to most journalists, gives the writer license to 

interject some opinion. Although many of the articles in 

both papers were not labeled as editorializing--a "news anal-
ysis, 11 or an "editorial column "-•they contained the same 

kinds of analyses that are normally found 1n editorial comment, 

i.e., interpretative reporting. 

2MacDougall, p. 13. 
3Ibid • ., p. 14. 
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It should be noted that The Washington Post contained 

a minimwn of interpretation in the articles reporting the 

Nixon statements themselves. Most of these articles stated 

nothing except what the President or his staff had said, and 

in no instance did any interpretation affect the objectivity 

of the story. The Times, on the other hand, consistentl~r 

speculated on, interpreted, and reacted to Nixon's remarks. 

Thus, the materials dealt with in this chapter will 

include all kinds of by-lined articles, including editorial 

columns and editorials themselves, although they carry no 
J 

signature. 

This final area of concern, interpretative reporting, 

:per se, should be examined because this interpretation greatly 

increases the rhetorical quality of reporting. The Times and 

The Post writers frequently dealt with implications, possible 

effects and possible motivations of the Nixon ~tatements. 

Two interpretative areas to be covered 1n thi~ chapter which 

emerged as being particularly significant were analyses of 

Nixon himself and of the President's motives. 

One of the more interesting areas of interpretation 

(Judgment, if you will) related to Richard Nixon himself. 

For years Nixon had a reputation for being a hard-line, Com-

munist fighter, stemming from his involvement in the Alger 

Hiss affair and subsequent events. Undoubtedly many people 

had difficulty seeing him in the new role ot a cono1l1atory 
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peace-maker, although this was a role much of the public and 

certainly the press would prefer. Hence, the tendency was 

there to compare the "old" and the "new" Nixon. When a change 

from the "old" Nixon was indicated., The New York Times ap-

proved. In a news analysis or the Inaugural Address., James 

Restoq said happily this was not the Nixon of the campaign; 

not the "hawkish, poiitical, 9ombative, ~nti-Conuql.U')ist, anti-

:p~gcrE!it:tc" l'J~gn of the ~ijt. 4 B1.\t 1t' Nµon tggk,; @i!1 ~gtlon 
I or which The Times disapproved., he became the "old Nixon" 

again. For example., following the Cambodian drive, the lead 

paragraph of an article by Robert B. Semple, Jr., said 

observers had speculated since Nixon came to grips with Viet-

nam "whether, in the end, his political appreciation of the 

rising discontent in the nation would prove more persuasive 

than his residual views as a cold warrior and his long-held 

convictions about the strategic necessity or the war effort. u5 
. 

He goes on to say that for months the betting had been that 

Nixon was on the way out of Vietnam., but now, after the 

Cambodian speech, there was doubt. James Reston., no longer, 

happy, said in a news analysis on May 4, 1970, that Nixon 

appeared to be falling back on the old anti-CommWlist, anti• 

intellectual., antiuniversity., antinewspaper and antitele-

4James Reston, "From Partisan to President of All., 11 

New York Times., January 21., 1969., p. 1. 

5Robert B. Semple, Jr., "Nixon Makes a Fateful Indo-
China Decision.," New York Times, May 3., 1970., Sec. 4., 
p. 1. 
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vision line to prove his point. 6 

The Washington Post made two indirect references to the 

"old" N1xon--both in reaction to the November 3 address. 

Chalmers M. Roberts spoke of "the real anti-Communist Richard 

M. Nixon, 11 7 He judged the President to be still anti-

communist, but said if the Silent Majority were also, then 

Nixon•s gamble, the speech, would pay off. An editorial the 

following day called the speech "vintage Nixon. 118 It com-

plained that there needed to be somethir.g new in the address, 

but that there hadn't been, These were the only times~ 

Post made such a reference., while "old" vs. "new" Nixon 

occurred periodically in The Times. 

Besides comparing the President with his own past image, 

the newspapers occasionally likened Nixon to ~yndon Johnson, 

the man held responsible for u.s. involvement 1n Vietnam. In 

June, 1969, just prior to the Midway announcent~_nt, in a seem-

ing attempt to speculate about what the Midway meeting would 

produce, Robert Semple wrote an article for The Times head-

lined: "Nixon and Vietnam; At What Point Will It Become His 

War?" Even the headline suggests Nixon was about to assume 

the responsibility that had been Johnson•s. He goes on in the 

. 6James Reston, "A Confused Capitol., 11 New York Times, 
May 4, 1970, p. 2. 

7chalmers M. Roberts, "The Home Front Impact," Wash-
ington Post, November 4, 1969, p. Al. -

811The President and the war (Con 1t ) 11 (Editorial)., 
Washington Post., November 5, 1969., p. Al8. 
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arti,cle to say that critics were becoming restive and Nixon 

must do something to break Johnson's bind. He said the war 

was beginning to limit Nixon and he paralleled Nixon's 

activities with Johnson's. Nixon had recently delivered two 

speeches to "sanctuaries of unalloyed patriotism" (the Air 

Force Academy and a college in South Dakota). These and the 

Midway meeting were similar to events during Johnson's tenn 

in office.9 All of this seems to take the form of a warning: 

if Nixon would not take the proper step (a withdrawal announce-

ment}, he would soon face the Johnson fate~ 

Later, following the November 3 address when N1Xon•s 
course was clearer, an editorial complained that the speech 

was disappointing, that it looked like a formula for continued 

war; 1t showed no new initiatives, but reiterated the position 

1n terms reminiscent of Johnson and Dean Rusk. 10 James Reston 

in an editorial colwnn on November 5, also complained that the 

speech sounded like Johnson. 11 The implication here, of 
' course, is that 1f Nixon sounds like Johnson, he's not saying 

the right things. For Johnson's position was indeed an un-

popular one. 

9Robert B. Semple., Jr • ., "Nixon & Vietnam; At What Point 
Will It Become His War?" New York Times, June 8., 1969, 
Sec. 4, p. l. 

lO"Mr. Nixon I s I Plan for Peace•" (Editorial)., New York 
Times, November 4, 1969, p. 44. 

llJames Reston, "Nixon• s Mystifying Clarifications., 11 

New York Times., November 5, 1969., p. 46. 
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The Washington Post on a few occasions also compared 

Nixon to Johnson. Probably the strongest use of this tech-

nique in The Post was made by Frank Mankiewicz and Tom Braden 

in a column preceeding the final Cambodian report in June, 

1970. The writers predicted Nixon would tell the public the 

United States was out of Cambodia and the operation was an 

enormous success. They said it was exactly what Johnson would 

have told us: "It is perhaps not fair to say that Mr. Nixon 

has been Johnsonized, though ever since the Cambodian opera-

tion began, he has sounded more and more like his predeces-

sor.1112 They concluded that both Presidents had been caught 

in a situation where they had to shade the truth to seem 

strong; we could thus count another President among the war's 

casualties. 

Except for this one instance 1n The Post, the allusions 

to Johnson were minor and occasionally favorable to Nixon. 

In a news analysis of the May 14, 1969, address, Chalmers M. 
Roberts commented that much of the tone sounded hard, there 

was some Johnson. 13 The general tone of the article, however, 

was favorable. Roberts referred to this same speech again as 

he was predicting what the President would do in his Novem-

12Frank Mankiewicz and Tom Braden, "Nixon is Caught in 
Same Situation As Johnson Was in Southeast Asia," Washington 
Post, June 30, 1970, p. Al5. 

13chalmers M. Roberts, "Troop., Political Proposals Could 
Open Way to Peace, 11 ~ashingpon Post., May 15, 1969, p. Al. 



90 
ber 3 address. He repeated that the May 14 speech had used 

a great deal of "sternly worded Johnsonian linguistics," but 

that the speech had, on the whole, opened new possibilities 

for compromise with the Communists. 14 In fact, in ~n article 

on May 18, 1969, Roberts stated that the deliberately obscure 

and ambiguous speech had represented a "major scaling down of 

policies from Johnson. 11 15 
Another contrast with Johnson was used in an ed1tor1al 

following the May 14 address. It said that even though the 

Government was still not 11 leveling., 11 the speech was a marked 

improvement on Nixon~s predecessor. 16 

Thus, we might conclude that The Times used the tech-

nique to attack Mr. Nixon while The Post on occasion used it 

to laud him. In any case, the remarks always came out as 

unfavorable to Mr. Johnson. 

Nixon I s Motives 

Probably the most significant area of interpretative 

reporting used in The Post's and The Times• treatment of the 

Nixon statements was the assignment of motive or purpose to 

the President's actions concerning Vietnam. 

14chal.mers M. Roberts, "The President's Speech., 11 ~-
ington Post, November 2., 1969., p. B7. 

15chalmers M. Roberts., "US Eases Stand on Viet Coali-
tion.," Washington Post., May 18., 1969., p. Bl. 

1611The President and the War 11 (Editorial)., Washington 
Post, May 16, 1969, p. A24. 
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During the honeymoon period of Nixon's term of office, 

The Times worked under the asswnption that Nixon's purpose 
was pure--that he intended to fulfill the -campaign promise to 

end the war as quickly as possible. For example, a news 
analysis by Max Frankel following the news conference on 

i 

March 5, 19691 offered the sub-headline: "He Frankly Pursues 
( ' 

a Cooperative and Reaaoned Peace. 1117 Frankel went on to say 

Nl~on wanted to get the war over as ~oon aij possible w1tho~t 
leaving the seeds of another war. He did say the President 
was prepared tor take the time to demonstrate to the enemy 

that the United States was not as desperate as they might 

think, but that he showed no signs of escalating the battle. 

The whole tone of the article was one of optimism, as was 

most coverage at that time. 

As time passed and no positive action was forthcoming, 
The Times turned more to a discussion of the purpose of the 

Nixon statements. The newspaper apparently began to doubt 

that the President really intended to .fil19. the war, but that 

his purpose was less pure: namely that Nixon was simply 

working to gain time, to win support, to calm critics. It 

should be remembered from chapter two that this -was indeed 

probably a purpose of Nixon's, but that the President viewed 

it as a means to an end, i.e., buying time to allow Vietna.m1-

zation to work. The Times, on the other hand, treated it 

as an end in itself, a delaying tactic rather than an effort 

17Max Frankel., "Nixon Foreign-Affairs Gambles," 
York Times, March 6, 1969, p. 15. 
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to end the war in a manner The Times saw fit. This inter-

pretation gradually became more and more prominent during 
the year between May., 1969., and May., 1970. 

An early inkling of this occurred surrounding the May 14., 
1969., speech. In an article announcing that the speech would 

be given, Robert Semple wrote that the White House had made 
( 

clear that nQ troop wlthdr~wal~ would Qe al)nouncea. 18 aemple 
goea on to epecu43.te why the speech had been acheaulea if 
there was to be no important announcement. Among the possible 

reasons, he includes an attempt to calm increasingly restive 

war critics and to purchase more time for bargaining. An-

other article prior to the speech suggested the speech was 

"part of the Administration 1 s effort to explain to the public 

why it 1s moving cautiously 1n Paris and why it needs more 

time to reach a satisfactory Vietnam settlement. 1119 

When the speech was actually reported., 20 Robert Semple 

stated that the White House refused to characterize the 

address as an assurance that progress was being made in order 

to purchase time f'or negotiations. Yet Semple quoted a pass-
age from the speech whl.ch he saw as a "direct bid for con-

tinued patience. 1121 Another article on May 18., saw the 

1~obert B. Semple, Jr • ., "President Sees Abra.ms on War; 
To Talk to Nation., 11 New York Times, May 13, 1969, p. l. 

1911 Lodge Returning for Instructions on Paris Parley.," 
New York Times, May 14., 1969., pp. l., 9. 

20aobert B. Semple., Jr • ., "Nixon Sees Troop Pullout in 
A Year and Would Join Vietnam Political Talks," New York Times., 
May 15, 1969, pp. 1., 16. 

21Ibid., p. 16. 
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speech as an attempt to quiet America and to buy time for 

' 
negotiation.22 

None of these interpretations made the President's 

apparent purpose sound "ignoble, 11 it was simply reported as 

a legitimate reason. However, when the announcements of 

withdrawals .finally began., The Times no longer saw "buying 

time" as a legitimate purpose. Just prior to the Midway 
l 

announcement, Robert Semple wrote an article speculating 

about what would come out of the meeting with South Viet-

nam's President Nguyen Van Thieu. He pointed out the in-

creasingly restive critics at home and suggested Nixon was 

"hurrying" to the Midway meeting "to help dispel doubts 

among his critics at home that he is serious about bringilig 

the war to an end. 1123 Semple recognized the need for con-

tinued loyalty from the American people. An announcement of 

withdrawal would help to maintain that loyalty. Semple 

concludes: 

The unpleasant fact remains that to negotiate and codify 
even these modest objectives will take a great deal of 
time. Accordingly, President Nixon needs public sup-
port, and this is why there has been so much talk about 
the possibility of major American withdrawals growing 
out of the Midway talks." 24 (Emphasis mine. ) 

22Hedrick Smith., "Targets at Home and Abroad for Nixon's 
Peace Initiative., 11 New York Times, May 18, 1969., Sec. 4., 
p. 2. 

23semple., "His War., 11 p. 1. 
24Ib1d. 
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The actual announcement seemed to be regarded by~ 

Times as primarily a bid for public support and not as a 

particularly effective means to end the war. An article by 

Semple on June 10, stated that the hope of the meeting at 

Midway had been to ease political pressure at home while , 

preserving negotiating flexibility. But he goes on to say 

that the announcement represented a "modest downpayment" on 

Nixon's promise to d1sengage.25 

Hedrick Smith, also of The Times, in a news analysis, 

agreed the announcement had undoubtedly bought time with the 

American people, but questioned whether it would move nego-

tiations in Paris toward a settlement. 26 Smith concluded 

that some Americans thought a coalition commission to super-

vise elections was the key to peace but that Nixon had made 

no mention of this. It should be noted that frequently in 

both The Times and The Post, a writer would mention an alter-

nate solution to a Nixon proposal, as Smith did here. More 

often than not, th 1is related to some kind of political 

settlement which many writers believed was the key issue pre-

venting negotiation, as Nixon remained committed to the Thieu 

government. This technique, in several instances, indirect,ly 

questioned Nixon's purpose--i.e., if the President were truly 

serious about ending the war, he would be trying these methods. 

25Robert B. Semple, Jr,, "Military Briefing for Nixon," 
New York Times, June 10, 1969, p. 16. 

2~edrick Smith, "After the Midway Talks," New York 
Times, June 10, 1969, p. 16. 
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Finally, in another news analysis following Midway, 

Max Frankel saw the announcement as a gain in time from the 

public but as a delay in making a real choice in ending the 

war. If critics of the tactic were correct in their posi-
$ 

tion that it would not work, Nixon would be driven nearer 

"the hard choice that he has so far sought to avoid. 1127 

The article reportipg the secono trgop w1thg~awal on 

September 16, pQlPtea out that ij~on'§ crlt~oi oell@ved th~t 
'his refusal to set a definite timetable for withdrawal was 
designed to calm students~ to allow time for negotiations., 

and to enable him to prolong the war indefinitely. 28 

Again, following the withdrawal announcement of Sep-

tember 16., Tom Wicker, in an editorial column, criticized 

the President for another token withdrawal and for his in-

sistence on the right of South Vietnam to self-determination. 

Wicker saw this proviso as so significant it made the with-

drawal insignificant. He saw the announcement only as an 

effort "to soothe homefront dissent, particularly on the cam-

pus., and not as a major bid for a settlement. "29 As Smith 

had done in June, Wicker suggested a broad-gauged coalition 

body might have been appropriate. At least, he wrote, ex-

27Max Frankel, "Two Paths for Nixon., 11 New York Times., 
June 11., 1969, p. 2, 

28Robert B. Semple, Jr • ., "Nixon Announces New Vietnam 
Cut of About 35, 000., 11 New York Times, September 17, 1969, 
p., l, 

29'rom Wicker, "The Mountain and the Mouse, 11 New York 
Times, September 18., 1969, p. 46. 



96 

panded withdrawals or a bombing halt would have marked an 

unmistakable de-escalation. 

By the fall of 1969, it will be remembered, public 

dissent was becoming more vocal. Nixon undoubtedly felt 

more than ever the need for public support, and The Times 

gave increasing emphasis to what it perceived as the Presi-

dent•s purpose to win time and support. The more this idea 

was emphasized, the more self-serving it appeared to be. 

The headline reporting the news conference of Septem-

ber 26, read: "Nixon Asks Public to Give Him Time for End-

ing War. 11 The lead paragraph stated: "President Nixon urged 

the public today to give him the support and the time he feels 

he needs to end the war in Vietnam honorably. ,.3o Nixon had 

directed actions in recent months, the article went on, to 

the goal of public support (i.e., withdrawals and the draft 

reduction). But critics were convinced the Nixon plan would 

not work, one factor being that the strategy would take more 

t:Lme than the public could accept. In a Sunday "review of 

the week" article on September 28, 1969., Max Frankel ,stressed 

again Nixon• s appeal for "time, time, time." He said the 

President "pleaded" in his news conference for more time and 

an end to attitudes of "defeatism. 11 Nixon had tried to keep 

the war from becoming "his" by buying t:tme with troop with-

drawals and draft reductions. Frankel goes on to say that no 

30Robert B. Semple, Jr . ., "Nixon Asks Public to Give Him 
Time for Ending War.," New York Times, September 27, 1969, 
p. l. 
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one doubted the President•s intentions--but critics were 

attacking his "timetable., tactics and residual objective." 
I 

Critics had become more active, according to Frankel., be-

cause., among other reasons., "Mr. Nixon's very effort to 

appease American opinion only called attention to the modest 

pace of his contemplated disengagement. 1131 

By the November 3 address., criticism was at an all-

time high, and many, including The Times, had become impatient 
' with the President's appeals for patience, deciding they were 

a substitute for action. 

Prior to the speech, Max Frankel wrote that although 

there had been lively speculation that the President might 

offer some drastic new course of action in Vietnam., it was 

likely that he would "run right up the middle to gain some 

yardage and time for furthe,r maneuver. 1132 He went on to 

say the speech was a response to public pressure and that 

that pressure had come earlier than Nixon had expected, 

But Frankel implied the amount of concern the President held 

for public opinion would be determined by how much further he 

went beyond citing the steps he had already taken {the im-

plication being that if Nixon did not broaden the action., 

his concern for the public was l:1Jnited). Vietnamization 

might turn out to be a cover for a transfer of burdens which 

31Max Frankel., "Now It Is •Nixon's War'.," New York Times., 
September 28., 1969., Sec. 4., p71. 

32Max Frankel., "What to Listen for Tomorrow Night., 11 

York Times., November 2., 1969., Sec. 4., p. 2. 
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would allow the war to go on at considerable cost to the 

United States. 

The report of the speech on November 4, 1969, page one, 

was headlined: NIXON CALLS FOR PUBLIC SUPPORT AS HE PURSUES 

HIS VIETNAM PLAN ON A SECRET PULLOUT TIMETABLE. And a sub-

headline: "Policy Unchanged." 

The disappointment in the continuation of policy was 

apparent. In at least two articles, Nixon was accused of a 

deliberate attempt to polarize the nation and to confront 

rather than to compromise with the critics.33 Again, this 

tactic was made to seem self-serving. For The Times, an 

attempt to rally support behind a plan which they considered 

inadequate, could only be called ignoble, an effort to delay 

an action they felt should be t..aken., i.e., compromise and 

withdrawal. 

The Washington Post also discussed the winning of time 

and public support as a purpose of President Nixon's. How-

ever, less of a pattern emerges, perhaps because it is men-

tioned less than half as often during the period between the 

May 14 and November 3 addresses of 1969. The references to it 

are also less judgmental than those of The Times. 

An article by Carroll Kilpatrick speculates before the 

May 14 speech that the President will ask for patience as 

33James Reston, "Nixon Makes His Stand," New York Times, 
November 4, 1969, p. 1; John W. Finney, "Nixon and the War; 
The Critics: It Is Not a Plan to End US Involvement,'' New 
York Times, November 9, 1969, Sec. 4, p. 1. -
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efforts are made to speed negotiations from their "snail's 

pace. 1134 In reporting that speech., Kilpatrick related that 

the President had asked the public for patience, but the 

article offered no reaction to or implications of the speech. 

"Patience On Peace Is Urged" was printed as a sub-headline. 35 
' 

Two articles (one an editorial column) ~1th negative 

overtones reacting to the Midway announcement ~n June, 1969., 
J:'e~rk@4 on N1~on'~ hgpe to pµy time from the p"bl1c. Chalmers 
M. Roberts advanced the thought that many questions were left 

unanswered., especially concerning political decisions in South 

Vietnam. He said the emphasis in the announcement was placed, 

on the troop withdrawals because the President hoped to buy 

more negotiating time with the public and Congress. Accord-

ing to Gresham's Law, Roberts continued, the good news of the 

withdrawals drowned out the possible bad news of the political 

problems. The ultimate worth of that was yet to be determined, 

however.36 Joseph Alsop said in his column that although the 

U.S. Army did not totally support the idea of the withdrawal, 

it wanted to help Nixon "to gain time." With another announce-

ment scheduled in the fall, it was like the old Russian lady 

who threw a child to the wolves occasionally to stave them 

34carroll Kilpatrick, "Nixon Sets Maj or Talk on Vietnam, 11 

Washington Post, May 13, 1969, p. Al. 

35carroll Kilpatrick, "Nixon Asks Mutual Viet Pullout.," 
Washington Post, May 15, 1969, p. Al. 

36chalmers M. Roberts., "Questions Remain on Viet Elec-
tions.," Washington Poat., June 9, 1969, p. AlB. 
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off. 37 Neither of these articles'emphasized or were overly 

critical of the time-buying nature of the withdrawals, al-

though both obviously had some negative reaction to it. Both 

were pleased withdrawals had begun despite reservations about 

the total policy. 

Even 1n the tumultuous autumn of 1969, The Post re-
ported Mr, Niion•s appeal to public unity matt~r-of~factly, 

almost casu~lly, withoqt Judgment of it. ~he headline re~ l, 

porting the September 26 news conference., as did that of~ 

New York Times, chose to emphasize this theme: "Nixon Asks 

U. s. Unity For Peace. 1138 An editorial column by Chalmers M. 

Roberts the same day noted that facing public pressure, Nixon 

was gambling that the people would unite behind him on the 

war. Roberts called it a test of wills and suggested that 

Nixon believed: "If the domestic gamble works., then the 

stand-fast gamble with the Communists will work." For Nixon 

it could be "triumph or tragedy. 11 39 

Two articles prior to the November 3 address predicted 

Nixon would plea for unity40 and more time, 41 both without 

37Joseph Alsop., "Further Troop Withdrawal Is Expected 
1n Autumn," Washington Post, June 11, 1969., p. A27. 

38chalmers M. Roberts., "Nixon Asks US Unity for Peace," 
Washington Post, September 27, 1969, p. Al. 

39chalmers M. Roberts, "Nixon Is Gambling That Public 
Will Unite Behind Him on War.,'' Washington Post, September 27, 
1969, p. Al5. 

4~urrey Marder, 11 Unity Plea Is Seen In Viet Talk," 
Washington Post, November 2, 1969, p. Al. 

4111 President Polishes Vietnam Address," Washin5ton Post, 
November 3, 1969, p. A2. 
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further comment about it. An editorial column by Stephens. 

Rosenfeld following the address agreed it was an attempt to 

swing support behind his policy, but Rosenfeld considerec 

this minor and focused his remarks on what he saw as Nixon•s 

"confrontation" foreign policy. 42 

The Post made at least five references to the Presi-

dent's attempts to gain time and support during 1~70, and lt 

is 1ntereQt1ns to compare and contrast them with those dij~1ng 
1969, when The Times was so preoccupied with this perceived 
purpose. 

Following the April 20, 1970, speech announcing further 

pullouts, an editorial complained that the troop numbers had 

caught the headlines--as they were intended to do. Leaving 

the specific timetable open would calm the critics and buy 

time with generals and voters without holding the Administra-

tion accountable. This "shell game" had been played this way 

from the beginning. It was now time for the Administration 

to define realistic and concrete goals.43 

An article preceeding the June 3, 1970, interim Cambodian 

report was assessed, since it would contain no new announce-

ments, as a "further attempt to calm domestic opinion," con-

sistent with other efforts the past weeks to reassure the 

42ste phen s. Rosenfeld, 11:Mr. Nixon Regards His • Seventh 
Crisis'," Washington Post., November 7, 1969., p. A26. 

43rrvietnam: A Fresh Note and a Tired Refrain" (Editor-
ial)., Washington Post, April 22, 1970, p. Al8 • 
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public. 44 Both these articles strike a familiar note. 

However, when President Nixon announced the appointment 

of David K. E. Bruce as ambassador to the Paris Peace Talks, 
I 

a move applauded generally by both The Times and The Post, 

Joseph Kraft, a columnist for The Post, saw the action as 

nothing more than "a move to gain still more time for winning 

the war--a peace offensive. 11 (Emphasis mine.) (Kraft would 

favor a solution involving a change in the Saigon government.) 

The time would be won for Vietnamization--which would mean 11an 

American presence in the Vietnam war for years and years and 

years to come. n45 In a similar vein., Kraft also opposed the 

October 7, 1970., cease-fire proposal (which received over-

whelming support from The Times) as another attempt to buy 

time for the present policy, i.e., maintaining the war. 46 

Granted., these are the opinions of one columnist, but neither 

of these actions of President Nixon were considered to be 

"time or support buyers 11 by any writer for The New York Times. 

On the contrary, they were richly praised. 

A final comment by The Post concerning Nixon's attempts 

at winning support should be noted. In an editorial following 

the Cambodian operation, the writer said he did not quarrel 

44carroll Kilpatrick, "Nixon Speaks Wednesday on Indo-
china., 11 Washington Post, June l., 1970., p. Al, A8. 

45Joseph Kraft., "Vietnam Window Dressing.," Washington 
Post., July 5, 1970., p. D7. 

46Joseph Kraft., "Wasted Opportunity," Washington Post., 
October 11., 1970, p. D7. 
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with the President•s attempts to make his military choices 

politically attractive or to mobilize public support behind 

what he was doing. But because Nixon had gone on the attack, 

he had seemingly narrowed support rather than enlarged it: 

On the eve of a venture that begs for public unity and 
political support, the President has done his bit to 
promote public animosities and divisions, going out of 
his way to alienate further those very person~ who were 
pound to be least hospitable to his decis1on. 4 7 

IX:,eL~&tl w;r:Lt@r ~eem$ to be a~1;L11g that the 'C{lJ)ll.H>d1an opera,-
tion needed all the support the President could muster, yet 

he had estranged a group he needed to win. The Times, it 

will be remembered, also objected to Mr. Nixon•s "polariza-

tion" tactic surrounding the November 3 addre'-ss. But never 

did The Times advocate or even imply that the critics should 

rally around the President's decision. Instead, The Times 

seemed always to support the critics• position, and to sug-

gest that Nixon needed to compromise his own position. 

Cambodia, April 301 1970. Following the period of in-

tense criticism in the fall of 1969, by The New York Times, 

as Vietnamization with its withdrawals continued on its 

course, and as Nixon seemed impervious to the opposition, the 

outcry against the Nixon policy appeared to abate, as did the 

attacks by The Times on the President•s motives and purpose. 

However, with the Cambodian action 1n May, 1970, there came 

a vigorous new anger against N1xon•s reasons for the "inva-

sion." From the outset., the President insisted the action 

47 11 widening the War (on Students)" (Editorial), ~-
ington Post., May 3, 1970, p. B6. 
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was limited to achieve a specific goal: to find and destroy 

the supply sanctuaries Just inside the border of Cambodia. 

But the distrust of the "old II and now the "new" Richard 

Nixon arose with renewed strength. At least five editorials 

and editorial colwnns decried the action as an escalation and 

expansion of the war. 48 One 'called it a "virtual renuncia-

tion" of the President•s promise of disengag~ment and of the 

Nixon Doctrine itseir. 49 Another said the afguments sounded 

like those heard at every stage before and agreed it was a 

rejection of the Nixon Doctrine. The action was not that of 

the "new" Nixon who campaigned for peace., but of the "old 11 

Nixon of 1954. Furthermore, time and bitter experience had 

exhausted the credulity of the American people and Congress--

the President's actions spoke louder than his assurances.SO 

Still another said Nixon was widening the war on a pledge of 

peace.,51 and Tom Wicker said the action made clear that Nixon 

never had had a "plan to end the war., 11 that Nixon., like John-

son., wanted "to strike a fatal military blow" to drive North 

4811Escalation in Indochina ••• " (Editorial)., New York 
Times., April 30, 1970., p. 34; "Military Hallucination--Again" 
(Editorial), New York Times., May l, 1970, p. 34; "Cambodian 
Quagmire ••• " (Editorial)., New York Times., May 2., 1970, p. 32; 
Tom Wicker., "In the Nation: Further Into the Quagmire., 11 

York Times, May 3., 1970., Sec. 4., p. 15; "Compulsive Escala-
tion" (Editorial)., New York Times., May 4., 1970., p. 36. 

4911Escalation.," • ., p. 34. 

50"M1litary Hallucination.," p. 34. 
5111compulsive Escalation.," p. 36. 
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Vietnam to its knees.52 In short, the President, typically, 

had reneged on his pledge to end the war and was, instead, 

escalating it. This was stressed despite the President's 

assurances that the action would be ended within thirty days. 

Interestingly enough, The Washington Post only once 

called the Cambodian operation an "escalation II of the war. 

This was in an editorial colwnn by Joseph Kraft who consist-

ently wrote that he believed Nixon intended to stay in the 

war.53 

On the contrary., The Post on ~everal occasions stated 

it could agree with the military objective of the Cambodian 

operation.54 What The Post seemed to fear was a commitment 

by the United States to support the shaky Lon Nol government 

in Cambodia, to protect it from Communism. An editorial on 

June 5, 1970, stated the "real reason" for the operation was 

to keep the Cambodian government out of Communist hands--a 

political goal requiring a sustained American effort.55 An 

52w1cker, "Into the Quagmire," p. 15. 

53Joseph Kraft, "Aides Failed a Weak President by Not 
Fighting Escalation," Washington Post, May 5, 1970., p. Al 7. 

54For example: "Vietnam: The President's Interim Re-
port I" (Editorial)., Washington Post, June 5, 1970, p. A22; 
"Vietnam: The President's Interim Report II 11 (Editorial), 
Washington Post., June 8, 1970., p. A22; "Cambodia: The Presi-
dent I s Report" (Editorial)., Washine£ton Post, July 1, 1970, 
p. Al8; Marquis Childs, "Nixon Military Balance Sheet Ignores 
Misery in Cambodia, 11 Washington Post, July 4, 1970, p. A13. 

55 11The President's Interim Report I, 0 p. A22. 
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editorial column by Marquis Childs agreed: it seemed an 

attempt to "prop up" the Lon Nol government, requiring con-
tinued American support.56 At least one editorial column., 

a news article, and an editorial supported this view.57 • I 

This might be interpreted as a fear of ~scalation of 

the war. But this reaction came in response to the Presi-
,, I 

dent's statement that the United States woulq continue air 
1 

support to Cambodia after all troops had been withdrawn,58 

and not to the operation itself, which The Times saw as an 

expansion of the ground war. The President insisted through-
( 

out that the 1 use of the ground forces was limited and that any 

continued support was to protect the American men in Vietnam 

by preventing buildup in Cambodia. 

Besides a widening of the war itself, The New York Times 

went on to assign another motive to Mr. Nixon's decision to 

move troops into Cambodia. They speculated that he did it as 

a "show of strength., 11 both in himself and in the country. 

Tom Wicker59 and Max Franke160 suggested that he was proving 

5~arquis Childs, "President's Positive Thinking Ma.y 
Reflect Wishes., Not Facts.," Washington Post, June 8., 1970, 
p. A23. 

57 George C. Wilson, "US Warns Hanoi of Long Struggle, 11 

Washington Post., July l, 1970, p. Al; "Cambodia: The Presi-
dent's Report., 11 p. Al8; Childs, "N:Lxon Military Balance 
Sheet ••• , 11 p. Al3. 

5811Ni.xon Prods Hano1; War Curb Is Voted," Washington 
Post, July l, 1970, p. Al. 

59w1cker, "Into the Quagmire., 11 p. 15 
60Max Frankel, 11 President's Gamble: Wider War to End It 

More Quickly.," New York Times, April 30, 1970., p. 2. ( 
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to the world that the United States was still strong, Frankel 

believing it to be a reaction to try to counterbalance the 

domestic dissention and rebellion in Congress. Frankel wrote 

on this theme in two subsequent articles. In a news analysis 

on May 2, 1970, he said Nixon feared he would be "found want-

ing" by an antagonist in this nuclear age, that division and 

dissention at home would be misread as "weakness."61 And 

later he wrote that the action was to give long range benefits, 

that "by summertime or election t:une" all this "shrewd calcu-

lation would be self-evident and power, resolve, character 

and toughness of the United States and its President would 

have been demonstrated before all the world. 11 62 

The feeling seemed to be that once again the motive was 

personal and less than noble. For The Times, "show of 

strength," an attempt to "prove oneself" was not necessary or 

desirable as a means to end the war. Anthony Lewis summed it 
1 up in an editorial column on May 2. He said the Cambodian 

action made the war a test of Nixon's and the nation's manhood. 

Lewis preferred to believe in reason: the only way to demon-

strate strength in Indochina was by getting out. He concluded: 

"Maturity, dignity, character and wisdom are shown not by rage 

but by restraint." 63 

61Ma.x Frankel, "Behind the President's Decision.," 
York Times, May 2, 1970., p. 6. 

62Max Franke 1, "Nixon: 
Nation," New York Times, May 

63Anthony Lewis, "Cry, 
Times, May 2, 1970, Pe 32. 

He Faces a Divided, Anguished 
10, 1970~ Sec. 4, p. 1. 

the Be loved Country, 11 New York 
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The Washington Post on only one occasion agreed with this 

analysis. Joseph Kraft, in an editorial column, wrote that al-

though an historic case could be made from the Cambodian opera-
\ 

tion, the President instead chose to enter "a highly defensive 

personal plea for self-vindication. 11 He continued: "Mr., Ni.xon 

is trying to prove a point about himself. He is trying to 

show that he is a tough guy, a fellow that can't be humiliated, 

a leader who won•t stand for being pushed around, a giant who 

is not pitiful and helpless. 1164 This assessment came after the 

final Cambodian report and not at the time of the operation, 

as did all The Times• statements. 

Instead, The Washington Post mentioned several times the 

personal risk President Nixon had taken in making the Cambodian 

decision. Don Oberdorfer, 1n an article headlined "Nixon Risks 

Political Future., Renewed Dissension on War.," said of all 

Nixon's gambles, this was the most da.r:1ng and most perilous. 

If he succeeded (meaning that North Vietnam would "fade away 11 

or negotiate), he would be a hero; if he failed, it would re-

kindle a blazing national debate. 65 This article accompanied 

an insert in the paper which quoted Nixon's statement from 

the speech: 

I would rather be a one-term President and do what I be-
lieve is right than to be a two-term President at the 

64Joseph Kraft, "Nixon C~bodia Report Backs Impression 
of a Weak Leader.," Washington Post., July 2, 1970, p. Al5. 

6Snon Oberdorfer., "Nixon Risks Political Future, Re• 
newed Dissension on War, 11 Washington Post., May l., 1970., p. Al. 
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cost of seeing America become a second-rate power and 
see this nation accept the first defeat in its proud, 
190-year history. 

In a column praising highly the operation, Williams. White 

wrote that Nixon had "become fully and finally the President 

of the United States of America." He called it Nixon's 

"simple duty., 11 and stated that the President had said "to hell 

with two-bit politics at an hour when all Southeast Asia., and 

perhaps Israel as well., is in grave danger. 1166 Joseph Alsop 

called the move "brave" with grave risks but a potentially 

huge pay-off. 67 Rowland Evans and Robert Novak wrote that the 

military gamble in Cambodia was solidly based but that the 

political gamble on the homefront was more dangerous with 

higher stakes. Nixon would have to win that political gamble 

to make the military pay-off worthwhile. 68 

The Times mentioned this risk on two occasions. Max 

Frankel in a news analysis69 said Nixon was expanding~~ 

in hopes of ending it more quickly. 70 c. L. Sulzberger also 

saw the operation as a risky way for Nixon to retain credi-

bility: 

66william s. White, "Nixon Ignores 1970 Politics, Bites 
the Bullet on Cambodia, 11 Washington Post., May 2., 1970., p. Al3. 

67Joseph Alsop, "Nixon I s Cambodian De,cision Is Brave and 
May Be Lucky.," Washington Post, May 4., 1970., p. A23. 

68Rowland Evans and Robert Novak., "Nixon•s Political Gam-
ble Appears More Perilous Than Military One.," Washington Post., 
May 6., 1970, p. A25. 

6%rankel, "President I s Gamble," p. 2. 

7~mphasis mine. Although Frankel discussed the risk., 
he also labeled the operation as a widening of the war. 
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If Nixon can swiftly smash the sanctuaries outside Viet-
nam without dangerous escalation or confrontations else-
where, he will ultimately emerge triumphant at home as 
well as overseas. Nothing succeeds like success but, 
if he fails, nothing fails like failure.71 

Cease-Fire Proposal, October 7, 1970. Nixon finally 

did something of which The New York Times highly approved, 

i.e., the proposal of a stand-still cease-fire on October 7, 

1970. The reactions of the newspaper became highly favorable, 

swinging in quite the opposite direction from where it had 

been. Three editorials praising the plan were published. One 

called it "a major new initiative. 11 72 Another said the war 

and peace talks had been "transformed" in the world's eyes."73 

Two articles appeared reporting the overwhelmingly favor-

able reaction to the plan from Congress and American news-

pa.pers.74 The only negative reactions reported ca.me from the 

Communists and the Pentagon. Even Mr. Nixon's motives for the 

action were praised, because now he was obviously interested 

in settling the wa.r.75 

71c. L. Sulzberger, "Foreign Affairs: The Edge of the 
Knife," New York Times, May 3, 1970., p. 14. 

7211A Plan to End the War" (Editorial), New York Times, 
October 8., 1970, p. 46. 

73 u Challenge to Hanoi" (Editorial)., New York Times, 
October 11, 1970, Sec. 4., p. 12. 

7~erence Smith, "US Bids Soviet Aid on Indochina., 11 

New York Tim.es., October 9, 1970., p., l; "Nixon Gets Wide Press 
Support on Truce.," New York Times., October 9., 1970, p. 12. 

75Max Frankel, "Question Is Raised: Why Now?" New York 
Times., October 8, 1970., p. 18; Anthony Lewis., "What Mr. Nixon 
Could Mean, 11 New York Times., October 10., 1970., p. 25. 
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The point to be remembered here is that although the 

President did suggest a major new proposal with the cease-

fire, this was the only new element in the Vietnamization 

plan. It may have been offered at this particular time be-

cause the United States and South Vietnam held a distinct 
I 

military advantage. Nixon remained committeq to self-

determination for South Vietnam. ! Yet, an editorial on Octo-

ber 11, said that although on the surface nothing had changed, 

there was a profound psychological change. Nixon had taken a 

posture, it said, most Americans could accept. And the crux 
• of the proposal was the offer of an important political role 

to the Communists in South Vietnam after the war.76 

The Washington Post was not nearly so enthusiastic 

about the proposal. An editorial on October 9, 1970, said 

that even though the plan might offer something for peace, 

no one would know until Nixon had removed the ambiguity of 

the proposal. It might instead be that the President•s 

"carefully timed, meticulously prepared., widely touted new 

approach to peace" was not only old hat but "politically 

inspired. n77 
Thus, while The Times once again assigned 11 pure 11 mo-

tives to the President for his cease-fire proposal, The Post, 

on several occasions., saw it as a purely political move. 

7611 challenge to Hanoi," p. 12. 

77 11The Cease-Fire Proposal: Triumph of Ambiguity" 
(Editorial), Washin5ton Post., October 9, 1970, p. A26. 

1 
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Don Oberdorfer, in a news analysis, wrote tha~ in spite 

of Administration denials that the proposal was a domestic 

political maneuver., it would--"inevitably--have an impact on 

this country's national elections just twenty-seven days 

away." Although a peace plan is not a partisan issue, it 

could have partisan political consequences. Oberdorfer goes 

on to suggest there had been "quite a history, accident or 

not., of hopeful peace initiatives in our recent Octobers. 11 78 

(Oberdorfer reported another Administration denial of politi-

cal motive on October 9: if there had been such a motive, 

spokesmen said, the speech would have been given four days 

before the election so no reply from the Communists wouJd be 

known. )79 In an editorial column., Josc\ph Alsop said it was 

unlikely that Hanoi would accept the offer, that the speech 

had been made under "severe pre-election pressure II 
11 80 

Chalmers M. Roberts offered a particularly stinging 

indictment of Nixon's motives in an edltorial column on Octo-

ber 10. He said if all worked well, the Republicans would be 

"thwnping the peace issue right through election day." Roberts 

concluded that there was more "political mileage" in a public 

proposal than in a secret one., for Americans would not know 

78non Oberdorfe-r, "Peace Plan Could Help Republicans 
Next Month," Washington Post, October,8, 1970, p. Al. 

79.Don Oberdorfer, "Nixon Vows to Press Plan Despite Ini-
tial 'Rejections, '" Washington Pos.t., October 9, 1970, p. Al8. 

80J ose ph .Alsop, "This Period of Power., " Washinston Post, 
October 9, 1970, p. A27. 
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what was going on in private talks. Although there might have 

been some virtue in the cease-fire proposal, Roberts said, it 

was the political settlement issue that had been causing the 

deadlock in the peace talks. 81 This is in direct contrast to 

The Times editorial cited earlier which saw a change in the 

South Vietnamese political stance in the proposa1_ 82 Roberts 

did hold the hope that the proposal would turn out to be good 

statesmanship as well as good politics. 

Thus we can note some real differences in the interpre-

tative reporting by The New York Times and The Washington Post. 

Although the intent of the two papers was similar--to under-

stand and explain Richard Nixon's actions relating to Vietnam 

during this period--their conclusions differed frequently in 

emphasis, content, and point of view. The implications of 

these differences will be explored in the final chapter. 

81chalmers M. Roberts, "Peace Bid Carries Political 
Benefits," Washington Post, October 10., 1970, p. Al7. 

8211Challenge to Hanoi., 11 p. 12 .. 



CHAPrER VI 

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

An examination of the coverage given to Richard Nixon's 

major statements on Vietnam during 1969 and 1970 by The New 
r 

York Times and The Washington Post, shows there to be sOlne 

similarities but more differences between the two newspapers. 

The Times and The Post were alike in that they both 
I 

printed the full text of each of the twelve statem~nts, (ex-
cepting the July, 1970, T.V. conversation which was excerpted} 

along with a front page article which swnmarized the major 

ideas in the statement. They offered about the same nwnber 

of editorials and news analyses following the statements. 

,They both tended to emphasize Nixon's time-buying motive 

(which as we determined in Chapter II was indeed a major part 

of the President•s rhetorical strategy in persuading the 

American public to approve his plan} and the troop withdraw-

als (which, of course, was a major pa.rt or Nixon's Vietnami-

zation plan). These similarities are few, however, when com-

pared with the differences in the two newspapers• coverage. 

'The specific differences have been discussed in the 

previous three chapters. Major differences seem to appear 

in the area of balance of coverage. While The Washington 

114 
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Post consistently printed varied opinions of others in the 

form of many editorial comments and reactions from Congress-

men, the American military, etc., The New York Times was con-, 

sistently one-sided. The Times relied on a few editorial 

columnists and on a limited number of Congressmen, most with 

a politically liberal point of view. Thus, tpe paper tended 

frequently to stress a negative evaluation of Nixon's state-

ments. 

Besides reactions of others, The Times created harmful 

effects concerning the President's statements by misleading 

headlines and by emphasizing relatively minor ideas such as 

the Clifford timetable and Nixon's "bums" label. The 

Clifford incident was the one issue which The Post also 

seemed to stress unduly., although it made some attempt to 

put the President's remarks into perspective. 

The Times emphasized some statements over others by 

the number of articles associated with them., while The Post 

gave a more equal coverage across the twelve statements. 

Although both newspapers discussed Nixon's motives or 

purpose in his actions., The Times appeared to be more crit-

ical., again stressing a negative reaction. Concerning the 

Cambodian operation., for example, The Times labeled it 

"escalation" while Tlte Post did not; The Times assigned very 

personal m.oti ve s., 1. e • ., a "show ot strength" while The Post 

did not. The Post worried only about continued aid in the 
form ot air support to Cambodia, which d~d come to pass. 
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With the cease-fire peace proposal in October, 1970, 

came another major difference between the two newspapers. 

This time the one-sided view of The Times turned to one of 

support for the President. But The Post was skeptical about 

the proposal, calling it a political move to influence the 

upcoming u.s. fall electim s. 

Thus, The New York Times presents an interesting 

pattern across these two years. During Nixon's "honeymoon" 

period, the first few months in office, The Times remained 

neutral, even hopeful. As the President's plan for Vietnami-

zation began to emerge., along with the limited troop withdraw-

als, the newspaper lost its sense of balance and began its 

negative one-sided coverage. With the cease-fire proposal', 

it swung the other way with one-sided positive reaction. 

The Washington Post, on the other hand, shows no such 

pattern. Positive., negative, and neutral reaction appear 

consistently., resulting in a balance of coverage. At no 

time does the newspaper appear to be wholly for or against 

the President or his policy. 

What can explain these differences? Why should the two 

perhaps most widely influential newspapers in the country, 

both declaring themselves to be politically independent., pro-

duce two such different products, one of which might be 

labeled as biased? 

Perhaps this difference can best be explained by the 

Social Judgment-Involvement Approach developed by Sherif, 
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et al. This theory suggests that an indivj_dual will react 

to issues, people, words, etc., evaluativel~ depending on 

his own attitudes, 1 and that he wlll perceive a communicator 

and communication~ consciously or subconsciously, in terms 

of its similarity to or difference from his own position.2 

And, even more significantlys a person will, depending on 

the intensity of his attitudes, perceive a communication to 

be more similar to or more discrepant from his position than 

it actually is.3 The New York Times is not an individual. 

But it is made up of individuals who do the reporting, who 

write the editorials, and who make the decisions as to what 

goes into the newspaper. And according to this analysis, 

The New York Times does reveal a definite attitude concern-

ing the Vietnam War, and its treatment of President Nixon's 

statements about the war does reflect that attitude. 

To pursue this line of analysis requires a determina-

tion or what the position of The Times actually was. When 

Nixon first took office, The Times remained non-committal on 

what the plan for peace should be. Obviously this newspaper, 

as was a large part of the country, was in favor or ending 

the u.s. involvement in the war. After all, Nixon had cam-

paigned on a peace promise and The Times, like the rest of 

1carolyn W. Sherif~ Muzafer Sherif, Roger E. Nebergall, 
Attitude Attitude q~rn~ I,qe So~~al Judr;mept-Involvement 
ARnroach (Philadelphia: W. B. Saunders, 1965), Po 6. 

2Ibido Pe 13. 

3rbldo, Po 1886 
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the country., waited anxiously for the revelation of his plan 

to end the war. Hence, during the President's "honeymoon" 

period, the newspaper offered few suggestions. Only once., 

following the news conference of April 18, 1969, did The 

Times editorially suggest a unilateral withdrawal of Ameri-

can troops (and this seemed to be in response to rumors in 
4 Washington that such an action was to take p~ace). 

It was not until the President•s first major statement 

on Vietnam, May 14., 1969, that The Times became more explicit. 

In the months that followed,'a number of suggestions for 
• peace emerged, 

One of the key words used over and over again by~ 

Times was "flexibility." An editorial on May 18., 5 named the 

most useful element in the President•s program as "flexi-

bility." On the other hand., James Reston complained in an 

editorial column on November 5, 1969., that in Nixon's Novem-

ber 3 address (which was quite explicit)., Nixon "may well 

have limited his freedom of action" thus provoking the 

anti-war opposition. 6 And again., on November 8., Anthony 

Lewis argued for a more ambiguous position from Nixon., saying 

a wise President should not "lock himself into one tactical 

New 

May 

New 

4Tom Wicker, 11 In the Nation: Symptoms of Withdrawal., 11 

York Times, April 20., 1969., Sec. 4., p. 13. 

511 open Door on Vietnam" (Editorial)., New York Timas, 
18, 1969, Sec. 4., p. 16. 

6James Heston, "NiXon • s Mystifying Clarif1cations, 11 

York Times, November 5, 1969., p. 46. 
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position. u7 Later on, The Times was to approve the appoint-

ment of David K. E. Bruce as chief delegate to the Paris talks 

?ts Nixon promised him "great flexibility" in the negotiations. 8 

Probably The Times put such great stress on "f lexibil-

ity" because they hoped Nixon I s plan would change to agree 

with theirs. For example, it should be remembered that Nixon's 

Vietnamization plan called for a firm conunitfuent to the Saigon 

government, with admission of the Communist element only by 

free election. This part of the plan became definite as the 

President revealed what Vietnamization was to entail. But, 

the President•s ambiguity in the May 14 address left newsmen 

hopeful. Max Frankel, in a news analysis on May 15, wrote that 

the most important part of the speech lay in what Mr. Nixon 
11 did not say. 11 He goes on to say that the President: 

Did not insist that the Thieu regime be the principal 
arbiter of South Vietnam's political system. 

Did not insist that the next Government of South Vietnam 
keep the existing Constitution. 

Did not rule out negotiations as an alternative to elec-
tion to give South Vietnam 11 free choice." 

Did not insist .American troops remain longer than North 
Vietnam• s. 

Did not insist on a cease-fire throughout the war zone 
in the early stages. 

Did not insist that South Vietnam precluded political 
involvement of outsiders.9 

7Anthony Lewis., 11The Test of American Greatness in Viet-
nam.," New York Times, November 8, 1969., p .. 32. 

~obert Bo Semple., Jr.,, "Nixon Appoints Bruce as Leader 
at Peace Talks., 11 New York Times, July 2., 1970, p. 1; "Ambass-
ador Bruce to Pa:ris 11 {Editorial), New York Times, July 3, 
1970, p. 24. 

9Max Frankel, "What Nixon Didn 1t Say, 11 New York Times, 
May 15, 1969, p. 17. 
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These points are essentially what The New York Times was to 

propose, and unfortunately., they were to find many of them 

were not in harmony with the plan Mr. Nixon was to reveal. 

We might summarize the position of The Times as one of 

compromise. It urged negotiation with the Communists., with 

a political settlement that included no commitment to the 

Thieu regime. As the Midway meeting approached., an editor-

ial in The Times rejoiced that Secretary of State William 

Rogers had stated that the United States was, not "wedded" to 

the government in Saigon. 10 It argued in November that the 

commitment to Saigon, now made explicit by Nixon, was incon-

sistent with his own Guam Doctrine. 11 Anthony Lewis, on 

November 8, equated Vietnamization (which he called Nixon's 

substitute for "victory"--a term repugnant to Lewis) with 

the preservation of the Saigon government, which Lewis 

labeled II corrupt and unre pre sen ta ti ve. 1112 And, finally, the 

lead editorial on December 16, 1969, called the American 

policy a prisoner of Saigon as well as of Hanoi: Vietnami-

zation--a commitment to the Saigon regime--was blocking 

negotiations. 13 

l0 11Meeting at Midway" (Editorial)., New York Times, 
June 8, 1969, Sec. 4, p. 14. 

· 1111 commitment to Saigon" (Editorial), New York Times., 
November 7, 1969, p. 46. 

l2Lewis., 1'.American Greatness.," p. 32, 
13 "The Withdrawal Strategy" (Editorial)., New York 

Times, December 16., 1969, p. 46. 
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The Times believed a more realistic policy was the 

inclusion of the Comm.Wlists in the political settlement. An 

early proposal (suggested as a possible alternative--the news-

paper constantly stressed unlimited options, "flexibility") 

was an Electoral Commission, with representatives of all the 

groups involved to govern the elections in SQuth Vietnam. 

This would have required the resignation of the Thieu regime 
I 

prior to the elections, a course Nixon woulg not accept. 

This was first mentioned in an editorial on May 1414 (prior 

to the President•s address), and repeated on May 15, 15 

June 816 (again prior to the Midway announcement), June 10., 17 

and September 18. 18 
Although The Times approved Nixon's move to withdraw 

l 

American troops, the size of the reduction never seemed to 
I 

be large enough. They called for "bold moves." The first 

announcement at Midway on June 8, 1969, was praised as a 

step toward disengagement, the size of the withdrawal being 

less important than the direction it indicated. 19 But the 

1411The President on Peace" {Editorial)., New York Times., 
May 14, 1969, p. 46. 

l5"Mr. Nixon•s Vietnam Program" (Editorial), New York 
Times, May 15, 1969, p. 46. 

16 "Meeting at Midway," p. 14. 
l7Hedrick Smith, "After the Midway Talks," New York 

Times., June 10., 1969, p. 16; "Midway Toward Peaoe? 11 (Editor-
ial), New York Times, June 10, 1969, p. 46. 

18Tom Wicker, "The Mountain and the Mouse," New York 
Times, September 18, 1969, p. 46. 

l9"Midway Toward Peace?" p. 46. ,, 
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second withdrawal announcement on September 16, was regarded 

as a forfeited opportunity "to make a bold move toward 

peace. 1120 The editorial went on to state that Nixon had 

apparently yielded to the generals who pursued a military 

victory. On September 18, in his column, Tom)Wicker evalu-

ated the withdrawal thus: "Once again the mountain has 

labored and brought forth its mouse. 11 21 

In short, The Times was always urging ~he President to-

ward a more radical action than he seemed willing to take. 

They wanted the commitment to Thieu to be revoked, they urged 

Communist representation in the political determination of 

South Vietnam., they wanted negotiation with all options left 

open., they wanted troop w:l:thdrawals in numbers to indicate a 
marked de-escalation of American involvement. A final pro-

posal which popped up from time to time was the offer of a 

cease-fire ( later a "standstill" cease-fire )22 which Presi-

dent Nixon flatly rejected in early 1969., but proposed in his 

October 7, 1970., peace proposal, a point at which The New 

York Times and Richard Nixon finally reached some areas of 

agreement. 

2011Another Lost Opportunity" (Editorial)., New York 
Times, September 17, 1969, p. 46. 

21w1cker., "Mountain," p. 46. 
22see James Reston, "Nixon Makes Hi$ Stand," New York 

Times, November 4, 1969, p. 17; "Mr. Nixon's •Plan for 
Peace 1 " (Edi tor ial), New York Times, November 4, 1969, p. 44; 
"Mr. Nixon I s Vietnam Plan ••• 11 (Editorial), New York Times, 
October 7, 1970., p. 46; "Challenge to Hanoi 11 (Editorial), 
New York Times, October 11, 1970., Sec. 4., p. 12 • 
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This then was the position, the attitude of The New York 

Times in 1969-1970 regarding Vietnam. It is certainly at the 

liberal end of the political spectrwn. The New York Times, 

according to Theodore H. White, holds a unique place in Ameri-

can society. Its power and influence are unchallenged. White 

calls it "the hometown newspaper of all men of government, all 

men of great affairs., all men and women who try to think. 1123 

The values which dominate The Times are not those of "middle 

America, 11 the group to which Richard Nixon so often appealed, 

but, instead are "the values of Manhattan, of the universities, 

of the opinion set, of the intellectuals. 1124 These values, 

White continues, 11 were strongly anti-war from 1967 on, highly 

tolerant of radical youth and black militancy, and in polar 

opposition to those of the President. 11 25 
A newspaper which seemingly has committed itself so 

totally to the liberal, intellectual point of view, appar-

ently falls into Sherif's category of high ego-involvement. 

For The Times, the Vietnam issue (as were all the liberal 

issues) was not only a matter of strong commitment, but, 

according to White, a matter of "their own concept of honor 

and style, 11 26 hence, strong ego-invlovement. Sherif says an 

23Theodore H. White, The Makin~ of the President 1972 
(New York: Bantam Books, 1973), p.46. 

24Ibido, p. 348 .. 

25Ibid .. , p. 347. 

26Ibid., p. 341. 
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attitude can be defined as a set of evaluative categories 

the individual forms and which demarcate 11 a latitude of 

acceptance (the positions he finds acceptable including the 

most acceptable single position) and the latitude of rejec-

tion (the positions he finds objectionable in varying degree, 

including the most objectionable position). 1127 What's more, 

"the more involved1 and personally committed the individual 

is on the issue, the greater is the latitude of rejection in 

relation to the latitude of acceptance, the nwnber of posi-

tions on which he remains non-committal approaching zero. 1128 

The Times' attitude or position concerning Vietnam was 

clearly defined both explicitly in articles and columns, and 

:implicitly in reaction to the Nixon statements (Sherif says 

an individual's attitude is inferred from his behavior, words, 

and deeds). 29 Because of this strong position, according to 

the Social Judgment theory, The Times• latitude of rejection 

was very wide. Thus, the newspaper rejected much of what 

Nixon proposed. It did this frequen~ly by emphasizing points 

from the statements which it considered to be important, and 

not necessarily those the Administration would have stressed. 

It emphasized, for example, only withdrawals in Vietnamiza-

tion, neglecting Nixon's arguments for self-determination for 

South Vietnam. (Yet, The Times gave vastly more coverage to 

27 Sherif, p. 230. 
28Ibid., p. 14. 
29Ibid., p. 19. 
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the Cambodian action, which it deplored., than to the with-

drawals, which it approved.) The Times constantly stressed 

Nixon's appeals for support for the plan., rather than the 

plan itself. It tended to discredit Nixon and to widen the 

gap between him and his critics by playing on relatively 

minor incidents., such as the "bwns 11 label and the Clifford 

timetable, and by assigning questionable personal motives 

to the President's actions. And, finally, The Times constantlf 

supported these attacks on Nixon by emphasizing negative re-

actions--quoting most frequently the dovish Congressmen and 

printing almost exclusively a limited nwnber of liberal 

columnists. The paper often refuted or attempted to "ex-

plain away" favorable reactions. 

This one-sided coverage tended to enhance The Times' 

own position and tended to distort the total reality of what 

Nixon had said. Naturally a move such as the Cambodian opera-

tion during May, 1970, was rejected by The Times because it 
r 

was seen as an escalation of the war, a complete denial of 

the newspaper's solution to Vietnam. But even the troop' 

withdrawal nwnbers, which certainly were moving toward what 

The Times was advocating, fell into the newspaper's latitude 

of rejection. Its latitude of acceptance was so narrow, the 

withdrawals were perceived as discrepant from The Times• own 

po~ition. 

The October 7, 1970, peace proposal was assimilated 

into The Times• latitude of acceptance. ~o do this, 
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the newspaper had to distort the plan slightly by perceiving 

the statement as being closer to The Times• position than it 

probably actually was, reading in a flexibility the editorial 

staff wanted in order to reach a compromise political solu-

tion. There were occasions The Times wanted to accept a Nixon 

proposal, hence a request for a less definite, more ambiguous 

statement from the President. 3O In other WOfds, they wanted 

him to say something he wasn't saying. 

This determinedly liberal position of The Times which 

probably accounted for the distortion or bias in coverage, 

also caused the newspaper to be less responsive to Nixon's 
persuasive appeals. That is, as a receiver of the Presi-

dent•s messages., it rejected arguments against American de-

feat., humiliation., and the "easy way" out of the war., and 

argwnents for just peace, American pride, and self-sacrifice, 

in short., all the arguments aimed at middle America., appar-

ently with success, but which were meaningless to the liberal 

anti-war critics. Thus if Nixon had wanted to actually con-

vince The New York Times that Vietnamization was the best way 

out of the war, he would have had to appeal to a different set 

of values. He chose not to do this. 

The Times, then, tended to react to Richard Nixon•s 

statements on Vietnam in terms of its own position regarding 

the war. The Social Judgment theory says: 

3OReston., "Mystifying Clarifications, 11 p. 46; Lewis., 
"Test of American Greatness,. 11 p. 32. 
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The most acceptable item serves as a standard (anchor) 
to which other items in that universe of discourse are 
compared for their proximity or divergence from it. 
Reaction to the items is a comparison process, whether 
conscious or not. And comparison between two or more 
items is a judgment.31 

The Times probably considered political compromise to be the 

anchor position in its latitude of acceptance and any action 

or proposal was judged in relation to this. The bias or 

distortion which resulted was caused by The Times seeing 

Nixon•s position as being more discrepant from or more 

similar to its own; consequently, it could see too little 

or too much good in what he had to say. For a newspaper to 

take a position about an issue 1s legitimate; but for that 

position to affect its reporting of a President's public 

statements is probably not legitimate. 

Although The Washington Post 1s also considered to be 

liberal, it was difficult to discover a clear-cut position 

regarding Vietnam for this newspaper, probably because such 

a diversity of opinion was represented, Also, if the edi-

torials alone were examined, the one type of article which 

might explicitly state the view of the newspaper as opposed 

to the columnists writing for the newspaper, almost no policy, 

other than approval of withdrawal, was advocated. Mention 

was made in news analyses, editorial columns, and some news 

articles of political settlement, coalition government, etc., 

but it was seldom proposed as an alternative to the Nixon 
policy, as was so often done in The Times. At least five 

31 Sherif, p. 7. 
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articles32 stressed,;the importance of a political settlement 

to the enemy and thus to negotiation and agreement. Only 

one33 questioned whether the President's policy was the best 

way to achieve a political solution. 

A possible coalition gove~nment was mentioned at least 

four times. An article by Chalmers M. Roberts saw a possible 

easing by Nixon on his previous stand against coalition follow-

ing the May 14 address.34 A later article by Roberts follow-

ing Midway said that Nixon hadn't mentioned a coalition 

government.35 These may indicate a preference for a coali-

tion by Mr, Roberts 1 but it does not appear frequently 
thr~ughout the newspaper. Two columnists, Joseph Alsop and 

Joseph Kraft, more openly advocated a coalition government, 

particularly if a settlement was to be reachea.36 Both these 

32chalmers M. Roberts, 11 2 Plans Set Stage for Hard Bar-
gaining," Washington Post, May 16, 1969., p. AB; Chalmers M. 
Roberts, "Free-Election Gamble Is Accepted by Thieu, 11 Washing-
ton Post., June 11., 1969, pp. Al., .A20; Joseph Kraft, 11 Presi-
dent Remains Hooked on Vietnamization Policy.," Washington Post., 
April 23, 1970., p. A23; Chalmers M. Roberts., 11 Nixon Calls for 
.Asia Cease-Fire, 11 Washington Post, October 8, 1970., p. Al; 
Chalmers M. Roberts, 11 Peace Bid Carried Political Benefits," 
Washington Post., October 10., 1970., p. A17. 

33Roberts, "Free-Election," pp. Al, .A25. 

34chalmers M. Roberts, "US Eases Stand on Viet Coali-
tion, 11 Washington Post, May 18., 1969, pp. Bl, B2. 

35chalmers M. Roberts., "Questions Remain on Viet Elec-
tions," Washington Post, June 9, 1969., pp. Al, AB. 

36Joseph Alsop, "Further Troop Withdrawal Is Expected 
in Autumn," Washington Pos-c, June 11, 1969, p. A27; Joseph 
Kraft., "Reaction to Midway Raises Doubt About Nixon Strat-
egy, 11 Washington Post., June 12, 1969, p. A21. 
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articles followed the Midway announcement. These four 

articles were representative of the extent to which The Post 
I 

discussed political settlement. 

The newspaper could probably have been said to take a 

stand in favor of withdrawal., however. This is not surprising 

as most public opinion advocated an end to American involve-

ment in the Vietnam war. Like The Times, on several instances 

writers for The Post protested that the pace of withdrawal was 

too slow. 37 But at least three Post editorials praised the 

withdrawals.,38 and two of these made an attempt to explain, 

perhaps even defend, Ni.xon•s withdrawal rate. The first, 
appearihg after the Midway announcement., is particularly in-

teresting: 

But it is worth recalling that process [of escalation] 
nevertheless, now that 25.,000 troops are to be withdrawn 
from Vietnam, because there just may be something abput 
the nature of what has come to be called limited war, 
something about the need to balance domestic political 
pressures against the needs of the peace negotiators and 
the military realities., that makes it inherently djffi-
cult to move openly or decisively., whether on the way 
into such a war, or on the way out. It may be that we 
will have to run this reel backward, getting out as we 

37For example., see Kraft, "Reaction to Midway," p. A21; 
Murrey Marder, "Pace Short of Nixon I s Own Hope, 11 Washington 
Post, December 16, 1969, pp. Al-\ A9; "Vietnam: The President I s 
Interim Report (II) 11 (Editorial J, }vashington Post, June 8, 
1970, p. A22; Joseph Kraft, "Wasted Opportunity, 11 Washington 
Post, October 11, 1970, p. D7. 

3811 25., 000 Troops 11 (Editorial), Washin on Post, June 10, 
1969, p. A18; "Getting Back to the High Ground, Editorial), 
,Washington Pos~, June 19, 1969, p. A26; 11Vietnam: 1A Winning 
Position 1 ?ii {Editorial), Washington Post, December 17, 1969., 
p. A24. 
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got in, by stealth, in which case the removal of 25,000 
troops, however disappointing the numbers, takes on a 
particular significance.39 

The editorial concludes in reply to George McGovern who had 

complained the numbers were not enough to imply 11 a funda-

mental change in our policy" that neither had been the intro-

duction of 35,000 troops in March, 1965--but the process had 

begun then, too. 
"' The second editorial states the withd~awal should be 

irreversible and accelerating., but one whose pace and term-

ination date "are at least somewhat related to honest judg-

ments about the perfo~mance of the South Vietnamese and the 
response of the enemy." Because of the sac1.,,ifices already 

made and the nature of the "quagmire., 11 the United States had 

"an obligation to take care about the way we hand it back to 

them as we try to make our own way back to the high ground&I 1140 

The nature of these two editorials reveals a great deal 

about the attitude (or position) of The Washin~ton Post to-

ward President NiXon and Vietnam. The newspaper seemed to 

be more concerned with analysis and less with advocacy--which 

may account for the lack of a clear position concerning the 

war and for more objective coverage of the President•s state-

ments. 

Occasionally, The Post took a "wait-and-see" attitude. 

Even if the writer was not particularly happy about a NUon 

39u 25,000 Troops., 11 p. Al8. 
4011A Winning Position?" p. A24. 
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action, he might reserve judgment. This occurred, for ex-

ample, after Cambodia. 41 On at least three occasions after 

the Vietnamization plan began to emerge, articles stated that 

time would show what the success would be. Very early, an 

article by George c. Wilson declared the next several months 

would tell whether the President and his advisers were read-

ing the s1tqat1on correctly in allowins the South Vietnamese 

to t&ke over re~ponsio1l1ty for som~ fronts. 42 An article 
by Chalmers M. Roberts and an editorial column by Joseph Kraft 

both declared only time would assess the value of the first 

withdrawals in reaching any kind of real settlement. 43 

While The New York Times often chose to interpret the 

President•s policy or intentions, The Washin~on Post occa-
• sionally would request that the ambiguities be made clear. 

For example, in an editorial column preceeding the November 3 
address, Chalmers M. Roberts indicated that Mr. Nixon needed 

to "explain the rationale underlying his policy and ••• to 

indicate by some sort of timetable how long it will take to 

extricate the United States from the conflict. 11 He complained 

that the President rad done badly so far in articulating what 

41For example, see "Vietnam: The President's Interim 
Report (I)" (Editorial), Washington Post, June 5, 1970 
p • .A22; "Cambodia: The President I s Report 11 (Editorial)., 
Washington Post, July 1, 1970, p. A18. 

42aeorge c. Wilson., "Vietnamese Army Faces a Sink-or-
Swim Situation, 11 Washington Post, May 15, 1969, p. A6. 

43Roberts, 11 Questions Remain;" pp. Al, Al8; Joseph 
Kraft, "Gimmick Solutions Cast Aside as Nixon Relies on 
Negotiations., 11 Washington Post., Ma.y 15., 1969., p. Al9. 



132 

he was trying to do. Omissions and obscure passages in the 

May 14 address had left open possibilities for compromise 

with the Communists.44 

It will be remembered from Chapter II that President 

Nixon frequently used the term "just peace II to define his 

goal in Vietnam. An editorial in April of 1970~ took issue 

with this by demanding that Nixon be "prepared to define the 

m18s1on and state 1ts purpose 1n terms of something more 
realistic and less platitudinous than the achievement of 'a 

just peace• for a parit of the world which has known little 

else than turmoil and conflict for centuries. 1145 An editorial 

in June, 1970, asks Nixon to make clear the purpose of the 

Cambodian operation.46 

And, finally, an editorial responding to the October 7 
peace proposal was titled: "The Cease-Fire Proposal: Tri-

umph of Ambiguity." The writer said the significance of the 

plan depended on how one defined u cease-fire. 11 It could be 

interpreted several ways and thus the spe~ch was a umasterful 

performance II politically. But its value in achieving peace 

44chaJ.mers M. Roberts, "The President's Speech: Chance 
to Address Home Front on Vietnam Contains Both Opportunity 
and Peril.," Washington Post,, November 2, 1969., p. B7. 

45 11v1etnam: A Fresh Note and a Tired Refrain 11 (Edi-
torial)., Washington ~ost, April 22., 1970., p. Al8. 

4611 cambodia: A Broken Icon--or a Parting Shot?" 
(Editorial)., Washington Post,, June 3, 1970., p. Al4. 
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would be unknown until the President removed the "crucial 

ambiguity. 1147 

Richard Nixon deliberately used ambiguity to attempt 

to win support from the people. It seems more responsible 

for The Post to ask for clarification of that ambiguity than 

for The Times to assume an understanding (which was so often 

consistent with their own point of view). The Times., as has 

been noted., even went so far as to ask for greater ambiguity 

so Nixon could be interpreted better to The Times' satis-
faction.48 

Thus we may conclude that The Washington Post did not 

hold as intense an attitude toward Vietnam and therefore did 

not perceive Nixon•s statements in the same way as The Times. 

Or at least The Post may have more determinedly pursued a 

course of balanced reporting. According to the Social 

Judgment-Involvement approach, The Post•s more moderate or 

undetermined position, at least in the area of Vietnam, in-

creased its latitude of noncommitment., thus accounting for 

its lack of acceptance or rejection of the Nixon statements., 

its examination of both sides., its analytical quality. The 

newspaper did always seem to assume Nixon was on the way out 

of the war, which may have been the anchor in The Post•s 

47 11The Cease-Fire Proposal: Triumph of Ambiguity" 
(Editorial)., Washineaton Post., October 9, 1970, p. A26. 

48 Reston, 11Mystifying Clarifications., 11 p. 46; Lewis., 
"Test of American Greatness, 11 p. 32. 
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latitude of acceptance. That position is far less extreme 

than The Times', resulting in a narrower latitude of rejec-

tion in The Post. 49 This then may account for the less biased 

treatment by The Post than by The New York Times of the Nixon 

statements. 

An interesting sidelight perhaps should be noted here. 

Richard Nixon has had an antagonistic relatiqnship with the 

press from the time he first entered politics. acknowl-

edges, 11 there has been little affection or even rapport 

between Nixon and most or the journalists who have covered 
• 

him throughout his career. 11 5° Jeb Stuart Magruder, former 

Special Assistant to President Nixon, states it even more 

strongly. He calls Nixon "a politician who was absolutely 

paranoid about criticism, who took it all personally, and 

whose instinct was to lash back at his critics in ways that 

usually did more harm than good. n5l According to Magruder, 

it was basic to Nixon's personality to see himself surrounded 

by liberal enemies and to get them before they' got him.52 

These liberal enemies included the media, which was frequently 

under attack by the Administration. 

49 Sherif, p. 59. 
50"Covering Watergate: 

lo4 (July 8, 1974), p. 71. 
Success and Backlash, 11 ~, 

\ 

51Jeb Stuart Magl"uder, An American Life: One Man's 
Road to Watergate (New York: Atheneum, 1974)1 p. 77. 

52 6 Ibid • ., p. 8 • 
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Theodore H. White, among others, states that a large 

number of newspapers, perhaps a majority across the nation, 

have been good to Richard Nixon. Yet there was a specific 

cluster of newspapers which the Administration lwnped to-

gether under the convenient rubric "Eastern Liberal Press," 

that Ni.Xon categorized in his "enemies list." This group 

of papers included large-circulation publications across the 

nation, but was headed by The New York Times and The Washing-

ton Post.53 White, Magruder, Keogh, and Agnew, among others, 

have declared that these two publications also headed the 
I 

Nixon Administration list of hostile and offending newspapers. 

Yet according to this study of the coverage of these two 

papers, The Washington Post, at least insofar as Vietnam dur-

ing 1969-1970, was concerned, gave Richard Nixon a generally 

fair and balanced coverage. The President was apparently un-

able to see this and lumped The Post with The New York Times 

which was much more biased in its treatment. Granted, The 

Post was not an outright advocate of Nixon's policy which the 

President would undoubtedly have preferred, but neither was 

it an outright adversary, or as Nixon saw it, an "enemy." 

This attitude of Richard Nixon toward the Liberal Press 

can also be explained by the Social Judgment-Involvement 

approach. The President's extreme position regarding the 

media, his seemingly paranoia about criticism, the "enemies" 

mentality of the Administration regarding the press, created 

53White, p. 339. 
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an extremely wide latitude of rejection. Thus, nearly any-

thing said by the Liberal Press, i.e., The Times and The Post, 

was perceived as negative criticism. The President therefore 

was unable to see the distinctively fairer treatment of~ 

Post regarding Vietnam. In fact, accordin~ to White, by the 

1972 election, The Washington Post was first' on the White 

Hoµse hate-list.54 

Xn1s d1§tort1on or real1ty, th1a peraept1on that §aw 
The Post position as more discrepant from Nixon's than it was, 

all of which was representative of the "enemies" mentality of 

the White House, led to attacks on the press by Administration 

officials, to still greater hostility between the President 

and the media possibly resulting in less objectivity in press 

coverage, and, according to Magruder, eventually even to Water-

gate.55 The President became unresponsive and insensitive to 

news comment. And although at the beginning of his Administra-

tion, Nixon promised frequent news conferences, they diminished 

each year until nearly all direct contact with reporters was 

cut off. Thus a relationship which could be potentially help-

ful to both media and Administration (and ultimately to the 

public), deteriorated to mutual distrust and antagonism. 
I 

Just what is the responsibility of a newspaper in re-

lationship to a President and his message? U.S. News and 

World Report said at one point: "It I s not the function of 

54Ibid., p. 342. 

5~agruder, p. 317. 
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the reporting media to be servants of any government, nor 
I 

of the political opposition either. Its function is to in-

form. The President I s job is to inform them. 1156 But Nation., 

on the other hand, opined: "The Press is not a mere conveyor 

belt by which information is passed along. Part of its role--

a major part--is to scrutinize what the President says and 

does. It is up to the press to point out omissions, in-

accuracies., half-truths and misleading statements. 11 57 
The press has a great advantage in that it has access 

to all kinds of information that the public could never learn 

on its own. The public needs that information. As Curtis 

MacDougall points out in his book., Interpretative Reporting., 

"In a democracy it is essential that everyone have access to 

as many facts as possible so that he can form proper judg-

ments and influence public affairs. 11 58 He goes on to say that 

the press can help in the stimulation of "interest and par-

ticipation on the i;:art of the citizenry in governmental af-

fairs. 1159 He continues: 

Journalism's first obligation is to report fully the 
activities of public agencies and officials. Since all 
public issues ultimately are decided by public opinion., 

5611 N1xon and the Press," U.S. News & World Report 69 
(December 28., 1970)., p. 12. 

57 "Mr. Nixon and the Press., 11 Nation, 211 (December 28., 
1970)., pp. 675-676. 

58curtis D. MacDougall., Interpretative Reporting (New 
York: The Macmillan Company., 1968)., p. 197. 

59 Il21s1 • ., p. 372. 
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the duty includes presentation of the pros and cons of 
all important matters and expert analysis of them. In 
other words, interpretative reporting and writing are 
essential in the field of governmental affairs.bO 

It would seem then that the press has a responsibility 

to explain and interpret, to provide the public with as much 

insight as possible, as long as it does so in an objective 

way. Even the journalist's role as critic, as protector of 

the public interest, should be treated responsibly, ob-

Jeot1vely. 
James Keogh, in his book Nixon and the Press, complains 

that the press creates the impression that answers are ob-

vious and decisions could be clear-cut. In reality, Keogh 

says, the President•s decisions had to be weighed with the 

greatest care. Choices were 

very close--often the plus and minus factors surrounding 
alternative courses of action came almost to a balance. 
Solutions were never ideal; nearly every one carried with 
it effects which the decision makers did not like but had 
to accept as the least of the negatives. Too often, the 
broad brush of the major media failed to give the public 

a~~~~ari~s~~!!::.~ this fundamental complexity of 

Indeed, the decisions made by President Nixon concerning the 

solution to Vietnam, a solution which had eluded his prede-

cessors, could not have been easy. And at times, The New York 

Times at least did urge what seemed to be simplistic solu-

tions: get u.s. troops out quickly, compromise with the 

60rbid. 
61James Keogh, President NiXon and the Press (New York: 

Funk & Wagnalls, 1972), p. 14. 
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Communists, abandon the Thieu government, etc. The newspaper 

would have presented a more realistic picture of the situa-
I tion if it had stressed the complexity of the decision. 

Lyndon Johnson, former President of the United States, 

gave some insight into what it is like for a President to make 

difficult and unpopular decisions when he said following the 

Cambodian action: 11 I hope our President's voice is not 

drowned out by those other voices which are without knowledge 
i 

and the responsibility to make this agonizing decision. • • • 

God knows Presidents need it [support]. I lmow because I 

have been there •1162 

The newspapers both made some attempt to discuss directly 

the complexities of the situation. James Reston of The Times, 

said in an editorial colwnn following a rather negative 

assessment of the November 3 address: Even so the President 

was acting for peace with the withdrawals; "this is his way 

of dealing with what is obviously a very complicated and 

dangerous situation. 1163 

And a particularly significant editorial appeard in 

The Washington Post in September, 1969. After discussing a 

plan by Senator Charles Goodell requiring troops to be with-, 

drawn by December 1, 1970., the article examined consequences 

of such an action. It concluded: 

62Larry Weintraub, "Johnson Asks Americans to Support 
Nixon's Move., " Washington Post., May 2, 1970., p. A6. 

63James Reston, "Washington: What Is the President Up 
To?" New York Times., November 9, 1969., Sec. 4., p. 14. 
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Someone once remarked that the United States will get out 
of Vietnam the way it got in, by a progression of small 
steps, so that one day we would wake and there would be 
no more war. But it won •t happen that way. Genuine 
tragedies never do. Letting go in Vietnam is going to 
be no simple or honorable matter. The choices will get 
harder not easier, and no cause is served now by muffling 
the extremely serious consequences of proposals to dis-
engage. The only thing harder to do than winning this 
war is lqs1ng it gracefully, ~nd the critics had best 
come to terms with that, too.bl+ 

Of courGe, any time an article fully atsoussed the prQij 

~nd con~ gf an idea, ~t, in~ een§e, wa~ §hPwlng tpe co~ple~-
ity of the idea. This happened occasionally in the two papers, 

more frequently in The Post. 65 Even when both sides were pre-

sented in separate articles, the discussion was more realis-

tic. However, the one-sided reporting of The Times definitely 

created a simplistic assessment of the situation. 

The United States public is fortunate to have a press 

which sets for itself the goal of truth, which does not allow 

itself to be the tool of any political faction. We are 

fortunate too to enjoy the system of interpretative reporting 

which can provide an accurate, complete and insightful news 

dissemination. Interpretative reporting, however, does not 

free.the newsman or the newspaper from responsibility for 

objectivity. MacDougall says articles unmistakably devoted 

to advocacy or characterized by a signature authorizing the 

64"Letting Go 1n Vietnam" (Editorial), Washington Post., 
September 28, 1969, p. B6. -

6~or example., see 11The President and the War" {Edi-
torial), Washington Post, May 16, 1969., p. A24; Max Frankel, 
11 Nixon 's Compromise, 11 New York Times, April 21; 1970, p. 2; 
James Reston, "The Valor of Ignorance," New York Times., 
October 9, 1970., p. 37. 
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writer's own conclusions and interpretations are not neces-

sarily free from opinion or bias. 66 However, virtually every 
--.. 

major article used in this analysis carried a by-line. Frank 

Luther Mott in The News In America, says there is a general 

feeling that a by-line allows the writer to express an opinion 

much the way a columnist does. 67 But he warns: 

If the article purports to be a news story, it should be 
as "objective" and undistorted as possible; and comment 
and "advocacy" should be shown frankly for what they are. 
Interpretative reporting, if allowed to become a cloak 
for propaganda, would take us back tQ the bad old days 
of unrestricted "qualified report. 11 6() 

A great deal of skepticism has arisen in recent t:iJnes 

about the press. Richard Nixon as President tried to by-pass 

the interpretative and hence rhetorical screen of the press, 

by 5peak1ng directly to the public via television and radio. 

Nevertheless, a great portion of the population relles on 

what is said about an event--perhaps looking for the insight 

the knowledgable reporter can give. It is doubtful that a 

majority of the public looks upon a repu~able newspaper, 

especially one like The New York Times, as advocate rath,r 

than as carrier of news. Yet a reading of The Times alone 

concerning President Richard Nixon and Vietnam would quite 

possibly lead to a biased point of view. 

66MacDougall, p. 30. 
67Frank Luther Mott, The News In America {Cambridge, 

Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1952), p. 83. 
68Ibid. 
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The Social Judgment theory would say a message must be 

distorted somewhat by the receiver if an attitude already 

exists concerning that message. The newspaper, however, has 

a special responsibility to compensate for that distortion 

with an effort at objective, balanced coverage. As they re-

ported Richard Nixon's major statements on Vietnam during 

1969-1970, The Washington Post made this attempt. The New 

York Times--unfortunately--apparently did ndt. 

\ 



APPENDIX I 

Major Statements by Richard Nixon Concerning 

Vietnam, 1969-1970, with Dates Presented 

l. Inaugural Address 

2. The President's News Conference 

3. The President's News Conference 

4. The President's News Conference 

5. The President's News Conference 

6. Address to the Nation on Vietnam 

7. Remarks Following Initial Meeting 
with President Thieu at Midway 
Island 

8. The President's News Conference 

9. Remarks Following a Meeting with 
President Thieu in Saigon 

Remarks to American Troops of the 
1st Infantry Division in Vietnam 

10. Statement of United States 
Troops in Vietnam 

ll. Addmss Before the 24th Session 
of the General Assembly of the 
United States 

12. The President's News Conference 

13. Address to the Nation of the War 
in Vietnam 

14. Remarks in the Chamber of the 
United States House of 
Representatives 

Remarks in the Chamber of the 
United States Senate 
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January 20, 1969 
January 27., 1969 

Jviarch 41 1969 
,'March 14., 1969 

April 18., 1969 
May 14., 1969 

June 8., 1969 

June 19, 1969 

July 30, 1969 

July 30., 1969 

September 16, 1969 

September 18, 1969 
September 26, 1969 

November 3, 1969 

November 13, 1969 

November 13, 1969 
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15. Address to the Nation on Progress 
Toward Peace 1n Vietnam 

16. Remarks Concerning the State ot 
the World Message 

17. Address to the Nation: Report 
.on Vietnam 

18. Address to the Nation: The Situa-
t1on in Southeast Asia 

19. The President's News Conference 

20. Interim Report to the Nation: 
The Cambodian Sanctuary Operation 

21. Report to the Nation: 
The Cambodian Operation 

22. "A Conversation with the President 
on Foreign Policy;" The President's 
Television Interview with Howard K. 
Smith or ABO, Eric Sevareid ot CBS, 
and John Chancellor ot NBC 

23. Address to the Nation: The New 
Initiative tor Peace in South-
east Asia 

December 15, 1969 

February 18, 1970 

April 20, 1970 
I 

April 30, 1970 
ijay 8, 1970 

June 3, 1970 

June 30., 1970 

July 1, 1970 

October 7, 1970 
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Major Statements Used in Analysis 

of Newspaper Coverage 

l. Address to the Nation on 
Vietnam 

2. Remarks Following Initial Meeting 
with President Thieu at 
Midway Island 

3. The President's News Conference 

4. The President's News Conference 
5. Address to the Nation on the 

War in Vietnam 

6. Address to the Nation on Progress 
Toward Peace in Vietnam 

7. Address to the Nation: Report 
on Vietnam 

8. Address to the Nation: The Situa-
tion in Southeast Asia 

9. Interim Report to the Nation: The 
Cambodian Sanctuary Operation 

lO. Report to the Nation: The 
Cambodian Operation 

11. Television Interview: "A Con-
versation with the President 
on Foreign Policy'! 

12. Address to the Nation: The New 
Initiative for Peace 1n South-
east Asia 
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May 14, 1969 

June 8, 1969 

June 19, 1969 
September 26, 1969 

November 3, 1969 

December 15, 1969 

April 20., 1970 

April 30, 1970 

June 3, 1970 

June 30., 1970 

J \.lly l., 1970 

October 7, 1970 
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