Steps must be taken to improve the complex process of providing war coverage to the American people, because as the latest Iraq war proved, flaws exist on behalf of the process’s three main participants: the government, the media, and consumers themselves.  
Without analyses and rectification of these issues, many Americans will continue to be uneducated about the actions that our government and military take, without even realizing how uninformed they are.  Without education, our democracy will be further bastardized by those who have chosen to take advantage of this problem and gambit the nation based upon false grounds.  
Unlike in Grenada and the first Gulf War, during Operation: Iraqi Freedom the military now seemed to understand the virtues of working with reporters and for the first time went out of their way to accommodate them.  This new relationship was productive and completely revamped the way all future wars would be covered.  Despite the positive aspects, many troubles continued to plague journalists.  For instance, embed Juan Tamayo commented on problems he had with generals who were weary of investigation.  He interviewed generals off-record and would sometimes be threatened to not quote them in any future stories.  These generals required their own proof-reading of any story he wrote.  Instances such as this reflected a widespread cooperation problem between the military and embedded journalists.  He also discussed the military’s good-looking but sometimes confusing and inefficient intelligence technology.  It seemed to be puzzling to Tamayo how he could watch real-time Predator drone video feeds one day and during the next the military be completely blind and deaf in regards to what was happening in Baghdad.  The military also seemed to want to restrict outside investigation into certain events, like the debacle of the crashing Apache helicopters which J.S. Newton was barred from covering.  Along these lines, the military hindered the mobility of the embeds by restricting movement from unit to unit and looking down upon vehicle-use by journalists.  Probably one of the most frustrating, but definitely not surprising problems was the tenuous trust between the media and the military.  Reporters cannot count bombs or ships or verify if a target was actually hit, so the validity of some stories depends on the truthful statements of the military.  Embed Patty Culhane recalled an incident in which an officer on the carrier she was stationed explicitly denied that the war would be starting on that evening.  As it turned out, that night was the first night of bombing in Baghdad and the missiles had been fired from that very ship.  

Journalists could also have done more to report higher quality stories.  Soft reporting was a small but real problem as some reporters identified personally with those they were supposed to be objectively observing.  Also, it is obvious that Saddam did not embed many journalists and therefore the other side was not covered well enough.  Unilateral reporters could have offset this one-sided American view of the war, but they were ultimately an underappreciated and underused asset by most news organizations.  Furthermore, the overwhelming amounts of news sent back home created a difficult situation for editors.  Especially for print editors, the vast and varied reports stretched them to their maximum capacity for presenting broad and balanced views.  The problem that led to some of the most pain-filled cringes was simply destructively lazy reporting.  A lax in dedication to the truth can be seen in the over hyped and false story that the Saddam statue torn down by the marines was the beginning of the end of Saddam’s rule in Baghdad.    According to reporters Ron Martz and J.S. Newton, it was nothing more than a powerful picture that was conveniently outside of many journalists’ hotel rooms.  Martz was embedded with the 3rd Infantry’s 2nd Brigade, officially considered the first group to invade Baghdad.  He also went on to add that “truth is in the mind of the perceiver.”  A perceiver who is most likely watching television, in this case.  

The consumers of media may be the most dangerous and obstinate hurdles in pursuit of the truth.  The soldiers of the 3rd Infantry’s 2nd Brigade may never be widely glorified as the first “liberators” of Baghdad, even though they made a powerful, thunder-like strike into central Baghdad hours before the statue began to topple.  There was no live video feed with Martz’s group and therefore TV viewers settled for the next best thing, most likely not even knowing it.  This shameful instance embodies the irresponsible control media consumers have over the truth they receive.  They will see what they want when they want and most of them will get their distorted news from one source, the most popular source, the television (not to mention only one channel or program).  These readers and viewers are fickle and may grow angry if their perception of the truth is questioned by an alternative viewpoint, as can be seen in the accusations of politicizing received by Ron Martz when he reported bloody skirmishes on the West Bank. 

Some may choose to believe that everything they see and hear on their television news is the truth and may label nay-sayers as paranoid and/or anti-American.  Others may also say that it is too soon to make judgments.  These positions crumble as one delves into research concerning misleading coverage and statements made by our most powerful decision makers concerning the war.  There are the aforementioned examples concerning the distortion of truth and then there are blatant lies.  One of the most widely recognized morsel of lies fed to outsiders deals with the rescue of Private Jessica Lynch.  While major news organizations reported that she had been abused by her captors in the Iraqi hospital from which she was rescued, documentation eventually proved the contrary.  She had no physical evidence of abuse, no alleged bullet or stab wounds, and doctors interviewed denied the claim, assuring they gave her the best care possible.  Also, she reportedly has amnesia and may never fully recollect the experience.    

When one turns the microscope upon administration officials, the findings may be even more disturbing.  For instance, the White House has openly admitted that false information supporting the notion of an imminent threat was perpetuated by the President during his last State of the Union address.  More recently, 60 Minutes II ran a highly under publicized piece that centered on even more falsehoods, this time in Colin Powell’s February plea to the U.N. for assistance in an Iraqi invasion.  
 “Saddam Hussein is determined to get his hands on a nuclear bomb. He is so determined that he has made repeated covert attempts to acquire high-specification aluminum tubes from 11 different countries even after inspections resumed,” Powell stated.  
This statement was maddening to his aides as well as experts on the subject.  Powell described smuggled aluminum tubes as nuclear bomb ingredients, yet weapons experts the State Department depended on for consultation had already classified them as traditional missile components.  More examples of Powell’s attempts to mislead fill the 60 Minutes II piece.  This speech was arguably the pivot point from which support for the war would be based upon and it was barely anything more than farcical.  
In conclusion, the government DOES lie on occasion and sometimes about policy that will bring irrevocable and deep changes worldwide.  The military, the media, and the American media consumer’s performance during Iraqi Freedom reflects this problem in establishing absolute truth.  Therefore, we need to scrutinize and improve the process. 

