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Coverage on "rating" of reporters by the Rendon group continued to stem largely from Stars and Stripes 
reports, which were widely cited. Today's Stars and Stripes item alleged that the Army used profiles to 
"reject reporters," citing Maj. Patrick Seiber, spokesman for the Army's lOlst Airborne Division. 

Reporting continued to focus on the Pentagon's "denial" that the alleged "vetting program" continued 
after October 2008 and was used to determine embed selections. Mr. Bryan Whitman was widely quoted, 
saying, "For me, a tool like this serves no purpose and it doesn't serve me with any value." New media 
sources centered on an item by previously embedded reporter P J. Tobia of True/Slant, which discussed a 
copy he obtained of a "Rendon report" on his work. The issue was the main topic of discussion on 
Twitter using the term "Pentagon" for much of the day, but entries were balanced between citing and 
linking to mainstream media items and blogs, and contained little commentary. 

Highlights 

• AP: Pentagon officials are on the defensive after a recent series of stories in the Stars and Stripes 
newspaper that said journalists were being screened by a Washington-based public relations firm, The· 
Rendon Group, under a $1.5 million contract with the military. 

• Empire Burlesque, Chris Floyd: By week's end, the Pentagon was in full retreat on the story (in 
public, at least), pulling out the old stand-by used to cover a multitude of sins, from torture to 
corruption to atrocity to systematic deceit .a "review" of the program. 

• True/Slant blog: P.J. Tobia - Most troubling by far is that when S&S asked the military about 
Rendon, they denied the existence of these reports. I'm holding one of these reports in my hand right 
now, trust me, it exists. 

• NPR: Lieutenant Commander Christine Sidenstricker (U.S. Military Spokeswoman) - I can safely say 
it has never been the Department of Defense's intent to use any. of that sort of information to deny or 
grant access as a decision point in embedding or in granting interviews. 

• Public Radio International: Howard Witt: - Well, today they continued to insist that they're not 
making any nefarious use of these profiles but that they are at least acknowledging that they exist. A 
kind of frenzy was set off among the Pentagon reporters today. They're all demanding their own 
profiles, 'cause they want to see what the Pentagon has been saying about them. And the Pentagon is 
now conceding apparently that they are going to re-examine this whole thing. 

• Washington Independent, Spencer Ackerman: So which reporters seeking to embed with the U.S. 
military in Iraq and Afghanistan have been profiled by the Rendon Group? Rendon, the CIA-linked 
communications firm contracted by the Pentagon's public affairs shop to evaluate potential embeds' 
work for its usefulness or hostility to U.S. war aims- a story broken wide open by Stars & Stripes -
isn't saying. 

• Washington Post: In some cases, however, officers have rated individual reporters in terms of how 
beneficial they were to the military mission. In one unit in Iraq, every visiting reporter was preceded 
by a document that classified him or her by assigning a color, with red for negative, amber for neutral 
and green for positive. 
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Full Text Articles I Select Sources 
Militarv mo,1itoring repo11crs' woi:k in Afghan war - 8/27 
AP ... Pauline Jelinek 
The l}.S. military in Afghanistan acknowledged Thursday that it pays a private 1.:ompany to produce 
profiles on journalists covering the war. 

But despite a report showing the company rated some reporters on t.hcir work. oflicials denied that the 
information is used to decide which media members travel with military units. 

Pentagon officials are on the defensive after a recent series of stories in the Stars and Stripes newspaper 
that said journalists were being screened by a Washington-based public relations finn, The Rendon 
Group. under a $1.5 million contract with the military. 

The newspaper. which is also partly funded by the Defense Department, said it had obtained documents 
showing Rendon graded journalists' work as "positive," "neutral" or "negative" and suggested ways to 
make the coverage more positive. 



"L.S. forces Afghanistan has never denied access to any reporter based upon their past stories," said a 
statement issued Thursday by Army Col. Wayne M. Shanks, a military spokesman in Afghanistan. 

Shanks said the Rendon contract provides a number of services, including news releases and "talking 
points" as well as reports on media accuracy. The infonnation is used partly to assess how well the 
military is doing in getting information out, Shanks said. 

He said the military gets infonnation on journalists, including biographical details and recent topics they 
have covered. to prepare commanders for interviews. A sample profile released Thursday included 
information on reporters under the headings of professional "Background." "Coverage" and "Perspective. 
Style and Tone." 

Rendon has said a small part of its contract involves preparing profiles of reporters preparing to travel 
with U.S. troops. These reviews are done only upon request and arc intended to give commanders a better 
idea of what topics the reporters embedded with the unit are most likely to ask about, according to 
Rendon. 

In a statement posted on its Web site. Rendon said it provides analysis of news content focused on themes 
such as stability and security, counterinsurgency and operational results. 

"The infonnation and analysis \\-e generate is developed by quantit)'ing these themes and topics and not 
by ranking of reporters. The analysis is not provided as the basis for accepting or rejecting a specific 
journalist's inquiries, and TRG does not make recommendations as to who the military should or should 
not interview," it said. 

Rendon gave as an example: "~eutral to ~egative coverage could indicate that content in stories were 
negative in relation to mission o~jcctivcs." which it said could include kidnappings or suicide bomhings. 

Defense Department spokesman Bryan Whitman told Pentagon reporters that he had not "seen anything 
that violates any policies." But he also appeared to question why the aclivity was needed. 

"For me. a tool like this serves no purpose and it doesn't serve me with any value," Whitman said. 

A number of reporters in the Pentagon and elsewhere arc demanding to view their profiles. The 
International Federation of Journalists also complained about the policy Wednesday. 

"This profiling of journalists farther compromises the independence of media,'' Aidan White, general 
secretary of the Brussels-based federation, said in a statement. "It strips away any pretense that the Army 
is interested in helping journalists to work freely." 

AP ~ational Security Writer Ann~ Gearan contributed to this report. 

Pent_!lggn is rating rcponcrs - 8/28 
The Leaf Chronicle, TN ... editorial 
Why docs the Pentagon believe it necessary to use a private public relations firm to assess U.S. journalists 
before they embed with C.S. forces in Afghanistan? 

Stars and Stripes, an independent daily covering the U.S. military, has reported that Washington-based 
The Rendon Group examines reporters' recent stories and rates the coverage "positive," "negative'' or 
"neutral" compared to mission objectiws. 



These background reports arc a part of a $1.5 million Defense Department contract with Rendon for 
"news analysis and media assessment." It's been doing this kind of work since 2005. 

A U.S. military spokeswoman in Kabul told The Associated Press that the Rendon reports were only used 
to detc1mine what a journalist's specific interests might be. 

But. the International Federation of Journalists. which represents more 1han 600.000 journalists in 123 
countries, and its American affiliates. complained that the assessments could be used as a screening tool 
to find journalists who could write what the Pentagon wanted them to. 

Bernie l.unzer, president of the 1'cwspaper Guild. called the screening of journalists "over the line" and 
said it erodes "the ability to repon the truth objectively and without government censorship." 

The Pentagon contends that the reporter rating system ended last fall and that it now is interested only in 
the accuracy of stories. Stars and Stripes, however, has obtained documents with reporter ratings from as 
recently as May. which show the ratings did not cease in 2008. 

The newspaper also has reported that the PR firm gives the Pentagon advice on how Lo manipulate the 
kinds of stories the reporters produce while they arc embedded- a direct contradiction of the "Nev.s 
\1edia Ground Rules" issue by U.S. military officials. 

It also contradicts the spiric of the First Amendment of the Constitution. Americans are in Iraq and 
Afghanistan fighting for the Constitution and the rights it guarantees. including a free press. 

The I ,eaf-Chroniclc has embedded reporters with the I 0 I st Airborne Division four times in the past 
decade - in Iraq, Kosovo and twice in Afghanistan, and we don't want these kinds of evaluative strings 
attached to our reporters. 

Of course, there is information that cannot be released regarding military operations in time of war. But 
the Pentagon should not be trying to shape the news Americans receive in order to pul itself in the best 
light. and it certainly shouldn't be paying a PR ti rm with taxpayer money to further its goals. 

Anm used profiles to reject reporters - 8/28 
Stars and Stripes, Mideast edition ... Leo Shane Ill 
W ASHll\GTON - - The secret profiles commissioned by the Pentagon to rate the work of journalists 
reporting from Afghanistan were used hy military officials to deny disfavored reporters access to 
American fighting units or othcn..,isc influence their coverage as recently as 2008. an Army official 
acknowledged Friday. 

What's more. the official said, Army public affairs officers used the analyses of reporters· work to decide 
how to steer them away from potentially negative stories. 

"If a reporter has been focused on nothing but negative topics, you're not going to send him into a unit 
that's not your best," Maj. Patrick Seiber, spokesman for the Army's IOI st Airborne Division, told Stars 
and Stripes. •·There's no win-win there for us. We're not trying to control what they report. but we arc 
trying to put our best foot forward.'' 



Seiber, who as a task force public affairs officer in Afghanistan in 2007-08 was responsible for deciding 
whether to approve requests from reporters to accompany some l; .S. units as ·•embeds," said his superior 
officers routinely sent the reporter profiles to him as part of the review and placement process. 

In at least two instances, Seiber said, he rejected embed requests based partly on what he read in the 
profiles - - once because a reporter had allegedly done "poor reporting" and once because a journalist 
reportedly had violated embed rules by releasing classified infonnation. The latter allegation, if true. 
would have been grounds for automatic denial of an embed request even in the absence of the Rendon 
report. 

"In one case we had a writer who had taken a story out of context and really done some irresponsible 
reporting," Seiber said. "\\'ben l looked at that on the [Rendon Group) report, l decided if that guy is 
going to take that much effort to handle and correct I wasn't going to put a unit at risk with an amateur 
journalist." 

The revelations are the latest twist in the controversy over how the military is gathering and using reporter 
profiles compiled by The Rendon Group. a Washington, D.C. public relations firm contracted by the 
Pentagon to rat~ journalists' work. 

Stars and Stripes revealed the existence of the profiles this week in several stories documenting how a 
"positi\'e-negativc-ncutral" reporter rating system was being employed. including advice on how to try to 
"neutralize'' negative coverage of the C .S. military - a practice that appears to contra\:ene the Pentagon· s 
longstanding policy that the embed system is "in no way intended to prevent release of embarrassing. 
negative or derogatory information." 

Pentagon officials repeatedly denied this week that the Rendon profiles are being used to rate reporters or 
determine whether they will be granted permission to embed with U.S. units in Afghanistan. 

"There is no policy that stipulates in any way that embedding should be based in any way on a person's 
work," Defense Department spokesman Bryan Whitman told repo11crs on Monday. 

Officials of U.S. Forces-Afghanistan, who assumed control of the war effort in October 2008, said they 
began phasing out use of the Rendon profiles months ago. 

But a Rendon representative is currently working in Afghanistan, according to Air Force Captain 
Elizabeth Mathias, a public affairs officer with USFOR-A. J\nd at least one reporter who requested and 
received copies of her own Rendon profile this week said it rated her work as recently as July. 

Another reporter, freelance writer P.J. Tobia, obtained the Rendon report compiled on him in May and 
posted it Friday on the True/Slant blog. 

"Based on his previous embed and past reporting.. it is unlikely that [Tobiaj will miss an opportunity to 
report on US military missteps." the report rt:ad. "llowc\·er, if following previous trends, he will remain 
sympathetic to U.S. troops and may acknowledge a learning curve in Afghanistan." 

Meanwhile, Adm. Mike Mullen, the chairman of the Joint Chief'\ of Staff, on Friday published an essay in 
a military journal that was sharply critical of the U.S. government's attempts to use "strategic 
communications" to shape messages direckd at the Muslim world. 

"To put it simply, we need to worry a lot less about how to communicate our actions and much more 
about what our actions communicate," Mullen wrote in the essay in Joint force Quarterly. 



"I would argue that most strategic communication problems arc not cornmunicarion problems at a ll." he 
wrote . "They arc policy and execution problems. Lach rime ''e fa il to li, ·e up to our values o r don"t fo llow 
up on a promise. we look more and morc like the arrogant Americans the enemy cla ims we a rc." 

Reponer.c; Charlie Recd and Kevin Baron contributed to this story . 

.Pentagnn Denies it Rate!? lgpo rters in_A.fghanistan 
Voice of America ... A l Pess in 
T he Pentagon and the U.S. headquarters in Afghanistan are deny ing that the~ ha\'\.: ranked reporters as 
posit ive, negati ve or neutral. l)r used such anal~ scs to dc terrn ine whkh journal ist:s would have access to 
U.S. troops an<l commandt:rs . The dt:nials fol!O\\ stories in a Penragon-suhs idized publication that charge 
officiab are using analyses provided by a private company to fi gure out how to influence co\'\.:rage. 

The internationa l rtC\\ Spaper for L.S. troops. Stars and Stripes. reported on Monday that the lJ.S. 
command in ;\ fg.hanistan was using media <malysis provided b~· a Washingto n-based public relations firm 
to screen reporters requesting. to trnvel with Ameri1.:a11 forces . T he Pentagon denied the rcpl)n. 

T hen on Thursday. the newspaper. whil.'.h i ~ guaranteed ediwria l independence by lJ.S. law, printed 
another story. q ut)ting from ana lyses t hat describe coverage as "positi\.e," "negatin:" or "neutral." It alsn 
published a chart it says cairn: from one l) f t he anal~ scs. \~ hich rates 16 months o f one unnamed reporter's 
coverage as 83 per cent neutral and 16 per 1.:cnt neg.al i' c . The story also quotes a rcct1mmc11dation about 
how to "neutral ize" any possihk "ncgati n·" co\·cragc b~ a reporte r by providing him \li ith quolcs from 
milita ry o lfo:ia Is . 

Speaking from Kahul. a spo kcs\\OJllan fo r 1hc L.S . 1.:l1mmand in Afghanistan. Lieutenant Commander 
Christine Se itknstrid.c r. told VOA the anal~ :\is pnwidcs biograph ical in f(m nat ion and rnpies o f repo rters' 
stories, but is no t used in mak ing dee isions about access to nc'' srnakers. 

"The way thi.:y are nncr used is !1) make dc.::isions on \\hcther l)r not to a llo w a reporter to embed !with 
L:.s. fo rces!. or whe ther or not log.rant an intt . .:n·iew." said Chri s1i11c Seidcn). tricker. 11 \\/c do not. have not 
and are no t gning to make decisillllS on access based on pl)Siti\·e or negati\'c Ct)\'eragc." 

Scidenstrickcr says the informati1m gathered h~ the C1)1mactor is used for what she called "very legitimate 
and very innocuous purposes" to help official!\ prepare fo r inte r\'iews and see ho'" their policies. ac1ions 
and statements arc perceived. 

But tht: command in Kabul d istrihuted samples of the analyses of severa l reporters, w hich include a 
sect ion called "Perspective. Sty le and Tone." Various reporters' Cl1\'erag.e is descr ibed as "newswonhy," 
"straightfof"\.vard," "nuanced" and "unbiased." The rep1>rtcrs' names ha\'e been deleted. One analysis says 
the reporte r often includes statements from t :.s. offic ials. bu1 a lso covers "mu ltiple viewpoints and 
perspect ives." 

T he command did not provide an~ particu larly negati' e analyses of reporte rs. But it did distribute a chart 
from thi s past \1onday shlm ing "pos it i\·e." "negat ive" or "neutral" rat ings fo r a variety of stories from 
many news organi7.ations. The chart includes one VOA story about three NATO troops w ho were killed 
in Afghanistan, and rates the stor)- as ncgatiH'. 

fn a statement on its we bs ite. the wmpany that prepa red the material. The Rendon Group, said its ratings 
do no t refer to reporters, hut rather to "themes and topics" as they re late to the U. S. mission in 



Afghanistan. For example, it says coverage of suicide bombings would be rated negative, while reports 
that reflect improved stability would get a positive mark. 

One of the senior Pentagon spokesmen, Bryan Whitman, says analyses of reporters' work based on what 
might be "positive" or "negative" for the military "serves no purpose," and says it is not done on a 
department-wide basis. 

"I've told you what I think is the only metric [measurementj that l use, that I think is of any value, that we 
convey to our principals [senior officials], is whether or not a story is accurate or inaccurate," said Bryan 
Whitman. 

Still, the Brussels-based International Federation of Journalists condemned the Afghanistan headquarters' 
media analyses. Its General Secretary is Aidan White. 

'There's a real possibility of discrimination against journalists who are not willing to sign up to a solely 
positive view of how the American military is performing in Afghanistan,'' said Aidan White. "And that is 
really a threat to press freedom.'' 

White says while claiming to fight for democracy and human rights in Afghanistan, the U.S. military 
appears to prefer ''propaganda" to "honest reporting." But he acknowledged there is no information 
indicating the military ever used the analyses to deny any reporter access to lJ .S. military units or 
commanders. 

Military Prepares Profiles on Reporters Visiting War Zones - 8/28 
Washington Post ... Ann Scott Tyson 
The U.S. military in Iraq, Afghanistan and elsewhere regularly assesses the content and tone of the work 
of individual reporters to prepare for trips and interviews by those reporters, according to defense and 
military officials. 

But the officials denied that the analysis has been used to exclude journalists from cmhcdding with U.S. 
military units in combat zones or to bar them from interviewing military personnel. 

A controversy has arisen in recent days over media work performed for the U.S. military command in 
Afghanistan by the Rendon Group, a contractor that classifies the content of stories by reporters as 
positive, negative or neutral in relation to military objectives. 

Rendon has disputed reports that its media analysis, under a 2009 contract to support the public affairs 
office of the U.S. command in Afghanistan, is based on ranking reporters or aimed at manipulating their 
coverage. Rendon's role in compiling background profiles on reporters for the military was first revealed 
this week in articles by the Stars and Stripes newspaper, which said the profiles were being used to screen 
reporters. 

In a statement, Rendon said its analysis ''is not provided as the basis for accepting or rejecting a specific 
journalist's inquiries" and is not developed by "ranking reportcrs. 11 

The company has been investigated by the Defense Department after some members of Congress said it 
was hired to create an information campaign to sway the public to support the Iraq war, but lhc 
investigation did not support the allegations. Rendon was also involved in an effort to have Iraqi 
publications print articles written by military personnel. 



Pentagon spokesman Bryan Whitman said that Rcndon's work in Afghanistan is not used to exclude 
reporters from cmbt!dding \\ ith the military and that the onl~ standard the Pentagon uses to measure a 
news stor) is accurac~. 

He acknow kdged that gathering bat:kground data about reporters is common. "E \'e~ one does a certain 
amount of media analysis in order to prepare ind i\'iduals for intervic\' s." he said. 

Military public affairs offo.:('rs who ha\'e worked in recent years with rcpo11crs in Iraq. at Guantanamo 
Bay. Cuba, and elsewhere said they had personal!~ prepared such analyses. 

Lt. Col. Jose Garcia. scnil1r team leader for the Puhlic Affairs Qualifaation Course at the Defense 
Information School at l-'ort Meade. said that\\ hile "orking as a puhlic affairs officer in Iraq he regularly 
gathe,;red information on reporters' ba1.:kgrounds. their like I~ ltucstions and "angle" in advance of 
interviews with his unit. G:m:ia said he gathered the information by surfing the Web for the reporter's 
articles or biography. or h~ ~:nquiring. \~ ith milita~ headquancrs. 

But ( iarcia said such information was used only 10 anticipate questitins and possibly huild rapp1)rt with 
the journalist. "I never turned anyone a" ay." he said. "I cnc1,uraged my boss to talk to everyone." 

In s1lme cases. however. oflicers have rated individual reporters in tcm1s of how bcnelicial they were to 
the mi I itary mission. In one unit in lrat1. eve~ \'isiting reporter "as pre<.:c<lcd hy a dornment that 
classilicd him or her hy assigning. a c1ilor. with red for ncgatiH:. amber for neutral and green for positive. 
Another unit prepared a map with the sarne color-coding for articles \vrittcn hy embedded reporters. 

"The hottom linl..' was: We think that this ,·isil will he p1lsiti\'C. ncgati\'C. or neutral." said one military 
public affairs lltliccr who scr\'cd at Guantanamo Ba~." here the mil ital") prepared such assessments on 
each visiting reporter. 

"If we thought a reporter was negative. we'd do more training to prepare for a cornba1ivc intcrvic'' ."said 
the officer. who served in Guantanamo in 2007. 

Pentagon probes rcp,,rt~ of n;lli~cr-scrcc!.!i11gJ~LAf&h;'.!nistan - 8/2 7 
Xinhua General News Service 
The Pentagon said Thursday that it is probin~ into report~ that the l i.S. military in Afghanistan has hcen 
rating reporters according to their degrees of sympathy to L .S. ohjcctives. 

"1 am learning about aspects l)f this as I question our folks in Afghanistan." Pen1agon spokesperson Bryan 
Whitman told the regular PentagLm ne" s bricfing. 

"If I find something that is inconsistent with Defense Department values and policies. you can be sure I 
will address it," he added. 

The probe comes three days after The Stars & Stripes first uncovered the screening of reporters on 
Monday. 

According to the newspaper. the l.l .S. milita~ hired The Rendon Group. a pri\'ate public-relations 
compan) to screen the jl)Umalists. 

Under such a screening system. reporters '"ho request to he "embedded" into L.S. militarv units in 
Afghaniscan will be rated as "positive." "ncgati\e'' or "neutral" towards U.S. strategy. • 



When the practice was first reported, the C.S. military denied it. 

However, as more evidence popped up and facing growing protests from journalists, the miliary finally 
acknowledged it and agreed to launch an informal investigation into the issue. 

BROADCAST 

Penta.go11 Rated.J~.epooers' W.Qrk In AfghauJst1!n - 8/27 
NPR, All Things Considered 8:00 PM EST 

MELISSA BLOCK, host: A private contractor has been providing the U.S. military in Afghanistan with 
reports on media coverage and profiles of individual journalists. The contractor has also been giving 
commanders a daily briefing that rates news stories as positive, negative, or neutral. 

NPR's J.J. Sutherland reports. 

J.J. SUTllERLAND: One of the journalist profiles obtained by NPR starts with a statement of purpose. It 
ends: To gauge the expected sentiment of her coverage while on an embed mission in Afghanistan. I 
called up Lieutenant Commander Christine Sidenstricker to get her take on the language. She's a 
spokesperson forthe L.S. forces in Afghanistan. 

Can you sec why someone - you know, reading that as a journalist, I would be concerned, and why people 
would be concerned about that kind of language? 

Lieutenant Commander CHRISTINE STDENSTRICKER (U.S. Military Spokeswoman): Again, 
unfortunately, that particular sentence does create the wrong impression on how they're being used. All I 
can do is tell you that that's not how they're used. 

SUTHERLAND: I low they arc used, she says, arc for basic background of a journalist: some of their 
stories, what their interests arc, not for determining access. The reports are compiled by the Rendon 
Group. It has a contract to provide these profiles, among other things. It also writes press releases, 
speeches, talking points - oh, and Rendon also rates stories for the military: positive, negative or neutral. 
On a recent day, a positive story was headlined: Canadian Helps Afghans Create First l\ational Park. A 
negative one: Three NATO Troops Killed in Southern Afghanistan. 

Commander Sidenstrickcr says she doesn't know why stories are categorized that way - before her time. 
She does say, though, she doesn't pay any attention to it. 

Lt. Cmdr. SIDENSTRICKER: I can safely say it has never been the Department of Defense's intent to use 
any of that sort of information to deny or grant access as a decision point in embedding or in granting 
interviews. 

SUTHERLAND: Then why collecting information at all? 

Lt. Cmdr. SIDENSTRICKER: It's entirely - again, J can't tell you why it was started. I can just tell you 
how we use it and how · or more importantly, how we don't use it. 

SUTHERLAND: Sidcnstricker says they didn't start the contract, and says to contact the unit there before 
hers, the I 0 I st A irbome Division. 



So I called up \1ajor Patrkk Seiber. He's the press officer fl)r the IO l st. He says during his time in 
Afghanistan. he dealt\\ ith 6~ different news agc1u:ies and 143 different reporters. and he had to rely on 
the Rendon reports. 

Major PATRICK SEIBER (Press Ofliccr. IOI st Airborne Division 1: Wdl. you know. you got to have 
something. because we just don't haH' enough public affairs guys that can go through and do ii. you 
kmm. our own self to figure - you know. to - you got to kno\v what you're dealing\~ irh. You know. our 
soldiers arc at risk each day. There are dangers \\ith fires (uninlelligible). Information is also a risk. 

SlJTllERLA~U: And Seiber sa~ s that unlike Sidcn~tricker. he did pay some attention to negative ratings. 
If someone had a bunch of them. he'd want to know why. 

Maj. SEIBER: This didn't happen very llften. I mean. out of all those news agencies. l can only remember 
maybe a couple of times \\here there ''as somebody that we "ouldn't take from. you know, that journalist 
because of their bcnl. 

SlJrl IERI .AND: Both times. he says. the news agencies sent a different reporter. J\ statement fnim the 
Rendon Group says they arc 'cry pn,ud of the "ork they'yc <hme for the l; .S. m ii itary. 

J .J. Sutherland. ~PR ~ews. 

PRl's The World - featuring Stars and StriJ>t's c.·ditor llo~ard Witt on lhc Rendon Group 
Katy Clark: For man) ne\\~ organi/ations. including this one. cmcring the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan 
means sometimes sending reporters tn be embedded" ith U.S. militar: forces. It turns out that those 
rt•portcrs are being reported on themseh cs. The Pl·ntagl.lll has hired a \\ ashington-bascd public relations 
firrn to prolile the work ofjliurnalists scc!..ing l'rnbcd assignments. These profiles examine the work of 
indi\idual rcporten. and they C\ aluatc them on ba~is (ltl whether they 're positive. negative or neutral 
stories. "Stars and Stripes" hrokc the story and Hemani Witt is an editor there. Hcmard. in my own 
experience covering the military. I ha\ e just come to expect S1lllh! kind of screening as par for the course. 
Docs this vetting pwc.:ess \\c ·re talking about hcrl· go bl·~ (lnd straii:rht-fomard due diligt.'ncc'? 

Howard Witt: Well it does appear it to. It is certain I~ the case that the Pcntagtlll sa~s they're just doing 
ordinary scr<.:cning. But in fact. the real questilm is. what are the~ doing. \\ith 1his informatiim? They'rt> 
not really revicwin~ the \\Ork of reporters and rating it according to ho\\ positive it is towards the 
militar!. But the~ also are getting ad\ ice from this Rendon Group that they've contracted with as to how 
to use !hat information to basically shape the embeds - lhe information that the! ·re going to give 
reporters access to to try hasicall~ manipulate the ouh:omc of !heir stories. 

Kat~· Clark: And thl· Rendon (lroup. this P.R. firm we menrioncd. has a bit of a controversial track 
record. Doesn't it'? 

Howard Will: It docs indeed. !'hat was tlK· group that helped establish an Iraqi opposition group in the 
run-up to tht: Iraq in,asion in 2003. The group i~ called 1hc '"Iraqi National Congress:· That group ended 
up suppl}ing a lot of the information which subsequently turned out to be false regarding the alleged 
weapons of mass destruction that Saddam Hussein was supposedly hiding, and which ga\ c the Bush 
administration a lot of its pretext for launching the invasion. 

Katy Clark: So Howard. the implication here is that the Pentagon might be influencing coverage of the 
military and its conduct in Iraq and Afghanistan. Do you ha\e some C\idcnce of that? 



Howard Witt: Well, we have first hand evidence of what happens if you don't write stories that please 
the military. We ourselves had a rcporkr. named Heath Druzin, who was refused permission to embed 
\Vith an Army unit in .\.1osuL Iraq several months ago. And the stated reason was because he was not 
writing stories that were highlighting positive. good news that the Army wanted highlighted. 

Katy Clark: So, was he eventually able to go? Were you able to work that out or send another-

Howard Witt: No, we sent him dsewhcre. But this particular unit he was not able to join this unit 
despite our strong protests over this. 

Katy Clark: So, what has the Pentagon's response been to your reporting'? 

Howard Witt: Well, today they continued to insist that they're not making any nefarious use of these 
profiles but that they arc at least acknowledging that they exist. Kind of frenzy was set off among the 
Pentagon reporters today. They're all demanding their own profiles, 'cause they want to sec what the 
Pentagon has been saying about them. And the Pentagon is now conceding apparently that they are going 
to re-examine this whole thing. So we·ll have to see where it goes. 

Katy Clark: I find this odd because the idea of an embed was designed initially to improve news 
coverage in the first place; and this changing the \\:ay your news organization is con~ring the wars in Iraq 
and Afghanistan. 

Howard Witt: Well, you're exactly right. And in fact when these embeds were originally invented 
under the Bush administration under previous Secretary Rumsfeld, they were explicitly described by the 
Pentagon as not being subject lo any kind of interference in the type of coverage or tone of coverage. It 
was strictly to facilitate U.S. reporters to cover the on the ground action of the lJ .S. Armed Forces. But 
something happened between then and now apparently where the military seems to be treating these now 
somewhat differently. 

Katy Clark: Do you know when this type of screening of reporters first began'? 

Howard Witt: We don't know when it first began. although we have seen some of these profiles dating 
back to at least October of last year. There· s suggestions that this has been going on a lot longer than 
that. But we don't know for sure. 

Katy Clark: I understand that you've actually seen some of these files that the Pentagon has on 
reporters. What's in them? 

Howard Witt: Well they contain. they all are kind ofa similar form, they have a kind of bar graph or a 
pie chart which looks at the stories the reporters did and rates them according to them. are quote on quote, 
if they are positive. negative or neutral. And then there is the narrative section for each person in which 
the Rendon folks described the tenure of that reporter's coverage, whether it's been positive or negative 
or neutral; and make recommendations as to the ways to what they call, neutralize negative reporting. 

Katy Clark: Howard Witt is an editor at "'Stars and Stripes." I le spoke to us from Washington. Thank 
you. 

Howard Witt: My pleasure. 



Tbe FOX Report With Shepard Smith F~C 08/2712()09 19:22:59 
frnnifer Griffin, correspondent: "Well, we have been able to confirm ... that, in fact, the military did hire 
a P.R. firm based in D.C. called the Rendon Group and they provide the military with assessments like 
the ones you see here of journalist work. Th is one was written on August 14 and it was based on the work 
of a freelance journalist based in Jordan. And the accusation by ·Stars and Stripes' and others is that they 
were using this assessment of the journalist's work to basically engage them and possibly influence the 
way their stories would tum out in the end ... The military is not denying that they hired this group, the 
Rendon Group and that they were getting information about stories and ratings of stories. But they say 
that there was no mal intent that they weren't trying to intluence the reporters. They weren't stopping the 
reporters from going on embeds '' ith the military based on the rating of these stories chat they were 
receiving. So, they arc still planning to use this group - the Rendon Group? The contract lasts until next 
January. They say that the 'Stars and Stripes' is reading too much into the analysis being done by the P.R. 
group ... l asked them [if they rated me) and they won't tell me what my raling is ... They did rate some of 
my colleagues and. in facL you don'I want a high rating with them because it would suggest that your 
stories were mostly positive. It would be curious to find out what one's rating is but I do know they have 
rated some of my colleagues here." 

BLOGS 

Ui~ Br.ass Rull: Pcn1agon IJecei.t on Media Manipulation Con finned - 8/28 
Empire Burlesque ... Chris Floyd 
A fe~ days ago, we noted the revelations by Stars and Stripes that the Pentagon was using a shadowy PR 
firm to identify the political leanings ofjoumalists trying to cover the "Good War" in Afghanistan (as 
well as the "Forgotten War" in Iraq). The idea. clearly. was to encourage and reward "pro-war" reporters 
while planting a big red nag on the backs of any writers t.:onsidcrcd less than gung-ho about the imperial 
bloodshed in :vtuslim lands. 

:--;aturally, the Pentagon denied that the vetting program operated by the Rendon Group - which was hired 
by the Bush gang to help instigate the mass murder in Iraq - was in any way a sinisler, slimy attempt lt) 

manipulate the news in order to make the endless slaughter of the Terror War more palatahle for the folks 
back home. Perish the thought~ declared the brass. Why, goodness mercy me, the only aim of the program 
is to help reporters tell the truth. and let the chips fall where they may. /\s Pentagon spokesman Bryan 
Whitman put it a tier S&S first broke the story: "It's a good article if ifs accurate. It·s a bad article if it's 
inaccurate. That's the only measurement that we use here at the Defense IJepartment." Makes you want to 
puddle up, don't it? 

Well. Stars and Stripes has done something almost unheard-of in modern journalism -follow~on a 
filQIT_ with a skeptical stance toward the bland assurances of authority - and guess what they found? Go 
ahead, try· you'll never guess. They found that the Pentagon was lying! From S&S: 

Contrary to the insistence (~f Pe111agon officials this week that they are no/ rating the 
work of reporters covering U.S. forces in .·~fghanistan. Stars and Stripes has obtain<:'d 
documents that prore that reponers' c:overa)!e is being ~raded as "positive, " "neutral" 
or "negative . .. 

Moreover, the documents - - recem confidential profiles of the work of individual reporters prepared by a 
Pentagon contractor· indicate that the ratings arc intended to help Pentagon image-makers manipulate 
the types of stories that reporters produce while they are embedded with U.S. troops in Afghanistan. 



Well, 1 never! The Pentagon -- run by honest Brother Bob Gates, who is such a straight arrow that the 
saintly progressive Barack Obama carried him over from the Bush Regime to keep running our "overseas 
contingency operations -- has been caught lying through its tt:eth! What next? Obama spending his 
vacation plaving golf with skazv Swiss bankers or something? 

Back to S&S: 

"The purpose <frhis memo is 10 provide an assessment '!lfu reporler from a major US 
newspaper} ... in order to gauge the expected sentimelll <~/'his work while on an emhed 
mi.uion in Afxlranistan ... reads the preamble to one <~lthe reporter profiles prepared/or 
the Penragon hy 1he Rendon Group, a comroversial Washington-based public relations 
jirm. 

S&S also shreds the post-revelations denials by the Pentagon and Rendon, including the lie by Gates' 
mouthpiece that the vetting program (that isn't a vetting program, of course) ended last October, in the 
bad old Bush days: 

But the Rendon pr<~/iles reviewed by Stars and Stripes prow otherwise. One of the 
profiles evaluates work published as recent(r as lday. indicating that the rating practice 
did not in fact cease las/ Octoher as Whitman stated 

A11d the explicit sug~estions comained in the Rendon profiles detailing how best lO 
manipulatt: reporters· <.'overage during their embed~ dirf!ct~r contradict the Peniagon ·s 
staled policies xowrning the embed process. 

By week's end, the Pentagon ~!lS in full retreat on the story (in public, at least). pulling out the old stand­
by used to cover a multitude of sins. from torture to corruption to atrocity to systematic deceit: a "review" 
of the program. Whitman, who days before had been loudly trumpeting the program's decency and 
goodness, was now declaring -- what els~'? -- that he didn't know the first thing about it, but he was sure 
enough gosh-dang-diddley-darn going to find out: 

.. For me, a tool like this sen·es no purpose and it dvesn 't serw me with any value ... 
Pentagon .~pokes man Bryan Whitman told reporters a.~ some of the affected ·war 
correspondents ht:Kall demanding to see their secret military profiles .... '"/ haven't seen 
anyrhing that violates any policies. but agai11, I'm learning ubulll aspects of this as I 
question ourfolh i11 Afghanistan. " Whitman said. "~f I.find something rhat is 
inconsistent with Oe.fense Depanment values and policie.~. you c:un be sure I will address 
it .. , 

And we're sure a grateful nation gives its thanks for this great diligence. Whitman, a former Special 
Em:~es QQ_ whose last wctwork was back in the bug-out from Somalia, has long shown a dogged fealty to 
the truth: here, for example, planting stories of Iranian "threats" to U.S. boats in the powderkeg of the 
Strait of Hormuz; or here. early onjn the mass murder in Iraq, ardently peddling the Pentagon's 
knowingly false stories about the "heroic" rescue of Jessica Lynch. There is perhaps one aspect of his 
promised "review" that might trouble a cynic, however: 

"Whitman rold Pentagon reporters that he was inquiri11g uhout the is.sue. but he added that 
the Pen1uxo11 is not launching any formal inquiry 1v the matta. 

No "formal" review. then. No official inquiry. Just a couple of phone calls from good old Bryan to a few 
top brass and their mercenary manipulators: "You doing something dirty over there?" "Nope. Everything's 



jakc." "Cool." 

Whitman. hy the way, is not really a holdover from the Bush Administration. like his boss. Bob Gates. He 
is actually a holdover from the Clinton Administration, ha\ ing ascended into th~ higher Pentagon PR 
ranks back in 1997. where he helped shape the presentations of Clinton's "good war'' against Serbia in 
1998, then went on to serw the the cause of imperial message massage into Afghanistan and Iraq. 

As we always say around here: Continuit~ ! It's what makes :\m~rica great~ 

Pentagon profiling l;.s. reporters? - 8/.'.!7 
Cafferty File (CNN.com) 
U.S. soldiers from the 1st Platoon Alpha 3-71 Cami!) and Afghan National Army (ANA) soldiers walk 
up a hill to a school during a mission in the Barnki Barak district of Logar Province. Afghanistan on 
/\ugust 22. 
lJ .S. soldiers from the I st Plato1m Alpha .1-7 I Ca' all) and Afghan :\ati~mal Army (A'.\!/\) soldiers walk 
up a hill to a school during. a mission in the Baraki Barak distrid of I.ogar Province. Afghanistan on 
August 22. 

FROM CNN"s Jack Cafferty: 

({ 'NN) - The Pentagon is profiling rcport..:-rs covering the war in Afghanistan. 

The newspaper ··stars and Stripes"' reports that despite denials from the Pentagon. they arc in fact rating 
the \\Ork of reporters as either "p11siti\c"'. "neutral .. or "negative". They're contracting this work out l(• a 
private p.r. out fit called The R<."ndon Group. '' hich has come under ftrc before tix its \\ ork in the Iraq 
war. 

Prolilcs of various rcporkrs suggest these ratings arc meant to hdp manipulate the kinds of stories that 
reporters come up with while the~ 're embedded \\ith troops. For example. one ne\\ spapcr reporter is rated 
as •·neutral to positi\e" in his cO\crage. The report suggests any negative stories he writes '"could possibly 
he neutralized" by feeding him quotes from milita!)· brass. 

Earlier this wel.'k, the Pentagon denied a story that appeared in "Stars and Stripes" saying "There is no 
policy thar stipulates in any ''ay that embedding :;hould he based in any way on a person's work". Both 
the Defense D~partment and Rendon even denied a rating system exists. 

Meanwhile. this latest n:,cJation rnmcs as polls sho" the \\ar in Afghanistan is becoming less popular 
among the A1m:rican people. Journalism groups and media ethicists arc critidzing the Pentagon's efforts 
to rate and manipulate reporters. One military official sa) s ·'it :.ho\\ s utter contempt for the Constitution ... 
And contracting the work out to a cl\ ilian firm is C\cn more odious. 

Herc· s my quest ion to you: What docs it mean that the Pentagon is profiling U.S. reporters? 

Pcnta~on Tracks, Rat_es R~ortcrs ";\;eutral to Positi\·e" - 8·27 
S\\ampland (Time.com hlog) ... \fo;hael Scherer 
Stars and Stripes. the U.S. military's independent newspap~r. has a z.in2cr of a scooe today: 

W·1SHIXGTO.V · ( ·onrrary lo the insisli>11ce of /'e111ago11 otfic.:ials thi.~ week Jhat they are 
1101 ratillf! the work of reporters coverinK U.S force.~ in Af~lumisran. Stars and Stripes 
has obtained documents that prm:e 1ha1 repvrterJ ·cow? rage is ht? ing ~raded as 
"positive . .. "neutral" or "nef!alil'i! . .. 



Moreover, !he documents recent confidential profiles of the work of individual 
reporters prepared hy a Pentagon contractor - indicate that the rutin;.:s are intended lo 
help Pentagon image-makers manipulate the types ~f stories that reporters produce while 
they are embedded with U.S. troops in Afghanistan. 
One reporter on the staff of one of America's pre-eminent newspapers is rated in a 
Pentagon report as "neutral to positive" in his coverage of the U.S. military. Any 
negative stories he writes "could possibly be neutralized" hy feeding him mitigating 
quotes from military officials. 

Keep reading the whole story here. It is worth it. Among other things. the reporters, Charlie Recd, Kevin 
Baron and Leo Shane Ill, make it clear that both the Pentagon's spokesman, Bryan Whitman, and the 
consulting finn doing the work, the Rendon Group, have been saying things in public that do not match 
up with the documents the newspaper obtained. 

The Pentagon has now announced that it is reviewing the practice of compiling reporter profiles. 

New Files Prove Pentagon Is Profiling Reporters · 8/27 
ThinkProgress.com ... Amanda Terkel 
This week, Stars and Stripes revealed that the Pentagon had hired a controversial contractor to screen 
journalists seeking to embed with U.S. forces. The Rendon Group determines whether reporters' 
coverage "was 'positive,' 'negative' or 'neutral' compared to mission objectives." The Pentagon's 
decision was especially shocking in light of Rendon's sordid past: The group personally set up the Iraqi 
National Congress and helped install Ahmad Chalabi as leader, whose main goal - "pressure the 
United States to attack Iraq and overthrow Saddam J lussein" -- Rendon helped facilitate. 

Military officials immediately went about foriously refuting the reports. "We have not denied access to 
anyone because of what may or may not come out of their biography," said public affairs officer Air 
force Capt. Elizabeth Mathias. "It's so we know with whom we're working." Other officials for the 
Pentagon and Rendon went even further: 

"They are not doing that [rating reporters], that's not been a practice for some time - actually since the 
creation of U.S. Forces-Afghanistan" in October 2008, Pentagon spokesman Bryan Whitman told 
reporters Monday. "I can tell you that the way in which the Department of Defense evaluates an 
article is its accuracy. It's a good article if it's accurate. It's a bad article if it's inaccurate. That's the 
only measurement that we use here at the Defense Department."[ ... ] 

The Rendon Group declared in a statement that "the information and analysis we generate is developed ... 
not by ranking of reporters." 

But new files prove otherwise. Stars and Stripes obtained profiles produced by Rendon. They clearly 
calculate the percentage of "positive" stories written by a reporter and offer ideas not about how to get the 
reporter to produce more accurate stories, but how to get more "favorable coverage" for the military. Fox 
News also obtained a slide from a Rendon PowerPoint presentation, where headlines from major 
newspapers are rated with "a plus sign, a negative sign or a capital 'N,' presumably for neutral." Images 
from the profiles and PowerPoint: 



~llblltlon 10•1=rd ._.._.._....._ 
----------------. (N) m1ro•Ptn! •Wu< "I* NI ,.._or-...... 12 -......... ====~ USIC1nad1t 

Soun:et Fo11 News 

....... (o.:DM.) • N90atM (16.67~) 

Source: Stars and Stripes 

Stars and Stripes also notes that one of the profiles looked at a reporter's work as recently as May, 
indicating that the ranking did not stop in October 2008, as Whitman claimed. 

What remains unclear is how extensively this ranking affects whether the military allows certain reporters 
to embed with troops. At least one reporter, Heath Druzin with Stars and Stripes, was barred for refusing 
to highlight more good news from the military. Fox News also obtained a Rendon memo that "showed 
that past coverage is at least taken into account during the process." 

US Military Investigates Afghan Desk - 8/28 
True/Slant ... P.J. Tobia, Afghan Desk 
This article from Stars and Stripes has a Jot of journalists talking. It is about The Rendon Group, a 
company that puts together background briefs on reporters who apply for embeds with the US military in 
Afghanistan. 

Most reporters in Afghanistan know about these reports. I obtained a copy of my Rendon report about 
three months ago from a friend in the military and I've posted excerpts below. I don 't really think the 
reports are some kind of violation, in fact, I think the military is smart to look into the background's of 
people who will be writing about them. Rating the coverage that reporters give the military-"positive," 
"neutral," "negative"-seerns a bit silly and slightly Orwellian, but if thousands of reporters were covering 
my organization, I would want a simple shorthand to indentify them as well. 

I do think the reports are creepy though. These guys have read almost everything I've written in the last 
few years, even interviews I've given to local news biogs. Reading this report is like perusing the diary of 
your stalker. Rendon also classifies certain publication as " left leaning" which I find odd. 

Most troubling by far is that when S&S asked the military about Rendon, they denied the existence of 
these reports. I'm holding one of these reports in my hand right now, trust me, it exists. I've also met 
people who work for The Rendon Group in Kabul. In conversations, they deny that there is any nefarious 
objective to what they do. "We just help the military figure out what embed is right for a particular 



reporter." one Rendon employee told me over drinks. "If a reponer is classified as "negative .. they arc 
less likely to go where the action is and more likely to be covering a platoon that guards sandbags in 
Heral." 

I've quoted the best parts of my Rendon report below for) our reading pleasure. This was my second 
report. generated after my second embed (in \\'ardak) and before my third (in Kandahar.) I bolded some 
of the good parts and put links to the stories they reference. 

Memorandum 

FROM: The Rendon Group 

Date: 5 May 2009 

RE: UPDATE P.J. Tobia Journalist Profile 

The purpose of this memo is to prO\ide an updated assessment {lf P.J. Tobia. and give a profile of his 
work, both through a summary of c<.mtcnt and analysis of style. in order to gauge the expected sentiment 
of his work while on an c:mhe<l mission in Afghanistan ... 

l J PD/\ TE to analysis bdow: 

l{ihia·s work resulting from his most recent embed was an in-depth article for The Philadelphia Inquirer 
on joint L;s. French and A'J\ operations in \l.'ardak. ·1 he article followed l.t Eric Schwirian and his 
dforts 10 lrain J\'A S()ldicrs who. if propcrl) strengthened. are the coalition ·s tkkct out of Afghanistan. 
His article for Philadelphia Inquirer \\as more straightfornard than his previous work. 

Tobia was more sympathetic and less critical of the l.1S \lilitary in his most rc~cnt n.·port as evidenced hy 
his quote selection: "'We're here to keep the Afghan pcupk sate ... 

Tobia continues to hurnani.1.c US soldiers by quot in~ mainly US Militar; personnel and detailing the 
soldiers· backgrounds. homes and reaction to lighting in Afghanistan. 

His most recent artidc is ncutral-to-positi\e "hilc his pre\·ious \\Ork has been neutral or neutral-to­
negativc. 

In an interview. he decried the acid anacks and human rights violati111b t<.mard Afghan women in 
particular ... 

Background 

[Tobia'sl articles on Afghanistan focused on multiple topics that included. narcotics use, detainee abuse. 
the 'hearts and minds· mission. the dc\1..'lopmcnt 0fthe A~SF as well as the overall cost of the L:S 
mission in Afghanistan. He produced mo aniclcs that \\Crc originally published in The Washington Post 
and Nashville Scene but were later picked up b~ 'c" York's left leaning Village Voice and Florida's 
New Times . 

. . . It should be noted that his (Village Voice) article "as titles .. Afghaniscrewed: How I Spent My Fall 
Vacation:· 

Perspective. Style and Tone 



Tobia tends to write lengthy feature articles that arc highly narrative. I lis articles are otlen written in first 
person and may be considered commentaries rather than hard news pieces. llis articles arc thought 
provoking as he often asks questions rather than making conclusions. 

He writes with an outside observer's perspective. but his articles show he can identify and empathize with 
US troops. 

Fxpectations for Embed 

Based on his previous embed and past reporting. it is unlikely that he \\ill miss an opportunity to report 
on US military missteps. I lowever, if following previous trends, he will remain sympathetic to US troops 
and may acknowledge a learning curve in Afghanistan. 

Considering his previous embed, it is likely that he will produce articles that may be picked up by a 
number of publications. 

In light of his previous style and previous coverage, it is likely that he will write long feature articles that 
address several current Afghan issues in relation to troops he has contact with. 

I Want My Rendon Group Profile!-· 8128 
The Washington Independent ... Spencer Ackerman 
So which reporters seeking to embed with the L; .S. military in Iraq and Afghanistan ha\ c been profiled by 
the Rendon Group? Rendon. the CIA-linked communications finn ~ontracted by tl1e Pentagon·s.public 
affairs shop to cvalu.ate potcnti;:tl embeds· work for its usefulness or hostility to L .S. war aims - a story 
broken wide open by Stars & Stripes ··isn't saying. 

Writing al True/Slant. P.J. Tobia managed to acquire his Rendon-derived profile. It's impressively 
nuanced. l':ot only does it evaluate the political leanings ofthe publications that publish P.L it 
distinguishes bet\\een his ''highly narrative"' style and hard ne\vs, judging that his '·thought provoking" 
pieces often "'as[k I questions rather than making conclusions." The verdict? 

Ba.o;ed on his previou.~ embed and pa.~t reporting, it is zmlike~I' that he will miss an 
oppvrtuni~r to report on uS military misst<·ps. llom.:ver. (/following previuus trends. he 
will remain sympathetic Iv US troops and may uclmow/edge a learning curve in 
A(>~hanistan. 

Backhanded compliments? I don't know. But I do know that I'd like to sec my profile. After all. I've 
embedded with troops in Iraq and Afghanistan, and earlier than that I took a military-escorted tour of 
Guantanamo Bay. So. thinking I'd first try to go in through the in door, I called Rendon. 

I'll make a long story short. The woman I spoke with wouldn"t acknowledge if they've profiled 
me; wouldn't clarify if they· d give me my profile if they have; referred me to a statement on 
their Website as their only comment at this time; wouldn"t provide me with her name: wouldn't 
allow me to speak to a different person; and took my email to keep me posted if and when they'd 
tell me more. 

Ah well. Here's that statemem, issued Aug. 26: 



We are happv lo provide more in.fi:.Jrmation wilh ref!ard to reC('n/ reports that discuss the 
scope and nature 4 our support to the Public: Affairs Office of US Forces in Afghanistan. 
The Rendon Group (TRGi "ompetedfor and wa.~ awarded a contract in 2009 to support 
US A1ili1a1:r Public Affairs in Afghanis1a11. As part <f the media analysis requirement for 
the contract. TRG prm:ide.~ relational ana~rsis <~/news cunlenl .~pec!fical(v focust>J 011 

themes olcritica/ importance de.fined Qj' US interesls stahili~y and security. cow11er 
insur;.:ency. operational re.mfrs - tu name afew. The informution and analysis we 
generate is developed by qucmt(fying lhese themes and topics and nut by ranking <!l 
reporters. The ana~vsis is not provided as the basis for acceplin~ or rejecting a specffic 
journalisl '.~inquiries and 1RG does 1101 make recommendatiom as lo who The military 
should or should no/ inlerview. 

The media analysis provided at the reque.~t oj1he public affairs <~{lice. was constructed 
from open source information with the intenl to enumerate and quanJ!fy key aspecls 
(topics. su~jects) <!f covera}{e relevant to the ~fj!hanistan mi-Hion. Any reference to 
positfre. ne}!.ative or neutral in our analysis is derfred by quant(fying the coll/em in 
relation to mission objecril'es. F.xample: Positive 10 Neutral cm·era~e could mem1 cha! it 
contains stories that are eiil1er neutral lo m· positive to a specific military ohjectii·e 
(stability, security, captures. etcj. Converse(v, Neutral to Nef.!,alive coverage c·ould 
indicate lhat content in stories were negative in relation tu mis.~ion objectives 
(kidnapping. suicide hombinK. elc:). lhis is commonly referred to as content ana~vsis and 
is a key component of media analysis. 

1he rnlw! and expertise that our team brings to the client i.f our long standing expaienc:e 
and innomtion in providing real-I ime analysi.,· <!f lhe global in.formation environmelll -
in this case real-time quantitulive analysi.~ of key themes and topics deemed critical to the 
Afghan mi.~sion and defined hy the client. In the.field ofpuhlic qffairs our first principle 
is that information should he communicated in a timely. truthful and transparent manner. 
TRG ha.'i heen a pioneer in 1hefield <!f real-lime ana~rsis of traditional and social media. 
We are n:1:1· proud of tht! work we have done helping customers. and in particular the US 
Milirnry. u11ders1a11d and c:ommunicale in today ·s real-time p,lohal i1~formation 
environmem. 




