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1. The comparison of SovJ.rt and 1{o1.ce of~'~~rica propagand is intended to ~t

vide (a) clues to the mentali tYj which shapes iq~,"""R." propaganda tec~miques and (b) c

1

~;.,') 1.\,.4

parative material for the eXrmliratiOn ~r U.S~ t~.r...~paganda techniques. K- <....~ .....-,

2. The resemblances between SoviJt and l.Ut~rican prOpaganda] are greater thah ,"'''',,'''-- ~
generally supposed•. The differe

f

l

nces a~e mat~.'".'."~,~'.'..8',·.,',.i,".:.;.i~.t.degreel no~ 0,: r kind. The same~.~.~.: ~~universal values are invoked in both; 'both illus;f.rate the same set of principlesi 0C- ':l!l c.:a
effective propaganda; certain l'mitations e...l~~:6~e,~ed in both. i j '::::.;; f-

J. The differences in degree appJll.r to i~I.·,.~;fun.·ctions of the) following PSYChbl~Wa1 ~
peculiarities: I ;['..'Ia.~.,t..i. . ~M=1:l;f I' ..,": , j .....,..•~.• ;at <:'-,

I I 1,:;1" I ~l........ b
f1.. ~~~~:~n~~~'llct~:nlrdednes~, diC~' !~ing propensf,ti' and class- t~

b. American errter taaninerrt-curldedne ~. 'ndividualism, fact-mindedneS8, h ..,{k:o:<Ji
'. traditionahsm, anr defen1ive l' :;e.· I ~I

A. FOREWORD I Ii: '~>. I

Thig st~dy is an impressioniatip comparison; j~]~~not based on ~tatistical datal The
1mpresl3J.ons of Soviet propagand~ are derived I~~:'several. years ?f continuous ob~ervation
(1947~5l), but the observed sample 01' Voice C?f1f~erica broadcasts is much more limit.ed--
some JOO,OOO words, taken Chierry from Ithe T1~.~~.~.h.~. of December 195/,0 and January 19

1

' si,
The differences are of arrter-es t from t110 et~~~\(~~s~

I I I,~~f:"
1. Each of them raises a ~ueBtion as tOt~paganda poliCY_I Wherever the Soviet

policy or emphasis ~ifferg from! oure , :it mayic:>~JDiay not be more ~rfect1ve than o1n'S. An
inventory of differences Shouldl prov1.de a num~~r.· jOf starting-points for examinat.ion of
what propaganda methods are mos1-. effective. i, I.~~). t:,:r 11 I

I

I : Ilti': I I

2. The difter~ncea m&y be clues to the;~~'a11ty of the ~oViet propagandis~, t.o
his values, his bell:efs, his mental ' ',. ·lities. These limirtat1.on~ STAT
and. vulnerabilities were outlined in e data of the present
study may serve to round out th~ }:,icture ain aspects of those papers.

'! I I

B. RESEMBLANCES . f)" ':', I' I

I I· I'
The resemblances bet1feen .soviet~ and tI:uerican! '.. 'ganda are grea~-much greater,' probllb:Ly,
than most Americans ,realize. TP.ey derive fro'~.:.t.·~"'.·,..: .p,'rinciples: (1) the universalit.yof

I I lJ i A ;"I!I7;l' ,Dr 'I I
CLASSIFICATION ~~':J,,~:
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the human value-system to which all: propaganda necessarily Jtpeals (the dend.r-es for II

peace, democr-acy, national independence, class justice, ecorl.omic
l
welfare, reliable

knowledge, etc.), and (2) the common asswnpt.ions of Ipropagandists as to the techniques
they must use to be effective (clearness, simplicity, human 1interest, selection, I

slanting, avoiding or-vdous lies, distin(!,U~shin(~ between rulers and people in an enemy
nation, e tc , ) For a list of :3:3 similar:i. ties, see section D Il~elO1r. I

Those differencp.s which do exis t are almost errt.Lr-eLy di fferencesl of degr-ee rather thar
of kind. For instance, one of the most extreme differences .3 ih'the amount of
emphasis on free speech and other individual freedoms. But I"henl Moscow occasionally I.
mentions free speech, it resembles us in seeming to,take it Ifor granted that free
speech is desirable, and in claiming that it has free speech I and] its opponents do no t],

The similarity is in fact so gr-eat that it may well: be due tU so~e~hing more than thel
raalictic and universal exigencies of propaganda; it may also bel due partly to mutuall
imitation as between hostile propagandists. A convergence-tendency is historically I

demonstrable; Communist propaganda is more Uke ours than it! lwasl in 1934, and ours is
more like that of Moscow than it was in 1949. Hitler's propaganda~was much closer to
the general patter:.! in the 19:30's +"an it was in the 1920's.l: The evidence suggests
that there is such a thing as an internaUonal propagandists'll culture, which like alll
cultures tends to accept its own assumptions uncritically, w:ttho~t empirical test. I~
may well be thpt some :,;' the "principles of pr-opaganda" Whic~ ar~ more or less imp1~c~tly
taken for gr'arrted by propagandists throughout the world would bel found to be false :Lfl
they were sUbjected to experimental study. For example, it~ be that both we and the
Russians underestimate the propaganda values of modesty and reasonableness. I

• II I ,

: 1 1 III ,
The observed differences between VOA and Moscow pro~aeanda ca.'I:ln'bel grouped under eight I

main headings:

1. Sovj et Conflict-Mindedness. . II I . I

This term means not necessarily desire for war, but a tendency to assume a state
of con.llict as inevitable and to see everything else in terms' of lit. If th~re is a single
key word in Sovip.t thinking and writing it is the word ,tstruggle! II Every ec'onomir effort,
every attempt at negotiation, every honest difference of opinionlbetween blundering hUman
beings tends to become strugg.le-ized as it passes through the: distorting lenses of the
perceptual process in the Soviet mind. The person wi t.h different views is seen as a deadly
enemy, and the way to peace is seen lnot :i.n a meeting of mindS: but in a steel-like deter
mination to expose the enemy's deceptions, to resist his aegresHions, and perhaps, byl
implication, to destroy him if possible. I I i I I

To some extent this type of ,thinking is characteristic of all nations engaged
in the mer'cdLeas game of power-politics. It has also been accentuated in our own cOur}try
during the past few years, under the double impact c: the atomic Ibomb and the danger of
Soviet aggression; and there are some who fear that we have already become lias bad as Ithe
Russians" in our conflict-minrledn~ss. The evidence of pr'opagandr' ·:"nalysis .. ncwever-,
suggests that we still have a long way to go bef'ore reachinglthaJ point. j",e specific
differences are as follows: I I I

a. Ql.:eater frequency of denunciation. In average rihmbJr of denunciatory wOIJds
or ideas per minute, Soviet broadcasts greatly exceed ours. Irhe~ fairly bristle with I

words like aggressor, warmonger, monopolist, imperialist, reactionary, incendiary of war,
lackey, slander, treacherous. This is perhaps partly a mere imatt;er of' style. OUI' brdad
cas't.s are now decidedly hard-hitting on the whole, but in a more !flactual-sounding way land
wi t.h fewer denunciatory epitheta per sentence. It may well be tHat our style is ful1J'; as
effective in smearing the enemy as the Soviet style is. But levan if it is only a I

diff'ere e in style, that has some significance. It is as if Ithe] Sovip.t propagandists',
ta.king their version of the conflict for gr-ant.ed , are unaware I of ~he fact that the;r maY
have to prove their version to an unconvinced listener, and of the fact that he may be'
repelled by a frequency of verbal mud-cal.Lngd.ng out of propor'~ion to

l

' . what he now believ'es
to be realistic, , II I 1

Of all the quantitative measures of confli~t""!Tlit;~edn~ss this isprobably I

the most significant as well as the most accurately meaGurab]e. ~twas the chief sing~e

difference between the propaganda of'r~tler and Roosevelt dU~1ng ttie pre-war years; I

Hi tler denounced just about three i.ii:l~.,,; AS often as Hoosevel t I didl It 1s also a useful
measure of increasing war-mindednesE:; Roosevelt I S del1.undations dUroling the period 19391.

1

41
were much more frequent than during fhe period 19:35,·39. II I'll i

, UJiW J'PBl'H- I' I i.1 I

~illl! .
] I ,iJ : I
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b. More military metaphors and words for physical violence. In Soviet propa-:
eanda there are more military t-erms such as camp, march, cadre, banner, hero, front,
vanguard, rear, cp.~~aign, and also more words for physical I violence such as c~sh,
annihilate, unleash, strangl~ cannoniodder, cannibal. I

c. More words cOnnoting suspicion. There is a ~ecial paranoid fl6vbr in oth~r
favorite Soviet terms such as unmask~ expose, plot, undermine, traitor, betray, forced to
admit, not attempting to conceal, li~, slander.' The under+y1ng assumption seems to be
that any appearance of innocence in ~e enemy i~ necessarily deceptive.

d. Fewer words representinrr'the gentler virtues. I In VC)A broadcasts as con
trasted with MoscoW' there is is occaafona.l occurrence of W9rds of a radically differentj
sort: kindly, decent, gracious, good, sympat~, mercy, compassion, humility, neighborli
ness. Moscow has a few words in this general meaning-area~rriendly, cooperation, co- I

exi.at.ence , etc.--but with the Soviets the field of the gentler virtues seems to be less l
differentiated than it is wd.th us. ~This is typical of the nature of differences of this
sort. There is in Soviet propagandala meaning-area corresPonding to every major meaning-
area in our propaganda, and v~ce versa; the differences 9how up in the degree of I

differentiation. ) Iii : I

The term "good will" is ~specially interesting in this connection~ When it first
appeared in the. Stockholm Appeal in March 1950 it stuck out 1.ike a sore thtunb., It was as
un-Soviet as the complete absence of Idenunciation in the Stoclmolm Appeal. Both were I
apparently shreWdly calculated (perh~ps by IlyajEhrenburg, IWho was active in the Stockholm
meeting) to appeal to non-conmunts t Westerners. The term 'I good will" continued to appear
very frequent.ly dur-Lng the next seve~al months, ,but only in connection wtt.h the Stockholm
P,?peal, and only in a stereotyped sl~gan-like fashion; it lfas an alien intrusion which
never became assimilated into the body of Soviet propaganda.

e. Fewer words for mOderati1on. The VOA is mor-e iikelY to use words such as
evolution, liberal, adaptability, elasticity, ethical restxiaint, and conversely, to
condemn its enemies as extremist, died-in-the-wool, fanatidal, dogmatic, grim.,

f. Less reference to ciViu1an life: home. childJen. etc. Ehrenburg is again an
exception, but in Soviet propaganda a's a whole, unlike the IVOA, there is an almost total
absence of terns such as Daddy, Santal Claus, dOl"l, Christm~a present, comfortable home8~

I' · ig. More terms for determinat~~. Tne1martial sp~rit of Soviet propagandists'
appears in expr~ssions such as firmlyl,confident, steeled in the struggle, iron lliscipline
(frequent in Stalin's writings, but sort~pedaled in current propaganda for general I

consumption), peace forces, democra tilb forces, "we do not ~eg for peace, we demand it." i

h. More terms for strength. For in8t~~ce, might~I' bulwark, irresistible, in-I
vincible, triumph. '

I

i. More terms for unity. For instance: unanimit~, union, alliance, ,moral and
politi~al unity of the Soviet peoplesl the peoples of the world are struggling for peace,
the democratic camp, the-Soviet-Union~and-the-peoPleIS-Demdcracies. This is somewhat I

related to the claim of universal acceptance of the Soviet rrersion of reality: , as is !

known, everyonelmows, the whole world knows. The VOA talks much about unity in the West,
and also uses the "as is knownu devlc~, though probably not! nearly as much as Moscow does.
It may be that our total atten-l;lon tol unfty is as great as Iitheirs in view .J.:' our
exceptional need for it at the presen, time.

2. American Entertainment-Mindedness '

In America the p.ntertainmentl industry accounts for! a far larger part of the
national income than in Russia, and has become closely alli.ed to the art of verbal ex-,
pression. It is understandable, then~ that the Voice of America should greatly surpass
Moscow i.n the entert.atnmerrt-evat.ue which it provides. speciriCallY: ;

a. More human interes1. Th1 VOA talka much more ~bout concrete indi~idualSj !

it has more dialogue, more anecdotes, Imore drama. It relates itself more direc·~ly to the
daily life of the listeners ae individuals. Its commentators are more personalized, and
express more personal feelings. I : I I

b. More hlUl!QI.. The number of outright jOltes Ls fal' greater, sa"':.lrical dramati'c
sketches are much more frequent, and the number of ironical] twists in oruinary commentary
is considerably greater. I !

I

I!

I

I

I:
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c. MQre variety. The VOA,has far mor~ variety]in style of presentation and in
the illustrations given to support major themes.i It probably has a much more varied
vocabulary. And it is also more vaI1ied (perhaps much too varied) in the subthemes which
it uses to support its major the~es.j VOA w. :te~s seem m*ch more sensitive to the
possibility of l)oring their listeners by excess~ve repetition. T~is quality is good rrom
the standpoint of keeping listeners I'~specia~ly jthose whe have no strong political
interest, but it raises a question as to whether a great~r concentration of fire might
bring greater results. We' could be Inear1y as varied as ,We are now in the concrete
.:..ll'.lStrations we use to support a g~ven subtheme (such \.oS slave labor in the USSR, or the
historical record of Soviet aggression) and sti]l concentrate o~ fire on a smaller and
more carefully selected set of subt~emes. 1 I

• • I

d. Evaluations in termsi of1 interest. !The word j "interesting" occurs in VOA
broadcasts, and so do oppos.,i te terms such as IIdrlab." They are almost if not completely
absent from Sovie t broadcasts. ' I i

3. American IndividU:Usm' I i I

a. .!!ldividual freedolil. .As mentioned above, orl. important difference between
the two verbal value-systems lies irt the emphasiJs given io individual freedom; Moscow
claims to be in favor of it, but gi~es it only a tenth of a twentieth as much emphasis as
the VOA does. This is the: one great exception to the generalization that their basic
criteria of evaluation (peace, demotracy, natiortal independence} economic welfare, etc.)
are essentially the same as ours., r·t appears in the infrequency of the term "individual
freedom"and related terms such as civil libertj~s, freedom of speech, freedom of press,
freedom of reli~ion, academic freedom, Bill of Rights, f*ee expression. It also appears
in the sheer frequency of the word freedom as coTnpared wi th the word democracy. While
Moscow speaks continually of the 'dembcratic camp, we speak continually of the free world.
There is a significant difference in connotation, since ihe natural and usual context for
the word "free" is an individual context. It appears too in the way in which Moscow handles
such events as the trial (,f' top Cprmnu.nists in t.he United IStates. The usual line is to
claim that such persecution of "peace partisans": proves 1;ohe opposition of the American
ruling circles to peace; it is the opposition of, the rUling circles to what the victim
~tands for, rather than the violation of his rights as ari individual, thaa is emphasized.

: : j I I
b. Other references to individuals. Terms lil{e enterprise, o!'j;.::lrtunity, in

dividuality, private, one r s own, per~onal preference are [commoner in VOA material. The
personat, pronouns--I, me, we, us,' you, .your--are: much mone frequent. This reflects the
greater "human interest" mentioned above, but also suggests a basic person-mindedness
which goes be~und mere entertainment~mindedness.! I

• 'I I Ic. More varied terms for democracy andl tyra~'1 While the terms "democracy"
and "democratic" occur with enormous! f~equency in Soviet broadcasts, as well as the terms
"popular" and "people, I' the concept of democracYI is not much elaborated or differentiated.
There are few terms such as constitutionaliST'l or: representative government. On the
negative side especia11y the VOA broadcasts shaWl more diflferentiation. Corresponding to
th(; Soviet term "ruling circles" '.mdl related words such as reactionary and monopolist,
the VOA has a large armory'., of terins s,uch as die ta,',torship 'I totalitarian, tyran:1::, serfdom,
deified state, secret police, regimentation, slave ~abor.

· I I
(This is perhaps related to the Soviet tendency to identif~r c.emocracy with

class justice and to identify anti-democracy with ~.lass exploitation. 'I uey confuse govern
ment for the people wi-th government py the people more ofjten than we do. In a sense,
therefore, their concept of democracy is at thisi point b~oader than ours, and terms like
exploitation and oppression should be included under it.)

i I .

4. American FaCt-Mindedness, I : I

The Soviet assumption in: general seems ;to be that those ""ho are in the wrong are
necessarily wrong because of inherent evil or 111 will rather than because of I. ~s\U1der
standing. This could be merely a; matter of sound propaganda policy insofar as it applies
to the "rulers" of' ti1e oppoafng c~p~ the need ror basic Isimplicity probably necessitates
paintinG them as wholl~/ evil and calf}u1ating in :their wic~kedness. There is, however, a
strong tendency to apply it also to the followers in the 'opposing camp. The idea of the
Western masses being misled by their I capitalist rulers dolles OCcur in Soviet propaganda,
but it is remarkably rare. ' . I I

I· IIii!8 Bulac I

, I •

I ' ,

i~
i '

I I

I ' : I I
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The more usual position is he patently unrealistic one tJ1at "tJ1e people" in
the i'lest are ~1ready in "the democr-a't'Lc camp." It is ~oubtfuJ. whether this is sotL':ld
propaganda policy. It must give man:Yj listeners the impression ·that Moscow has str~yed far
from reality, and it also, 1'ai1s compretely to meat these non-Communf.st Westerners on their
own mental ground. It therefore suggeat.s that this isl a real mental blindspot in the
Soviet propagandists, and: ~that they are relatively incapable of thinking in terms of
vary-.1ng degrees of knowledge and understanding. Their I frames of reference are neady
always moral good vs. moral evil and strenGth vs. weakness r8~her than understanding vs.
misunderstanding. I I I I

II I I
Greater American fact.-mindedI1ess is also suCGested b:r t,he following cho.racter-

istics of VOA propaganda: I : I I

"I I ia. More terms for inadequate knowledge. The VOA seems to use more terms lauch as
lcnow1edge, wisdom, reason" reali8rn and understandinG; and it certeinly has a Jreater
vari.ety of non-condemnatorY terms for~ inadequate knowledge, such as misunderstanding, being
misled, losing one' s way, I hesitation, I doubt , surpri.se'l It a1s9 recognizes the existence
of opinions as distinguished from having or not having The Truth; it uses the term l"pUblic
opinion" more often, as well as terms, :like expressine an opinion, exchanging views,
optimism, pessimism, etc. I I I I

b. More facts. The VOA is bomewhat less inclined to rely on sweepinG un~
supported generalizations or on the phrase lias is known." In its commentar-Les the ipro
portion of facts used as illustrationp or proof is higller, and the ratio of news "to
cormnentary Is probably higher. Also, Ialthough the VOA I has very few neutral fac ts .rl thout
clear propaganda implications, Moscowl has practically none. i

c. Less spellin~, out of interpretations. whlther wisely or unwisel:;, th~ Voice
more often presents facts 'without rubbing the listener1s face in its own interpretation of
those facts. This policy' certainly entails no great loss, since the ImptLcatdons are
nearly always fairly clear; and there I may be a great gain in appearance of objectivity.
In any case, the policy shows greater I sensi tivity to t~e possibility of fact-mindednesB
in the listener. I' 'I I o i

d. Less denunci~tion; fewer epithets. Tl1is has already been mentioned aJ an
indication of Soviet conf1ict-mindedness. It is also relevant at this point as an ;in
dicE.l.tion of a kind of emotionality which may interfere lwith fact-mindedness. Whether this
kind of emotionality is a ,propaganda advantaee requires empirical evidence. The most
effective o.nd genllinely hard-hitting kind of mUd-sling~ng may be the kind which throws the
most factual mud , "I I i

e. More histo:rical materia11· In its "Do You IRemember?" series as well as at
many- other points the Voice of America r~w uses histo1ical material, and the amount of it
is much greater than Moscow·'s. It seems likely that tnis makes our broadcasts seem' much
more substantial in the eyes of an intellectually curidus and politically conscious'
listener. '·1 I i

"I '
t:• More direct discussion ot. opponents I ide('\.~. In its comment on sta1~n's

recent PRAVDA interviell, for instance) the VOA gives some idea of the corrtert of that
interview. Both VOA and Moscow seem to have a fairly iilirm principle tha-t :.Jle opponent's
propaganda should not be dignified nor carried to new 1!isteners by quotj~.:: or attacking
i"t unnecessarily. There is a real question as to whetl1er the VOA is not. too similax' to
Moscow in this respect; it may appear!to many listeners to be on a par with MOscow. in
evasiveness. But at least it is some~hat less evasive Ithan Moscow is, and somewhat: more
ready to meet a skeptical listener onlhls own ideological ground. I

'I I ,

g. More specific Imilitary and ecqnomic compa~isons. Two especially interesting
instances of greater factualness and specificity are t~e VOA's specific comparisonsloetween
East and West in economic Buccess (production, standard! of living) and military strength
(e.e;. J number of divisions). The former is perhaps entirely interpretable as due to a
capitalizine on the real fa.ct of wes-ter,n economic superIority; the West is now on ai' higher
economic level, and the Voice would be foolish not to hammer- the point home with
comparisons as specific as' :possible. j'l'he reverse is tr~e in the matter of m.i.li tary;
strength, however. It is ·therefore definitely notewortpy that Moscow relies on vague
generalizu.tions about the ,'~mighty" Soviet Union rather ~han eetting down t.o opecific
elements of strenet.h, partly out of desire not to appear miEtaristic, partly not to give
aliny military secrets, butl,partly in general Lack of appreciation of the propaganda, value
of specific facts. : 1

1
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: I i 5 Soviet !DichotomiZing ,,II· , I I

I I" II I.: ' It is ~clted above that the keyno t.e of Soviet propaganda is the 1l'Ord ,stru~g~e." •
A closely related fact is that Soviet propaganda is characterized by an especially simple
and I rigid division of its world into two parts, one wholly black and the other wholly
wh~te. It is tr~e that we dichotomize in the opposite way, but o~r black is not quire
sO'1rholl~' black, lour ".hite is not qui te so wholl~' wIli t.e, and the dichotomy i taclf does
no:tUquite so completely monopolize the whole picture. Soviet dichotomizing sl~o1l's it~elf
.! "J.~ iseveral ways: 'II I I '.

')1' I I I ,

'; I a. no k'elf-disapprova1.. Unlike Moscow, the Voice has on occasion admitted I that'
thos~ on its side, are not alwa:,rs in agreement on everything. It. has also admitted tllat the
we# I is weak in Land strenJ;th-20 di v isions in Vlest.ern Europe, faci!lg 170 Sovi!et I,
diVisions. Only! Stalin has ever said any thine comparable to this on the Soviet radio.

i I! b. No ~bproval of the enemv , The VOA once quoted an Indian who had !,been I

visi;ting Shanghai Iand who had a few words of approval for Mao's [;overnment. H had ,
aCOODtplished some~hinrr, he said, in land r-ef'orrn and in reduc::'ng governmental c:orruption.
Pro~ably since 1946 Moscow has never given its opponents so much credit. I II
,:11', i

.; I c. No disapproval of allies. The VOA has on occasion quoted people ;Who e~ressed
the! !idea tha. t our i allies should bear their full share of the burden of collect!ve securi ty,
implYing that they were not ye t doing so. Moscow does not do this sort of thing. I

,I I' I
'J 'i 'I i

II d. Assertions of complete unEy. To the VOA, Western uni.ty is something that is
urgently needed -ild is in process of being achieved; to Moscow, "democr-a td c " uh1ty is
alte~dY complete 'and leaves nothing to be desired. Elections are unsntmoua, etc. I

~ I ' i I I

'1 e. B1W::Hng distinctions wit~lin the enemy camp. Moscow identifies fi.uman ...;tth
Dewey and with Wall Street, Taft with Philip Murray and Norman Thomas, Blum with De Gaulle,
Walli Skeet with ,T1to. All are "r-eac tionary. " The VOA shows a stronc similar 'I tende~Cy
(des~rihi:.1G Mao, I~or instance, as a mere puppet of Stalin), but it probably does not 'Icarry
the;tendency as ~~r as Moscow. I '

,:1 f. Bluriing distinc·tions within one's own camp. To claim unity on m~tters sr
forel1gn policy is lone thine; to give an impression of homogeneity in other respects i~
anoiWer. l,i:Jscow,llfor instance, blurs the distinction between its own socialism and the
IIpeopJe's democr-acy" in its satellites, and between the socialism which it has lnos ana.
the lcommunism toward which it is "marching." Cultural differences between fhe I Ukrainians
and ithe Great Russians, or between the Russians and the Chinese, might almost l)e non-l I

exis.,t~nt as far as,:. Soviet propaganda is concerned. The picture of the West wh~ch thel¥OA
paiRts is a good deal more heterogeneous, I •

I II I I " ,

; i. g. Non-a'daptation to the psychology of specific e.'.ldiences. Moscow, un1ike the
VOA,! shows an wnaz~ng lack of interest in the specific national traditions, national I,
susoeptibilities, l~tC. of its various audiences. They 'are all treated as being alike lin
that,Illthey are battlegrounds between "the people II and Wall street or its lackeys. •

'I • I,I
I : : I I

~ i I h. Ismoring issues other tha.n the IT.ain one. Soviet propaganda igno::'es to an
extr~me degree cleavages such as that between India and Paldstan, or betwee-:, JellS and 1

Arab~, or between Catholics and Protestants. The VOA appears less extreme in this I
respect. MoscoW' also concentrates its 011'11 propaganda on a smaller number cf subthemes than
bore;~sed by the VO!. . 1

';1 II
i10• Soviet Class::Mindedness II

' 'J ' I 'i l_ JU.thoueh I class thinldng is far less prominent in present-day Soviet propaganda
thani~n the classics of Marxism, it is nevertheless still somewhat more prominent thari in
VO.l1. ibpoadcasts. The word "people's" as applied to "democracy" has some class connotations,
for :instance, and !the enemy is often identified as Wall Street, monopolists, rp.action~
ari~s~1 etc. : ! ' i

: I', .1 I

';~. Americgn 'Religion and Tradition .
,1 I I I

:I' a. Relir;:1.on and ethics. While Soviet propar;andists take pains not tol antago~·lize
reli!g~ous peeple by attacking religion as such, they have only ve: rarely attempted to
enlis/i religious sentdmerrts actively on their side. In VOA broad' ....sts also religion a~
suchi~s not a majo~ theme, but it does occur. There is an appreciable frequency of wo~ds
such las God, Jesus,· Christian, holy, sldritual, faith, and prayer. There is also in VpA'I I I - , •

i iii II ~'_..sUD i

'Ilt Ii, ~ II

! i' i ,
i I I ! Iiii

.L
ll
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broadcaat.s til. group of very broad ethical terms ~hich may be ps~'cl101ogically ails.socia ted wi til
religion: ideals, ethical, moral strenGth, Inner strength, puri ty of' sbul. •

I, II J

b. TrEldtHan. Another cluster of ternis used by the VOA whichl is di~ricult to
interpret includes tradition, cultural heritaGe,i way of life, and, on the ne~~tive side,
"alien." It is Possible that these represent th", etlmocentric or na tionali:::tltc attitudes
which in the J. jst have been associated wi.th poli1tical conservatism, or it is j:JOssible
that they represent an anthropological appreciat'ion of the organic unity of a:hy given
cut,ture--others, as well as our own. I .! I !

, ! I

8. The Western DefenBiv~ Role I '! I'

There is still another cluster of terms, which cannot he grouped With,~hose
discussed up to this point because it seems to reflect not a cultural difference but a
difference in the'present political roles of Eas~ and West. In spite of the TligOr of the
Soviet "peace" C1Illpa"!.gn and of the Soviet attempt to pin the guilt of war and aggression on
the rul.ing "'ircles of the V1est, the Western defe~Sive posture is reflecyed in I ~he fact that'
the VOA has a much more differentiated set of terms associated with the Idefensive role I

than ri~OSCO'" does: common peril, collective seoui-Lty, joint defense, in~egrat:ion of I,

defense, resisting aggression, sad necessity, no I appeasement, invading hordes), refugees, ~
etc. The absence of the word "appeaaemerrt," in Soviet broadcasts is especially strikinei I

Moscow does not say "we in 'lohE; democratic camp cannot appease the imperi;alists~II Perhaps,!
as in t.he rather crude attempts of the Soviet propagandists to appropriate the Western
ideology of democracy and individual freedom, this is a case of taking over mechanically
a few lcey words without taking over the complete I cluster of ideas assodated vtlth the
experience of being actually in a defensive position. i I

I '

I I

\

I

I

(not E:tressed, but approved by Moscow)

Peace, friendship
Democracy
National independence
Class justice
Economic welfare
Truthfulness
Anti-Nazism
Individual freedom

1
2
J
4
5
6
7
e

b. Same propaganda principles:

!. , :_........_....~

,

I

I,

implications,

r""'- I' . 11"t. ' ..... ,.

Clearness
StmpHcit;'l
Factualness
Selection
Slanting
Impression of objectiVity (e.E., in tone af voice)
Avoiding obvious lying on tangibie facts
Distortion primarily in the intang:l.b1es (motivation, etc.)
Not attacldng entrenched prejudices '
Not dignifying opponent's position by quotin~ it I

Distinguishing between rulers and ~eople in enemy nations
Including audience with self in a iarger unity i

Not criticizing audience i

Not grossly flattering audience j I
P~rramidal str,lcture; a i'ew broad Ithemes and many sUbthe~ea
Blurr:..ng distinctions wHhin enerhy camp
Never (or almost never) c;iving credit ta enemy
Never (or almost never) criticizing self or allies
Little or n9 means-end analysis i

Confonning to policy of own government
Few, if any, facts without cl.ear]propaganda
Little on the atom bomb I

Li ttle specific mate"ial on milifry strength

I

liil I1II1ID

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Jl)
11
12
13)

i;j)
16
17
18
19
20~
21(
22}
2;3)
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1
2
J
4
5
6
7
8
9

1
2
J
4
5
6
7

2.

i . I

c. Similarities attributable to limitations of intelligence:

~ : I I,1 Not ve17 much adaptation to specific audiences
2, Not very muchjtalking in terms of listener's personal life

Differences I I I
, , I

a. Soviet conflict-mind.edness:
I I I

Greater, frequency a -denunciation
More military !metapnors and words for physical violence
More words connoting suspicion
Fewer wbrds represeriting the gentler virtues
Fewer wards for moderation
Less referenc~ to civilian life: home, children, etc.
More terms fo~ dete~ination
More terms fOIj strength
More terms for:I unity (?)

I I

b. American entertainment-mindedness:
! I I

lj More human int'erest I

2 . More humor I I
:3 More variety
4 Evaluations in terms of interest

I I 1

' ,

c. American individuaiism: I'

, I

1) Individ~al fre~dom I
2) Other references to individuals
:3 ) More va~ied ters far. democracy and tyranny

d. American fact-mindedness
l

:

, I '

More terms fori inadequate knOWledge
More fE.zts i I

Less spelling but of interpretations
Less denunciation; fewer epithets (same as ~ 1)
More historical material
More di~ect di~cussi~nof opponents' ideology
More specific military and economic comparisons

I i Ie. Soviet d1ch9tomizi~g: I

, I I

1 No self~disapproval i
2 No approval oflthe enemy
J No disapproval of allies
" Assertions of complete unity
5 Blurring distin~tions within the enemy camp
6 Blurrin~ distinctions within onels own camp
7 Non-adaptationito the psychology of specific audiences
8 Ignoring issues other than the main one

ill
f. Soviet CIQSs-minde~ness•.

i ' I Ig. Amer can religion and tradition:
I I 1

.1) Religion and ethics i

2) Tradition (and iethnocentrism?)
, I I

I I I
h. The Western ,defensive role.

I I

I

i

I

. i,

I
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