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FOREWORD

The book that you are about to read is ostensibly about the longstanding relationship between the United States military and Hollywood—a symbiotic relationship in which each receives benefits from the others’ work. Hollywood has long relied on military cooperation in the making of its movies, ranging from access to film archives to the use of actual warships and equipment. For the military, the benefit is the ability to help shape its own image in the most influential vehicle of popular culture: the movies. On one level, such work seems like little more than a rational use of resources by the military. However, in this important new book, David Robb meticulously documents something far more profound and chilling: America’s long-standing propaganda machine. In remarkable detail, Robb describes how the Pentagon has worked to change not just the portrayal of the military but the portrayal of history for Americans. The result is the manipulation of the public’s view of its government—often substituting revisionist accounts for historical fact.


In the past, I have criticized the work of the Pentagon’s “liaison” offices in rewriting movie and television scripts. However, no one has ever documented the entire history and scope of this work, which the military struggles to keep out of public view. Operation Hollywood brings this work into the full light of day, offering an unprecedented insight into the dark world of the military’s shaping of public opinion and popular culture. Robb reveals the internal workings and deliberations of a handful of military officials in the rewriting of scripts or alteration of images for public consumption. The result is a fascinating mosaic of a bureaucracy turned loose on American culture.


Like other propaganda systems around the world, the efforts of the military are often quixotic and comical in resisting well-known historical facts. Yet, in comparison with other countries, the U.S. military operates perhaps the most sophisticated and successful propaganda system in the world. These liaison offices work to influence public opinion on the margins and to reward scriptwriters and directors who yield to their demands on the content of scripts. The effect is more significant than most Americans would think. Robb’s work reveals that some of the most significant films and scenes of modern films were shaped not by considerations of art or history but by coercion.


The success of the liaison offices is due in part to their modest objectives. Unlike crude regimes, like North Korea, which try to control all information in a society, the U.S. military cannot (and culturally would not) attempt such authoritarian objectives. The military censors described in this book recoil at any suggestion that they are engaging in either propaganda or censorship. Such work is rightfully viewed as un-American. Instead, these officials view their heavy-handed editing and threats in purely business terms—supplying things of value in the form of military resources in exchange for benefits in kind.


Shaping public opinion is not some idle pastime for the U.S. military. Funding and recruitment depend on favorable public impressions—impressions often shaped in subtle, indirect exposures to films. The military’s decline after the Vietnam War galvanized its commitment to stay active and vigilant in presenting (or procuring) positive images of its work. Most recently, this image was threatened by the war in Iraq. The military was faced with the daily coverage of losses in Iraq, coupled with pictures of increasingly hostile Iraqis celebrating the killing of American soldiers. Opposition at home to the occupation was hardening by the day and the military needed to respond to the increasingly ugly reality of occupation. The solution was simple: change reality.


In what has been described as a “Pentagon infomercial,” the Defense Department has hired a former producer of the TV show Cops to film postwar Iraq from its perspective. Though producer Bertram van Munster has denied that he is shooting a propaganda piece, it is clear that the Pentagon is gearing up to frame its own account—and history—of the Iraq war.


Propaganda has a long history in the United States despite our legal and cultural opposition to the practice. Paul Revere can be credited with one of the earliest propaganda efforts when he produced an engraving of the Boston Massacre of 1770. Revere’s famous engraving depicted a highly inaccurate picture of the massacre, suggesting that the British troops fired in an unprovoked and unjustified manner. In reality, the troops were surrounded by a violent mob (not facing peaceful protesters with an avenue of escape). Nevertheless, it was Revere’s account that would dominate the public understanding of the incident, filling the ranks of revolutionary organizations and garnering sympathy and support abroad for the colonial cause.


Propaganda efforts have continued on a sporadic basis since the Revolution. For example, during the Reagan administration, the government had an office that was widely denounced as a propaganda center. While director of the Office of Public Diplomacy at the State Department, Otto Reich oversaw a controversial propaganda campaign in support of the contras that engaged in violations of federal law. One of his former aides, Pat Buchanan, described the office as dispensing “White Propaganda.”* Reich reportedly attempted to punish or remove journalists who reported on the abuses of the contras and leaked false stories to influence Congress. The U.S. comptroller general issued a formal report in 1987 that concluded that Reich oversaw extensive “prohibited, covert propaganda activities.”


While such efforts have generally proven unsuccessful, government officials never seem to tire of the effort. The administration has long taken the view that criticism of policies simply calls for better marketing rather than changing the product itself. For example, when the administration faced an uproar in the Middle East over its policies and military campaigns, it hired an ad executive, Charlotte Beers, to market its policies to the Arab street. Named the undersecretary of state for public diplomacy, Beers had previously marketed such products as Head & Shoulders and Uncle Ben’s Rice. The administration apparently believed that a similar campaign could convince 1.3 billion Muslims that America’s foreign policy had “fewer flakes” or was “less sticky.” It was an utter failure and Beers resigned, citing health reasons.


In comparison, the work of the Pentagon is far more sophisticated and successful. While liaison officials hate the term propaganda, they are in fact engaged in such an effort when they use threats or rewards to shape films to advance a particular sanitized view. The term itself is derived from the Latin term propaganda fide, or “to spread the faith.” For the military, the image of its personnel is essential to preserving its own articles of faith: discipline, honor, and loyalty.


In “spreading the faith,” facts rarely appear to be a barrier to a good story—from the military’s perspective. For example, military and intelligence sources framed an account of Pfc. Jessica Lynch that was almost entirely manufactured for public appeal. With a headline proclaiming that Lynch was “fighting to the death,” the Washington Post cited military sources to give a breathless account of how the supply clerk fought Rambo-style in close combat until she was wounded and captured. The tale of her rescue was equally breathless and equally false—based on an edited Pentagon video showing Special Forces giving the appearance they were under fire as they whisked the heroine away.


It now appears that Lynch did not engage the enemy at all; she was not shot and stabbed; and there was no hostile fire (or any hostile forces) at the hospital. Lynch proved far more frank and honest in her own account. Lynch has stated that she never fired a shot, remained huddled in a protective ball praying in the Humvee during the battle, and objected to being used for military public relations. Stating that the rescue “did not happen” like the military said, Lynch objected that “[the military] used me as a way to symbolize all this stuff. … [I]t hurt in a way that people would make up stories that they had no truth about.” After Lynch came forward with the true account, the film Saving Private Lynch was rewritten and, after a chorus of criticism, the military dropped the use of its sensational rescue film.


Of course, none of this has anything to do with either truth or the integrity of our soldiers. As coverage of the Iraq war attests, they need no help with their image. Every picture of GIs risking their lives to save wounded civilians or enemy soldiers speaks volumes about their character. It is powerful because it is true, it is unrehearsed, and it is no one’s message but their own.


Most Americans are unaware that the U.S. military routinely reviews scripts and that the Pentagon compels changes to convey the government’s message. Although rarely publicly acknowledged, major films have been rewritten to remove negative, though historically accurate, facts to present a more positive military image. This work is done by a team of military reviewers “embedded” in Hollywood. Most recently, the military quietly worked on a script for the television program JAG to present its controversial military tribunals as something of an ACLU lawyer’s dream.


This work thrives in the shadow of the First Amendment. Though the Constitution generally bars the government from preventing or punishing free speech, it is less clear about the degree to which the government may assist speech that it favors. To that end, the military uses access to military units, bases, and even stock military footage and open areas such as the Presidio to force prepublication review and script changes. This access is vital for many films on military subjects, so producers often yield to the demands.


The military has insisted that it is not engaged in either propaganda or censorship. Adopting the narrowest sense of these terms, they may be able to avoid such pejorative labels. Propaganda denotes a certain product; a packaged news account or film developed by a government or an organization to shape opinion. Censorship denotes a type of action on the products of others; the tailoring of publications or broadcasts to meet the criteria of a government or organization.


However, the most common definition of propaganda is “the systematic propagation of … information reflecting the views and interests of its propagators.” That certainly seems to fit the military liaison offices to a tee. Liaison officers insist that they do not produce propaganda because they do not try to change reality or remove historically accurate accounts. Robb’s book proves the falsity of this claim with numerous accounts to the contrary. Yet, this is not traditional propaganda since the military does not generate the product itself and does not compel others to produce it. Rather, it achieves the same result through indirect influence; securing tailored historical accounts by withholding important resources.


Likewise, this work can be distinguished from the classic definition of censorship. Outside of very limited wartime circumstances, the government is prohibited from engaging in censorship of the media or other publications. Moreover, the military is not prohibiting the publication of adverse images or facts. It is only making such publication more expensive and difficult in comparison to those of more compliant filmmakers. The difference can be quite subtle since even major directors like John Woo have knuckled under to pressure from the military to remove historically accurate scenes from their films.


While one can debate the technical meaning of censorship, there is little question that the military liaison offices produce the same effect of censorship. These offices routinely punish producers who do not yield to their demands by denying them basic assistance while affording such assistance to their competitors. In one case, a filmmaker was denied access to the Presidio grounds in San Francisco unless he yielded to military demands—despite the fact that the public has free access to these areas. Congress has never given these offices such authority or approved the use of public funds and resources to shape public opinion. The military equipment, films, and property withheld by the military do not belong to the military. They belong to the American people. Yet, the military routinely withholds public resources to secure its own benefits. In this sense, the military is engaged in a type of unlawful conversion in which the military withholds public property until a producer yields to its demands.


Those demands can be quite sweeping. Phil Strub, the head of the Pentagon’s liaison office, recently revealed the following criterion for getting approval for a film as “accurate”: “Any film that portrays the military as negative is not realistic to us.”


Strub has used his authority to shape history to his satisfaction. For example, Robb details how Strub insisted on changes to the film Thirteen Days—a historical account of the Cuban Missile Crisis. In the film, the Joint Chiefs of Staff are shown favoring an attack on Cuba. This was indeed the position of the military brass—which proved wrong and could have triggered a war with Russia. Strub insisted that the historically accurate account be rewritten to portray the generals in a less hawkish light—particularly the portrayal of Air Force Gen. Curtis LeMay as “unintelligent and bellicose.” Of course, LeMay was widely viewed as unintelligent and bellicose. Indeed, his hawkish views were so extreme that he was viewed as a virtual caricature of a military throwback.


Strub, however, did not stop in his insistence in rehabilitating characters like LeMay. His office also insisted on the deletion of a scene involving the shooting down of a U2 reconnaissance pilot, who was killed over Cuba. The Pentagon told the producers that such an incident never occurred and insisted that it not be part of the film. However, public records establish that Maj. Rudolf Anderson was indeed shot down by a surface-to-air missile on October 27, 1962. The liaison office steadfastly refused to acknowledge the incident, even after presented with proof of an Air Force Cross awarded posthumously for the mission and a letter from Pres. John F. Kennedy to the widow.


In the end, Strub punished the producers for refusing to yield to his demands: they were forced to spend a great deal of money in the Philippines to reconstruct vital set equipment.


Apocalypse Now was viewed as “not realistic” because of negative scenes about Vietnam (and its makers were denied any assistance or access), while the producers of the recent film Windtalkers yielded to Pentagon demands for script changes. The film is based on the work of the famous Navajo “code talkers” who used their unwritten native language as an unbreakable code in World War II. The film was written from the historical accounts of the code talkers and other witnesses. However, many of these historical accounts showed the military in less than a flattering light.


For example, the original script featured a Marine called “the Dentist” who methodically removed the gold in the mouths of dead Japanese, a practice known to have occurred during World War II. The head of the Marine liaison office, Capt. Matt Morgan, insisted that the scene “has to go” because it featured conduct that was “un-Marine, and more representative of a conscript force.” Thus, while not denying that the army (a “conscript force") might be depicted in this manner, it would not do for a depiction of the Marines.


Instead, Morgan turned screenwriter and insisted that “the Dentist” be shown gathering military souvenirs, because it is “less brutal.” There is no question that such conduct did occur (indeed Morgan acknowledged to Robb that such crimes were committed by Marines in the war), but it was image, not accuracy, that dictated the removal. Unlike the producers and directors who refused such ultimatums in films like Thirteen Days, director John Woo yielded to the pressure and eliminated the scene over the objections of screenwriters.


Strub further insisted on other changes to obscure historical fact. For example, he insisted that a scene of actor Nicolas Cage killing a surrendering Japanese soldier be eliminated despite the documented proof of such acts. Again, Woo yielded to appease the military. An even more shocking demand was directed at the entire thrust of the movie. It has been widely reported that the military had ordered that Marines kill any Navajo who was at risk of capture in order to prevent the Japanese from learning the language and destroying the value of Navajo as a natural code system. Not only were these orders confirmed by the Navajos and other American soldiers, but the U.S. Congress confirmed that such orders had been given. Yet, it was Strub, not Congress, who could withhold support. So, again, Woo relented and changed the scene to make it seem that such orders were at best implied when they were, in fact, express.


Robb’s detailing of such encounters is extraordinary. His ability to get central figures to speak freely on these subjects is itself a remarkable feat. Robb does not condemn individuals like Morgan, but rather reveals the mindset that leads to such aggressive tailoring of historical films.


Robb shows how idiosyncratic the work of military censors can be. For example, he recounts how Navy Secretary James Webb barred cooperation with the filming of My Father, My Son, a moving true account of Navy Adm. Elmo Zumwalt and his son Elmo Zumwalt III. The book details how the admiral ordered the spraying of Agent Orange over an area where his son was serving. The latter would ultimately die of cancer after finishing the book with his father. Webb insisted that there would be no support due to the alleged connection between Agent Orange and cancer, a connection documented by Congress. Ironically, after Webb’s unconscionable decision, he left the navy and became an author himself. His project, Fields of Fire, was also rejected by the navy, this time by critics of Webb in an endless cycle of personal animus and bureaucratic whim.


This subtle use of influence produces an extremely effective form of propaganda. Until Robb’s book, these deals were known to only a few people. When a director like Woo caves in to pressure, both he and the military liaisons have every incentive to keep the deal secret. Viewers are never informed that the movies were subject to military revision or censorship. This is essential in the propaganda business. The degree to which a message is absorbed by a viewer depends in large part on his or her initial resistance or skepticism. By ensuring the propaganda value of films that are ostensibly the work of independent producers, the role of military censors is hidden from the viewer. Most Americans have no idea who Phil Strub is. Very few would give this bureaucrat the authority to tailor the films and programs that they watch. Yet, Strub routinely insists that film-makers adhere to his view of America and its armed forces. Strub’s predecessor made his own demands on America’s filmmakers because of a personal dislike for foul language. Known as a formal and proper gentleman, Don Baruch demanded films show soldiers in a light more reflective of the eighteenth-century fields of Eton than the battlefields of Vietnam.


Robb’s book should outrage most Americans and lead to hearings in Congress. Congress has never given the military the authority to use public funds and resources to engage in its own self-serving efforts to shape its public image. In the very least, it is a misuse of public funds. At worst, it is a new variation on censorship, crafted to operate in the shadow of the First Amendment.


What is clear is that the system will not end without a public outcry. The military previously moved to eliminate the funding of Strub’s office. He was saved by lobbying from the movie industry, particularly Motion Picture Association of America chief Jack Valenti, who insisted that he continue his work. In 1998, Strub was close to losing his job and appears to have enlisted the support of the very studios that depend on his largesse. Valenti personally intervened with Defense Secretary William Cohen and succeeded in reversing the decision. For people like Valenti, the issue is not censorship or propaganda, it is the bottom line. Valenti has long been accused of supporting the major studios against the smaller independent outfits. The major studios tend to produce the type of portrayals of the military that Strub prefers: uncritical and intensely patriotic. Nevertheless, the effort of film executives like Valenti to preserve a system of prepublication review is shocking and anathema to the arts.


David Robb’s book reveals a subterranean world of military censors, Hollywood studios, and filmmakers who negotiate the images that we see on our big and small screens. In many respects, the book has an intimate feel for the reader who can easily recall many of these scenes and stories. What is disconcerting is to learn that these films were not simply the product of art and history but of a process of manipulation and negotiation. The ultimate subject of these negotiations was not the movie but us. The question is what we would be allowed to see and how particular images might influence our view of the military.


By simply making the public aware of this concealed world, Robb has robbed the military of one of its most important elements in shaping public opinion: stealth. Most Americans resent being manipulated or watching scenes sanitized for their consumption. The question, however, remains as to the future of America’s propaganda machine. Run by professionals skilled in shaping opinion, the liaison offices have proven adept at self-preservation. Yet, they have never had to deal with a comprehensive documentation of their work like Operation Hollywood. It will now rest with the public and Congress to decide whether this work will again recede into the shadows of public opinion or whether America will leave the business of propaganda to other less enlightened nations.


Jonathan Turley
Shapiro Professor of Public Interest Law
George Washington University Law School



*Propaganda disseminated and acknowledged by the sponsor or its accredited agency.
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INTRODUCTION

We may think that the content of American movies is free from government interference, but in fact, the Pentagon has been telling filmmakers what to say—and what not to say—for decades. It’s Hollywood’s dirtiest little secret.


Film and TV producers have allowed this to happen because collaborating with the Pentagon can save them a lot of money. Millions of dollars can be shaved off a film’s budget if the military agrees to lend its equipment and assistance. And all a producer has to do to get that assistance is submit five copies of the script to the Pentagon for approval; make whatever script changes the Pentagon suggests; film the script exactly as approved by the Pentagon; and prescreen the finished product for Pentagon officials before it’s shown to the public.


It’s a devil’s bargain that’s a good deal for both sides. And the only thing Hollywood likes more than a good movie is a good deal.


“They make prostitutes of us all because they want us to sell out to their point of view,” says filmmaker Oliver Stone, who was refused military assistance for his Vietnam War-era films Platoon and Born on the Fourth of July.


“They want a certain kind of movie made,” Stone says. “They don’t want to deal with the downside of war. They assist movies that don’t tell the truth about combat, and they don’t assist movies that seek to tell the truth about combat. Most films about the military are recruiting posters.”


This collaboration works because the Pentagon has what Hollywood wants—access to billions of dollars worth of sophisticated military hardware to put into movies; and Hollywood has what the Pentagon wants—access to the eyeballs of millions of viewers and potential recruits. And the Pentagon is quite candid about why it provides this assistance to Hollywood. According to the army’s own handbook, A Producer’s Guide to U.S. Army Cooperation with the Entertainment Industry, this collaboration must “aid in the recruiting and retention of personnel.”


Over the last fifty years, hundreds of films have gone through the military’s approval process, leaving the Pentagon’s cutting-room floor a graveyard of deleted dialogue, eliminated characters, and cut scenes. Entire movies have even been scrapped because someone in the military didn’t want them made.


The Pentagon even uses movies and TV shows to target children as future recruits, as it did with two of the most popular kids’ TV shows of all time, Lassie and The Mickey Mouse Club. Episodes of both shows were rewritten at the Pentagon’s insistence to make the armed forces more attractive to children.


The Supreme Court has long held that the Constitution does not allow the government to bestow benefits on those whose speech it approves of, while refusing to grant the same benefits to those whose speech it disapproves of. In a 1995 case, Rosenberger v. The University of Virginia, the Court ruled quite clearly: “In the realm of private speech or expression, government regulation may not favor one speaker over another.”


And yet, the Pentagon, which has been doing just that for more than fifty years, has never been challenged in the courts, even though top First Amendment experts are now saying that the practice is blatantly unconstitutional.


And Congress, which has oversight responsibility, has never once looked into whether the placement of propaganda by the world’s most powerful military into the world’s most powerful medium is in the public’s interest.


Indeed, Congress itself is one of the targets of the military’s campaign to influence public opinion through the insertion of military propaganda into films and TV shows.


Maj. David Georgi, who was an army technical advisor on dozens of films and television shows, now acknowledges that Congress was on the Pentagon’s target list.


“We want to show the Congress what we can do,” he says of the Pentagon’s motives in placing positive images of the military in movies. “Obviously, a movie is not always 100 percent factual, so when we get Congress to watch it, they see it in a favorable light, and down the road, this will help with funding.”


In the following pages you will see how Hollywood has been complicit in the military’s relentless campaign to covertly manipulate our opinions about world politics, American history, the nature of war, and above all, the image of the American military establishment itself.



Note About the Sources

The reader will find a list of all persons interviewed for Operation Hollywood at the end of the book. Because of concern for their jobs, some individuals have requested anonymity.
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CENSORING JAMES BOND

It was just one little line of dialogue—one little joke—that the Pentagon wanted to delete. So what’s the big deal? It’s only a movie. But the screenwriter was upset. He wanted to keep the line in the script.

Bruce Feirstein had written the first draft of the screenplay for the new James Bond film Tomorrow Never Dies in his apartment in Santa Monica, California, and now, in the spring of 1997, he was working on the final draft at the film company’s production offices in London. This was his second Bond film—he’d already written Goldeneye, which had come out two years earlier, and would go on to pen a third, The World Is Not Enough, two years later.

The navy was willing to let the producers of Tomorrow Never Dies use some of its ships and helicopter, but Phil Strub, the head of the Pentagon’s film liaison office, wanted something in return—he wanted the offending line of dialogue removed. So the producers came to Feirstein to plead the Pentagon’s case.

The line could embarrass the new American ambassador to Vietnam, they told him. The line could damage the newly reestablished relations between America and Vietnam, they said. It could spark an international crisis, they said.

“Yeah, but it’s a good line,” Feirstein told the producers. “I really wish we could use it. Are you sure?” Yeah, the producers said. Phil Strub at the Pentagon wanted it out.

The offending line of dialogue poked fun at America’s only military defeat, but Strub and the Pentagon don’t have much of a sense of humor about the Vietnam War. In the original draft of his script, Feirstein had James Bond, to be played for the first time by Pierce Brosnan, getting ready to parachute into the waters off Vietnam. A rogue CIA agent, to be played by Joe Don Baker, warns Bond to be careful not to be captured.

“You know what will happen,” the agent tells Bond. “It will be war, and maybe this time we’ll win.”

That’s the line that had to go, but Feirstein didn’t understand at first. What’s the big deal? It’s just a little joke, he told them. But the producers told him it was a big deal—to the Pentagon. The producers told him that Strub was worried that the line could be misinterpreted by the Vietnamese—that perhaps they would see it as a veiled threat by the U.S. military, which, after all, was cooperating with the film’s production. And this, in turn, could embarrass the new U.S. ambassador to Vietnam, Pete Peterson, a former POW who only two weeks earlier had arrived in Hanoi to become the first American ambassador to Vietnam in decades.

Feirstein finally relented after it was clear that the producers were not going to let him keep the line in the movie. “Did the film rise or fall on this line?” he asks. “No. It was just a joke. So why not take it out?”

In the end, Strub was happy, the producers were happy, and the U.S. ambassador to Vietnam was happy. But the American moviegoing audience never knew that Tomorrow Never Dies had been edited by the Pentagon for political reasons.

And this wasn’t the first time that the producers of a James Bond film had come to Feirstein to ask him to change a Bond script for political reasons. In November of 1994, while he was working on the final draft of Gold-eneye at the film’s production offices in Leavesden Studios north of London, the producers asked him to change the nationality of one of the villains.

Feirstein had been brought onto the project late in the game to rewrite another writer’s script. Strub had a problem with the first version, which portrayed an American admiral as a dupe who unwittingly allows a seductive member of the Russian mafia to steal his identification badge, which then allows her to steal a top secret space weapon dubbed “Goldeneye.”

The producers wanted the Pentagon to provide three helicopters and fifty Marines for two or three days of shooting in Puerto Rico for the climactic scene in which the Marines come to Bond’s rescue, albeit rather belatedly. Strub told the producers that the Pentagon would be happy to help out. Any movie that has Marines coming to the rescue is a good movie, as far as the Pentagon is concerned. But there was just one little problem. If the producers wanted the Pentagon’s assistance, they would have to change the nationality of the American admiral who is duped by the villain.

The producers could have said no. They could have rented helicopters and hired extras to portray the Marines. But that would have cost more money. They would have to paint the helicopters and hire the pilots and rent the uniforms and rehearse the extras. Using real Marines and real military helicopters was much easier and much cheaper. So they agreed to accept Strub’s terms, changing the nationality of the admiral in exchange for access to the military’s equipment and manpower. They were, in effect, taking a bribe to change their film.

After the deal was done, Strub wrote a thank-you letter to Tom Pevsner, executive producer of Goldeneye.

“We appreciate your changing the identity of the U.S. admiral to a foreign officer,” Strub said in the letter, dated January 20, 1995.

In an interview at his office in the Pentagon, Strub says: “We couldn’t have a film in which a [U.S.] navy admiral reveals secrets. So we said, ‘Make him another navy.’ They made him a French admiral, and the navy cooperated.”

But changing the identity of the admiral to a French officer created a new problem. The producers, it turned out, also needed the cooperation of the French navy to make the film and the French didn’t want one of their admirals being portrayed as a dupe either.

“I got a note from one of the line producers that we had to make certain changes to accommodate the French government,” Feirstein recalls. “The female villain needed to steal an admiral’s identification card to get on a frigate to steal a helicopter. The frigate was in Monte Carlo. By the time I got on, there was no American admiral. I came on the last draft, and we were not sure who was going to lend us the boat. And when the French lent us the boat, they wanted to make sure that the French military was in no way made to look bad. When they lend you the toys, they want some say in how the toys are used.”

So the admiral, whose nationality had started out as an American, only to be changed to French, is now a Canadian.

And in the film itself, if you look closely, you can see that the admiral’s identification card now has a Canadian maple leaf on it. Which was just fine with the Pentagon and the French admiralty, and just fine with the producers, too, because they didn’t need anything from the Canadian navy.


[image: fig_32_1.jpg]
Phil Strub’s letter to the executive producer of Goldeneye, January 20, 1995.
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“A COMMERCIAL FOR US”

The cantina was crowded. Waiters dashed from table to table, balancing spicy dishes and exotic drinks on wooden trays. Ivy covered the walls and flowers adorned the tables. The restaurant was beautiful, but the smell of horse shit was overwhelming.

Producer Mace Neufeld and director Phillip Noyce sat at a large table with their location manager, Stuart Neumann, taking in the local color and flavor of Medellin, Colombia—the cocaine capital of the world and the setting for their next movie, Clear and Present Danger. Based on the Tom Clancy novel, the film would star Harrison Ford as CIA agent Jack Ryan, who battles drug kingpins in Colombia—and dangerous men in his own government.

Fabio Ochoa, the cantina’s owner, sat in an oversized chair across the room. Men, women, and children approached his table to shake his fat hand. Ochoa—all 360 pounds of him—had been one of the top drug lords in Colombia until the local authorities made him an offer he couldn’t refuse: Get out of the dope business and they would let him live. So he got out of the drug business—at least temporarily—and built a restaurant, and to make it a little different, he constructed a corral right in the middle of the dining room. So now, on this warm afternoon in 1993, he spends the day holding court and watching his grandchildren as they ride his elegant Paso Fino horses around the restaurant to the delight of his customers. It was just the kind of local color the producer had been looking for.

The filmmakers had flown into Medellin from Bogota the night before. Their studio bosses back at Paramount Pictures were worried for their safety, and with good reason. Murders and kidnappings were common in this part of the world. And airplanes were crashing—or being bombed out of the sky—on a regular basis. Just before their plane took off from Bogota, somebody came onboard, knocked on the cabin door, and handed the pilot a revolver. And just a few weeks earlier, cartel bandits had blown up several radar beacons along their route—instruments that were needed to navigate over the vast mountain range that separates the two cities.

But a State Department employee stationed in Medellin had been looking out for them. He showed them the sights, and steered them clear of the worst neighborhoods, and before long they were back home in Hollywood with some good stories to tell and a real sense of intrigue and danger that would permeate their movie.

But dealing with the Pentagon would prove even more difficult.

Right up until the day shooting was to start, Neufeld didn’t know if he was going to get the Pentagon’s approval for his movie. Phil Strub, the Pentagon’s chief liaison to the film industry, was playing hardball. He wanted major changes in the script before he would give Neufeld what he wanted, which was the use of several F-14 jet fighters, three state-of-the-art Black Hawk attack helicopters, and access to Arlington National Cemetery.

In a July 20, 1993, letter to Neufeld, Strub said that the Pentagon wouldn’t be providing assistance to the production because of its “very negative portrayals of the U.S. President and his national security advisor; U.S. military combat forces conducting illegal, covert operations in Colombia; very negative portrayal of Colombia.”

Neufeld had read the Pentagon’s guidelines for assisting film productions. They required filmmakers to accurately portray the military, but they didn’t say anything about making the government of Colombia look good—or even the president of the United States, for that matter.

Neufeld was in a jam. Jet fighters would be hard to find, but he could get the special effects department to whip up something resembling an F-14 in flight; and he could rent Huey helicopters, put some machine guns in the doors, and paint them to look like army choppers. And he got the prop department busy at work in case they had to turn a park into Arlington National Cemetery.

“We had some fake tombstones standing by,” location manager Neumann recalls. “A couple hundred.”

But it would be a lot more expensive to do all this, so Neufeld was still pressing the Pentagon for assistance. But it wasn’t going to be easy, and large parts of the script would have to be changed to satisfy Strub. Neufeld was reluctant to cave in at first, and battled Strub for weeks to keep the script intact. But in the end, Neufeld realized that unless he gave the Pentagon what it wanted, he wouldn’t get what he wanted.

“Perhaps the biggest hurdle the [Department of Defense’s] public affairs officers had to overcome was the filmmakers’ sense of our meddling in their product and our sense that they weren’t taking us seriously,” said Army Maj. David Georgi, the technical advisor that the army assigned to the film, in an internal memo dated July 26, 1994—a few days after shooting was completed.

“There was a tension, almost until the day filming began, which manifested itself in our comments which went unanswered in subsequent drafts of the script,” Georgi wrote. “When the filmmakers realized that unless the services were satisfied with the script, approval would not be granted, the changes were finally made.”

One of the script changes that the Pentagon insisted on was a line spoken by the president of the United States at the end of the movie. Frustrated by the violence and lawlessness of the drug cartels, the president says, only half-jokingly, in a November 10, 1992, draft of the script, that he wishes he could blow up most of South America.

“Those sons-of-bitches,” the president says, referring to the Colombian drug lords. “I swear, sometimes I’d like to level that whole damn country—and Peru and Ecuador while we’re at it.”

Strub, however, was not going to allow anything like that in a movie that the Pentagon was supporting.

“At the end of the script, the President of the United States swears that, sometimes, he’d like to level Colombia, Ecuador and Peru,” wrote Air Force Col. Edward B. Ellis, chief of the Joint Chiefs of Staff’s Strategic Plans and Policy Directorate, Western Hemisphere Division, in a June 9, 1993, memo to Strub. “This statement will not win friends in Latin America.”

So at the request of the Pentagon, the offending dialogue was eliminated. But that’s not all Strub wanted changed.

In the original script, the film begins when a Coast Guard cutter discovers the luxury yacht Empire Builder adrift in the warm waters of the Gulf of Mexico, its owner—a close personal friend of the president—brutally murdered. We soon learn that the president’s friend and his wife were murdered by Colombian drug lords, and during a meeting at Camp David, the president tells his national security advisor and the director of the CIA that he wants revenge for his friend’s death.

“I am sick and tired of those monkeys,” the president says in the November 10, 1992, draft of the script. “I promised the American people I’d do something about this drug problem, and we haven’t done squat. I want these goofs to get a message.”

“What sort of message, Mr. President?” asks his national security advisor.

“That poison of theirs is gonna stop flooding in here like piss from a tall cow,” the president angrily responds. “We’re gonna shut ‘em down! And while we’re at it, I wouldn’t mind bustin’ some butt, if you know what I mean.”

“I hear you, sir,” says the director of the CIA.

“Let those jaboloneys know we’re all fed up with their bullshit!” the president fumes.

“Sir—what you’re asking for—it can’t be accomplished through routine police agencies,” says his national security advisor.

“What the hell you think I got CIA here for?” the president bellows.

“But, Mr. President, even we have limits in this kind of effort,” the CIA director responds.

“This type of endeavor requires maximum resources,” says the national security advisor.

“Interpret that for me, please,” the president says.

“Sir, either our national security is threatened by these people, or it is not,” the national security advisor says.

“Yeah—well, I said that, too, didn’t I?” the president asks.

“Yes, sir, you did,” says the national security advisor.

“Boys, let’s just put it this way,” the president says. “I want some payback—and y’all better see I get it.”

This revenge motif was too much for Strub and the Pentagon, however. It would have to be eliminated if the producers were to get military assistance for their picture. And it was eliminated.

In the final draft of the script, the president comes off much more diplomatically in the scene where he gives the orders to strike back at the drug lords. Gone is any mention of “payback.” Gone is any mention of “bustin’ some butt.” Gone is any cursing. Gone is any reference to the Colombian drug dealers as “monkeys” and “jaboloneys.”

In the final shooting script, the president is more resolute—angry about the murder of his friend, to be sure, but his orders are based on national security, not revenge. This scene has now been boiled down to its bare essence. The president simply says: “These drug cartels represent a clear and present danger to the national security of the United States.”

Numerous other changes demanded by the military were also made in the script, including the elimination of a scene in which a navy jet shoots down an unarmed civilian airplane that’s transporting a shipment of cocaine. At the Pentagon’s request, the script was changed so that the plane is blown up on the ground by American soldiers—without any loss of life.

“The script has been revised to reflect DOD [Department of Defense] concerns regarding military command and control, recognition of Colombian sovereignty and an improved depiction of the Presidency,” wrote Major Georgi, on December 8, 1993, in his after-action report on the film’s production. “In short, military depictions have become more of a ‘commercial’ for us, more than damage control, and the production offers good public information value.”

Turning films into “commercials” for the military is what it’s all about for Strub and the Pentagon. Whether they succeed or fail is largely dependent on how craven the producers are, and there is no shortage of craven producers in Hollywood.

For Major Georgi, Clear and Present Danger was the last of a dozen movies and twenty television shows that he worked on for the Pentagon as a technical advisor before retiring from the army in 1994. He still works occasionally as a military consultant for Hollywood movie producers.

Georgi, a candid man who loves the army, doesn’t pull any punches when discussing the role he and the military play in shaping movies.

“Nothing was easy, but the process was simple,” he says. “I’d get a call at my office in L.A. and they’d say they want military support, and I’d say, ‘Okay, send me a treatment.’ And right then, you could tell if it was going to get support. If they hesitated, it usually meant they had something to hide—something in the script that might not portray the military so well.”

Once a film got approved for military assistance, Georgi would be on the set everyday to make sure that the producers stuck to the approved script and didn’t try to sneak antimilitary scenes into the film that hadn’t been approved.

“On Clear and Present Danger, if things were being changed, if they were shooting scenes in different ways, I’d say, ‘Well, I’m taking my toys and I’m going home,’” he recalls with a laugh. ‘"I’m taking my tanks and my troops and my location, and I’m going home.’ And that would draw the attention of the producer. That occurred on nearly every production that I supported at some time. On almost every production, there was a disagreement that had to be resolved during shooting. I’d say, ‘Shoot it like it’s in the script,’ and then they would want to shoot it a different way. There were compromises on both sides.

“Always, somewhere in the mind of the producers, they’d try and turn the picture in the direction that they had originally presented to us. They always had that in the back of their minds. It would be my job as a technical advisor to make sure that the movie did not stray substantially from the original approved version.”

But is that an appropriate role for the military? Making sure that scripts don’t change substantially from their original “approved versions"? What does that do to the filmmaking process? Many movies undergo script changes right up until the last day of shooting. The director may not know if something is working on film until he shoots it and sees the rushes—the day’s footage. In Hollywood, the guiding principle is: If something isn’t working, change it. But the job of the Pentagon technical advisor is to put a brake on that process, to keep filmmakers from changing their minds and changing their scripts—which is antithetical to the filmmaking process.



[image: fig_39_1.jpg]
Phil Strub, the head of the Pentagon’s film office (right), and Maj. David Georgi (left), tour the set of Clear and Present Danger with an unidentified soldier (center). The film’s producers agreed to make numerous script changes in exchange for Pentagon assistance. (Photo courtesy of U.S. Army)
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Maj. David Georgi’s notes on Clear and Present Danger, December 8, 1993.
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“DISCRIMINATION AGAINST SPEECH BECAUSE OF ITS MESSAGE IS PRESUMED TO BE UNCONSTITUTIONAL”*


Phil Strub’s desk at the Pentagon is stacked with film and TV scripts. Movie posters cover the walls. A bookcase overflows with videotapes of films and TV shows. Strub, fifty-six, is short and balding, but he’s in good shape. He has the look of an accountant who works out a lot. But Strub is no accountant. He’s the Pentagon’s chief liaison to the film and television industry, which makes him one of the most powerful men in show business.

Strub has clout. Top filmmakers regularly trek to his office at the Pentagon, pleading for assistance. If he likes a script, he can recommend that the Pentagon give the producers access to billions of dollars worth of military equipment—nuclear submarines, aircraft carriers, tanks, and jet bombers—to help them make their movie.

And if he doesn’t like a script, the producers will have to change their scripts or go elsewhere to find the ships and jet fighters they need to make their pictures—or not make their movies at all.

“Phil Strub can actually say, ‘I want page 6 and 7 completely thrown out or you don’t get to use our aircraft carrier,’” says Chase Brandon, the CIA’s liaison to the entertainment industry.

Hollywood producers may grumble privately when Strub turns them down—and a few have even done so publicly—but by and large, Hollywood loves Phil Strub. Indeed, in 1998, when the Pentagon announced that his job would be eliminated as part of an overall downsizing of the Department of Defense, Jack Valenti, president of the Motion Picture Association of America, personally asked then Secretary of Defense William Cohen to spare Strub’s job. Dozens of top Hollywood film executives also wrote letters on Strub’s behalf. And in the end, the DOD decided to keep him on.

Strub has run the Pentagon’s film office since 1989, taking over when Don Baruch, who’d run the office for forty years, retired. His current boss is Pentagon spokesperson Lawrence DiRita, a former special assistant to Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld and a former scholar at the conservative Heritage Foundation.

When he was a young man, Strub wanted to be a filmmaker. After graduating from St. Louis University in 1968, he served a three-year stint in the navy as a public affairs officer, and then went to the University of Southern California’s film school. After receiving his master’s degree in 1974, Strub started his showbiz career by making radio and TV commercials for the giant advertising agency Young & Rubicam, working on ad campaigns for Holiday Inn, General Foods, Excedrin, and Eastern Airlines.

Strub, who refers to himself as an “accomplished script writer,” puttered around on the fringes of the film business for years, making documentary and educational films, first for the University of New York’s medical center in Syracuse, and then for the Walter Reed Army Institute of Research. In 1980, he became the chief TV writer/producer for the U.S. Navy news network, and in 1984 he landed a job as director of the audiovisual program at the Naval Health Sciences Education and Training Command in Bethesda, Maryland, while rising to the rank of commander in the navy reserves.

Five years later, in 1989, Strub was hired to head up the Pentagon’s film office. He would never realize his dream of making movies, but he was now in a position to tell real moviemakers how to make theirs.

In 1993, the same year that Strub was playing hardball with the producers of Clear and Present Danger, actress Geena Davis was cast to star in Countermeasures, a film in which she would play a navy psychiatrist who uncovers a murderous crime ring aboard a nuclear aircraft carrier during the Gulf War. Davis, one of Hollywood’s rising stars, was on a roll. Two of her films—A League of Their Own and Hero—had been released the year before, and Countermeasures was going to be a big-budget action movie for Disney’s Touchstone Pictures.

But there was a problem. Strub didn’t like the script: It didn’t portray the navy in a very flattering light.

“The script conveys a distinctly inaccurate and unpleasant way of life in the Navy, particularly for women,” Strub wrote in a letter, dated June 8, 1993, to Bruce Hendricks, senior vice president of the Walt Disney Company. “Nearly all the crew members show little respect for their jobs, themselves and their shipmates. It appears that only major revisions to the script would alter this depiction, and we assume that you would be unable to accommodate this drastic a change.”

In the original script, written by acclaimed novelist and screenwriter Darryl Ponicsan, the story starts with a jet crashing on the deck of an aircraft carrier in the Persian Gulf. The pilot is killed, but his radio intercept officer, Lt. Ruddick, survives, but he is badly injured and suffering from amnesia. Geena Davis’s character, C.C., who is flown in from an American military base in Turkey to treat Ruddick, is the only female on the ship, and once onboard, she is subjected to constant sexual harassment, primarily from Lt. Landers, an investigator from the Naval Investigative Service who has been aboard the carrier for several months, and who is now investigating the cause of the crash.

As C.C. slowly brings back Ruddick’s memory, she discovers that the crash was no accident; it was caused by sabotage. She also learns that her patient was part of a covert operation, authorized by the White House, to ship jet parts to Iran, and that Landers, the NIS investigator, was part of that undercover operation.

“Who gives an order like that?” she asks Landers.

“Oh, some Marine colonel in a basement office somewhere,” Landers replies, a clear reference to Col. Oliver North’s role in the arms-for-hostages deal that North ran out of the White House basement—a covert operation which came to be known as the Iran-Contra Scandal, which nearly toppled the Reagan administration in 1986.

In Ponicsan’s fictional screenplay, the White House had authorized the covert sale of spare jet parts to Iran because Iran’s fleet of jets, which the United States had sold to Iran during the reign of the shah, had no spare parts left after its eight-year-long war with Iraq, which ended in a draw in 1988 with the death of hundreds of thousands of combatants and civilians on both sides.

But as she digs deeper, C.C. discovers that something even more unsavory is going on aboard the aircraft carrier. Someone onboard the ship has been using the covert sale of jet parts to Iran to cover an even dirtier operation—the sale of components for a missile guidance system to Iraq for their Scud missiles, which were being used against American troops in the very Gulf War that the carrier had been sent to fight.

As her patient regains his memory, C.C. learns that he was part of the scheme, and that his plane was sabotaged because his pilot, who was also involved, was having second thoughts. But C.C. also discovers that the chief villain—the saboteur of Ruddick’s plane and the ringleader behind the sale of missile components to Iraq—is none other than Landers, the NIS officer assigned to investigate the crash.

In the dramatic finale, Landers kills Ruddick, and when he tries to kill C.C, she kills him in self-defense.

Back at the Pentagon, Strub typed out his comments on the script. The Department of Defense, he noted, had three basic criteria for supporting movies. The depictions of military life must be “feasible and authentic"; the film must “inform the public about the military"; and the film must “help military recruiting and retention.”

“There are a number of fundamental aspects of the April 12, 1993, script that prevent it from meeting the criteria,” Strub wrote.

One of the problems, he explained, was the script’s portrayal of the Naval Investigative Service. Two years earlier, the NIS had come under fire for its shoddy investigation of the Tailhook Scandal, in which dozens of females were mauled at a gathering of navy pilots in Las Vegas. Making a movie so close on the heels of that controversy wouldn’t help the NIS or the navy, Strub reasoned.

“Making the principal villain an agent of the Naval Investigative Service fosters a negative perception of the Service, implicates all agents by association, and reinforces the allegations of a lack of professionalism that was widely reported by the media over the last few years,” Strub maintained.

And then there was the script’s reference to the White House’s complicity in the covert operation to sell spare jet parts to Iran. “There’s no reason for us to denigrate the White House, or remind the public of the Iran-Contra affair,” Strub wrote.

Disney executives, who were eager to get the Pentagon’s assistance, had hired the legendary John Horton to help clear the way with Strub. Horton, a major in the army during World War II, had gone to work as a location manager for Warner Bros, after the war. In 1948, he was recalled to active duty as a lieutenant colonel and was named chief of the army’s motion picture department, where in 1949 he helped write the Department of Defense’s original policy for providing assistance to commercial film-makers. He left the army the next year and went back into the movie business, serving as Universal Pictures’ representative in Washington, DC, and then as a producer at Universal and Paramount Pictures. In 1959, he started his own consulting firm, specializing in coordinating cooperation between Hollywood and the military. Over the next forty years, he would help hundreds of producers navigate the Pentagon’s maze of regulations that he helped write so that they could receive the assistance from the Pentagon they needed to make their films and TV shows.

“I had a meeting with the principals of Pacific Western Productions, producers of ‘Countermeasures’ for Disney Touchstone, and Bruce Hendricks, Todd Garner and Jane Goldenring from Disney on June 14 to discuss the film,” Horton told Strub, in a letter dated June 16, 1993. “I reiterated the concerns of the DOD and the Navy which you pointed out in general terms in your letter with comments of June 8, 1993. We had an extremely productive conference for an hour and a half delving into the critical, fundamental aspects of the script that at the present would not allow favorable consideration of the film for DOD assistance.

“The result of this discussion, which in essence capped those which had ensued in-house with the producer and Disney since receiving your letter, is a willingness to make adjustments and corrections in the script that hopefully will allow DOD and the Navy to support the production. They will eliminate the profusion of the ‘sexual harassment’ scenes retaining only those which are considered essential to the story. There will be emphasis placed on the realistic portrayal of the crew and operations of the carrier preparing for Desert Storm. There was a discussion of making Landers, the heavy who is now with the Naval Investigative Service, into a ‘tech rep’ from a defense contractor.”

The producers were willing to change the bad guy from a navy officer to a civilian, and to tone down the sexual harassment of C.C., but there was no getting away from the fact that the movie would be about crime and murder aboard a nuclear aircraft carrier.

Strub still said no, and in the end, the producers could not get the Pentagon’s assistance. They tried going to the Spanish navy for a ship, but once the Spaniards found out that the U.S. Navy had rejected the script, they too bowed out.

“It was a pretty cool thriller,” Ponicsan recalls, “but you couldn’t do it without an aircraft carrier. We were trying to get another carrier from Spain, but that didn’t work out because they didn’t want to step in where the U.S. military had said no.” And in the end, the producers scrapped their plans to make the movie.

“We really needed Navy cooperation and they knew from the beginning that they weren’t going to help a movie about a crime that took place on an aircraft carrier,” Ponicsan recalls. “The result was that the picture didn’t get made. The premise itself really killed the picture.”

Ponicsan, who enlisted in the navy in 1962, knows the power of film as a recruiting tool. “One of the reasons I enlisted was because of From Here to Eternity,” he says with a laugh.

But he maintains that the Pentagon goes too far in trying to force filmmakers to sanitize their portrayals of the military.

“They believe, and I think erroneously, that only over-the-top positive portrayals of the military aid in recruitment and in building morale,” he says. “But I think it’s a wash. I think those pictures that deal with military warts-and-all still increase recruitment because they make it more interesting.”

Ponicsan had had trouble with the navy before on two films he’d written in the 1970s: Cinderella Liberty, starring James Caan as a sailor who befriends a hooker and her illegitimate son, and The Last Detail starring Jack Nicholson as a navy guard assigned to escort a sailor to prison. Neither of those films received assistance from the Pentagon because of the subject matter.

“We tried to cooperate with them on The Last Detail and Cinderella Liberty, but the more you give them, the more they want, and at some point it destroys the integrity of the movie,” Ponicsan says. “It was terribly frustrating dealing with the navy on Cinderella Liberty. They said that it was okay to show an enlisted man drunk or swearing, but not an officer. They had this image of an American sailor and they don’t want anyone messing with that image. The navy is particularly difficult to deal with. My only gripe with them is that they should let the writer portray the military the way he chooses. To try to control the end result is a mistake on all levels. It doesn’t help them and it doesn’t help the movie. It seems wrong to me to only cooperate with films that only portray the military in a false way. I don’t think they should withhold minimum cooperation for things that aren’t a threat to confidentiality or anything like that just because they don’t like the content of the movie. That is not in the spirit of democracy. If you need army cooperation, and they deny you any cooperation because of the content, it’s clearly a form of censorship.”

Many legal experts, including famed First Amendment attorney Floyd Abrams and renowned constitutional law professor Irwin Chemerinsky, believe that this form of censorship is a blatant violation of the First Amendment.

“This sort of viewpoint-based discrimination by the government in which it favors one form of speech over another is flatly inconsistent with the First Amendment,” says Abrams, who has argued many cases before the Supreme Court and who was cocounsel to the New York Times in the Pentagon Papers case. “There are two types of limitations on speech by the government that are especially suspect. The first involves limitations based on the subject being discussed. For example, if the army said, ‘We don’t want any movies about the army, so we won’t help anyone who is making a film about the army,’ that would be a limitation on the subject and would be constitutionally suspect. But the second category of speech is even more disturbing from any First Amendment perspective; that is, a limitation on speech based upon the viewpoint expressed by the speaker. So if the army says, ‘We will cooperate with some filmmakers, but only ones which please us because of the position it takes about the armed forces,’ that is even more clearly unconstitutional.”

Chemerinsky, a professor of constitutional law at the University of Southern California, agrees.

“The Supreme Court has said that above all, the First Amendment means that the government cannot participate in viewpoint discrimination,” Chemerinsky says. “The government cannot favor some speech due to its viewpoint and disfavor others because of its viewpoint. The Court has said that when the government is giving financial benefits, it can’t decide who to give to, or not give to, based on the viewpoint expressed.”

To support his argument, Chemerinsky cites Rosenberger v. The University of Virginia, the 1995 U.S. Supreme Court case in which the High Court ruled that student organizations at a state-funded college could not be denied the right to receive the same benefits other student groups receive just because the activities they promote are fundamentally religious in nature.
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NOTES

"CLEAR AND PRESENT DANGER"

8 Dec 93

After over six months of active negotiations, the Paramount
Pictures production of "Clear and Present Danger" has moved beyond
the coordination and staffing stage enroute to securing DOD
approval of military support. Mr. Phil Strub, ATSD(PA)/AV,
representatives of J-3 Special Operations Division, and OCPA-LA
have been working closely with the producers and writers of the
production toc develop a script acceptable to the armed forces.
Staffing has been accomplished with DOD, J-3, SOCOM, USASOC, USCG,
Navy, USAF, CIA, FBI, DEA, and the White House.

The script has been revised to reflect DOD concerns regarding
military command and control, recognition of Colombian
sovereignty, and an improved depiction of the Presidency. Through
the intervention and assistance of a Special Operations technical
advisor, guidance has blended operational realism with the
exploits of story characters. Special Operations tactical
operations have been made credible, military personnel are
realistically portrayed, and military equipment and weapons
systems are correctly, intelligently and propery used. In short,
military depictions have become more of a “commercial" for us more
than damage control and the production offers good public
information value.

A military requirements list is currently under revision.

Production commenced 8 Nov 93. The USCG will provide support
13-14 Dec.

An informal "“deadline" of 17 Dec has been established for DOD
project approval to allow the time necessary to coordinate service
support in late December, and January - March 1994.

MAT GEORGI
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ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
1400 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-1400

January 20, 1995

ruBLIC APPAIRS

Mr. Tom Pevsner
Executive Producer, "GoldenEye”
Eon Productions., LTD

Leavesden Air:
Herts WD2 7RR
United Kingdom

1d, Hill Farm Avenue

Dear Mr. Pevsner:

The Department of Defense is pleased to approve U.S.

stance in the production of the feature motion
denEye. * 'l‘hz assistance consists largely of

xdan fifty Marines and three National Guard UH-1N

one to(two)days of filming in Puerto Rico. The

to be filmed early February of this year, depicts the

Marines coming to James Bond’'s rescue, albeit rather belatedly.

We appreciate your changing the identity of the U.S. admiral
to a foreign officer, and your including dialogue recognition
identifying the Marines. Thae Department of Defense Project
Officer is First Lieutenant Dustin Salem, Deputy Director,

Marine Corps Public Affairs Office, Los Angele;
are already acquainted. Lieutenant Salem will you i
completing the legal requirements of our association, ptxncipllly
the production assistance agreement.

We wish you success in production and lock forward to
screening the product. upon its release to the general public.
If I can be of further assistance, please don't hesitate to let
me know.

Sincerely,

M. Strub
Assistant for Audiovisual

cc:
HQMC -PA
NGB-PA
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