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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.
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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.
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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.

“It is axiomatic that the government may not regulate speech based on its substantive content or the message it conveys,” wrote Supreme Court Justice Anthony Kennedy, who delivered the Court’s opinion in the Rosenberger case. “In the realm of private speech or expression, government regulation may not favor one speaker over another.

“Discrimination against speech because of its message is presumed to be unconstitutional. These rules informed our determination that the government offends the First Amendment when it imposes financial burdens on certain speakers based on the content of their expression. When the government targets not subject matter but particular views taken by speakers on a subject, the violation of the First Amendment is all the more blatant. Viewpoint discrimination is thus an egregious form of content discrimination. The government must abstain from regulating speech when the specific motivating ideology or the opinion or perspective of the speaker is the rationale for the restriction.”

Asked why he thinks the Pentagon has been able to get away with this unconstitutional activity for all these years, Professor Chemerinsky says that the reason is simple: “Nobody has sued.”

Abrams agrees.

“They’ve gotten away with it because they could get away with it,” he says. “It hasn’t been challenged in the courts.”
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Screenwriter Darryl Ponicsan. The Pentagon refused to provide assistance to the producers of three of his scripts: The Last Detail, Cinderella Liberty, and Countermeasures. (Photo courtesy of Darryl Ponicsan)
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John Horton, who helped write the Defense Department’s guidelines for cooperation with Hollywood, later went to work for the studios to help them secure Pentagon assistance. (Photo courtesy of John Horton)
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Phil Strub’s letter about the film Countermeasures, dated June 8, 1993.





[image: fig_51_1.jpg]
Phil Strub’s comments about the film Countermeasures, dated June 8, 1993.




*1995 U.S. Supreme Court ruling in Rosenberger v. The University of Virginia.
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“REVISIONIST HISTORY”

Peter Almond started out as a producer of TV documentaries in New York before turning to moviemaking. He is a serious man who loves history. So he was shocked in the summer of 1998 when Phil Strub tried to pressure him into changing the historical record for a film he was producing about the Cuban Missile Crisis, Thirteen Days, starring Kevin Costner.

That summer, Almond and several members of his production team made the trip to Washington to meet with Strub at his office in the Pentagon, and to try to get him to sign off on their request for military assistance for their film project.

“At one point, half-a-dozen of us were crammed into his little office,” Almond recalls.

But there was a problem. Strub hated their script. He thought it portrayed the Joint Chiefs of Staff as too hawkish and one-sided during the missile crisis of October 1962. But Almond had done his homework and knew that he had gotten his history right.

“They were trying to make the Pentagon different than the way it actually performed [during the missile crisis],” Almond says. “There is no doubt that all that would have satisfied them is to change the history, but they are smart enough to know not to say that. But they didn’t want to support a major film that showed their leadership taking positions that would very likely have led the world on the descent toward real nuclear confrontation.” Strub told the producers that the Pentagon’s chief concern was that the film made it look like the generals—particularly Air Force Gen. Curtis LeMay—would have taken the world down the path to nuclear war if President Kennedy hadn’t reined them in.

Strub told the producers that the script was “revisionist history,” and that the Pentagon would not assist the filmmakers because their screenplay painted LeMay and the Joint Chiefs in a false and negative light.

In rejecting the producers’ request for assistance, Strub, in a July 28, 1998, letter, wrote: “Both General LeMay and General Maxwell Taylor (chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff) are depicted in a negative and inauthentic way as unintelligent and bellicose.”

In fact, aside from a few fictionalized scenes that the writer had added for dramatic effect, the story the producers wanted to tell about the conflict between JFK and his generals was historically accurate. And Almond knew it was accurate because JFK had secretly recorded his meetings with the Joint Chiefs, and the John F. Kennedy Library made the tapes available to the public in 1996. The tapes reveal that on October 19, 1962, as JFK was leaning toward imposing a naval blockade of Cuba, LeMay was arguing forcefully for an invasion of the island nation.

“This is almost as bad as the appeasement at Munich,” the crusty general said angrily of Kennedy’s proposed blockade. “I just don’t see any other solution except direct military intervention right now.”

Despite the tapes, Strub and the Pentagon had their own version of history, and they were not going to help some movie producers tell it any other way.

The producers, however, refused to change their story.

“The tapes of their conversations show that we had it right,” Almond says. “Their positions and recommendations are matters of public record. They laid out the air attack and invasion options and urged them on the president. Perhaps they did it more circumspectly, but we know from the tapes they were contemptuous when they thought no one could hear them. LeMay was crude and smug and all accounts support that. We can document both points: the chiefs support attack and LeMay was a pig! We have heard this from interview sources and have read this and will lay out the references.”

But that wasn’t good enough for the Pentagon, which routinely insists that movie producers change history in order to make the military look better than it really is.

The Pentagon even insisted that the producers delete a scene in which a U2 reconnaissance pilot is shot down and killed over Cuba. It didn’t happen, the Pentagon insisted.

But the historical record is quite clear that it did happen. On October 27, 1962, Maj. Rudolf Anderson was shot down by a surface-to-air missile while photographing a missile installation in Cuba. He was killed when shrapnel punctured his pressure suit, causing it to decompress at high altitude. The Pentagon’s own records show that Major Anderson was posthumously awarded the Air Force Cross for his last U2 flight over Cuba.

“Poor Major Anderson’s widow and his family know that it happened,” Almond says. “So what happens when you get into these negotiations and discussions with the military, even though you’re in desperate need of some of their equipment, they take you down this road of trying profoundly to influence the portrayal of the Defense Department and the military.”

And when the producers showed Strub the letter of condolence that JFK had written to the widow of the pilot, the Pentagon simply stonewalled them.

“They never responded to that,” Almond says.

After more than a year of pleading their case to Strub, the producers finally turned for help to then Senator Fred Thompson (R-TN), a former actor whom the film’s director, Roger Donaldson, had once directed in a movie called No Way Out, which also starred Kevin Costner, and which was also denied assistance by the Pentagon. Senator Thompson (now a regular on NBC’s Law and Order) agreed to mention the producers’ problem to then Defense Secretary William Cohen, but even Cohen couldn’t convince the Pentagon to help the producers.

“He ran into the same roadblock,” Almond says.

The producers would have to find their airplanes somewhere else. So they went to the Philippines, where they rented broken down 1960s-era jet fighters, painted them up, and pulled them around on the ground with trucks to make it appear that they were taxiing on a runway. They used digital effects to simulate a U2 in flight. It was more expensive, but they were able to make the movie they wanted to make, not the one that the Pentagon wanted them to make.

Almond still chafes at the heavy-handed manner in which the Pentagon tried to reshape his movie.

“I think they feel that they are protecting this rather narrow interest that would define itself as films that only romanticize and present the U.S. military in 100 percent favorable light, as you would expect perhaps from television advertising or a commercial,” he says from his offices at Beacon Pictures in Santa Monica. “So their interest in artistic responsibility is obviously questionable. There’s a kind of devil’s brew. The problem that we have from time to time with these big-scale projects that involve military assets is that we’re kind of dependent on them for comparatively inexpensive use of the assets in making our stories. So they have us kind of over a barrel. But we had no intention of giving in to their interpretation.”

The final insult came in February of 2001, when Costner, who also coproduced the film, offered to hold a special screening of the movie at Ramstein Air Base in Germany. Costner wanted to show it to the troops and to meet and greet the men and women in uniform.

At first, Costner’s offer was warmly received by officials at the American base in Germany. It’s not every day that a top Hollywood star comes to that part of the world. But soon after, the offer was rejected by the Pentagon. Col. Johnny Whitacker, deputy director of public affairs for the air force, told Costner’s public relations agent, Stephen Rivers, why it would be inappropriate to show the film there.

“I’m sure you’re aware that the Department of Defense and the individual Armed Services declined support of the production early on because the producers refused to make corrections to the script to ensure the film’s historical accuracy—i.e., to try to avoid the ‘revisionist history’ I’m told it depicts,” Whitacker told Rivers in a tersely worded e-mail dated February 28, 2001. “Nor did they cooperate with DOD to guarantee an accurate and appropriate portrayal of military leaders, which it apparently fails to do with Gen. Curtis LeMay, while depicting other officers as liars who disobey orders.

“Hence, it’s inappropriate for us to now support a completed film—even tacitly with a special screening—when we refused to support it in production. Therefore, the Air Force respectfully declines your offer of a special screening at Ramstein—or on other USAF installations.”

Rivers was angry, particularly in light of the fact that only a few weeks earlier the film had been the first movie screened at the White House for newly elected Pres. George W. Bush.

In an e-mail to Almond about the military’s refusal to host Costner at a special screening in Ramstein, Rivers said: “So much for this idea. I guess the film is good enough for the President of the United States but not the military.”

Changing history is nothing new for the Pentagon. They have been doing it in movies for decades.

Air force officials, for instance, insisted on changing real-life events in Warner Bros.’ The Perfect Storm, the blockbuster that starred George Clooney as the captain of a doomed fishing boat.

The Department of Defense’s own guidelines for providing assistance to motion picture and television productions state that “the production must be authentic in its portrayal of actual persons, places, military operations and historical events.” But this was not the case with The Perfect Storm, in which the air force’s Air National Guard received credit it didn’t deserve in the film for rescuing a sinking fishing boat.

The Coast Guard, which played a major role in the real-life rescue efforts, had balked at lending assistance to the film production because they did not think the script was accurate. And that’s when the air force stepped in.

“The air force was depicted rather than the Coast Guard,” says Lisa Rawlins, a Warner Bros, executive who dealt with the Pentagon on this and numerous other film projects. “The producers decided that the air force would be the entity that would fly the rescuers out and that the para-rescuers would be air force. In real life they were the Coast Guard.”

The Coast Guard objected to this changing of history, but to no avail. “They were unhappy,” says a source who worked on the film. “The negotiations with various branches of the military were not as smooth as we would have wanted.”

Cdr. Jeff Loftus, director of the Coast Guard’s motion picture and television office, was particularly irked. “They had an Air National Guard helicopter portraying a very dramatic rescue that was actually executed by the Coast Guard,” he says. “There were contentious issues about that.”

As we’ve seen, the military has its own version of history, and the main reasons the service branches want filmmakers to make that history look better than it really was is so that the American people will have a positive opinion about the military, will continue to fund it, and will continue to join up. It’s all about funding and recruiting.
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Phil Strub’s letter to the producers of Thirteen Days, dated July 28, 1998.
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CHANGING HISTORY

In the original screenplay for the 2002 MGM movie Windtalkers, there is a scene in which a Marine, nicknamed The Dentist, creeps across a battlefield strewn with the bodies of dead Japanese soldiers. In the original script we see: “The Dentist bent over a dead Japanese soldier, doing what he does, relieving the dead of the gold in their mouth. The Dentist twists his bayonet, struggles to get the gold nugget out of the corpse’s teeth.”

“Come to Poppa,” says The Dentist.

It’s a grisly scene, but it’s one of several that you didn’t see in the movie, which was directed by John Woo and starred Nicolas Cage, Christian Slater, and Adam Beach. The scene was written out of later drafts of the screenplay after Phil Strub and the Marine Corps complained about it.

After receiving the original Windtalkers script, dated January 28, 2000, Strub passed it along to Capt. Matt Morgan, who was then the head of the Marine Corps’ film liaison office in Los Angeles. Morgan, six feet four and boyish, liked the script a lot, but had some major reservations.

In a March 3, 2000, memo to Strub, Morgan discussed the scene in which “the Dentist digs gold from jaws of corpses.”

“This has to go,” Morgan wrote to Strub. “The activity is un-Marine, and more representative of a conscript force. The Marines were volunteers. I recommend these characters be looting the dead for intelligence, or military souvenirs—swords, knives, field glasses. Loot is still not cool, but more realistic and less brutal.”

Strub agreed. “Stealing gold teeth, yep, has to go!” he told Morgan in a March 7 reply.

Four days later, Morgan sent a memo to Terence Chang, director John Woo’s producing partner. “The ‘Dentist’ character displays distinctly un-Marine behavior,” he told Chang. “He is, in fact, committing an atrocity. While I recognize the war in the Pacific was brutal, I don’t see a need to portray a Marine as a ghoul.”

In the next draft of the script, dated June 23, 2000, the scene was eliminated, as was the entire character of The Dentist.

“The scene just went away,” Morgan says during an interview at his office on Wilshire Boulevard. “It completely went away.”

The film’s screenwriters, Joe Batteer and John Rice, fought to keep the scene in the film, but they were badly outnumbered—by the director, the Marine Corps, and the studio, which wanted to keep the Marine Corps happy. In the end, the writers relented and killed the scene.

“That scene’s not in the film,” Batteer says. “Through Terence Chang we got the word. It was, ‘You gotta lose the filling pulling.’ We saw Morgan’s missive about the ghoulishness. We argued that it was true, but we ultimately relented and yanked it, no pun intended. We tried to argue our case, but it was a fine line because we had to appease the Marine Corps and the studio. The studio wanted the cooperation from the Marines.”

“They said a Marine would never do that,” Rice says of the tooth-pulling scene. “But who can say one Marine would never do that? The Marine Corps had a lot of problems with that.”

“People did those kinds of things,” Chang says of the tooth-pulling scene, “but the Marines would rather not have us portray Marines in that light.”

Windtalkers is a fictional accounting of the Code Talkers’ story, yet it is based on historical facts. But when the Pentagon has a hand in the drafting of screenplays—even fictional stories—questions arise about whose version of history is being portrayed. The DOD’s guidelines for assisting movies say “the production must be authentic in its portrayal of actual persons, places, military operations and historical events. Fictional portrayals must depict a feasible interpretation of military life, operations and policies.”

But despite his claim that the kind of atrocity committed by The Dentist in the original script was “un-Marine,” such events actually did occur during the war. Indeed, the National Archives has footage of a Marine yanking gold teeth from the jaw of a dead Japanese soldier.

Questioned about his version of Marine history, Morgan acknowledged that the Marines had committed such crimes during the war. Morgan says that when he met with Chang, he told the producer, “Okay. Here’s the problem. Now you can look at various books about Marines in World War II, and this obviously happened. I know that these things happened. Horrible, awful atrocities happened, especially in the Pacific. And that was different from what happened in Europe because those were white people fighting white people, and these were, you know, white people fighting Asians. And so, because we didn’t look like each other, we tended to do more dehumanizing things. That’s a fact.”

The DOD and the Marine Corps weren’t the only ones worried about the script. Morgan says he first learned of the project in 1999 while in Texas providing military assistance to the popular TV show Walker, Texas Ranger. He got a frantic phone call from an assistant at movie producer Gale Anne Hurd’s Los Angeles-based production company.

“Have you seen the Reporter?” the assistant asked, referring to the venerable Hollywood trade paper.

“No,” Morgan replied.

“John Woo is going to be doing this movie about the Code Talkers and it’s about these guys and they’re supposed to kill the Code Talkers,” said the angry assistant. “We think it’s disgraceful. You guys have to stop this.”

Morgan was perplexed about the caller’s distress. This was the first he’d heard of a movie project based on the Code Talkers—Navajo Indians who joined the Marines during World War II and used their native language as part of a code that the Japanese were never able to break. Hurd’s assistant faxed him the story from the Reporter. It said that Nicolas Cage would play a Marine guard assigned to protect a Code Talker—and to kill him in the event
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CONCLUSION

No society is free that allows its military to control the arts. In America, it is not only unconscionable, it is unconstitutional. Allowing the world’s most powerful military to place propaganda into the world’s most powerful medium—unchecked and unregulated—for over fifty years has certainly helped the Pentagon get more recruits for the armed forces and ever-increasing appropriations from Congress, but what is its long-term effect on the psyche of the American people?


In North Korea, the people are required to have speaker boxes in their homes that they can’t turn off and that constantly pipe in propaganda. In America, we can turn off our television sets, but the military propaganda that is inserted into our television programs in the form of films and TV shows is done so subtly that the American people don’t even know it’s there.


Propaganda is used in North Korea to make the people there more accustomed to being constantly on a war footing. But might this not be an unintended consequence in the United States as well of allowing the Pentagon to shape, sanitize, and censor American films and television programs? Certainly, the American people have become a more warlike people in the last fifty years.


In 1940, the American people refused to go to war against Nazi Germany and Imperial Japan even as they overran Europe and Asia. Pres. Franklin Roosevelt knew then that the American people would not support a war unless the United States was attacked first.


But today the American people seem willing to go to war at the drop of a hat.


In the 1960s, the Vietnam War was launched on the flimsiest of pretexts: That North Vietnamese gunboats had allegedly attacked U.S. warships—a charge we now know to be false. In the 1980s, Libya was bombed by American jet fighters because a suspected Libyan terrorist had blown up a discotheque in Germany. In the 1990s, the United States attacked Iraq because it invaded Kuwait. And in 2003, the United States attacked Iraq again because Pres. George W. Bush said it was harboring weapons of mass destruction—weapons that were never found. And most Americans supported these wars.


And now Bush says that the United States has abandoned its decades-long policy of never using nuclear weapons in a first-strike attack. And the American people seem to support this, as well.


Is it possible that being saturated with military propaganda in films and TV shows over the last fifty years has made us a more warlike people? Is it possible that it could have had no effect?


The stakes are too high for these questions to remain unanswered, let alone unasked. The very character of the American people may be at stake.


The Pentagon has bribed, coerced, and intimidated filmmakers long enough. For too long, Hollywood has cravenly caved in to the Pentagon’s demands to change its stories to make the military look good. It is time to put an end to the disgraceful relationship between Hollywood and the Pentagon.


Congress should act. It has neglected its oversight responsibilities long enough. Congress, which is supposed to keep an eye on the way the Pentagon is spending the taxpayers’ money, has only asked the Pentagon to explain its relationship with Hollywood twice—once in 1956 and again in 1969—and both times the Pentagon lied.


Congress should launch its first full and complete investigation into the Pentagon’s role in the filmmaking process. Congress funds the Pentagon’s activities, and Congress should stop it. The First Amendment to the Constitution states that “Congress shall make no law … abridging the freedom of speech….” But by approving appropriation bills that fund the Pentagon’s film office, Congress has done just that.


The Writers Guild of America should act. The WGA, which claims to protect the creative rights of its members, has never once complained about the Pentagon altering its members’ scripts. It has been silent long enough. The WGA should go on record opposing this blatant form of censorship, and it should insist in its next round of contract negotiations that companies that sign the WGA’s contract will no longer be allowed to show a writer’s script to anyone outside the company. This would effectively stop the Pentagon from ever looking at another writer’s script.


The American public should also take action. They should write angry letters to Congress demanding an investigation. And a class-action lawsuit should be filed on behalf of all moviegoers seeking a court-ordered injunction to stop the Pentagon from tampering with the First Amendment rights of screenwriters, and to protect the public from being bombarded with military recruiting propaganda being placed in films without the public’s knowledge. The public should also boycott any film—whether shown in theaters or on home video or DVD—that has been made with the cooperation of the military. If an informed and outraged public takes the economic incentive out of such collaborations, the practice will stop immediately.


Even without Pentagon subsidies, Hollywood will still turn out plenty of movies and TV shows about the military. That’s because of one simple fact: Hollywood loves heroes, and the military has more of them than anyone else. Hollywood doesn’t need police department subsidies to turn out movies about hero cops. It doesn’t need subsidies from the American Medical Association to produce shows about heroic doctors. It doesn’t need fire department subsidies to turn out TV shows about heroic firemen.


Hollywood will still want access to the military’s tanks, jets, submarines, and aircraft carriers, and the Pentagon will still be able to show off its hardware—and turn a profit—by making it available to bona fide producers under a schedule of uniform fees. It would cost producers more money, but in the end, it will be cheaper than scrapping the First Amendment.
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UBLIC AFFAIRS. July 28, 1998

As you requested, I‘'m providing this written summation of
our concerns regarding the military portrayals as depicted in
the December 12, 1997 feature motion picture script “Thirteen
Days.” 1In general, we have little in the way of equipment that
could be made to match the period and what eguipment we do have
that might be suitable - such as U-2 aircraft - would not likely
be available fcr the production. Also, we dc not believe that
the military perscnnel are shown in a particularly positive nor
historically authentic light. For example:

- Both General Lemay and General Taylcr are depicted in &
negative and inauthentic way as unintelligenc and
bellicose. The portrayal of Secretary McNamara is also
exaggerated for effect.

- There is nc evidence to support that there were diract
communicaticns between Mr. O’Donnell and military
personnel at the squadron level, and these scenes convey

a negative and inaccurate impression edbout commana and
control.

We recognize that these portrayals serve a significant
dramatic purpose in the picture, mainly by providing conflict
with and counterpoint to the positive officials in the White
House. Therefore, we Gon't beiieve that our concerns oves the

e 1thcut significantly and

tary depictions can ke eliminated w
ncamentally altering the scripc.

We’re willing to cffer technical advice and woulid consider
the possibility of providing stock footage. If you’d like to
discuss this further, please don’t hesitate to contact me. We
hcpe to work with you on a future project of mutuzl benefit, as
we did with “Air Force One.”

Sincerely,

M. Strul
1 Assistant for Audicvisual

Or. Goldrerg
OCPA-LA
NAVINFG WEST
SAF-PAWR
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-1400

PUBLIC AFFAIRS JUN. 08 \“S

Mr. Bruce Hendrix

Senior Vice President

Motion Picture Production
Walt Disney Company

500 South Buena Vista Street
Burbank, CA 90521-5622

Dear Mr. Hendrix:

As you know, we've reviewed the April 12, 1993 version of
sCountermeasures.” The areds of controversy are quite
substantial. The script conveys & distinctly inaccurate and
unpleasant way of life in the Navy, particularly for women.
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. For that reason, we’'ve
described our concerns, here enclosed, only in general terms.

If you believe that it’s possible to resolve these
difficulties, we would certainly be willing to provide further
information, meet with you and your colleagues, or work with you
in any other way to reach an agreement. If not, we hope that
wa’ll be able to work together on a fyture project of mutual

benefit.
M, Struib
31 Assistant (Audiovisual)
cc:
CHINFO

Mr. John Horton

Enclosure:
As stated
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Comments on "Countermeasures”
Department of Defense criteria for support:

- Military aspects are feasible, authentic depictions;
- Informs the public about the military;
- Helps military recruiting and retention.

‘There are a number of fundamental aspects of the April 12, 1993 script that prevent
it from meeting the criteria:

1. Characterization of Navy People The overwhelming majority of Navy personnel
are completely unrealistic and negative. They're unprofessional, blatantly focussed
on personal agenda, and unapologetically sexist if not guilty of outright sexual
harassment or sexual assault. Significantly, this behavior extends beyond the
criminals to inchude nearly every other speaking and non-speaking part.

- Even C.C.’s character is initially motivated by pure self-interest. Taking on
the assignment, she says, "Get that on my record. Ribbons, Bubby, ribbons!"

- There are racist stereotypes: African-American Seaman Ellis is some kind of
servant to the Captain, simplistic and inexplicably devoted . The Captain is
attended by a Filipino steward, a scene years out of date.

2. Women Aboard Carriers  The astonished reaction of crew members 1o the
presence of a woman aboard the ship is quite unrealistic,. Women have been
routinely assigned temporarily to aircraft carriers for several years. By the time the
film is released their presence will be even more commonplace. By then there may
well be women fighter pilots assigned to carrier air wings, with the attendant
extensive national media coverage. Audiences are likely to be puzzled or amused
by depictions of surprised sailors as they are presently described.

3. Portrayal of NIS Agent Making the principal villain an agent of the (then) 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.

4. White House complicity in the intrigue  There's no reason for us to denigrate
mg ‘White House, or remind the public of the Iran-Contra affair.

5. Technical Inaccuracies  Ancillary compared to above, there are nonetheless a
number of these, such as the whole Tomahawk guidance system set- up.
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"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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