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EXPORTING THE FIRST AMENDMENT
TO THE WORLD
FOREWORD
In accepting this award, named for the Colonial printer whose defiance of authority is still a model for us all more than two centuries later, CNN Correspondent
Peter Arnett adds his name to a list of the best and brightest in American journalism.
Gene Roberts won this award. He led the Philadelphia Inquirer out of mediocrity and to more than a dozen Pulitzer Prizes. The great New York Times reporter
and columnist Tom Wicker won this award, as did Fred Friendly, who joined Edward R. Murrow in exposing Sen. Joseph McCarthy when everyone else was duck-

ing.
Bob Greene of Newsday won this award. He led a team of investigative reporters to Arizona after the car-bombing death of Arizona Republic reporter Don Bolles,
who also won this award.
Sy Hersh, who exposed American atrocities at My Lai during the Vietnam War,
won the Zenger Award, as did Washington Post publisher Katharine Graham for
her paper's expose of Watergate. The New York Times won this award for its courageous publication of the Pentagon Papers in 1971.
Tom Winship, Scotty Reston and Clark Mohlenhoff won the Zenger Award.
And of course, a year ago at this time, the University gave this award to Terry Anderson, then still a hostage. Tonight we are all grateful that Terry Anderson is now a free
man.
About tonight's winner: CNN correspondent Peter Arnett is a native New
Zealander who worked for newspapers there and in Australia and Thailand before
joining the Associated Press.
Arnett distinguished himself during the early months of 1991 as the only Western reporter based in Iraq for the duration of Operation Desert Storm. he conducted
the only interview with Iraqi President Saddam Hussein during that conflict.
Arnett brings more than 25 years of experience to his position as CNN Jerusalem correspondent, a job he has held since February 1990. Previously, he served as
National / International Security Correspondent Based in CNN's Washington Bureau. In that position, he reported on broader aspects of domestic and international
policy, developments and trends and focused on American government, national security and the intelligence community. Before coming to the Washington Bureau he
spent two years, from 1986 to 1988, in Moscow as CNN bureau chief and correspondent where he continued CNN's aggressive coverage of developments in the Soviet
Union.
In addition to the Pulitzer Prize, Arnett's Vietnam coverage was honored with
two Sigma Delta Chi Awards, the Overseas Press Club Award and the George Polk
Memorial Award. Within the last few weeks, the Washington Journalism Review
named him the nation's best foreign correspondent.
As we all recall, Mr. Arnett came in for criticism for his reporting from Baghdad
during the Gulf War. Some people questioned his loyalty for reporting from behind
quote enemy lines. I'm sure everyone is this room understood, however. We all
know information is precious, whether filtered through Iraqi censors or not. No one
in this room questions his loyalty. We applaud, instead, his courage and perseverance in getting the story. His actions in the face of danger were in the highest traditions of John Peter Zenger and American journalism.
I am therefore honored to present the 1992 John Peter Zenger Award to our special guest Peter Arnett.
Introduction by Jim Patten
Head of The Journalism Department
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EXPORTING THE FIRST AMENDMENT
TO THE WORLD
BY PETER ARNETT
For presentation April 22 at The University of Arizona's John Peter Zenger Award for
freedom of the press and the people's right to know
Twenty -five years ago I was part of the Associated Press's team of war reporters
in Vietnam, and a story came over our telex machine one day that the AP President,
Wes Gallagher, had won The University of Arizona's John Peter Zenger award. We
were a rebellious lot in those days. One of my cantankerous colleagues dismissed

the news with the comment, "That's the kind of thing that happens to you when you
get old." So I'm old, and it's my turn to visit with you.
Wes Gallagher was the best boss I have ever had and we expected and received his unhesitating support for all we did in Vietnam. It was years later,
though, before I realized the true contribution that the AP executive had made to the
public's right to know, the contribution that won him the John Peter Zenger award
in 1968.
Gallagher went on record during this most controversial of American wars with
the assertion that the public interest in time of war is more necessary even than the
national interest. And don't forget that was a time the most imperious president of
recent time, Lyndon Baines Johnson, was in power.
We labored during the Vietnam war in the belief that the public via a free press,
be independently informed about the actions of the government. Sure, we were competitive and sought professional recognition, a quality that reporters are often unfairly criticized for. And at times we were disrespectful of the brass.
Wes Gallagher well knew our failings. He admonished me during one visit to
Saigon, "Peter, you've got to get along with the generals, show them the proper respect. How you treat them personally is sometimes more important to future access
than what you write." I told him, "I don't talk with the generals. The sergeants and
the junior field officers are the ones that get me on to the helicopters and into the bat-

-

-

ties.

One of those junior officers who helped me cover the early years of the war was
Major H. Norman Schwarzkopf then an advisor to the South Vietnamese airborne
units operating in the central highlands. I went in with Stormin' Norman to relieve
the long Vietcong siege of the special camp of Binh Duong. A picture I had taken of
him rescuing a wounded Vietnamese soldier has become part of the permanent picture display on his office desk, and the general has dined off some tall tales of my
days covering his operations in Vietnam.
But as four-star General H. Norman Schwarzkopf, commander in chief of the
Desert Storm forces, don't bother asking him for a helicopter ride. You'll get it only
under a special Pentagon pool arrangement. I know the military. Stick with the sergeants.
I am very proud to be numbered with Wes Gallagher and Sy Hersh and the
other luminous journalists who have won this great award. Colonial printer John
Peter Zenger's controversial proposition that the press is a venue for all the voices of
society echoes down the decades. Peter Zenger's concept is now a central pillar of
American democracy, often challenged but never dislodged.
We know that American democracy inspired many imitations over the years.
Vietnamese communist leader Ho Chi Minh used some of the phrases from the U.S.
Constitution to introduce his own new constitution for Vietnam in 1945. The phrases
remained meaningless phrases in that constitution.
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What many of these models lacked in Latin America, in Asia, in Africa
what they lacked was the feisty, irreverent press that is integral to making our democracy work. But today, this element is not missing from the newly emerging democracies in the former Soviet Union and in Eastern Europe.
I was assigned to the Soviet Union in the mid -1980s when Mikhail Gorbachev introduced "glasnost," a loosening of traditional press restraints to encourage examination of ineptitude in moribund government ministries and institutions. Glasnost
worked all too well, and Gorby himself was ousted when the press began enjoying
the taste of truth.
So now in Poland, in Russia and the Ukraine, in the former East Germany and
elsewhere where totalitarianism is dying, a free press is helping bury it.
One of America's last great exports is freedom of speech. By that I mean the free
flow of information of all kinds to those who wish to acquire it.
The end of the Cold War has opened up an era of information communication
that is unique on this Earth. The major crises of this century were generated by those
who attempted to impose extreme political theories on mankind. But fascism and
communism have both totally failed to provide the answers to man's search for perfection, and have paid the price of that failure.
What the world knows now is that the basis of all human growth is democratic
governance and enlightened economic development, not political dreammaking.
So, the scramble for information across the world today is a dynamic for change
that we can barely appreciate so rapidly is it occurring.
The United States has long led the world in dispensing information, and by that
I mean all information. We have the freest press in the world, and the largest book
and magazine publishing industry.
Our television news programming leads the world. Our movie industry, at its
best, is uniquely capable of touching the sensitivities of a whole world audience.
In fact in the plane coming over here last night, a plane that was struck by lightening, but my life held, the wings stayed on, I watched Star Trek 6 that I'd missed
along the way. I think I missed some of the others too. But that was a movie about
the IGingons reaching for peace and how the Star Trek crowd and some of the others
just couldn't imagine living in a world without the protective zone the fleet would
use to retain our great virtues and of course if you've seen the movie the whole thing
is about how we all saw the light and we moved into that uncharted future of peace.
And I thought that was so in tune. A way that Hollywood does in fact catch the
mood of the moment. Because what happened last year, the Soviet Union, in fact,
clearly showed it was ready for peace and has been exhibiting it ever since.
Computer links internationally are away ahead of governments. While I was in
the Soviet Union in the mid- 1980's, the academic institutions joined in computer
links with American institutions of learning, and began trading more information
that either of their governments desired.
In the cable industry we are definitely at the forefront of technological
development.
Imagine a world that wants all of what we just take for granted, and you see
what lies ahead for those willing to help pioneer this new age of internationalism.
CNN's founder, Ted Turner, moved into the field a decade ago, and look at his
rewards: Time's Man of the Year and Jane Fonda.
The cutting edge of change is technology. Throughout Europe entrepreneurs are
putting together deals to develop cable television programming, overcoming years
of entrenched opposition by xenophobic governments trying to control the flow of
information and programming.

-
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I'm talking even about Western Europe, where France, Britain and so on in the
guise of preventing what they called "cultural imperialism" stemmed the flow of
television news and entertainment, U.S. style. Now the marketplace is talking.
Viewers in Europe want to watch CNN. Watch CBS. They want to learn directly about the United States in this way.
I made a promotion tour for CNN in late last year. Everyone in Belgium with a
TV set gets CNN on one of their channels. The government provides it. Most people in Sweden get CNN. Almost everyone in Switzerland. That is just part of the 11
billion people who are looking at it. I met some of these viewers. They are saying
they enjoy American programming and they wanted to know the big news in the
world but they wanted to know about the U.S.. They wanted to watch the Hollywood minute. They were interested in the weather in Minnesota because they had
relatives there and they enjoyed getting information about the U.S. that was not infiltrated through their own media. It wasn't distorted by their own media's concept of what was news in America. So I thought that was a positive change.
Europe is changing in other ways. The French Government even gave Sylvester Stallone a cultural medal recently to demonstrate that its hip.
News coverage is the voice of the global village. Without a voice, the world of
change we are envisaging will not come about.
We in the media have no illusions about our role in shaping the public's perception of events. The truth is that we in the media exercise enormous influence
over what people think and politicians, industry, lobbyists and other power
centers know it.
Here in the United States we journalists are inspired by the principles of freedom of speech and freedom of the press. However, even here where these rights
are upheld in our 200-year-old Constitution, they are constantly being challenged
by those who would prefer an unquestioning obedience to much of what government does in times of national crisis.
Here is one example of how those pressure groups function. I'm holding some
of the thousands of identically worded postcards sent to CNN during our coverage of the Gulf War last year.
They come from people living in Coral Gables, Fla., Crossville, Tenn.,
Kokomo, Ind., Escondido, Calif. They are all addressed to Mr. Turner, but in this
one the writer has crossed out the honorific and scrawled YOU UNMITIGATED

-

ASS.

Here is what all these cards say: "I am appalled to see how you are helping Saddam
Hussein air his propaganda throughout the world. If PeterArnett's broadcasts were not
helpful to Saddam Hussein he would pull the plug instantly. He is counting on you to help
him erode our morale and break up the coalition.
"Lord Haw Haw tried to do this for Hitler in World War Two. He was convicted of
treason and hanged. If you have any lovefor your country and considerationfor our troops,
you will call Arnett home. I will tune out as long as Arnett and his crew continue to serve
as the voice of Baghdad."
These postcards originated with an extreme conservative political organization, the same that demonstrated in front of CNN bureaus with this placard and
others.
However, CNN did not waver in its commitment to the Gulf War story. It even
put some of the negative mail on the air. In the national hysteria in the first days of
the war, some cable contractors wanted to break their commitment to CNN. Some
advertisers canceled their ads.
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But I'm delighted to report today that the good sense of CNN and the American public, prevailed. A national survey of public attitudes taken this past January
by the Los Angeles Times newspaper found that 82 percent of the viewers approved of
CNN as a news organization, with only two percent negative.
That survey is vindication to all of us at CNN. In the aftermath of the Gulf War,
the public realized that candid reporting from both sides is a requirement for our democracy to function.
But so often in the heat of a crisis such understanding is lacking. The public
blames the messenger for the crisis.
My journalism career has been an ongoing struggle to uphold the freedom of the
press. Starting from my early days covering the Vietnam War to my most recent experience in the Gulf War, I have been the target of hostile governments.
I've been expelled from five countries for reporting the truth. I've been arrested
and detained in two countries for covering controversial news stories. I've been investigated by government security agencies seeking to discredit my reputation, including one American security institution.
The struggle for total freedom of the press as called for in our Constitution has intensified with CNN's pioneering of live television. Our "real time" coverage of the
Gulf War let a worldwide audience see events as they were happening. It was information being transferred instantly, allowing the public to make up its own mind

about what was transpiring.
This phenomena worries authorities who traditionally in times of national crisis
demand to totally control the flow of information, demands that are not covered by
our Constitution. Government is concerned that public opinion might be adversely
influenced by the free flow of information.
They're right. You can adversely affect public opinion by the free flow of information but in times public opinion should be adversely affected if policies are
wrongfully being implemented.
But even under controlled conditions, live coverage is still possible, information
can get through. We were able to cover from Baghdad and we were able to cover
from the Gulf to some degree but more of that later. Now CNN is based in Atlanta.
In Baghdad, for example, the Iraqi Government invited CNN to remain to cover
the war, though it imposed certain conditions.
One example, an account by Thomas Friedman of The New York Times, who reported in February on the visit by Secretary of State James Baker to the former Soviet
republics of Central Asia. Usually one of the first questions he was asked by the new
chiefs of state was, "How do I get CNN ?"
The Central Asians were obsessed with being able to get their news from sources
independent of Moscow. Having CNN, they explained, was the symbol of such independence, as well as a real membership card in the club of Western States.
Atlanta might seem to be an unusual place for one of the world's most influential news organizations to be based. Georgia is perceived as being far from the major
centers of world action.
The reality today, however, is that there are no major centers anymore for many
businesses. The technological revolution the use of the satellite telephone, the fax
machine, advances in cable communications and the future of fiber optics each of
us has been made a command and control center.
It's where CNN is based. What is relevant is how CNN gathers its news and dispenses it, and the impact it has on the political, financial and social forces in the
world today.

-

-
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This global village idea has been talked about for years. But only now has technology made it possible enabling us to wire the world. We have to go back to the
invention of the international telegraph at the turn of the century and the advent
of radio in the 1930s to equal such a watershed in the communication of news.
Forget the old diplomatic pouch routine in times of world crisis. What better way
for the U.S. State Department to make its opinions quickly known about an overseas
flash point than by putting its spokesperson on CNN... with every foreign office in
the world watching.
In late February this year on the anniversary of the beginning of the ground war
in the Gulf, General Colin Powell, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, was interviewed live on CNN. At one point during the interview he looked directly into the
camera and warned "those who are watching in Baghdad" not ever to consider invading a neighboring country again. Now, that is direct diplomacy because General
Powell knows that senior Iraqi officials are watching CNN all the time.
Our news broadcasts are being watched by governments all over the world. The
Swedish foreign minister told me late last year that his ministry monitors CNN 24
hours each day, and reports new developments to the responsible officials.
This media revolution is particularly spectacular to me. When I began my international journalism career 30 years ago, I was assigned to Jakarta, Indonesia, as a correspondent for the Associated Press. Each day my dispatches were punched by
Morse key through to Tokyo, and from there by telex to AP headquarters in New

-

-

York.
Today, portable ground stations and satellite telephones allow me to bring, in-

-

stant real -time coverage to you from anywhere in the world from Baghdad to
Boise, Idaho.
So what about CNN and television news in the future? Our executives tell me
there is no reason why we cannot live up to our promise of providing the cutting
edge of news coverage in the future.
We will provide the personnel
CNN is the only television news operation still
hiring and not firing people we will provide the technology and all other resources necessary to fulfill our role as news service to the world.
The Wall Street Journal recently described CNN as "a global intercom" and the description fits. We are only eleven years old, but we are growing larger and more experienced. The more we cover the unfolding crises, the unscripted new stories around
the world, the more we do that the better we get at it.
You're well aware that CNN's coverage had its critics. For a while I was the
"Anita Hill" of the day, my motives endlessly debated, the morality of my actions
put under the severest scrutiny in the national media, my past was questioned, particularly my years covering the Vietnam War.
But what did official Washington really think, what did the White House feel,
what did senior military officers say about it? You know on the surface everyone
said, "Well, gee you're helping the enemy and we can't approve of this."
President Bush's personal photographer David Valdez is an acquaintance of
mine and he was in the Oval Office in the late afternoon of January 16. President
Bush was in a small slide room off the Oval Office, viewing CNN and his watch.
He had been advised that the fighter bombers had taken off en route to Baghdad.
Photographer Valdez recalls that when the President heard Bernard Shaw and
myself declare that the skies over Baghdad were illuminated and that something was
happening, he muttered, "They ain't seen nothing yet."
He was right. Within a few minutes we were reporting that the bombs were zeroing in on government and military targets in the capital.

- -

-
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Along with the rest of the world, the president of the United States was relying
for his information on CNN's Coverage.
Photographer Valdez said the initial mood in the White House was more concerned about the CNN team being vaporized in a bombing accident rather than
harming national interest.
Well, what about the U.S. military high command? If you want to know anything about the high and mighty get to know photographers because everyone who
is important in this country wants their picture in Vanity Fair or some other publication and they tell all to photographers so that brings out of them.
Another acquaintance of mine, Life photographer Bill Eppridge, who took the
photograph in 1968 of Bobby Kennedy dying in a pool of blood in Los Angeles
Bill Eppridge recently spent four days with Schwarzkopf for a photo feature. The
general said he had a combat picture that I had taken of him in Vietnam 28 years ago
on his office desk.
What about the Baghdad coverage, Bill Eppridge asked him?
According to the photographer, " Stormin Norman" said that the CNN coverage
was handy in assessing bomb damage in the Baghdad area.
"Stormin Norman" loved the coverage. He said CNN was a great way of assessing what was going on. They could determine the weather each morning at ground
zero by just looking at the live report. Officially Stormin gave me hell like when he
came back from the Gulf, I saw him, met him at a party and I complained to him. I
said I was one of the few people in America when the war started who could actually spell and pronounce his name correctly. he said, "Ah, yes, but with an Iraqi accent." Which wasn't true.
There was also praise from where it counts the American pilots flying the
bombing raids over Baghdad.
This recent story from the Sacramento Bee Newspaper, by writer Steve Gibson. It
reads: "Television reporter Peter Arnett had some special fans among U.S. pilots
who bombed Baghdad. The nation's highest ranking F117 Stealth fighter pilot said
Tuesday during a visit to McClellan Air Force Base.
"At the conclusion of their nighttime bombing runs in the Persian Gulf War, the
Stealth pilots would switch on CNN and watch an instant replay of their attacks,"
said Colonel Alto C. Whitley Jr., who flew 17 combat missions as commander of the
37th Tactical Fighter Wing.
"We could watch our missions from a different perspective," Whitley said in an
interview. "We could switch on CNN and listen to what Peter Arnett had to say.
"But what was eerie was that those of us who stayed behind could view our
unit's missions over Baghdad live on CNN. We knew what our schedule was and
when we'd be bombing. And we could view it on television."
"Whitley said some of the Stealth pilots watching the CNN video of their raids
on the Iraqi capital could actually pick out who some of the bombs belonged to."
I've talked of reaction from the insiders in the gulf. The general public initially
had other views. While I was in Baghdad I missed all my mail calls, and I didn' t see
these letters until much later.
This one is addressed to "Peter Arnett, director of public relations for Saddam
Hussein, CNN Atlanta."
How about this one: to Peter "Benedict" Arnett. It says: "We demand that you
push that TV dish off the hotel roof... pack your suitcase, catch a cab and get your
butt our of Iran.. You have destroyed CNN and its creditability... "However, he
signed it "Sincerely."
Those letters are mild. I have one here signed only "Scotty" Written after my return home, it reads: "You are an Iraqi. You should get an Iraqi passport. You should

-

-
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be tried as a spy for Iraq. You have no right to stand on U.S. soil. If you don't go back
to Iraq I'll kill you."
In this age of the fax, a death threat was faxed to my daughter Elsa who worked
at the Boston Globe newspaper. I checked with the FBI and they told me, "Don't
worry, if someone is serious, they won't let you know in advance of their intentions."
Thanks, FBI, for the reassurance.
The letters still come in dribs and drabs. This one: "Why don't you go back to
Iraq, you traitor. You don't deserve to live here anymore..."
When my picture appears in the paper letters sometimes follow. This one enclosed the picture:
"You Mr. Arnett are a traitorous slime ball. Surely it is no coincidence that you
work for an organization that is possibly controlled by the most despicable and treasonous woman on earth."
Now, I wonder who that could be?
I also got some off-the -wall criticism. This column, written by the North Carolina writer Lawrence Maddry and syndicated around the South. He wrote that my
broadcasts to many viewers were the incarnation of evil as dangerous as
Rosemary's Baby or Count Dracula.
I had a paranormal quality for many viewers, the columnist wrote. He cited two
cases where viewers claimed I sprouted little green horns during one of my broadcasts.
The columnist told of a retired pipe fitter in Skokie, Illinois, who took a Polaroid
picture of me one night during one of my broadcasts and in the developed picture my image had completely disappeared.
An elderly lady wrote the director of the Extrasensory Broadcasting Institute in
Paducah, Kentucky, that all her household plants died during one of my broadcasts.
According to the columnist, she defended her new plants by holding a mirror in
front of the TV screen.
He claimed another viewer reportedly forced his black cat to march across the
rug before I began to broadcasts.
And today, when I arrived, this letter.
March 30, 1992
Dear Peter What a great honor you recently received when you were
named to receive the John Peter Zenger Award.
This is indeed a tribute to your outstanding ability and
achievements.
As Republican National Committeeman, I congratulate you
and wish you continued success.

-

-

Best regards Jack Londen
Vice Chairman

Western Region
The Republican Party

Doesn't Senator Alan Simpson belong to that party? Think he approved
the letter?
I mean for the public it was a joyful conclusion when all the Patriot missiles
knocked out all the Scuds, all the Cruise missiles were accurate, the casualties were
low, no one was harmed accidentally, civilian casualties were basically nothing.
Saddam Hussein was finished. When the Gulf War ended we all felt that and we in
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the media, we knew better because we had been basically prevented from covering
much of the war and as more official reports circulate we are aware now that the Patriots did, in fact, perform miserably. They were maybe 30-40 percent of accuracy
and that doesn't help Israelis who lost families when the Scuds went right by the Patriots and would kill. Cruise missiles were not as accurate as the military claimed. In
Baghdad one day I watched six Cruise missiles come out ahead. We followed them
into town. Three of them had hit civilian targets, which I'm sure they weren't aimed
at. Civilians were dead but the Pentagon was saying the military-industrial complexes had surpassed itself. Everything was perfect.
So it's now postwar, and the post-mortems are coming in. We knew while it happened that the media was being systematically frozen out of covering the war. As
more official reports indicate the poor performance of the Patriot and Cruise missiles, civilian deaths and other concealed facts, we hope the public will also start getting the picture.
The entire Persian Gulf War was fraught with excessive government censorship.
The ground war, in particular, began with a news blackout and progressed with delayed dispatches and unreasonable restrictions imposed by the Pentagon.
Unlike World War II, Korea and Vietnam, where reporters were delegated the
task of gathering tales of individual soldiers and battlefield engagements and communicating those reports to the American public, journalists were not permitted to
accompany troops into battle in the gulf.
According to the authors of this book -a new book "Triumph Without Victory"
the most comprehensive written about the gulf conflict so far the news reporters
assigned to cover Operation Desert Storm were no match for the propaganda machine of the U.S. Central Command and the Pentagon that sought total control of the
information flow. The authors argue that both the public and the soldiers were illserved by a policy that sanitized the conflict to the degree that it was largely invisible. Only an extremely incomplete and limited picture of the war was conveyed to
the public on whose support the effort relied, while the soldiers were shortchanged
in that individual tales of bravery and misfortune were not revealed. By restricting
news coverage, the Pentagon minimized just how tough a fight the Gulf War really
was.
The only military hero that came out of the war was my old buddy Stormin Norman Schwarzkopf. In fact a lot of brave Americans fought very top Iraqi soldiers in
their tanks and they haven't been recognized. Maybe they've got medals in some
barracks somewhere but their stories were not in your newspapers and their stories
were not on your television sets. In Vietnam they were there and in World War II
they were there. In the gulf the soldiers didn't get recognition.
It is awards season in journalism, and several have been given to reporters who
uncovered stories hidden from the press. The Pulitzer Prize for international reporting was given to Pat Sloyan of Newsday for revealing brutal American tactics on the
battlefield that were totally covered up. He found the story five months later. The
only other time I remember that happening was when Sy Hersh uncovered the My
Lai Massacre in Vietnam that had been similarly covered up by the military. Pat
Sloyan argues that the Pentagon imposed a news blackout across the battlefield during the fighting. .. "a calculated effort to keep us from doing our job."
Relations between the media and the military are so bad that it might take a special U.N. peace initiative to resolve our differences eventually. When they finish in
Yugoslavia they came back to do it here. There is another pity in that. It's not only
that the military is withdrawing into a cocoon which it never inhabited previously
in American history. We could spend all night arguing the pros and cons. I've done
just that at military academies and conferences around the country with not

-
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much success. The pity is that I feel the mainstream media management is allowing
matters to get out of hand, that what happened in the gulf the Pentagon's indifferences to press needs was predictable and should have been fiercely contested. In
the Grenada war the U.S. government dosed off that operation entirely to the press.
That had not happened before in American history, in any war. It had happened in
Afghanistan in 1979 when the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan and totally concealed that operation to the press. A United States government doing that? It was
just unacceptable and in fact after Grenada we forced the military to come up with
guidelines to allow coverage; when Panama happened they didn't allow the guidelines to be implemented. We came up with more after Panama. They imposed even
more draconian regulations in the gulf. What's next? Are we going to be in the position where we won't be able to cover what is the most important story? They
weren't. That meant the public was shortchanged without anyone outside the news
industry knowing it. The issue is an important one as the nation settles into its second decade of conservative government that seems to prefer a more restricted press
than a liberated one.
It's not as though the era of wars is over. In fact, the fact that the Cold War is over
is fine because the Cold War was exactly that. It was not a hot war. Now we have a
lot of hot wars. There was the Gulf, Yugoslavia. NATO is talking about maybe cornmiffing troops to parts of Central Asia. American troops could be fighting in a half
dozen countries two years from now. The Pentagon has figured out how to make
sure that you, that I don't know and if I don't know, the press doesn't know, you're
not going to find out. Are these commitments of soldiers going to be used on good
sense or are they going to be special deals made with governments? The U.S. government had a special deal with Saddam Hussein. That is also becoming very clear now.
George Bush's vice president personally requested the import-export bank to free
billions of millions of dollars to allow Saddam Hussein to finance his war against
Iran. We gave special secret military intelligence to Iraq. We allowed the Saudis to
give weapons to Saddam Hussein illegally without Congress knowing. We had a lot
to do with the development of that government. What is happening today or what
will happen in the future that will be concealed from us that will be very important
for you to know about, for Congress to know about? That's what you have a free
press for.
News media statement: Success of a mission. Now on the surface that seems reasonable. But how it worked in the gulf was like this. The CNN crew and The New
York Times reporter went to an action with the Marines and they saw some action.
What if they did see some action? But they would do their reports and at the local
level, the local commander said, "Well, I don't really like your focus in that" and the
press objected to changes then that would be sent the Central Command and they
would look at it and the CNN and New York Times bureau managers for that area
would look and they would say, look, that's unreasonable. You can't make those
changes. Then that material would go to Washington and Pete Williams at the Pentagon would look at with the Washington bureau chief and they would argue over it
and if CNN still didn't agree with what the Pentagon said we could then go to air
with the material. But then it was five or six days too late. So the security review is
unacceptable. The news media's statements which were endorsed by the chiefs of
the AP, The New York Times, all the news media, they're convinced, they say the journalists covering U.S. forces in combat are mindful at all times of operational security
and don't need the security review.
Self censorship silences as effectively as a government decree, and we have seen
it far more often.
My distinguished colleague Tom Wicker wrote in 1978:

-
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"My belief is that the gravest threat to freedom of the press is not necessarily
from public animosity or mistrust, legislative action or court decision.
"Certainly, even though absolute press freedom may sometimes have to accommodate itself to high constitutional values, the repeal or modification of the First
Amendment seems unlikely.
"At least as great a threat, I believe, comes from the press itself- in its longing
for a respectable place in the established political and economic order, in its fear of
the reaction that boldness and independence will always evoke.
"Self-censorship silences as effectively as a government decree, and we have
seen it far more often."
Now, something is being done. Guidelines. More guidelines, adopted by representatives of major American news media and the Pentagon, to be followed in any
future combat situation involving American troops.
The news executives who worked on these principles are all honorable, concerned journalists whose efforts should be applauded. But many have reservations
about the guidelines, including your own accomplished media specialist Jacqueline
Sharkey, who has written a fine book on the subject, called "Under Fire."
Now this statement of principles, yet to be signed but that will probably happen
soon. The draft principles appear to provide a reasonable basis for coverage of the
next conflict. They provide a significant move toward open coverage while recognizing the need for military security. Pools are not to serve as the standard means of covering U.S. military operations, but used only sparingly.
But then there is an accompanying statement on a topic called "Security review."
Let me read it to you, because it provides for severe censorship in war anytime
the military wishes it.

Statement of Principles - News Coverage of Combat
The following principles have been adopted by representatives of major American news media and the Pentagon to be followed in any future combat situation involving American troops.
Principles that should govern future arrangements for news coverage from the
battlefield of the United States military in combat:
1. Open and independent reporting will be the principle means of coverage of U.S.
military operations.
2. Pools are not to serve as the standard means of covering U.S. military operations.
But pools may sometimes provide the only feasible means of early access to a military operation. Pools should be as large as possible and disbanded at the earliest opportunity within 24 to 36 hours when possible. The arrival of early- access pools
will not cancel the principle of independent coverage for journalists already in the

-

area.
3. Even under conditions of open coverage, pools may be appropriate for specific
events, such as those at extremely remote locations or where space is limited.
4. Journalists in a combat zone will be credentialed by the U.S. military and will be required to abide by a clear set of military security ground rules that protect U.S.
forces and their operations. Violation of the ground rules can result in suspension of
the credentials and expulsion from the combat zone of the journalist involved. News
organizations will make their best efforts to assign experienced journalists to combat operations and to make them familiar with U.S. military operations.
5. Journalists will be provided access to all major military units. Special Operations
restrictions may limit access in some cases.
6. Military public affairs offices should act as liaisons but should not interfere with
the reporting process.
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Under conditions of open coverage, field commanders will permit journalists to
ride on military vehicles and aircraft whenever feasible. The military will be responsible for the transportation of pools.
8. Consistent with its capabilities, the military will supply PAOs with facilities to
enable timely, secure, compatible transmission of pool material and will make these
facilities available whenever possible for filing independent coverage. In cases when
government facilities are unavailable journalists will, as always, file by any other
means available. The military will not ban communications systems operated by
news organizations, but electromagnetic operations security in battlefield situations
may require limited restrictions on the use of such systems.
9. These principles will apply as well to the operations of the standing DoD National
Media Pool system.
7.

Accompanying Statement on Security Review
Note: The news organizations originally proposed 10 principles. One dealt with
security review and said: "News material - words and pictures - will not be subject
to security review." The Pentagon proposed instead a principle that said: "Military
operational security may require review of news material for conformance to reporting ground rules." This fundamental disagreement could not be bridged, and representatives of the press and the military issued their separate views on this matter, as
follows.

News Media Statement
The news organizations are convinced that journalists covering U.S. forces in
combat must be mindful at all times of operational security and the safety of American lives.
News organizations strongly believe that journalists will abide by clear operational security ground rules. Prior security review is unwarranted and unnecessary.
We believe that the record in Operation Desert Storm, Vietnam and other wars
supports the conclusion that journalists in the battlefield can be trusted to act responsibly.
We will challenge prior security review in the event that the Pentagon attempts

to impose it in some future military operation.

Department of Defense Statement
The military believes that it must retain the option to review news material, to
avoid the inadvertent inclusion in news reports of information that could endanger
troop safety or the success of a mission.
Any review system would be imposed only when operational security is a consideration - for example, the very early stages of a contingency operation or sensitive
periods in combat. If security review were imposed, it would be used for one very
limited purpose: to prevent disclosure of information which, if published, would
jeopardize troop safety or the success of a military operation. Such a review system
would not be used to seek alterations in any other aspect of content or to delay
timely transmission of news material.
Security review would be performed by the military in the field, giving the
commander's representative the opportunity to address potential ground rule violations. The reporter would either change the story to meet ground rule concerns and
file it, or file it and flag for the editor whatever passages were in dispute. The editor
would then call the Pentagon to give the military one last chance to talk about potential ground rule violations.
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The Defense Department believes that the advantage of this system is that the
news organization would retain control of the material throughout the review and
filing process. The Pentagon would have two chances to address potential operational security violations, but the news organization would make the final decision
about whether to publish the disputed information. Under principle four, violations of the ground rules could result in expulsion of the journalist involved from
the combat zone.
Adopted March 11, 1992
What would John Zenger have said about security review, particularly if the
British authorities had tried to administer it?
And now, to conclude. Terry Anderson is home free. I've talked with him since
his return. What a man for these times... times that require journalists to travel to
distant dangerous places to gather news for all our sakes.
Terry's journalist colleagues marvel at his courage his strength. No man
should be made to suffer those privations for so long. As they watched the days
tick by during Terry's captivity, how many of his colleagues told themselves,
"There but for the grace of God...."
Is the pursuit of any news story worth spending 2,455 days as a hostage of barbarous abductors? The answer has to be a ringing no. and yet. .. we're in a risky
business.
I'll bet that one of the questions Terry Anderson will be most often asked as he
does the rounds of the talk shows and the lecture circuit is, "Was it worth it ?"
I'll be interested in hearing his answer. Since I returned back to the United
States from the Gulf War, the question I am most often asked by interviewers curious about international news coverage is, "Is any story worth dying for?"
Earnest journalism students ask the question with some concern. They learn in
their studies of the Vietnam War that more than sixty journalists died in action
there. Previous military conflicts dealt similar death tolls on the working press.
More experienced colleagues now in the book-writing business or on interview
shows, will ask me the same question, "Is any story worth dying for?" They're not
looking for career advice but grist for debate about unnecessary risks journalists
might be taking in the pursuit of their jobs. So how do I answer the question?
First, I'll tell you how CNN answers that question. Executive Vice President Ed
Turner's instruction to his field staff is to remember that, "No story is worth dying
for." I would bet that senior management in every news organization in America
would post a similar instruction on their office notice boards. And on several occasions in recent years, media management has invoked that instruction to pull correspondents out of crisis against their will.
I quarrel with that instruction not because I for a moment believe that dying for
a news story is a sensible pursuit. The late General George Patton expressed my
thoughts most eloquently when he lectured some newly arrived GI's at a World
War II battlefront: "You're not here to die for your country. You're here to make
sure the other S.O.B. dies for his."
Terry Anderson's Associated Press has wrestled with this issue throughout all
of its history. The first AP stringer was Mark Kellog, a Midwesterner who rode in
with Custer to cover the Battle of the Little Big Horn. Kellog had declined to remain
at a rear headquarters, and paid for his audacity with his life. By today's standards
the middle-aged Kellog would probably be deemed an unwise adventurer.
But it was the spirit of Kellog and the generations of journalists that followed
him, most who survived their tenure with the wire service but others who didn't,
that made the Associated Press the mighty news organization that it is today an
organization that can hire a Terry Anderson, send him in and let him stay reporting

-
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the Beirut story when others were leaving to stand by him during his terrible travail, and honor him on his return.
The Associated Press does not tell it reporters that no story is worth dying for. It
battled too long and hard in competition with UPI, Reuters, and the other wire services to concede anything to the other side, or to a reporter's understandable caution. No, the Associated Press, for which I worked twenty years before joining CNN,
has learned a more subtle manner of balancing the understandable needs of management to protect its staff, and the often overriding needs in news to be competitive.
The reason I quarrel with management's cautious view is that such sentiments
diminish the contribution that generations of American journalists have made to
their craft and to their country. If the instruction "No story is worth dying for" holds
true, then it follows that those who have perished in the pursuit of the journalistic
craft have died unworthy deaths. I never knew Ernie Pyle and the others who died
in World War II so I can't speak about them. But I was acquainted with Henri Huet,
Larry Burrows, Koichi Sawada, Neil Davis and others who perished in Southeast
Asia. They believed their journalism was necessary.
There is a more insidious impact. George Patton did not say that no war was
worth dying for. But, the American Army basically did say that thirty years later
after losing thousands of soldiers in Vietnam and tiring of that jungle war. So, does
the instruction "No story is worth dying for" require or allow American journalists
assigned to crises around the world to pick up their computers and fly off to the
nearest safe beach resort whenever the bullets start to fly? As one who has been shot
at on and off for thirty years, I find that prospect is not entirely unwelcome.
But the world is entering a time of renewed turmoil where the prospect of ethnic
warfare looms large on the horizon. On this 200th anniversary of the First Amendment, are we serving our public inadequately by a much too cautious commitment
to coverage?
After a bad spell during the Vietnam war when several new people had been
killed, the AP's Saigon Bureau received this instruction from headquarters in New
York. "In view of the dangers of the battlefield, please, on no account go beyond brigade headquarters for a story... that is, unless UPI does."
We understood the sentiment. No company president wants a dead correspondent on his hands. But we also understood the competition. And the responsibility.
So, "Is any story worthy dying for?" Of course not. It rather defeats the purpose,
doesn't it? But there are plenty of stories that are life- threatening, there always have
been and always will be. But we'll never hear these stories if reporters are not prepared to take the risks and management is standing firmly behind them in support.
I don't know. I work for the traditions of the journalism, my CNN employers.
That's what I work for but I have a gift from a viewer here that I occasionally show.
Its a flag. I want to show it to you tonight. I don't want you to get the impression that
I'm hiding behind the flag but it is a tattered flag and it was sent to me March 22 of
1991 and it was addressed to Dear Mr. Arnett.
"This flag was found in an abandoned storage unit where I once worked.
"Since I have had it, it has flown on appropriate holidays. .. and in honor and in
memory of my husband's fellow firefighters who have lost their lives in the line
of duty.
"The last time we put it out was as you, John Holliman and Bernard Shaw came
on the air live to describe the first bombing of Baghdad.
"It remained flying 24 hours a day until replaced with a new flag on March 21st.
"Like so many others, it flew in support of the U.S. military troops involved in
Desert Storm. But it also flew in honor and support of you and your fellow jour-
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nalists-including your crews -especially CNN, who had and continues to have
the best coverage of the crisis in the Gulf.
"We send it to you in honor as a representative of CNN and all journalists who
covered the war both at home and abroad.
"In many ways, journalists such as yourself represent and portray the freedom
the flag symbolizes even more than the military personnel who fight to
preserve it.
"Hope to see and hear you on the air again soon. After a well deserved
rest, that is.
"Sincerely,
"Alice Zimmerman
"Oakhurst, Calif."
That letter and the flag has made 30 years amply worthwhile, folks. And this
award tonight reinforces that feeling. Thank you very much. It's a great pleasure to
be here.
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