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EXRCUTIVE SUMMARX

Freedom of the press is one of the most visible and vaunted
guarantees provided by the United States Constitution. When the
requirements of national security conflict with that right, cbservers
and participants on all sides of the issue face difficult choices on

competing priorities.

This conflict is characterized by a general lack of clear answers
and guidance. In 1987, the directive establishing the Wartime
Information Security Program (WISP) was cancelled, leaving the US armed
services with no central guidance for press censorship. Each of the
services has established guidelines based on the WISP program; however,
no centralized authority is in place to provide backing or guidance for

the individual service rules.

We were asked to examine the historical background of wartime
press censorship, the relevant concerns of both defense officials and
journalists, and likely future developments that will affect the
military's need and ability to control information during combat
situations. Our final task was to determine whether the Defense
Department should adopt a formal policy for press management, under what
circumstances such a policy should take effect, what types of

restrictions should be imposed, and how they should be implemented.

Our analysis was based extensively on perscnal interviews and
discussion. (The bibliography lists our survey of background
literature.) We spoke with academic experts, and with members of both
the media and the military' communities.? Our research revealed
substantial agreement on two major issues. The first point of consensus

was that censorship could never again be practiced on a large scale as

lwe recognize that neither "the media"™ nor “the military” is a
monolithic entity, and the persons we interviewed represent only a
sample of opinion; however, for brevity and ease of reference, we use
the blanket terms "military” and "media” throughout our discussion.

M
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it was during World War II. Everyone involved with the issue seemed to
recognize the imminent futility of any attempt to implement sweeping
censorship policies in the future. Given today's c¢ommunications
technology, the defense establishment could at best hope to maintain
control over the flow of information from within the immediate combat

area.

The second area of broad consensus involved the guestion of what

constitutes a valid reason for material to be censored. Journalists and

———

military authsfigégg_ingged the belief that troop safe;g_gng_gggsgsigagi‘

—

spcurity alone w ied erns of the ce i rocesas, Such

controversial subjects as military officials' conduct, the

appropriateness of US intervention, and the raticnale or opinions of the

enemy are issues that are best left to public debate.

While numercus other questions are met with considerably less
agreement, the Pentagon has acknowledged the basic importance of the
free flow of information in American democracy. Realizing that the
exclusion of the press from its invasion of Grenada raised concerns, the
Pentagon assembled the Sidle Commission and requested a report on how to
approach these questions in the future. The Commission set guidelines
for continually maintaining a press pool which could be taken into any
combat activity from the onset. Although the press poocl has proved less
than a perfect solution, it offers promise for reducing the likelihood

of a Grenada-like blackout.

While the Sidle Commission guidelines offer important
considerations in determining Pentagon press policy, technolegy,
legality, precedent, and pclitical consideration must also be taken into

account. Based on our analysis we recommend the following:

I. Enacting a directive or executive order mandating public affairs
planning as an integral part of the military operational planning
gl

procedure. This order should include the following provisions:
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a. That the Joint Chiefs of Staff be required to include the
Assistant Secretary (Public Affairs) or someone appointed by
him or her during all stages of operational planning for }Lﬂﬂ
assurance that public affairs concerns are adequately ‘ﬁ?ﬂb('

represented throughout the process.

b. That the Assistant Secretary (Public Affairs) be required to
maintain press pools according to priorities outlined in the
Sidle Commission report, exercise them periodically, work them
into the earliest stages of combat activity when general media
access is not feasible, and dissolve them to permit full media

coverage of military activity as soon as possible.

II. Establishing a set of ground rules for press persconnel in the

combat area, to be enforced under the following provisions:

a. That journalists in the combat area be required to obtain
accreditation based on affiliation with some official media
organization, and that the list of ground rules be provided to

all accredited journalists,

b. That restrictions on publishable material pertain only to
information which could jeopardize US military operations or

endanger US troops.

¢. That ground rules be enforced through individual judgment by

journalists and through ex post facto review of broadcasts and

publications by military officials. 44\)04-4 ,«f“'&j 5&’"}
ks 2By ol L gt e e
u

III. Commitment to further study on £ re developments that will exert

major influence on US'.Department of Defense press policy,

including the following: ) étdrﬁ,_

a. The coordination of US media peclicy with that of US allies”

b. The proposed use of high-resclution remote-sensing to gather

-
N

news.
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HISTORICAL BACKCGROUND

During World War I1I, a formal and comprehensive press censorship
policy was invoked on a regular and continual basis. Wide-reaching
censcorship was enforced albeit slightly unequally, on all fronts. The
Federal Office of Censorship established the Code of Wartime Practices,
providing a specific listing of what could not be mentioned in press
reports. The censorship process alsc involved severe penalties for

viplations of the code, some of which were considered criminal offenses.

In the early stages of the Korean War, military officials offered
the press a new option, an experiment in "voluntary censorship.” While
the government and the recent experience in World War‘II provided
standard censorship mechanisms and guidance, General MacArthur chose not
to invoke these.! Journalists were entrusted to use their own good
judgment to determine what was fit to report, given the general
principle that responsibility and common sense would act as guides to
determining what information would endanger the war effort and American

troops.

However, this lack of guidance presented a hardship for concerned
journalists, who sometimes found it difficult to recognize security
violations. A common source of tension between military officials and

the most responsible journalists was the definition of a "security

threat,” a matter in which the military was generally far more likely to

laraestrup, Peter. Background Paper for Twentieth Century Fund Task
Force on the Military and the Media in Battle Lines. Priority Press
Publications (New York, 1985), p. 50.

W
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err on the safe side. Given this discrepancy, and the lack of a common
set of ground rules, the media were fregquently accused of breaching
security. By mid-1951, at the request of concerned journalists, among
others, the military established a formal review process for all press
materials leaving Korea. This was not, however, matched by any broad-

scale censorship of communication or by review in Washington.:

The Vietnam War presented a new challenge to public affairs
cfficials at the Pentagon. Television took the war into America's
living rooms, and a great debate ensued about the role the media played
in actually determining the outcome of the war. The extensive coverage
of the war was countered by no formal censorship procedures, To be
allowed inte Vietnam, journalists had to be accredited'by both the
Pentagon and the government of the host country, South Vietnam. The
military did issue a set of guidelines for the reporting of combat-
related activities, which prohibited the release of information about
troop movements, identification of battle units, and other security
details. While wviclation of these ground rules could prompt military
avthorities to revoke a reporter's credentials, few such incidences

Arose.

Despite the successful record of journalists adhering to ground
rules, their work in Vietnam was subject to intense criticism. The war

they covered was ugly. Americans witnessed heavy losses and painful

lpraestrup, Peter. Background Paper for Twentieth Century Fund Task
Force on the Military and the Media in Battle Lines. Priority Press
Publications (New York, 1985), p. 57.




retreat. Vietnam created deep divides in the American social and
political culture, and many have accused the dramatic televisién
coverage of breaking morale and widening the gulf. ©On the other hand,
wars had changed, and this one had little potential ever to become a
great patriotic cause. No longer was the enemy as clear and distinct as
when Hitler stormed through Europe. Many would argue that during
Vietnam, television enabled public debate at home better to embrace the

realities of war as it had evolved.

Much bitterness spilled over from the whole Vietnam experience
into public perception of both the media and the military. This
sentiment alsoc contributed heavily to the traditional tension between
the press and the defense establishment. These scars undoubfedly played
a significant role in the Pentagon's planning of the 1583 invasion of
Grenada. Provisions for press access to the island were entirely
disregarded in the planning process by the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS)
and the White House. As a result, journalists were entirely prohibited

from Grenada until two days after the invasion,

The primary justification of the JCS for this prohibition was the
need for secrecy prior to the invasion. However, the inclusion of a
limited press pool would have been a rather minor threat to secrecy
relative to the extensive an.:ount of speculation about a possible
invasion that had already been sweeping the Caribbean. The need for
secrecy provides a serioﬁs, but perhaps resolvable, dilemma for the
rescolution of the press inclusion issue. The First Amendment, coupled

with a long tradition of guarantees of press coverage of government'




affairs, makes provision for coverage of military actions a necessity in
American political culture., While the military's need for secrecy is
understandably critical in certain circumstances, recent experimentation
in press pooling has proved that with practice and sufficient
discipline, the military may well be able to take a small pool into a
potential combat area on short notice without leakage. This will be
a@dressed below in our discussion of the Pentagon's recent

experimentation in press pooling.

A fury grew out of the Grenada exclusion peolicy, and the Pentagoen
felt compelled to react to a serious press relations crisis. In
November 1983, General John W, Vessey, Jr., Chairman of the JCS,
announced the formation of a panel to review the preas planhing issue.
The committee, headed by Winant Sidle, a retired major general in the
Army, would be known as the Sidle Commission. Its members included

senior military ocfficials and a number of retired journalists.

The Sidle Commission's final report recognized the national
importance of media access to the combat zone, intimating that the
prohibition from Grenada did not adequately serve the considerable need
for independent reporting consistent with the historical guarantee of
freedom of the press. The paper outlined a list of Defense Department
press provision requirements th;t the group felt could satisfy the needs
of both the press and the Pentagon. Much of the agreement involves the

automatic inclusion of a press pool in any planned military operation

where this is reasconably possible,
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The report outlines the specific details for the selection of pool
participants and what facilities and equipment should be provided for
them. In addition, the paper calls for the establishment cof a set of
voluntary ground rules for each military operation, regular meetings
between media representatives and Pentagon officials, and programs to

facilitate increased understanding between the military and the media.

The directive which gave theatre commanders authority to invoke
field press censorship was cancelled in 1987. The cancelled WISP
directive had contained provisions for civilian-oriented censcrship
{including mail and other forms of communication crossing US borders),
as well as press censorship in combat zones. Congress had eliminated
funding for training of reserve perscnnel in WISP functions in 1974, and

with no new Congressional interest in funding, the directive was
cancelled. Individual services retain specific media censorship ﬁlgf
guidelines; however, without the umbrella of Department-wide policy, [M””
these guidelines share no centralized coordination. Aﬁaﬁ;ﬂ‘,’
d'\
D°D /

. (/-/I
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CENSORSHIP

Given the wvast changes in communication and transportation
technolegy over the past 25 years, the ability of the military to
control media coverage has been seriously diminished. During World War
II, only a handful of journalists were able to cover most combat areas
because of logistical limitations. Of course the profession had not yet
expanded to today's proportions either, and journalism's pervasiveness
today is unguestionably linked to the incredible technical capacity
available. Throughout this technological progression, the media are
able to become less and less dependent upon defense officialé for access

to military operations.

In most cases of combat activity, Jjournalists will have the
capacity to get relatively close to the action within hours.
Correspondents are spread generocusly arocund the globe, and
transportation facilities are relatively rapid and inexpensive.
Furthermore, any military action by the US can attract journalists from
dozens of nations, any one of whom can send news quickly around the
world. Given the size of the global media force and the extent of its

communication capacity, any attempt at wide-reaching censorship by the

military would be futile.

Only in the immediate combat area can military officials

realistically maintain sufficient control over the environment to impose

W
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serious limitations on the press. Military officials maintain that they
can in fact manage to exercise fairly broad controcl over the physical
combat region itself, and they expect this to be the case in future
combat situations. As in Vietnam, journalists can be reguired to have
accreditation to get access to the immediate battle area. In many
situations, the press may be reguired to get permission from the hest
country as well, This procedure allows defense planners to attach
behavioral requirements to access rights. Their options could include
setting up greound rules, establishing some sort of experience or
training regquirements, or requiring journalists to agree to practice

specific self-censcrship technigques.

As journalists get closer to the center of combat aciivity, they
become increasingly dependent wupon military authcrities for
transportation, communication, and safety. Rescurces become scarce,
communication wvital, and transportation complex. Furthermore, when
battle is relatively heated, only a limited number of onlookers can be
accommodated without subjecting themselves and the mission to undue
danger. Thus, in the early stages of a military confrontation or at the
center of intense conflict, journalists are necessarily subjected to
greater limitations and the need for more intense cooperation with their

military escorts, .

The press pool is the best-tailored method for providing press
access to the combat area under these circumstances. These pools
consist of a limited number of pre-designated correspondents who are

taken into the combat zone by the military officials involved in that

W
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campaign. Questions and issues surrounding report censorship,
communications barriers, and special problems of the media pool are

acddressed below.

JOURNALISTS IN THE FIELD

A specific set of ground rules that is not overly prohibitive can
provide a helpful set of guidelines for journalists to¢ review their own
materials for security violations. Such direction can be extgemely
useful in preventing mishaps, especially in cases where no further
censorship is required. Despite the traditional tensions between media
and military officials, & sense of immense responsibility for the lives
of American troops seems a universal sentiment among journalists. A
common theme expressed by defense correspondents is that they too feel a
moral obligation to avoid endangering American lives. "We don't want
blood on our hands" is a common plea to those who might underestimate

their moral integrity.

While most defense officials may recognize the Jjournalist's
integrity and commitment to professionalism, they feel that rare
exceptions and errors in judgment can prove extremely costly. This may
prompt some field commanders'or planning cofficials to desire more
stringent measures to control security violations. However, the
Pentagon does not have a history of putting heavy requirements on

applicants for press credentials, and such attempts would likely be met

by serious protests from  journalists. Rather, attempts at better

W
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preparing potential pool participants and journalists in general coulsd
be a more acceptable means cof reducing the threat cof dangercus security

viclations.

Much of the tension between the press and the military is
currenily exacerbated by an ever increasing sense of distance between
military personnel and the journalists covering them. Very few young
journalists have any military experience, a significant change from pre-

Vietnam days.

In addition, there is an increasing tendency for news
organizations to send journalists with little or no experience covering
defense affairs into combat coverage and press pools. As the media have
become continually more pervasive in American society, the military has
responded in part by providing media relations educational programs.
The regular exercise of press pools in the last few years has also
provided a source of continuing education for both journalists and
military perscnnel about the issues and problems associated with media

coverage of military operations,

MEDIA POOLS

The use of media pools to cover US military operations is the most
concrete and visible legacy of the Sidle Commission report. Media pools
allow independent reporting of a military action in the early stages,

before the site of operation is openéd to the general media. Several
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reasons may call for limited media access in these situations--the need
for secrecy, scarcity of space to transport large numbers of media

correspendents and equipment, and serious time limitations.

Two types of media pools have been established--the national media
pool, operating out of Washington, D.C., and a regional media pool,
based closer to the propesed military maneuver. In the regiocnal pool,
participating news organizations assign reporters to the regional
location. The media organization pays all costs for keeping that person
at the site, and the reporter must be ready to leave on a pool
assignment at a moment's notice. Under this arrangement, the reporter
and any accompanying technical crew are practically "lost™ to the news
organization for the duration cof the pool: because of the fequirements
for contacting the pool member and the short amount of response time, it
is rarely feasible for the reporter to be working on other stories.
Networks have hired free-lance camera and technical teams to stay at the
pool site for the duration of the pool so as to avoid taking a network

crew out of commission, posasibly needlessly, for the life of the pool.

The national media pool is comprised of journalists based in
Washington. A rotating combination of media organizations is contacted
and instructed to assign a representative to the media pool for the next
80-day rotation. If a sit;ation arises where the pool will be
activated, the Pentagon media pool liaison will contact the bureau

chiefs of the organizations currently serving in the pool. The pool

size and alert time are based cn the ampount of space available and the

operation conditions, For example, for the most recent media .pocl




exercise in Ft. Greely, Alaska, calls to bureau chiefs began at 11:30
p.m. on December 7. The chiefs were instructed to have their assigned
correspondents at Andrews Air Force Base by 4:00 a.m. on December 8.
This particular pool consisted of eleven media representatives,

including two women, and . covered winter warfare training exercises,

Pool members are required to be US nationals, and to have valid
passports and up-to-date immunizations required for global foreign
travel, 1In addition, pool members are required to bring a sleeping bag,
rugged clothing suitable for the current weather in the Washington area,
and cash for meals and incidental expenses. The military will provide
all transportation, lodging, and additional clothing or gear necessary
for the climate in which the operation is taking place. Coﬁmunications

facilities are alsoc provided by the host command,

As previously menticned, the only media pool to accompany an
actual military operation was activated in July 1987, covering the first
US Navy escort of reflagged Kuwaiti o0il tankers through the Persian
Gulf. The media pocl summoned £or this operation consisted of ten
members, who were accompanied by Pentagon representatives for the
duration of the pool. Reports were submitted to the Pentagon
"handlers,” who reviewed the copy and then sent it to Washington. Film
and video from the CNN crew and the photographers in the pool were taken

to Bahrain and then transmitted to Washington.
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POOL PROBLEMS

The media pool in the Persian Gulf provided both the military and
the media with a "real world" test of the pooling concept. The major
problems experienced in this pool serve as specific examples of the
broad questions accompanying serious discussion of poeoling and
censorship. Encryption, necessary for transmission over military
communications channels, was time-consuming. Despite clearance from the
Pentagon "handlers" in the Gulf, some stories were delayed at the
Pentagon, prompting angry reactions from the reporters. The then-
spokesperson for the Pentagon claimed that the delay was to insure that
future operations mentioned in the material would net be compromised in CB‘M’&
any way. The reporters suggested that in the future, the Pehtagon staff’,
should contact the appropriate bureau chief and agree to release the

copies with those selections deleted. A fuller story with the deleted

text could be issued at a later time.

One particular incident in the Persian Gulf proved violative of
the notion that censorship should be invoked only for material that
could jeopardize mission security or troop safety. A few stories
méntioned beer drinking by Navy officers, in violation of Navy policy.
The officers involved reviewed the copy along with the Pentagon escorts,
and protested the inclusion ;f the beer-drinking references. The
passages at issue clearly disclosed nothing about troop location,
movement, or future operations, but were a source of serious

embarrassment to the officers involved. Pentagon officials admitted

that the officers' attempts to interfere with the reports had been

mm
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inappropriate, and that similar questions of review would not be an

issue in the future.

Considering the question of who should conduct the security \
review, a conflict exiasts between the Pentagon escorts and the top
officer/theatre commander in terms of responsibility. The theatre

commander takes ultimate responsibility for everything that occurs under

his or her command; yet he or she may not bé as familiar with the
workinges of the media as one of the official Pentagon escorts.
Reporters seem much more comfortable with review by the Pentagon
escorts, often because the officers in the operation are too closely
involved in the stories themselves to be objective about the security

review,

The use of the pocl has improved considerably since the first time
it was summoned. The initial operation ended up being publicized well
in advance, undermining one of the main 4justifications for using a
naticnal press pool. As the process has evolved over time, it has
become increasingly routine for both the military plans officers and the

media organizations involved.

The major gquestion that arises form this routinization is whether
it is enough to guarantee that a pool will be called up when a serious
military action is planned. From the military, the reaction to this
gquestion is almost a unanimous yes, but there is dissent among the
journalists, many of whom are seriously skeptical. One reporter stated

that even if reporters were loaded down with restrictions, he was still
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"optimistic" that a press pool would be operated. Most media
representatives were reluctant to share his confidence, pointing to the
1987 shelling of Iranian oil platforms at Rashadat as an example of a
situation where the press pool should have been utilized, but was simply
ignored. While the operation was planned with plenty of time to
organize a pool, military officials claim the pooling process simply was
not standardized enough for them to work it into their plans,
(Ironically, one of the destroyers participating in the shelling, the
USS Kidd, had hosted journalists during the Persian Gulf media poel.)
Some Jjournalists take this as an indication that defense planners are
not ready to welcome the pool into real combat situations. "Their [the
military's) need is for us to stay in the States away from them,”

lamented one correspondent.

Even if the pool is called out, its composition would be
uncertain. The Pentagon designates the news organizations to be
included in a given quarter from lists provided by the corganizations,
generally in rotation, but those corganizations designate the specific
participants. News organizations are then free to assign their usual
defense/Pentagon correspondents to the pool. In many cases, however,
the regular reporter may be kept in Washington to interpret information
and use his or her cultivated sources to get the inside story. In this

case, another reporter, perhaps less experienced in defense issues, may

participate in the pool. This option raises questions about the quality

of coverage--a crucial consideration for both sides. ”ij [[). /
= W J//ﬂ”
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‘'The pocol concept has its wvalue 3in that it allows for an
independent account of the military actieon that otherwise would not
exist. While speed and timeliness are essential to any news story, the
main purpose of the pool is not to allow these reporters to beat the
clock, but to provide information that would not be available in any
other way. The pocol is to function as a stop-gap measure until general
independent media coverage is possible. To this extent, the pools have
proven valuable:; however, use of the pools is atill at the discretion of
the Pentagon, and there is no guarantee that a pool will be called out

for every military operation not otherwise accessible to the press,

TECHNOLOGICAL CHANGE

Modern technology is quickly and significantly changing the way in
which the media function. News organizations can cover more of the
world, faster, and with fewer people. These changes require the
military to adapt to different types of coverage from different types of

reporters.

In Wietnam, where television was often seen as an influential
factor in the conflict, reporters had the technology to provide
photographs from the battle' sites after only a short delay for
processing, Jf a similar conflict were to occur today, those same
reporters would be able to transmit footage almost simultanecusly by

using portable satellite dishes to send pictures directly to network

studios in New York or Washington.
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Other changes in communications techneology have affected the way
reports are filed from the field. Print reports can be sent by
facsimile machines over regular telephone lines or, if classified, can
be enceoded and sent by satellite. Satellites and fax machines can alss

transmit photos cf usable quality for newspapers.

An even more advanced media usage of technology is a currently
proposed joint media satellite. This eye-in-the-sky would be used to
provide news organizations with photographs from space to supplement
reports. At present, commercial satellite companies interpret photos
from the French SPOT and American LANDSAT systems and sell these photos

for media use,.

The proposed media satellite would entail a group of media
organizations collectively funding the satellite and having access to
its photography. Such a satellite is only in the proposal stages at
present for several reasons--resclution capability of the best
commercially available satellite is not good enough for consistent
general media usefulness; cost, even in a jeoint venture, may be
prohibitive; and federal regulations pertaining to private satellite

ownership may be restrictive, at least by press standards.

These changes pose aeveial challenges. First, the military is
losing one of its most crucial advantages in enforcing field press
censorship--the ability to control the transmission of reports from the
combat 2z2one, Previously, (and still, to a large extent, in a naval

environment} the military has provided not only transportation but also
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transmission facilities for Jjournalists. This provided an extremely
effective means of enforcing security review--by not allowing material
to be transmitted until it was reviewed by military personnel,. As
portable satellite dishes and private communication links become more
mobile, more affordable, and more accessible to media organizations,
this opportunity for enforced review will become more scarce, and

censorship will be more dependent upon cooperation from the djournalist,

The use ¢f these private communications links may also have an
effect on battlefield security. Portable satellite units may have
electronic emissions that can alert the enemy to location of US forces:
the enemies could possibly intercept such portable satellitekreports and
gain intelligence information of great value to them. Private satellite
transmission would require more egquipment in an already overloaded
environment. Finally, military forces would have to consider
eliminating or disabling the media satellite, leaving Jjournalists

dependent upon local or military communications facilities,
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ANTERNATIONAL COORDINATION

Precedent for international action in this area is provided by
Protocol I (1977) to the 1949 Geneva Conventions. Article 79 defines
journalists as civilians fulfilling a professional mission, whether
accredited by the armed forces (having the right to accompany the forces
without actually being members thereof) or acting in a freelance
capacity. The effective difference between the two categories is in the
protection afforded them under the Conventions--if captured, journalists
accredited by the armed forces would be considered prisoners of war,
while freelancers would be considered civilians under the Fourth

Convention.

Article 79 also suggests that djournalists may cobtain an identity
card to attest to his or her status., This identity card, as defined in
the Article, is not necessarily an accreditation document giving
permission for said journalist to accompany the armed forces; it acts
primarily as a way for the journalist to prove his or her status as a
member of the media. The Article states that the cards should be issued
by the government of which the Jjournalist is a national, where the
journalist resides, or where his or her news organization is located.
Recommended information for an,acceptable ID card is listed in Appendix

2.

A working group within NATO is currently addressing issues of
coordination of US media policy with that of US allies, along with

revising a set of NATO censorship guidelines. This effort includes

W
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establishment of access and auppﬁrt mechanisms necessary to sustain
media coverage of a specific area. Members of the working group are
identifying media outlets in allied countries which could be used for
report transmission during a military operation, as well as locating
accommodations, staging areas, and other support facilities for
journalists. This effort also includes the identification of potential

public affairs cfficers, most of whom could be ctalled from the various

reserve forces of alliance members.




LEGAL PRECEDENT

Considerations of legality require an examination of legal
precedent in the areas of national security and First Amendment
protection. The Supreme Court has long considered sacrosanct the
freedoms guaranteed by the First Amendment, applying heightened judicial
scrutiny in numerous cases where these rights have been threatened.
'However, the Court has ccnaistently held that the military warrants
special consideration in terms of its power to conduct its operation
without outside interference. Even in the particularly sensitive areas
of freedom of speech, freedom of religious expression, and gender
discrimination, the Court has remained almost completely deferential to

military command.

In terms of news gathering rights, the overriding case in numerous
disputes has been Zemel v. Rusk,! in which the Court upheld an executive
ban on travel to Cuba following the Cuban missile crisis of October
i962. The ruling contended that while the First Amendment's press
provision protects the right to report any information, this does not
necessarily guarantee access to information. Justice Warren's majority
opinion argued that newsworthiness alone does not guarantee access,
citing quarantined disaster areas and the White House as examples of
places where necessary bans on free entry may prohibit the flow of

information.

1zemel v. Rusk, 381 U.S. 1 (1965).
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