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To Anne Marie, who restored my faith in the truth.

—Russ Kick

Thanks of a personal nature are due to Anne, Ruthanne, Jennifer,
and (as always) my parents, who give me support in many ways.
The same goes for that unholy trinity of Billy, Darrell, and Terry, who
let me vent and make me laugh.

I'd like to thank Richard Metzger and Gary Baddeley for letting me
edit the book line and taking a laissez-faire approach. Also, many
thanks go to Paul Pollard and Tomo Makiura, who turned a bunch of
computer files into the beautiful object you now hold in your hands.
And thanks also head out to the many other people involved in
the creation and distribution of this book, including everyone at
Disinformation, RSUB, Consortium, Green Galactic, the printers, the
retailers, and elsewhere. It takes a lot of people to make a book!

Last but definitely not least, | express my gratitude toward all the con-
tributors, without whom there would be no You Are Being Lied To.
None of you will be able to retire early because of appearing in these
pages, so | know you contributed because you believe so strongly in
what you're doing. And you believed in me, which | deeply appreciate.

—Russ Kick

Major thanks are due to everyone at The Disinformation Company
and RSUB, Julie Schaper and all at Consortium, Brian Pang, Adam
Parfrey, Brian Butler, Peter Giblin, AJ Peralta, Steven Daly, Stevan
Keane, Zizi Durrance, Darren Bender, Douglas Rushkoff, Grant
Morrison, Joe Coleman, Genesis P-Orridge, Sean Fernald, Adam
Peters, Alex Burns, Robert Sterling, Preston Peet, Nick Mamatas,
Alexandra Bruce, Matt Webster, Doug McDaniel, Jose Caballer,
Leen Al-Bassam, Susan Mainzer, Wendy Tremayne and the Green
Galactic crew, Naomi Nelson, Sumayah Jamal-and all those who
have helped us along the way, including you for buying this book!

—Gary Baddeley and Richard Metzger



Disinformation® is more than it seems. Literally. From early begin-
nings almost a decade ago as an idea for an alternative 60 Minutes-
type TV news show to the book that you are now holding, Richard
Metzger and Gary Baddeley have taken a dictionary term and given
it secondary meaning to a wide audience of hipsters, thinkers, anti-
establishmentarians, and the merely curious.

The Disinformation® Website <www.disinfo.com> went live on
September 13, 1996 to immediate applause from the very same
news media that it was criticizing as being under the influence of
both government and big business. The honeymoon was
short—-some three weeks after launch, the CEO of the large US
media company funding the site discovered it and immediately
ordered it closed down. Needless to say, Metzger and a few loyal
members of his team managed to keep the site going, and today it
is the largest and most popular alternative news and underground
culture destination on the Web, having won just about every award
that's ever been dreamed up.

Disinformation® is also a TV series, initially broadcast on the UK'’s
Channel 4, a music imprint in the US in a joint venture with Sony
Music’s Loud Records, and a huge counterculture conference, the
first of which was held shortly after the turn of the millennium in
2000. By the time this book rests in your hands, Disinformation® will
probably have manifested itself in other media, too.

Based in New York City, The Disinformation Company Ltd. is a
vibrant media company that Baddeley and Metzger continue to helm.
They still look for the strangest, freakiest, and most disturbing news
and phenomena in order to balance the homogenized, sanitized, and
policed fare that is found in the traditional media.

Disinformation is a member of the Razorfish Subnetwork
<www.rsub.com>, an entertainment company based in New York
and Los Angeles. Jeff Dachis is CEO and executive producer. Craig
Kanarick is co-founder and executive producer.



You Are Being Lied To. It takes some nerve to give a book that title,
eh? It came to me very early in the process, when this collection was
just a germ of an idea. | did pause to wonder if it was too audacious;
after all, | didn’t want my mouth to write a check that my butt couldn’t
cash. But after spending several intense months assembling this
book, I'm more convinced than ever that the title is the proper one.
We are being lied to. In many ways.

For the purposes of this book, the definition of “lie” is an elastic one.
Sometimes it means an outright falsehood told in order to deceive
people and advance the agenda of the liar. Or it can be a “lie of omis-
sion,” in which the crucial part of the story that we’re not being told is
more important than the parts we know. Sometimes the lie can be
something untrue that the speaker thinks is true, otherwise known as
misinformation (as opposed to disinformation, which is something
untrue that the speaker knows is untrue). In yet other cases, particu-
lar erroneous beliefs are so universal—serial killers are always men,
the Founding Fathers cared about the masses—that you can'’t pin-
point certain speakers in order to ascertain their motives; it's just
something that everyone “knows.” Sometimes, in fact, the lie might
be the outmoded dominant paradigm in a certain field. Arelated type
of lie—a “meta-lie,” perhaps—occurs when certain institutions arro-
gantly assume that they have all the answers. These institutions then
try to manipulate us with a swarm of smaller individual lies.

Which more or less leads me to my next point: This book doesn’t
pretend that it has all, or perhaps even any, of the answers. It's
much easier to reveal a lie than to reveal the truth. As a wise soul
once noted, all you have to do is find a single white crow to disprove
the statement, “All crows are black.” The contributors to this book
are pointing out the white crows that undermine the “black crow”
statements of governments, corporations, the media, religions, the
educational system, the scientific and medical establishments, and
other powerful institutions. Sydney Schanberg may not know the
exact truth of the POW/MIAsituation, but he sure as hell knows that
Senator John McCain does everything he can to make sure that
truth will never be known. David McGowan may not know exactly
what happened during the Columbine massacre, but he shows us
that there are numerous puzzle pieces that just don't fit into the nice,
neat version of events that's been presented to us. Judith Rich
Harris is still building the case that peers matter more than parents,
but she has soundly laid to rest the notion that parenting style is by
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far the most important influence on who a child becomes. Can we
say that a divine hand didn't put a secret code in the Bible? No, not
exactly, but David Thomas can show that 1) those “holy” codes also
appear in War and Peace, The Origin of Species, and a Supreme
Court decision, and 2) you can find almost any word or name you
want to find if you torture the text enough.

There are some cases, though, when it's fairly safe to say that the
truth has been revealed. Thomas Lyttle does show us that licking
toads will not, indeed can not, get you high, and Michael Zezima
definitively reveals that both sides committed atrocities during World
War Il. Meanwhile, Charles Bufe demonstrates that the founders of
Alcoholics Anonymous lifted their ideas wholesale from the evan-
gelical Christian group they belonged to. They even admitted it!

Such cases of positive proof are in the minority, though. Basically, the
pieces in this book show that the received wisdom—the common
knowledge—is often wrong. Well, then, what'’s right? That's a much,
much more complicated question, and the answers are elusive.
Hopefully we'll all spend our lives pursuing them. But the first step is
to realize that the “answers” that are being handed to us on a silver
platter—or, perhaps more often, shoved down our throats—are
often incorrect, incomplete, and usually serve the interests of the
people promoting those so-called answers. That's where You Are
Being Lied To comes in.

So dive in at any point, and you'll see that this book’s title is deadly
accurate. What you do about it is up to you.

—Russ Kick



As you'll notice from the size of this book, my plan (luckily endorsed
by Disinformation Books) was to cover a whole lot of ground from
various angles. | wanted to bring together a diverse group of voices—
legends and newcomers; the reserved and the brash; academics and
rogue scholars; scientists and dissidents; people who have won
Pulitzer Prizes while working at major newspapers and people who
have been published in the (very) alternative press. Somehow, it all
came together.* The group between these covers is unprecedented.

However, this has led to an unusual, and somewhat delicate, situation.
Nonfiction collections typically are either academic or alternative,
leftist or rightist, atheistic or religious, or otherwise unified in some
similar way. You Are Being Lied To rejects this intellectual balka-
nization, and, in doing so, brings together contributors who ordinar-
ily wouldn't appear in the same book. Some of the contributors
were aware of only a handful of others who would be appearing, while
most of them didn’t have any idea who else would be sharing pages
with them.All this means is that you shouldn’t make the assumption—
which is quite easy to unknowingly make with most nonfiction antholo-
gies—that every contributor agrees with or thinks favorably of every
other contributor. Hey, maybe they all just love each other to death.
I don't know one way or the other, but the point is that | alone am
responsible for the group that appears here. No contributor neces-
sarily endorses the message of any other contributor.

—Russ Kick

* Well, it didn’t all come together. Y ou'll notice that among the contributors whose poli-
tics are identifiable, there is a large concentration of leftists/progressives. | did try to
bring aboard a bunch of conservative journalists and writers whose intelligence and tal-
ents | respect (in other words, not know-nothing propagandists like Rush Limbaugh).
However, none of them opted to join the festivities. Some ignored my invitation; some
expressed initial interest but didn’t respond to follow-ups; and two got all the way to the
contract stage but then bailed. So when rightists continue to moan that their voices are
excluded from various dialogues, | don’t want to hear it. Their ghettoization appears to
be self-imposed to a large extent.

A Note to Readers
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Reality Is a Shared Hallucination

“Being here is a kind of spiritual surrender. We see only what the others see, the Whatdo you actually hear right now and
thousands who were here in the past, those who will come in the future. We've see? This page. The walls and furnish-

agreed to be part of a collective perception.” —Don DelLillo

ings of the room in which you sit.
Perhaps some music or some back-

“We are accustomed to use our eyes only with the memory of what other people ground noise. Yet you know as sure as
before us have thought about the object we are looking at.” —Guy de Maupassant Yyou were born that out of sight there are

“After all, what is reality anyway? Nothin’ but a collective hunch.” —Lily Tomlin

The artificial construction of reality was to play a key role in the new
form of global intelligence which would soon emerge among human
beings. If the group brain’s “psyche” were a beach with shifting
dunes and hollows, individual perception would be that beach’s
grains of sand. However, this image has a hidden twist. Individual
perception untainted by others’ influence does not exist.

A central rule of large-scale organization goes like this: The greater
the spryness of a massive enterprise, the more internal communi-
cation it takes to support the teamwork of its parts.* For example, in
all but the simplest plants and animals only 5 percent of DNAis ded-
icated to DNA's “real job,” manufacturing proteins.? The remaining
95 percent is preoccupied with organization and administration,
supervising the maintenance of bodily procedures, or even merely
interpreting the corporate rule book “printed” in a string of genes.?

In an effective learning machine, the connections deep inside far out-
number windows to the outside world. Take the cerebral cortex,
roughly 80 percent of whose nerves connect with each other, not with
input from the eyes or ears.* The learning device called human socie-
ty follows the same rules. Individuals spend most of their time com-
municating with each other, not exploring such ubiquitous elements of
their “environment” as insects and weeds which could potentially make
a nourishing dish.® This cabling for the group’s internal operations has
a far greater impact on what we “see” and “hear” than many psycho-
logical researchers suspect. For it puts us in the hands of a conformity
enforcer whose power and subtlety are almost beyond belief.

In our previous episode we mentioned that the brain’s emotional
center—the limbic system—decides which swatches of
experience to notice and store in memory. Memory is the
core of what we call reality. Think about it for a second.
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other rooms mere steps away—perhaps
the kitchen, bathroom, bedroom, and a
hall. What makes you so sure that they
exist? Nothing but your memory.
Nothing else at all. You're also reasonably certain there’s a broader
world outside. You know that your office, if you are away from it, still
awaits your entry. You can picture the roads you use to get to it, visu-
alize the public foyer and the conference rooms, see in your mind’s
eye the path to your own workspace, and know where most of the
things in your desk are placed. Then there are the companions who
enrich your life—family, workmates, neighbors, friends, a husband or
a wife, and even people you are fond of to whom you haven’t spoken
in a year or two—few of whom, if any, are currently in the room with
you. You also know we sit on a planet called the earth, circling an
incandescent ball of sun, buried in one of many galaxies. At this
instant, reading by yourself, where do the realities of galaxies and
friends reside? Only in the chambers of your mind. Almost every real-
ity you “know” at any given second is a mere ghost held in memory.

The limbic system is memory’s gatekeeper and in a very real sense
its creator. The limbic system is also an intense monitor of others,®
keeping track of what will earn their praises or their blame. By using
cues from those around us to fashion our perceptions and the “facts”
which we retain, our limbic system gives the group a say in that most
central of realities, the one presiding in our brain.

Elizabeth Loftus, one of the world’s premier memory researchers, is
among the few who realize how powerfully the group remakes our
deepest certainties. In the late 1970s, Loftus performed a series of
key experiments. In a typical session, she showed college students a
moving picture of a traffic accident, then asked after the film, “How fast
was the white sports car going when it passed the barn while travel-
ing along the country road?” Several days later when witnesses to the

from Global Brain: The Evolution of Mass Mind from the
Big Bang to the 21st Century by Howard Bloom.

© 2000 Howard Bloom.

Reprinted by permission of John Wiley & Sons, Inc.



film were quizzed about what they’d seen, 17 percent were sure
they’d spied a barn, though there weren’t any buildings in the film at
all. In a related experiment subjects were shown a collision between
a bicycle and an auto driven by a brunette, then afterwards were pep-
pered with questions about the “blond” at the steering wheel. Not only
did they remember the nonexistent blond vividly, but when they were
shown the video a second time, they had a hard time believing that it
was the same incident they now recalled so graphically. One subject
said, “It's really strange because | still have the blond girl's face in my
mind and it doesn't correspond to her [pointing to the woman on the
video screen]... It was really weird.” In piecing together memory,
Loftus concluded that hints leaked to us by fellow humans override
the scene we're sure we've “seen with our own eyes.”’

Though it got little public attention, research on the slavish nature of
perception had begun at least 20 years before Loftus’ work. It was
1956 when Solomon Asch published a classic series of experiments
in which he and his

colleagues showed

cards with lines of

different lengths to

clusters of their stu-

dents. Two lines

were exactly the same size and two were clearly not—the dissimilar
lines stuck out like a pair of basketball players at a Brotherhood of
Munchkins brunch. During a typical experimental run, the
researchers asked nine volunteers to claim that two badly mis-
matched lines were actually the same, and that the real twin was a
misfit. Now came the nefarious part. The researchers ushered a
naive student into a room filled with the collaborators and gave him
the impression that the crowd already there knew just as little as he
did about what was going on. Then a white-coated psychologist
passed the cards around. One by one he asked the pre-drilled shills
to announce out loud which lines were alike. Each dutifully declared
that two terribly unlike lines were duplicates. By the time the scien-
tist prodded the unsuspecting newcomer to pronounce judgement,
he usually went along with the bogus consensus of the crowd. In
fact, a full 75 percent of the clueless experimental subjects bleated
in chorus with the herd. Asch ran the experiment over and over
again. When he quizzed his victims of peer pressure after their
ordeal was over, it turned out that many had done far more than sim-
ply going along to get along. They had actually seen the mis-
matched lines as equal. Their senses had been swayed more by the
views of the multitude than by the actuality.

To make matters worse, many of those whose vision hadn’t been
deceived had still become inadvertent collaborators in the praise of
the emperor’s new clothes. Some did it out of self-doubt. They were
convinced that the facts their eyes reported were wrong, the herd

was right, and that an optical illusion had
tricked them into seeing things. Still others
realized with total clarity which lines were
identical, but lacked the nerve to utter an
unpopular opinion.® Conformity enforcers had tyrannized everything
from visual processing to honest speech, revealing some of the
mechanisms which wrap and seal a crowd into a false belief.

Another series of experiments indicates just how deeply social sug-
gestion can penetrate the neural mesh through which we think we
see a hard-and-fast reality. Students with normal color vision were
shown blue slides. But one or two stooges in the room declared the
slides were green. In a typical use of this procedure, only 32 percent
of the students ended up going along with the vocal but totally phony
proponents of green vision? Later, however, the subjects were taken
aside, shown blue-green slides and asked to rate them for blueness
or greenness. Even the students who had refused to see green
where there was none a few minutes earlier showed that the insis-
tent greenies in the room had colored their perceptions. They rated
the new slides more green than pretests indicated they would have
otherwise. More to the point, when asked to describe the color of
the afterimage they
saw, the subjects
often reported it was
red-purple—the hue
of an afterimage left
by the color green.
Afterimages are not voluntary. They are manufactured by the visual
system. The words of just one determined speaker had penetrated
the most intimate sanctums of the eye and brain.

When it comes to herd perception, this is just the iceberg’s tip.
Social experience literally shapes critical details of brain physiology,*
sculpting an infant’'s brain to fit the culture into which the child is
born. Six-month-olds can hear or make every sound in virtually
every human language.™ But within a mere four months, nearly two-
thirds of this capacity has been cut away.*? The slashing of ability is
accompanied by ruthless alterations in cerebral tissue.** Brain cells
remain alive only if they can prove their worth in dealing with the
baby’s physical and social surroundings.* Half the brain cells we are
born with rapidly die. The 50 percent of neurons which thrive are
those which have shown they come in handy for coping with such
cultural experiences as crawling on the polished mud floor of a straw
hut or navigating on all fours across wall-to-wall carpeting, of com-
prehending a mother’s words, her body language, stories, songs,
and the concepts she’s imbibed from her community. Those nerve
cells stay alive which demonstrate that they can cope with the quirks
of strangers, friends, and family. The 50 percent of neurons which
remain unused are literally forced to commit preprogrammed cell
death®—suicide.*® The brain which underlies the mind is jigsawed
like a puzzle piece to fit the space it's given by its loved ones and by
the larger framework of its culture’s patterning.”
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When barely out of the womb, babies are already riveted on a major
source of social cues.’®* Newborns to four-month-olds would rather
look at faces than at almost anything else.*® Rensselaer
Polytechnic’s Linnda Caporael points out what she calls “micro-
coordination,” in which a baby imitates its mother’s facial expres-
sion, and the mother, in turn, imitates the baby’s.® The duet of
smiles and funny faces indulged in by Western mothers or scowls

and angry looks favored by such peoples as New Guinea’s
Mundugumor® accomplishes far more than at first it seems.
Psychologist Paul Ekman has demonstrated that the faces we make
recast our moods, reset our nervous systems, and fill us with the
feelings the facial expressions indicate.”” So the baby imitating its
mother’s face is learning how to glower or glow with emotions
stressed by its society. And emotions, as we've already seen, help
craft our vision of reality.

There are other signs that babies synchronize their feelings to the
folks around them at a very early age. Emotional contagion and
empathy—two of the ties which bind us—come to us when we are
still in diapers.? Children less than a year old who see another child
hurt show all the signs of undergoing the same pain.?* The
University of Zurich's D. Bischof-Kohler concludes from one of his
studies that when babies between one and two years old see
another infant hurt they don't just ape the emotions of distress, but
share it empathetically.>

More important, both animal and human children cram their powers
of perception into a conformist mold, chaining their attention to what
others see. A four-month-old human will swivel to look at an object
his parent is staring at. A baby chimp will do the same * By their first
birthday, infants have extended this perceptual linkage to their
peers. When they notice that another child’s eyes have fixated on an
object, they swivel around to focus on that thing themselves. If they
don’t see what'’s so interesting, they look back to check the direction
of the other child’s gaze and make sure they’ve got it right.?”

One-year-olds show other ways in which their perception
is a slave to social commands. Put a cup and a strange
gewgaw in front of them, and their natural tendency will
be to check out the novelty. But repeat the word “cup”
and the infant will dutifully rivet its gaze on the old famil-
iar drinking vessel.”® Children go along with the herd even in their
tastes in food. When researchers put two-to-five-year-olds at a table
for several days with other kids who loved the edibles they loathed,
the children with the dislike did a 180-degree turn and became zestful
eaters of the dish they'd formerly disdained.” The preference was still
going strong weeks after the peer pressure had stopped.
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At six, children are obsessed with being accepted by the group and
become hypersensitive to violations of group norms. This tyranny
of belonging punishes perceptions which fail to coincide with those
of the majority.*

Even rhythm draws individual perceptions together in the subtlest of
ways. Psychiatrist William Condon of Boston University’s Medical
School analyzed films
of adults chatting and
noticed a peculiar
process at work.
Unconsciously, the
conversationalists
began to coordinate their finger movements, eye blinks, and nods.*
When pairs of talkers were hooked up to separate electroencephalo-
graphs, something even more astonishing appeared—some of their
brain waves were spiking in unison.* Newborn babies already show
this synchrony*—in fact, an American infant still fresh from the womb
will just as happily match its body movements to the speech of some-
one speaking Chinese as to someone speaking English.

As time proceeds, these unnoticed synchronies draw larger and
larger groups together. A graduate student working under the direc-
tion of anthropologist Edward T. Hall hid in an abandoned car and
filmed children romping in a school playground at lunch hour.
Screaming, laughing, running, and jumping, each seemed superfi-
cially to be doing his or her own thing. But careful analysis revealed
that the group was rocking to a unified beat. One little girl, far more
active than the rest, covered the entire schoolyard in her play. Hall
and his student realized that without knowing it, she was “the direc-
tor” and “the orchestrator.” Eventually, the researchers found a tune
that fit the silent cadence. When they played it and rolled the film, it
looked exactly as if each kid were dancing to the melody. But there
had been no music playing in the schoolyard. Said Hall, “Without
knowing it, they were all moving to a beat they generated them-
selves...an unconscious undercurrent of synchronized movement
tied the group together.” William Condon concluded that it doesn'’t
make sense to view humans as “isolated entities.” They are, he said,
bonded together by their involvement in “shared organizational
forms.”™* In other words, without knowing it individuals form a team.
Even in our most casual moments, we pulse in synchrony.

No wonder input from the herd so strongly colors the ways in which
we see our world. Students at MIT were given a bio of a guest lec-
turer. One group’s background sheet described the speaker as cold;
the other group’s handout praised him for his warmth. Both groups
sat together as they watched the lecturer give his presentation. But



those who'd read the bio saying he was cold saw him as distant and
aloof. Those who'd been tipped off that he was warm rated him as
friendly and approachable.® In judging a fellow human being, stu-
dents replaced external fact with input they'd been given socially.*

The cues rerouting herd perception come in many forms.
Sociologists Janet Lynne Enke and Donna Eder discovered that in
gossip, one person opens with a negative comment on someone
outside the group. How the rest of the gang goes on the issue
depends entirely on the second opinion expressed. If the second
speechifier agrees that the outsider is disgusting, virtually everyone
will chime in with a sound-alike opinion. If, on the other hand, the
second commentator objects that the outsider is terrific, the group is
far less likely to descend like a flock of harpies tearing the stranger’s
reputation limb from limb.*

Crowds of silent voices whisper in our ears, transforming the nature
of what we see and hear. Some are those of childhood authorities
and heroes, others come from family*® and peers.* The strangest
emerge from beyond the grave. A vast chorus of long-gone ancients
constitutes a not-so-silent majority whose legacy has what may be
the most dramatic effect of all on our vision of reality. Take the
impact of gender stereotypes—notions developed over hundreds of
generations, contributed to, embellished, and passed on by literally
billions of humans during our march through time. In one study, par-
ents were asked to give their impression of their brand new babies.
Infant boys and girls are completely indistinguishable aside from
the buds of reproductive equipment between their legs. Their size,
texture, and the way in which newborns of opposite sex act are,
according to researchers J.Z. Rubin, F.J. Provenzano, and Z. Luria,
completely and totally the same. Yet parents consistently described
girls as softer, smaller and less attentive than boys.*

The crowds within us resculpt our gender verdicts over and over again.
Two groups of experimental subjects were asked to grade the same
paper. One was told the author was John McKay. The other was told
the paper’s writer was Joan McKay. Even female students evaluating
the paper gave it higher marks if they thought it was from a male.*

The ultimate repository of herd influence is language—a device
which not only condenses the opinions of those with whom we share
a common vocabulary, but sums up the perceptual approach of
swarms who have passed on. Every word we use carries within it the
experience of generation after generation of men, women, families,

tribes, and nations, often including their insights, value judgements,
ignorance, and spiritual beliefs. Take the simple sentence,
“Feminism has won freedom for women.” Indo-European warriors
with whom we shall ride in a later episode coined the word dh[=a],
meaning to suck, as a baby does on a breast. They carried this term
from the Asian steppes to Greece, where it became qu”sai, to suck-
le, and theEIE, nipple. The Romans managed to mangle gh”sai into
femina—their word for woman.*? At every step of the way, millions of
humans mouthing the term managed to change its contents. To the
Greeks, gh”sai was associated with a segment of the human race
on a par with domesticated animals—for that's what women were,
even in the splendid days of Plato (whose skeletons in the closet we
shall see anon). In Rome, on the other hand, feminae were free and,
if they were rich, could have a merry old time behind the scenes sex-
ually or politically. The declaration that, “Feminism has won freedom
for women,” would have puzzled Indo-Europeans, enraged the
Greeks, and been welcomed by the Romans.

“Freedom”—the word for whose contents many modern women
fight—comes from a men’s-only ritual among ancient German tribes.
Two clans who'd been mowing each other’'s members down made
peace by invoking the god Freda* and giving up (“Freda-ing,” so to
speak) a few haunches of meat or a pile of animal hides to mollify the
enemy and let the matter drop.* As for the last word in “Feminism
has won freedom for women”—"woman” originally meant nothing
more than a man’s wife (the Anglo-Saxons pronounced it “wif-man”).

“Feminism has won freedom for women”—over the millennia new
generations have mouthed each of these words of ancient tribes-
men in new ways, tacking on new connotations, denotations, and
associations. The word “feminine” carried considerable baggage
when it wended its way from Victorian times into the twentieth cen-
tury. Quoth Webster's Revised Unabridged Dictionary of 1913, it
meant: “modest, graceful, affectionate, confiding; or...weak, nerve-
less, timid, pleasure-loving, effeminate.” Tens of millions of speakers
from a host of nations had heaped these messages of weakness on
the Indo-European base, and soon a swarm of other talkers would
add to the word “feminine” a very different freight. In 1895 the
women’s movement changed “feminine” to “feminism,” which they
defined as “the theory of the political, economic, and social equality
of the sexes.” It would take millions of women fighting for nearly
100 years to firmly affix the new meaning to syllables formerly asso-
ciated with the nipple, timidity, and nervelessness. And even now,
the crusades rage. With every sentence on feminism we utter, we
thread our way through the sensitivities of masses of modern
humans who find the “feminism” a necessity, a destroyer of the fam-
ily, a conversational irritant, or a still open plain on which to battle yet
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again, this time over whether the word femina will in the future
denote the goals of eco-feminists, anarcho-feminists, amazon femi-
nists, libertarian feminists, all four, or none of the above.*

The hordes of fellow humans who've left meanings in our words fre-
quently guide the way in which we see our world. Experiments show
that people from all cultures can detect subtle differences between
colors placed next to each other. But individuals from societies
equipped with names for numerous shades can spot the difference
when the two swatches of color are apart.*” At the dawn of the twen-
tieth century, the Chukchee people of northeastern Siberia had very
few terms for visual hues. If you asked them to sort colored yarns,
they did a poor job of it. But they had over 24 terms for the patterns
of reindeer hide, and could classify reindeer far better than the aver-
age European scientist, whose vocabulary didn’t supply him with
such well-honed perceptual tools.*

Physiologist/ornithologist Jared Diamond, in New Guinea, saw to his
dismay that despite all his university studies of nature, illiterate local
tribesmen were far better at distinguishing bird species than was he.
Diamond used a set of scientific criteria taught in the zoology class-
es back home. The New Guinean natives possessed something bet-
ter: names for each animal variety, names whose local definitions
pinpointed characteristics Diamond had never been taught to differ-
entiate—everything from a bird’s peculiarities of deportment to its
taste when grilled over a flame. Diamond had binoculars and state-
of-the-art taxonomy. But the New Guineans laughed at his incompe-
tence.* They were equipped with a vocabulary, each word of which
compacted the experience of armies of bird-hunting ancestors.

All too often when we see someone perform an action without a
name, we rapidly forget its alien outlines and tailor our recall to fit the
patterns dictated by convention...and conventional vocabulary.® A
perfect example comes from nineteenth-century America, where
sibling rivalry was present in fact, but according to theory didn't
exist. The experts were blind to its presence, as shown by its utter
absence from family manuals. In the expert and popular view, all
that existed between brothers and sisters was love. But letters from
middle class girls exposed unacknowledged cattiness and jealousy.

Sibling rivalry didn’t begin to creep from the darkness of perceptual
invisibility until 1893, when future Columbia University professor of
political and social ethics Felix Adler hinted at the nameless notion
in his manual Moral Instruction of Children. During the 1920s, the
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concept of jealousy between siblings finally shouldered its way
robustly into the repertoire of conscious concepts, appearing in two
widely-quoted government publications and becoming the focus of
a 1926 crusade mounted by the Child Study Association of America.
Only at this point did experts finally coin the term “sibling rivalry.”

Now that it carried the compacted crowd-power of a label, the for-
merly non-existent demon was blamed for adult misery, failing mar-
riages, crime, homosexuality, and God knows what all else. By the
1940s, nearly every child-raising guide had extensive sections on
this ex-nonentity. Parents writing to major magazines cited the pre-
viously unseeable “sibling rivalry” as the root of almost every one of
child-raising’s many quandaries.*

The stored experience language carries can make the difference

between life and death. For roughly 4,000 years, Tasmanian moth-

ers, fathers, and children starved to death each time famine struck,
despite the fact that their island home was sur-
rounded by fish-rich seas. The problem: Their
tribal culture did not define fish as food.®> We
could easily suffer the same fate if stranded in
their wilderness, simply because the crowd of
ancients crimped into our vocabulary tell us that a
rich source of nutrients is inedible, too—insects.

The perceptual influence of the mob of those
who've gone before us and those who stand around us now can be
mind-boggling. During the Middle Ages when universities first arose,
a local barber/surgeon was called to the lecture chamber of famous
medical schools like those of Padua and Salerno year after year to
dissect a corpse for medical students gathered from the width and
breadth of Europe. A scholar on a raised platform discoursed about
the revelations unfolding before the students’eyes. The learned doc-
tor would invariably report a shape for the liver radically different from
the form of the organ sliding around on the surgeon’s blood-stained
hands. He'd verbally portray jaw joints which had no relation to those
being displayed on the trestle below him. He’'d describe a network of
cranial blood vessels that were nowhere to be seen. But he never
changed his narrative to fit the actualities. Nor did the students or the
surgeon ever stop to correct the book-steeped authority. Why? The
scholar was reciting the “facts” as found in volumes over 1,000 years
old—the works of the Roman master Galen, founder of “modern”
medicine. Alas, Galen had drawn his conclusions, not from dissect-
ing humans, but from probing the bodies of pigs and monkeys. Pigs
and monkeys do have the strange features Galen described.
Humans, however, do not. But that didn’t stop the medieval profes-
sors from seeing what wasn't there.®®* Their sensory pathways
echoed with voices gathered for a millennium, the murmurings of a
crowd composed of both the living and the dead. For the perceptual
powers of Middle Age scholars were no more individualistic than are
yours and mine. Through our sentences and paragraphs, long-gone
ghosts still have their say within the collective mind.
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THE NEWS MEDIA AND OTHER MANIPULATORS




What Makes . . .
I\/Isamstream Media Mainstream

From a talk at Z Media Institute, June 1997.

Part of the reason | write about the media is that | am interested in
the whole intellectual culture, and the part of it that is easiest to
study is the media.

It comes out every day. You can do a systematic investigation. You
can compare yesterday’s version to today’s version. There is a lot of
evidence about what's played up and what isn’'t and the way things
are structured.

My impression is that the media aren’t very different from scholar-
ship or from, say, journals of intellectual opinion. There are some
extra constraints, but it's not radically different. They interact, which
is why people go up and back quite easily among them.

If you want to understand the media, or any other institution, you
begin by asking questions about the internal institutional structure.
And you ask about their setting in the broader society. How
do they relate to other systems of power and authority? If
you're lucky, there is an internal record from leading peo-
ple that tells you what they are up to. That doesn’t mean
the public relations handouts, but what they say to each other about
what they are up to. There is quite a lot of interesting documentation.

Those are major sources of information about the nature of the
media. You want to study them the way, say, a scientist would study
some complex molecule. You take a look at the structure and then
make some hypothesis based on the structure as to what the media
product is likely to look like. Then you investigate the media product
and see how well it conforms to the hypotheses.

Virtually all work in media analysis is this last part—trying to study
carefully just what the media product is and whether it conforms to
obvious assumptions about the nature and structure of the media.

Well, what do you find? First of all, you find that there are different media
which do different things. For example, entertainment/Hollywood, soap
operas, and so on, or even most of the newspapers in the country (the
overwhelming majority of them) are directed to a mass audience, not
to inform them but to divert them.

There is another sector of the media, the elite media, sometimes
called the agenda-setting media because they are the ones with
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the big resources; they set the framework in which everyone else
operates. The New York Times, the Washington Post, and a few
others. Their audience is mostly privileged people.

The people who read the New York Times are mostly wealthy or part
of what is sometimes called the political class. Many are actually
involved in the systems of decision-making and control in an ongoing
fashion, basically as managers of one sort or another. They can be
political managers, business managers (like corporate executives
and the like), doctrinal managers (like many people in the schools
and universities), or other journalists who are involved in organizing
the way people think and look at things.

The elite media set a framework within which others operate. For
some years | used to monitor the Associated Press. It grinds out a
constant flow of news. In the mid-afternoon there was a break every

day with a “Notice to Editors: Tomorrow’s New York Times is going to
have the following stories on the front page.” The point of that is, if
you're an editor of a newspaper in Dayton, Ohio, and you don’t have
the resources to figure out what the news is, or you don’t want to
think about it anyway, this tells you what the news is. These are the
stories for the quarter-page that you are going to devote to some-
thing other than local affairs or diverting your audience. These are
the stories that you put there because that’s what the New York
Times tells us is what you're supposed to care about tomorrow. If you
are an editor of a local newspaper you pretty much have to do that,
because you don’t have much else in the way of resources. If you get
out of line and produce stories that the elite press doesn't like, you're
likely to hear about it pretty soon. What happened recently at San
Jose Mercury News (i.e. Gary Webb'’s “Dark Alliance” series about
CIA complicity in the drug trade) is a dramatic example of this. So
there are a lot of ways in which power plays can drive you right back
into line if you move out. If you try to break the mold, you're not going
to last long. That framework works pretty well, and it is understand-
able that it is a reflection of obvious power structures.

The real mass media are basically trying to divert people. “Let them
do something else, but don’t bother us (us being the people who run



the show). Let them get interested in professional sports, for exam-
ple. Let everybody be crazed about professional sports or sex scan-
dals or the personalities and their problems or something like that.
Anything, as long as it isn't serious. Of course, the serious stuff is for
the big guys. ‘We’ take care of that.”

What are the elite media, the agenda-setting ones? The New York
Times and CBS, for example. Well, first of all, they are major, very
profitable, corporations.

Furthermore, most of them are either linked to, or outright owned by,
much bigger corporations, like General Electric, Westinghouse, and
so on. They are way up at the top of the power structure of the private
economy, which is a tyrannical structure. Corporations are basically
tyrannies, hierarchic, controlled from above. If you don't like what they
are doing, you get out. The major media are part of that system.

What about their institutional setting? Well, that’s more or less the
same. What they interact with and relate to is other major power cen-
ters: the government,

other corporations, the

universities. Because

the media function in

significant ways as a

doctrinal system, they

interact closely with the

universities. Say you

are a reporter writing a story on Southeast Asia or Africa, or some-
thing like that. You're supposed to go over to the university next door
and find an expert who will tell you what to write, or else go to one of
the foundations, like Brookings Institute or American Enterprise
Institute. They will give you the preferred version of what is happen-
ing. These outside institutions are very similar to the media.

The universities, for example, are not independent institutions. There
are independent people scattered around in them (and the sciences
in particular couldn’t survive otherwise), but that is true of the media
as well. And it's generally true of corporations. It's even true of fascist
states, for that matter, to a certain extent. But the institution itself is
parasitic. It's dependent on outside sources of support, and those
sources of support, such as private wealth, big corporations with
grants, and the government (which is so closely interlinked with cor-
porate power that you can barely distinguish them)—they are essen-
tially the system that the universities are in the middle of.

People within them, who don’t adjust
to that structure, who don’t accept it
and internalize it (you can't really work

with it unless you internalize it, and believe it)—people who don't do
that are likely to be weeded out along the way, starting from kinder-
garten, all the way up. There are all sorts of filtering devices to get rid
of people who are a pain in the neck and think independently.

Those of you who have been through college know

that the educational system is highly geared to

rewarding conformity and obedience; if you don’t do

that, you are a troublemaker. So, it is kind of a filter-

ing device which ends up with people who really,
honestly (they aren't lying) internalize the framework of belief and
attitudes of the surrounding power system in the society. The elite
institutions like, say, Harvard and Princeton and the small upscale
colleges, for example, are very much geared to socialization. If you
go through a place like Harvard, a good deal of what goes on is a
kind of socialization: teaching how to behave like a member of the
upper classes, how to think the right thoughts, and so on.

I'm sure you've read George Orwell’s Animal Farm, which he wrote
in the mid-1940s. It was a satire on the Soviet Union, a totalitarian
state. It was a big hit. Everybody loved it. Turns out he wrote an intro-
duction to Animal Farm which wasn't published. It only appeared 30
years later. Someone found it in his papers. The introduction to
Animal Farm was about “Literary Censorship in England,” and what
it says is that obviously
this book is ridiculing
the Soviet Union and its
totalitarian  structure,
but free England is not
all that different. We
don’t have the KGB on
our neck, but the end
result comes out pretty much the same. People who have independ-
ent ideas or who think the wrong kind of thoughts are cut out.

He talks a little, only two sentences, about the institutional struc-
ture. He asks, why does this happen? Well, one, because the press
is owned by wealthy men who only want certain things to reach the
public. His second observation is that when you go through the elite
education system, when you go through the proper schools
(Oxford, and so on), you learn that there are certain things it's not
proper to say and there are certain thoughts that are not proper to
have. That is the socialization role of elite institutions, and if you
don’t adapt to that, you're usually out. Those two sentences more
or less tell the story.

When you critique the media and you say, look, here is what
Anthony Lewis or somebody else is writing, and you show that it
happens to be distorted in a way that is highly supportive of power
systems, they get very angry. They say, quite correctly, “Nobody
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ever tells me what to write. | write anything | like. All this business
about pressures and constraints is nonsense because I'm never
under any pressure.” Which is completely true, but the point is that
they wouldn't be there unless they had already demonstrated that
nobody has to tell them what to write because they are going to
keep to the rules. If they had started off at the Metro desk and had
pursued the wrong kind of stories, they never would have made it to
the positions where they can now say anything they like.

The same is largely true of university faculty in the more ideological
disciplines. They have been through the socialization system. Okay,
you look at the structure of that whole system. What do you expect
the news to be like? Well, it's not very obscure. Take the New York
Times. It's a corporation and sells a product. The product is audi-
ences. They don’'t make money when you buy the newspaper. They
are happy to put it on the World Wide Web for free. They actually
lose money when you buy the newspaper. The audience is the prod-
uct. For the elite media, the product is privileged people, just like the
people who are writing the newspapers, high-level decision-making
people in society. Like other businesses, they sell their product to a
market, and the market is, of course, advertisers (that is, other busi-
nesses). Whether it is television or newspapers, or whatever else,
they are selling audiences. Corporations sell audiences to other cor-
porations. In the case of the elite media, it's big businesses.

Well, what do you expect to happen? What would you predict about
the nature of the media product, given that set of circumstances?
What would be the null hypothesis, the kind of conjecture that you'd
make assuming nothing further?

The obvious assumption is that the product of the media, what
appears, what doesn'’t appear, the way it is slanted, will reflect the
interest of the buyers and sellers, the institutions, and the power
systems that are around them. If that wouldn’t happen, it would be
kind of a miracle.

Okay, then comes the hard work. You ask, does it work the way
you predict?

Well, you can judge for yourselves. There’s lots of material on this
obvious hypothesis, which has been subjected to the hardest tests
anybody can think of, and still stands up remarkably well. You virtu-
ally never find anything in the social sciences that so strongly sup-
ports any conclusion, which is not a big surprise, because it would be
miraculous if it didn't hold up given the way the forces are operating.

The next thing you discover is that this whole topic is completely
taboo. If you go to the media department at the Kennedy School of
Government or Stanford, or somewhere else, and you study jour-
nalism and communications or academic political science, and so
on, these questions are not likely to appear. That is, the hypothesis
that anyone would come across without even knowing anything that
is scarcely expressed, and the evidence bearing on it, scarcely dis-
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cussed. There are some exceptions, as usual in a complex and
somewhat chaotic world, but it is rather generally true. Well, you
predict that, too.

If you look at the institutional structure, you would say, yeah, sure,
that’s likely to happen because why should these guys want to be
exposed? Why should they allow critical analysis of what they are
up to? The answer is, there is no reason why they should allow that
and, in fact, they don't.

Again, it is not purposeful censorship. It is just that you don’t make it
to those positions if you haven't internalized the values and doc-
trines. That includes what is called “the left” as well as the right. In
fact, in mainstream discussion the New York Times has been called
“the establishment left.” You're unlikely to make it through to the top
unless you have been adequately socialized and trained so that
there are some thoughts you just don't have, because if you did have
them, you wouldn't be there. So you have a second order of predic-
tion which is that the first order of prediction is not allowed into the
discussion—again, with a scattering of exceptions, important ones.

The last thing to look at is the doctrinal framework in which this pro-
ceeds. Do people at high levels in the information system, including
the media and advertising and academic political science and so
on, do these people have a picture of what ought to happen when
they are writing for each other, not when they are making gradua-
tion speeches? When you make a commencement speech, it's
pretty words and stuff. But when they are writing for one another,
what do these people say?

There are several categories to look at. One is the public relations
industry, you know, the main business propaganda industry. So what
are the leaders of the PR industry saying internally? Second place
to look is at what are called public intellectuals, big thinkers, people
who write the op-eds and that sort of thing. The people who write
impressive books about the nature of democracy and that sort of
business. What do they say? The third place to look is the academ-
ic sector, particularly that part that has been concerned with com-
munications and information, much of which has been a branch of
political science for many years.

So, look at these categories and see what leading figures write
about these matters. The basic line (I'm partly quoting) is that the
general population are “ignorant and meddlesome outsiders.” We
have to keep them out of the public arena because they are too stu-
pid, and if they get involved they will just make trouble. Their job is
to be “spectators,” not “participants.” They are allowed to vote every
once in a while, pick out one of us smart guys. But then they are
supposed to go home and do something else like watch football or
whatever it may be. But the “ignorant and meddlesome outsiders”
have to be observers, not participants. The participants are what are
called the “responsible men” and, of course, the writer is always one
of them. You never ask the question, why am | a “responsible man”



and somebody else, say Eugene Debs, is in jail? The answer is
pretty obvious. It's because you are obedient and subordinate to
power and that other person may be independent, and so on.

But you don’t ask, of course. So there are the smart guys who are
supposed to run the show and the rest of them are supposed to be
out, and we should not succumb to (I'm quoting from an academic
article) “democratic dogmatisms about men being the best judges of
their own interest.” They are not. They are terrible judges of their
own interests so we have do it for them for their own benefit.

Actually, it is very similar to Leninism. We do things for you, and we
are doing it in the interest of everyone, and so on. | suspect that's part
of the reason why it's been so easy historically for people to shift up
and back from being sort of enthusiastic Stalinists to being big sup-
porters of US power. People switch very quickly from one position to
the other, and my suspicion is that it's because basically it is the same
position. You're not making much of a switch. You're just making a dif-
ferent estimate of where power lies. One point you think it's here,
another point you think it's there. You take the same position.

How did all this evolve? It has an interesting history. A lot of it comes
out of the first World War, which is a big turning point. It changed the
position of the United States in the world considerably. In the eigh-
teenth century the US was already the richest place in the world.
The quality of life, health, and longevity was not achieved by the
upper classes in Britain until the early twentieth century, let alone
anybody else in the world. The US was extraordinarily wealthy, with
huge advantages, and, by the end of the nineteenth century, it had
by far the biggest economy in the world. But it was not a big player
on the world scene. US power extended to the Caribbean Islands,
parts of the Pacific, but not much farther.

During the first World War, the relations changed. And they changed
more dramatically during the second World War. After the second
World War the US more or less took over the world. But after the first
World War there was already a change, and the US shifted from being
a debtor to a creditor nation. It wasn’t a huge actor in the internation-
al arena, like Britain, but it became a substantial force in the world for
the first time. That was one change, but there were other changes.

The first World War was the first time that highly organized state
propaganda institutions were developed. The British had a Ministry
of Information, and they really needed it because they had to get
the US into the war or else they were in bad trouble. The Ministry
of Information was mainly geared to sending propaganda, including
fabrications about “Hun” atrocities, and so on. They were targeting
American intellectuals on the reasonable assumption that these are

the people who are most gullible and most likely to believe propa-
ganda. They are also the ones that disseminate it through their own
system. So it was mostly geared to American intellectuals, and it
worked very well. The British Ministry of Information documents (a
lot have been released) show their goal was, as they put it, to con-
trol the thought of the entire world—which was a minor goal—but
mainly the US. They didn’t care much what people thought in India.
This Ministry of Information was extremely successful in deluding
leading American intellectuals, and was very proud of that. Properly
so, it saved their lives. They would probably have lost the first
World War otherwise.

In the US there was a counterpart. Woodrow Wilson was elected in
1916 on an anti-war platform. The US was a very pacifist country. It
has always been. People don’t want to go fight foreign wars. The
country was very much opposed to the first World War, and Wilson
was, in fact, elected on an anti-war position. “Peace without victory”
was the slogan. But he decided to go to war. So the question was,
how do you get a pacifist population to become raving anti-German
lunatics so they want to go kill all the Germans? That requires propa-
ganda. So they set up the first and really only major state propagan-
da agency in US history. The
Committee on Public Information, it
was called (nice Orwellian title); it was
also called the Creel Commission.
The guy who ran it was named Creel.
The task of this commission was to propagandize the population into
jingoist hysteria. It worked incredibly well. Within a few months the US
was able to go to war.

A lot of people were impressed by these achievements. One person
impressed, and this had some implications for the future, was Hitler.
He concluded, with some justification, that Germany lost the first
World War because it lost the propaganda battle. They could not
begin to compete with British and American propaganda, which
absolutely overwhelmed them. He pledges that next time around
they’ll have their own propaganda system, which they did during the
second World War.

More important for us, the American business community was also
very impressed with the propaganda effort. They had a problem at
that time. The country was becoming formally more democratic. A lot
more people were able to vote and that sort of thing. The country
was becoming wealthier and more people could participate and a lot
of new immigrants were coming in, and so on. So what do you do?
It's going to be harder to run things as a private club.

Therefore, obviously, you have to control what people think. There
had been public relations specialists, but there was never a public
relations industry. There was a guy hired to make Rockefeller's
image look prettier and that sort of thing. But the huge public rela-
tions industry, which is a US invention and a monstrous industry,
came out of the first World War. The leading figures were people in
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the Creel Commission. In fact, the main one, Edward Bernays,
comes right out of the Creel Commission. He has a book that came
out a few years afterwards called Propaganda, which became kind
of a manual for the rising Public Relations industry, in which he was
a prominent figure. The term “propaganda,” incidentally, did not
have negative connotations in those days.

It was during the second World War that the term became taboo
because it was connected with Germany and all those bad things.
But in this period, the term “propaganda” just meant information or
something like that.

So he wrote a book called Propaganda in the late 1920s. He
explains that he is applying the lessons of the first World War. The
propaganda system of the first World War and this commission that
he was part of showed, he says, that it is possible to “regiment the
public mind every bit as much as an army regiments their bodies.”
These new techniques of regimentation of minds, he said, had to be
used by the “intelligent minorities” in order to make sure that the
slobs stay on the right course. We can do it now because we have
these new techniques.

This was an important manual of the public relations industry.
Bernays was a kind of guru. He was an authentic
Roosevelt/Kennedy liberal. He also engineered the public relations
effort behind the US-backed coup which overthrew the democratic
government of Guatemala.

His major coup, the one that really propelled him into fame in the
late 1920s, was getting women to smoke. Women didn’t smoke in
those days, and he ran huge campaigns for Chesterfield. You know
all the technigues—maodels and movie stars with cigarettes coming
out of their mouths, symbolizing the free, liberated modern woman.
He got enormous praise for that. So he became a leading figure of
the industry, and his book

was an important manual.

Another member of the

Creel Commission was

Walter Lippmann, the most respected figure in American journalism
for about half a century (I mean serious American journalism, seri-
ous think pieces). He also wrote what are called progressive essays
on democracy, regarded as progressive back in the 1920s. He was,
again, applying the lessons of propaganda very explicitly. He says
there is a new art in democracy called “manufacture of consent.”
That is his phrase. Edward Herman and | borrowed it for our book,
but it comes from Lippmann. So, he says, there is this new art in the
practice of democracy, “manufacture of consent.” By manufacturing
consent, you can overcome the fact that formally a lot of people
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have the right to vote. We can make it irrelevant because we can
manufacture consent and make sure that their choices and attitudes
will be structured in such a way that they will do what we tell them,
even if they have a formal way to participate. So we’ll have a real
democracy. It will work properly. That's applying the lessons of the
propaganda agency.

Academic  social
science and politi-
cal science come
out of the same
kind of thinking. One of the founders of the field of communications
in academic political science is Harold Lasswell. One of his first
achievements was a study of propaganda. Writing in an
Encyclopedia of Social Science he says, very frankly, the things | was
quoting before about not succumbing to “democratic dogmatisms.”
That comes from academic political science (Lasswell and others).

Again, drawing the lessons from the war-time experience, political
parties drew the same lessons, especially the conservative party in
England. Their documents from the period, just being released, show
they also recognized the achievements of the British Ministry of
Information. They recognized that the country was getting more
democratized and it wouldn't be a private men'’s club. So the conclu-
sion was, as they put it, politics has to become political warfare, apply-
ing the mechanisms of propaganda that worked so brilliantly during
the first World War towards controlling people’s thoughts. That's the
doctrinal side, and it coincides with the institutional structure.

It strengthens the predictions about the way the thing should work.
And the predictions are well confirmed. But these conclusions, also,
are not supposed to be discussed. This is all now part of mainstream
literature, but it is only for people on the inside. When you go to col-
lege, you don’t read the classics about how to control people’s minds.

Just like you don't read what James Madison said during the consti-
tutional convention about how the main goal of the new system has
to be “to protect the minority
of the opulent against the
majority,” and has to be
designed so that it achieves
that end. This is the found-
ing of the constitutional system, but it is scarcely studied. You can’t
even find it in the academic scholarship unless you look hard.

That is roughly the picture, as | see it, of the way the system is insti-
tutionally, the doctrines that lie behind it, the way it comes out. There
is another part directed to the “ignorant and meddlesome outsiders.”
That is mainly using diversion of one kind or another. From that, |
think, you can predict what you would expect to find.



Journalists Doin

Somersaults

Self-Censorship and the Rise™0f the Corporate Media State

Coverage of Media Mergers: A Window into the
Future of Journalism

Four months after the stunning news about plans to combine
Viacom and CBS, the year 2000 began with the announcement of
an even more spectacular merger—America Online and Time
Warner. Faced with these giant steps toward extreme concentration
of media power, journalists mostly responded with acquiescence.

Now, as one huge media merger follows another, the benefits for
owners and investors are evident. But for our society as a whole, the
consequences seem ominous. The same limits that have con-
strained the media’s coverage of recent mergers within its own ranks
are becoming features of this new mass-media landscape. For the
public, nothing less than democratic discourse hangs in the balance.

“Freedom of the press is guaranteed only to those who own one,”
A.J. Liebling remarked several decades ago. In 2000, half-a-dozen
corporations owned the media outlets that control most of the news
and information flow in the United States. The accelerating mergers
are terrific for the profits of those with the deepest pockets, but bad
for journalism and bad for democracy.

When the Viacom-CBS story broke, media coverage depicted a
match made in corporate heaven: At more than $37 billion, it was
the largest media merger in history. With potential effects on the
broader public kept outside the story’s frame, what emerged was a
rosy picture. “Analysts hailed the deal as a good fit between two
complementary companies,” the Associated Press reported flatly.
The news service went on to quote a media analyst who proclaimed:
“It's a good deal for everybody.”

Everybody? Well, everybody who counts in the mass-media calcu-
lus. For instance, the media analyst quoted by AP was from the
PaineWebber investment firm. “You need to be big,” Christopher
Dixon explained. “You need to have a global presence.” Dixon
showed up again the next morning
in the lead article of the
September 8, 1999, edition of the
New York Times, along with other
high-finance strategists. An ana-

lyst at Merrill Lynch agreed with his upbeat view of the Viacom-CBS
combination. So did an expert from ING Barings: “You can literally
pick an advertiser’s needs and market that advertiser across all the
demographic profiles, from Nickelodeon with the youngest con-
sumers to CBS with some of the oldest consumers.”

In sync with the prevalent media spin, the New York Times devot-
ed plenty of ink to assessing advertiser needs and demographic
profiles. But during the crucial first day of the Times’coverage, foes
of the Viacom-CBS consolidation did not get a word in edgewise.
There was, however, an unintended satire of corporate journalism
when a writer referred to the bygone era of the 1970s: “In those
quaint days, it bothered people when companies owned too many
media properties.”

The Washington Post, meanwhile, ran a front-page story that provided
similar treatment of the latest and greatest media merger, pausing just
long enough for a short dissonant note from media critic Mark Crispin
Miller: “The implications of these mergers for journalism and the arts
are enormous. It seems to me that this is, by any definition, an unde-
mocratic development. The media system in a democracy should not
be inordinately dominated by a few very powerful interests.” It wasn't
an idea that the Post’s journalists pursued.

Overall, the big media outlets—getting bigger all the time—offer nar-
row and cheery perspectives on the significance of merger mania.
News accounts keep the focus on market share preoccupations of
investors and top managers. Numerous stories explore the widen-
ing vistas of cross-promotional synergy for the shrewdest media
titans. While countless reporters are determined to probe how each
company stands to gain from the latest deal, few of them demon-
strate much enthusiasm for exploring what is at stake for the public.
With rare exceptions, news outlets covered the Viacom-CBS merger
as a business story. But more than anything else, it should have been
covered, at least in part, as a story with dire implications for possibil-
ities of democratic discourse. And the same was true for the
announcement that came a few months later—on January 10,
2000—when a hush seemed to fall over the profession of journalism.
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Agrand new structure, AOL Time Warner, was unveiled in the midst of
much talk about a wondrous New Media world to come, with cornu-
copias of bandwidth and market share. On January 2, just one week
before the portentous announcement, the head of Time Warner had
alluded to the transcendent horizons. Global media “will be and is fast
becoming the predominant business of the twenty-first century,” Gerald
Levin said on CNN, “and we're in a new economic age, and what may
happen, assuming that’s true, is it's more important than government.
It's more important than educational institutions and non-profits.”

Levin went on: “So what's going to be necessary is that we're going
to need to have these corporations redefined as instruments of public
service because they have the resources, they have the reach, they
have the skill base. And maybe there’s a new generation coming up
that wants to achieve meaning in that context and have an impact,
and that may be a more effi-

cient way to deal with soci-

ety’s problems than bureau-

cratic governments.” Levin's

next sentence underscored

the sovereign right of capital

in dictating the new direction.

“It's going to be forced anyhow because when you have a system that
is instantly available everywhere in the world immediately, then the
old-fashioned regulatory system has to give way,” he said.

To discuss an imposed progression of events as some kind of natural
occurrence is a convenient form of mysticism, long popular among the
corporately pious, who are often eager to wear mantles of royalty and
divinity. Tacit beliefs deem the accumulation of wealth to be redemp-
tive. Inside corporate temples, monetary standards gauge worth.
Powerful executives now herald joy to the world via a seamless web of
media. Along the way, the rest of us are not supposed to worry much
about democracy. On January 12, AOL chief Steve Case assured a
national PBS television audience on The NewsHour with Jim Lehrer.
“Nobody’s going to control anything.” Seated next to him, Levin
declared: “This company is going to operate in the public interest.”

Such pledges, invariably uttered in benevolent tones, were bursts of
fog while Case and Levin moved ahead to gain more billions for
themselves and maximum profits for some other incredibly wealthy
people. By happy coincidence, they insisted, the media course that
would make them richest was the same one that held the most ful-
filling promise for everyone on the planet.

Journalists accustomed to scrutinizing the public statements of pow-
erful officials seem quite willing to hang back from challenging the
claims of media magnates. Even when reporting on a rival media
firm, journalists who work in glass offices hesitate to throw weighty
stones; a substantive critique of corporate media priorities could
easily boomerang. And when a media merger suddenly occurs,
news coverage can turn deferential overnight.
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On March 14, 2000—the day after the Tribune Company announced
its purchase of the Los Angeles Times and the rest of the Times
Mirror empire—the acquired newspaper reported on the fine attrib-
utes of its owner-to-be. In a news article that read much like a cor-
porate press release, the Times hailed the Tribune Company as “a
diversified media concern with a reputation for strong management”
and touted its efficient benevolence. Tribune top managers, in the
same article, “get good marks for using cost-cutting and technology
improvements throughout the corporation to generate a profit mar-
gin that's among the industry’s highest.” The story went on to say
that, “Tribune is known for not using massive job cuts to generate
quick profits from media properties it has bought.”

Compare that rosy narrative to another news article published the
same day by the New York Times. Its story asserted, as a matter of

fact, that, “The Tribune Co. has a reputation not only for being a
fierce cost-cutter and union buster but for putting greater and
greater emphasis on entertainment, and business.”

And so it goes. As the newspaper industry consolidates along with
the rest of the media business, the writing is on the virtual wall. The
Tribune Company long ago realized that its flagship newspaper, the
Chicago Tribune, and its other daily papers would need to become
merely one component of a multimedia powerhouse in order to max-
imize growth and profits. Tribune expanded—heavily—into broad-
cast television, cable, radio, entertainment, and the Internet.

The key is advertising. And now Tribune can offer advertisers a daz-
zling array of placements in diverse media from coast to coast. Ad
contracts will involve massive “penetration” via big newspapers,
broadcaster stations, cable outlets, regional Websites, and online
services in areas such as Los Angeles, Chicago, New York, and
Baltimore. “Synergy” will rule.

Along the way, the new giant Tribune Company will become the
country’s third-largest newspaper chain—publishing papers with
daily circulation of 3.6 million copies—behind only Gannett and
Knight Ridder. In addition to putting eleven daily papers under one
corporate roof, the new conglomerate will combine the Tribune’s
current ownership of 22 major TV stations with a range of Times
Mirror magazines that claim more than 60 million readers.

For journalists at the Los Angeles Times, the signs have been dispir-
iting for years now. In 1995 corporate parent Times Mirror brought in
a CEO, Mark Willes, who had been a whiz at General Mills. He
promptly compared selling newspapers to peddling boxes of cereal.



Willes moved quickly to swing a wrecking ball at the walls between
the news and advertising departments. Business execs were
assigned to each section of the newspaper to collaborate with edi-
tors in shaping editorial content. The message was clear: To be fine,
journalism must keep boosting the bottom line.

With such an approach it's no surprise that Times Mirror initiated the
negotiations with the Tribune Company that led to the $6.46 billion
deal. The Chandler family, holding most of the Times Mirror voting
shares, was eager to cash out.

“It is not necessary to construct a theory of intentional cultural con-
trol,” media critic Herbert Schiller commented in 1989. “In truth, the
strength of the control process rests in its apparent absence. The
desired systemic result is achieved ordinarily by a loose though
effective institutional process.” In his book Culture, Inc.: The
Corporate Takeover of Public Expression, Schiller went on to cite
“the education of journalists and other media professionals, built-in
penalties and rewards for doing what is expected, norms presented
as objective rules, and the occasional but telling direct intrusion from
above. The main lever is the internalization of values.”

Self-censorship has long been one of journalism’s most ineffable
hazards. The current wave of mergers rocking the media industry is
likely to heighten the dangers. To an unprecedented extent, large
numbers of American reporters and editors now work for just a few
huge corporate employers, a situation that hardly encourages
unconstrained scrutiny of media conglomerates as they assume
unparalleled importance in public life.

The mergers also put a lot more journalists on the payrolls of mega-
media institutions that are very newsworthy as major economic and
social forces. But if those institutions are paying the professionals
who provide the bulk of the country’s news coverage, how much
will the public learn about the internal dynamics and societal effects
of these global entities?

Many of us grew up with tales of journalistic courage

dating back to Colonial days. John Peter Zenger’s abil-

ity to challenge the British Crown with unyielding arti-

cles drew strength from the fact that he was a printer

and publisher. Writing in the New York Weekly, a peri-

odical burned several times by the public hangman,

Zenger asserted in November 1733: “The loss of liber-

ty in general would soon follow the suppression of the liberty of the
press; for it is an essential branch of liberty, so perhaps it is the best
preservative of the whole.”

In contrast to state censorship, which is usually easy to recognize,
self-censorship by journalists tends to be obscured. It is particularly
murky and insidious in the emerging media environment, with routine
pressures to defer to employers that have massive industry clout and
global reach. We might wonder how Zenger would fare in most of

today’'s media workplaces, especially if he chose to denounce as
excessive the power of the conglomerate providing his paycheck.

Americans are inclined to quickly spot and automatically distrust gov-
ernment efforts to impose prior restraint. But what about the implicit
constraints imposed by the hierarchies of enormous media corpora-
tions and internalized by employees before overt conflicts develop?

“If liberty means anything at all,” George Orwell wrote, “it means the
right to tell people what they do not want to hear.” As immense com-
munications firms increasingly dominate our society, how practical
will it be for journalists to tell their bosses—and the public—what
media tycoons do not want to hear about the concentration of power
in a few corporate hands? Orwell’s novel 1984 describes the condi-
tioned reflex of “stopping short, as though by instinct, at the thresh-
old of any dangerous thought...and of being bored or repelled by any
train of thought which is capable of leading in a heretical direction.”

In the real world of 2000, bypassing key issues of corporate domi-
nance is apt to be a form of obedience: in effect, self-censorship.
“Circus dogs jump when the trainer cracks his whip,” Orwell
observed more than half a century ago, “but the really well-trained
dog is the one that turns his somersault when there is no whip.” Of
course, no whips are visible in America’s modern newsrooms and
broadcast studios. But if Orwell were alive today, he would surely
urge us to be skeptical about all the somersaults.

Break Up Microsoft?... Then How About the
Media “Big Six?”

The push by federal regulators to break up Microsoft was big news.
Until that point, the software giant seemed untouchable—and few
people demanded effective antitrust efforts against monopoly power
in the software industry. These days, a similar lack of vision is rou-
tine in looking at the media business.

Today, just six corporations have a forceful grip on America’s mass
media. We should consider how to break the hammerlock that huge
firms currently maintain around the windpipe of the First
Amendment. And we'd better hurry.

The trend lines of media ownership are steep and ominous in the

United States. When The Media Monopoly first appeared on book-
shelves in 1983, author Ben Bagdikian explains, “Fifty corporations
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dominated most of every mass medium.” With each new edition,
that number kept dropping—to 29 media firms in 1987, 23 in 1990,
fourteen in 1992, and ten in 1997.

Published in spring 2000, the sixth edition of The Media Monopoly
documents that just a half-dozen corporations are now supplying
most of the nation’s media fare. And Bagdikian, a long-time journal-
ist, continues to sound the alarm. “It is the overwhelming collective
power of these firms, with their corporate interlocks and unified cul-
tural and political values, that raises troubling questions about the
individual’s role in the American democracy.”

| wonder what the chances are that Bagdikian—or anyone else—uwiill
be invited onto major TV broadcast networks to discuss the need for
vigorous antitrust enforcement against the biggest media conglom-
erates. Let's see:

CBS. Not a good bet, especially since its merger with Viacom (one
of the Big Six) was announced in the fall of 1999.

NBC. Quite unlikely. General Electric, a Big Six firm, has
owned NBC since 1986.

ABC. Forget it. This network became the property of the
Disney Company five years ago. Disney is now the country’s
second-largest media oultfit.

Fox. The Fox network is owned by Rupert Murdoch’s News
Corp., currently number four in the media oligarchy.

And then there’s always cable television, with several networks
devoted to news:

CNN. The world’s biggest media conglomerate, Time Warner, owns
CNN—where antitrust talk about undue concentration of media
power is about as welcome as the Internationale sung at a baseball
game in Miami.

CNBC. Sixth-ranked General Electric owns this cable channel.
MSNBC. Spawned as a joint venture of GE and Microsoft, the
MSNBC network would see activism against media monopoly as

double trouble.

Fox News Channel. The Fox cable programming rarely wanders far
from the self-interest of News Corp. tycoon Murdoch.

Since all of those major TV news sources are owned by one of the

Big Six, the chances are mighty slim that you'll be able to catch a
discussion of media antitrust issues on national television.
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Meanwhile, the only Big Sixer that doesn’t possess a key US televi-
sion outlet—the Bertelsmann firm, based in Germany—is the most
powerful company in the book industry. It owns the mammoth pub-
lisher Random House, and plenty more in the media universe.
Bertelsmann “is the world’s third largest conglomerate,” Bagdikian
reports, “with substantial ownership of magazines, newspapers,
music, television, on-line trading, films, and radio in 53 countries.”
Try pitching a book proposal to a Random House editor about the
dangers of global media consolidation.

Well, you might comfort yourself by thinking about cyberspace.
Think again. The dominant Internet service provider, America
Online, is combining with already-number-one Time Warner—and
the new firm, AOL Time Warner, would have more to lose than any
other corporation if a movement grew to demand antitrust action
against media conglomerates.

Amid rampant overall commercialization of the most heavily-trafficked
websites, AOL steers its 22 million subscribers in many directions—
and, in the future, Time Warner’s offerings will be most frequently

highlighted. While seeming to be gateways to a vast cybergalaxy,
AOL's favorite links will remain overwhelmingly corporate-friendly
within a virtual cul-de-sac.

Hype about the New Media seems boundless, while insatiable, old
hungers for maximum profits fill countless screens. Centralization is
the order of the media day. As Bagdikian points out: “The power and
influence of the dominant companies are understated by counting
them as ‘six.” They are intertwined: they own stock in each other,
they cooperate in joint media ventures, and among themselves they
divide profits from some of the most widely viewed programs on tel-
evision, cable and movies.”

We may not like the nation’s gigantic media firms, but right now they
don’t care much what we think. A strong antitrust movement aimed
at the Big Six could change such indifference in a hurry.



The Puppets o

Everything you've ever heard about pack journalism is true. In fact,
it's an understatement. Though journalists pride themselves on their
intellectual independence, they are neither very intellectual nor even
marginally independent. They are animals. In fact, they operate on
the same herd instincts that guide ants, hoofed mammals, and
numerous other social creatures.

In 1827, well before the sciences of ethology and sociobiology had
even been invented, historian and essayist Thomas Carlyle said that
the critics of his day were like sheep. Put a stick in the path as a lead
sheep goes by, wrote the sage, and the beast will jump over it.
Remove the stick, and each following sheep in line will jump at pre-
cisely the same spot...even though there’s no longer anything to
jump over! Things haven’t changed much since then. If the key crit-
ics at the New York Times, the Village Voice, and Rolling Stone fall
in love with a musical artist, every other critic in the country will fol-
low their lead. On the other hand, if these lead sheep say an artist
is worthless, every other woolly-minded critic from Portland to
Peoria will miraculously draw the same conclusion.

When | was out on tour with ZZ Top in 1976, | remember sitting at one
of the group’s concerts between the critics from Minneapolis'two major
dailies. At the time, | was also handling a group called Dr. Buzzard’s
Original Savannah Band. The lead sheep in the press hated ZZ Top,
but they loved Dr. Buzzard. So it had been fairly easy to land major fea-
tures lauding the Original Savannah Band in the New York Times and
the Village Voice during the same week. As | sat between Minneapolis’
two finest models of journalistic integrity and independent judgment in
the moments before the lights dimmed and ZZ Top hit the stage, one
was reading the New York Times'article on Dr. Buzzard and the other
was reading the Voice’s. Both were hungrily snorfing up the latest hints
on how they should feel about the music of the month.

From the notes for The Fame Factory:
Two Thousand Years of Media Madness,
a book Howard Bloom will probably
complete sometime after the year 2010.
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Not surprisingly, when the concert ended and the duo returned to
their typewriters, they cranked out copy with identical judgments. ZZ
Top, whose music the Village Voice, in a blaring headline, had once
said sounded like “hammered shit,” was roundly panned, despite the
fact that both critics admitted grudgingly in print that via some col-
lective descent into tastelessness, the crowd had gone wild. Then
both turned their attention to slaveringly sycophantic paeans to Dr.
Buzzard, thus echoing the opinions they’d absorbed from their fash-
ionable reading earlier in the evening.

If I sound like | despise such attitudes, it's because | do. An appalling
number of the acts the press (and the publicists who fawn over jour-
nalistic dictates) dislikes have tremendous validity. | always felt it
was my job to do for erring writers what Edmund Wilson, the literary
critic, had done for me. When | was a teenager, | couldn’'t make
head nor tails of T.S. Eliot. His poetry utterly baffled me. So | came
to the conclusion that Eliot’'s work was an elaborate hoax, a pastiche
of devices designed to fool the pretentious into thinking that if they
admitted a failure to understand all of his erudite references, they'd
make themselves look like fools.

Then along came Edmund Wilson (or at least one of his books),
and gave me the perceptual key that unlocked Eliot’'s poetry. Now
that | finally understood the stuff, | fell in love with it. What's more,
| started giving public readings of Eliot's work, and “The Love Song
of J. Alfred Prufrock” became one of the biggest influences on my
16-year-old life.

My task as a publicist was to provide similar perceptual keys. It was
to read every lyric an artist had ever written, listen to his or her
album 20 or 30 times, and immerse myself in his work until | under-
stood its merit. Then my job was to impart that understanding to a
hostile press. In other words, my fellow publicists liked riding waves.
| preferred the more difficult task of making them happen.

What's more, | felt my job was to act as a surrogate journalist. | stud-
ied everything that had ever been written (quite literally) about a new
client in English (or sometimes French, my only other tongue), then
subjected the artist to an interview that lasted anywhere from six
hours to three days. My goal was to find the interesting stories, the
things that would amaze, the facts that would make sense out of the
music, the angles that would make for unrejectable feature stories,
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and the tales that would give some insight into the hidden emotional
and biographical sources of the performer’s creations.

After one of these interviews, John Cougar Mellencamp, a natural-
born talker, was literally so exhausted that he couldn’t croak more
than a sentence or two to his wife and fell asleep in his living room
chair (we’'d been going since ten in the morning, and it was now
four in the afternoon).

At any rate, this may explain why it was not Dr. Buzzard’s Original
Savannah Band—the group with the automatic popularity—that |
spent six years working on, but ZZ Top, the band the press either
refused to write about altogether or put down with some variation of
Robert (Village Voice) Christgau’s “hammered shit” verdict. It took
three years to turn the press around. Creating that about-face
involved a process | used to call “perceptual engineering.” ZZ Top
had authenticity and validity out the kazoo. My task was to do every-
thing in my power to reverse the direction of the herd’'s stampede
and to make the critics see the

substance they had overlooked.

For the first few years, the press

continued to sneer whenever the

group’s name came up. But grad-

ually, | got a few lead sheep by the

horns (do sheep have horns?) and turned them around. The rest of
the herd followed. One result: For the next ten years, ZZ Top
became one of the few bands of its genre to command genuine,
unadulterated press respect.

Eventually, the group didn’t need me anymore. They don't to this
day. The press is now ZZ Top’s best publicist. Say something nasty
at a press party about this band, and those in the know will turn
around and snarl, forgetting that over a decade ago they would
have growled if you'd even confessed to listening to one of the
Texas band’s LPs.

Public relations taught me a good deal more about why facts were
not, after all, what a good reporter wanted. He wanted a story that
would either titillate his audience, fit his own clique’s political preju-
dices, or replicate a piece of reportage he'd read somewhere else.

If you really want to have your blood curdled, ask for the tale of the
day that two members of the paparazzi, using a fast car, chased
Michael Jackson’s van down a crowded highway, jumped a divider,
raced at 60 miles an hour against traffic on a two-way highway, thus
endangering lives, then jumped the divider again and spun at a nine-
ty-degree angle, blocking the highway and nearly causing Jackson’s
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van to crash. The photographers exited their vehi-

cle, cameras in hand, smugly thinking they’d cor-

nered Jackson and would get a highly-prized photo.

They did not show any identification and could
easily have been nut jobs attempting to pull what was threatened in a
large pile of daily mail Jackson received—an assassination.

Hence, Jackson’s security guards—LAPD officers on leave—exited
the van, which had been forced to a screeching halt in mid-highway:
Not knowing what they were up against, one of the guards armed
himself with a truck iron. Seeing this weapon, one of the photogra-
phers (this is not a joke or exaggeration) pulled a gun. Then the two
hightailed it to a telephone, called their editor at the New York Daily
News, and reported that they’d been threatened for no reason by
Michael Jackson’s bodyguards. The editor then prepared a front-
page headline story about the violent way in which Michael
Jackson’s toughs had just manhandled innocent press folk. It was
on its way to press.

| did some quick research (not easy on a Sunday afternoon), found
out that the photographer who had waved his firearm had been
arrested on two felony charges for similar behavior, got on the
phone, pried the paper's publisher
from a golf game, and gave him
the real details of the story. It took
two hours of threatening the man
with the nasty facts to convince
the publisher to yank the story. On
normal occasions there is no one to stop a falsified tale of this nature
from hitting the headline of a publication thirsting for tabloid blood.

| suspect a similar race to avoid a pack of rabid paparazzi was in full
sprint the night Princess Di was killed in a car crash.

That these principles of press misconduct are regularly applied in
the world of pop music doesn’t really matter much. It will have hardly
any effect on the fate of the world. But the same principles at work
in the field of politics have wreaked havoc. In fact, they have made
the media one of the most egregious collaborators in mass murder
throughout the twentieth century.

While millions were being killed in the Soviet Union, Western jour-
nalists participated in the cover-up. Walter Durante of the New York
Times, who was supplied by the People’s Government with a luxu-
rious apartment in Moscow and a good supply of caviar, said noth-
ing about Stalin’s murderous rampage. Reporting the truth might
have endangered his cozy relationship with the Soviet authorities.
Hundreds of other journalists visited the Soviet Union without report-
ing on the slaughter. Lincoln Steffens, an influential American news-
paperman, said: “I have seen the future and it works.” This didn't fit
the facts, but it did fit Steffens’ political preconceptions. Writers with



similarly idealistic beliefs tried to give the impression that while the
West was decomposing, the Soviet Union was showing the way to
a brave new world.

More than mere idealism was involved. Writers were determined to
remain politically fashionable. They didn’t want to be snubbed by
their peers. After all, the bright lights of high culture were pro-Soviet.
George Bernard Shaw had gone to the Soviet Union and had said it
was ushering in a thousand bright tomorrows. He'd read his own
dreams into this land of horror. Critic Edmund Wilson had said the
death chamber of the Soviet state was “a moral sanctuary where the
light never stops shining.” Writers who attempted to tell the truth
were viciously attacked as enemies of progressive humanitarianism.
Meanwhile, shielded by a dishonest Western press, Soviet authori-
ties killed over 25 million men, women, and children—shooting,
starving, torturing, or working them to death.

Now the press is doing it again. This time in its coverage of Israel and
the Arab states. Several years ago, when the offices of Omni magazine
were picketed by Arabs for four days because of an article I'd written,

| was forced to dive into Jewish issues. | discovered, to my horror, that
vast areas of fact were being violently distorted by the media in a sub-
tly anti-Semitic manner, and that no one was getting the truth out.

Take the following instance. In the early 1970s, the Palestine
Liberation Organization had created so much havoc in Lebanon that
Jordan’s non-Palestinian Hashemite government decided to throw
the PLO out.

The PLO moved its operations to southern Lebanon, where the
Islamic population welcomed the Organization’s members as broth-
ers. But the PLO were not in a brotherly mood. They turned their visit
into a military occupation, confiscating Lebanese homes and autos,
raping Lebanese girls, and lining up groups of Lebanese who didn't
acquiesce quickly enough, then machine-gunning them to death.

The PLO was even harsher to Lebanon’s 2,000-year-old Christian
population. Using Soviet-supplied heavy artillery, the PLO virtually
leveled two Christian cities, Sidon and Tyre, and carried out mas-
sacres in smaller Christian villages. Only one page on the Lebanese
atrocities appeared in the New York Times during a four-year peri-
od. No articles whatsoever showed up in The Times of London.

Why didn’t the press cover any of this? You can infer some of the
reasons from the comments on press behavior | mentioned above.
For one thing, there’s the slavish herd impulse which drives the
press (see Evelyn Waugh's brilliant novel Scoop for a satirical view
of the press at work as Waugh saw it when he was covering the

news in Ethiopia). It had become chic among media types to run
away from Israel and into the arms of the Arabs. For another,
there’s the unerring tendency of the press to make the cause of
mass murderers politically fashionable. And finally, there’s the fact
that the PLO had done its best to make sure it got every story cov-
ered its own way.

Yasir Arafat’s kindly organization killed six Western journalists who
strayed from the PLO line. Yasir's boys took an “uncooperative”
Lebanese newspaper publisher captive, dismembered him one joint
at a time, and sent a piece of the corpse to each of the Beirut for-
eign press corps with a photo of the man being tortured alive. The
message was self-explanatory.

The Associated Press (AP), United Press International (UPI), and
the major American newspapers had long been frantic to maintain
a foothold in Beirut. After all, Syria, Irag, and most of the other
Arab countries wouldn’t let their correspondents in. Beirut was
their only toehold in the Arab world. So each outlet bargained
sycophantically with the PLO. They promised not to publish stories
on PLO atrocities—including the military
seizure of southern Lebanon. The major
news organizations submitted credentials on
all journalists sent to the area for PLO
approval. They agreed to headquarter their
reporters in a PLO-controlled hotel. And they let the PLO assign a
“guide”™—that is, a censor, watchdog, and feeder of misinforma-
tion—to each writer. Within a short amount of time, only PLO sym-
pathizers were covering Middle Eastern news.

In the early 1980s, Israel sent forces into Lebanon. Every 24 hours
or so, the PLO threw a conference at which it rolled out its version
of the day’s events. The press dutifully printed what it had been
given. PLO spokesmen handed out photos of Israeli tanks rolling
through the two Christian cities the PLO had leveled several years
earlier with captions “explaining” that the PLO-caused damage
clearly visible in the pictures had been inflicted by the Israelis. The
press printed these distortions as fact.

The PLO distributed photos of a Beirut infant wrapped in bandages
with a caption declaring that the baby had been burned over 75 per-
cent of its body by Israeli shelling. Most major newspapers ran the
story on page one. President Reagan was so moved that he kept
the picture on his desk for days. Later, UPI was forced to issue a
retraction. It turned out that the PLO press release accompanying
the photos had contained several minor inaccuracies. The child had
been injured not by an Israeli shell but by a PLO rocket, and 75 per-
cent of the baby’s body had not been burned; the infant had suffered
a sprained ankle. The PLO had been aware of these facts before it
ever wrote up its caption.

But pictures are what counts. No one registered the correction.
Everyone remembered the mislabeled image.
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By sifting through tens of thousands of pages of information—
including ten years’ worth of the New York Times and The Times of
London—by digging up some very obscure books, and by working
my way through a maze of little-known experts, | found that the Arab
countries have a massive campaign of media and press manipula-
tion at work in the United States. They've endowed university chairs
from coast to coast to give academic credibility to their spokesmen.
One result: When the Ayatollah called for the death of Salman
Rushdie in 1989, the head of UCLA's Middle East studies program
said he'd be happy to fire the gun himself. So the Middle East
“experts” interviewed everywhere from the Washington Post to PBS’
Newshour have an increasing tendency to speak up on the Arab
side, defending gross distortions as gospel truths.

In addition, the Arabs pull strings in Washington through top-rank-
ing firms like Bechtel and Aramco. Bechtel, in fact, used its military
contacts to obtain top-secret US surveillance photos of Israel’s bor-

der deployments before the 1948 war of liberation and passed
them on to the Saudis. In addition, companies like Ford, General
Electric, and numerous other lobbies woo the press actively on
behalf of the Arabs under the umbrella of the Arab American
Chamber of Commerce.

Meanwhile, journalists like Hedrick Smith shout loudly about the
Israeli lobby, while pretending that an Arab lobby dwarfing it in size
and resources does not exist.

Until 1948, more Jews than Arabs lived in Baghdad, yet no
reporter champions the rights of Baghdad’'s Jewish refugees.
800,000 Jews fled Arab countries in which their families had lived
for centuries—sometimes for millennia—with only the clothing on
their backs, yet the press never writes about them. And many of
the Palestinian refugees the media are so concerned for are not
Palestinians at all. The United Nations Relief and Works Agency
for Palestinian Refugees in the Near East was long ago pressured
into defining as “Palestinian” any Arab who had lived in Palestine
for a minimum of two years.

Yet the press has adopted the slogan, “Land for peace.” No Arab
country has offered peace. For decades, none talked seriously
about stopping the boycott of Israel, which in terms of international
law constituted an act of war. Few have offered to drop their official
state of war against Israel. And none has ceased the rhetoric in its
official newspapers calling for the annihilation of Israel, the genoci-
dal destruction of Israel’s citizens, and, in some cases, the elimina-
tion of worldwide Jewry.
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Just as in the case of Stalin’s Soviet Union and Mao’s China, the
media has chosen sides. And the side it likes the best is that of the
mass murderers.

In 1964, while writing a position paper on the Viet Nam war for a
congressional candidate in Buffalo, NY, | reviewed a tremendous
percentage of the material being written on the subject at the
time—everything from articles in Time and Newsweek to the
speeches of the President and his leading cabinet members. |
turned vehemently against our participation in the bloodbath. It
wasn't until 26 years later, while reading a novel by a South Korean
who'd participated in the war—an author whose moral stance was
neutral and whose work was published by a house whose owners
were as much against the war as | had been—that | learned the
Viet Cong had regularly enforced discipline in “liberated” villages by
tying recalcitrant families—men,
women, and children—to kegs of dyna-
mite and blowing them up in the town
square as a lesson to anyone else who
might disagree with the new form of
Viet Cong freedom. Somehow the
American and French press—which I'd
also followed fairly carefully—was diligent in its reporting of
American atrocities. But the atrocities of the Viet Cong were air-
brushed out of existence. And my impression these days is that the
Viet Cong'’s outrages were the worst of the two.

Print journalists have traditionally been accomplices in mass vio-
lence. Television journalists have gone a step further; they have
become instigators of violence. Highly respected CBS reporter
Daniel Schorr, who started his career with Edward R. Murrow and
reported on everything from the Soviets and the CIA to Watergate,
confesses that “most of us in television understood, but did not like
to think about, the symbiotic relationship between our medium and
violence.... In the mid-Nineteen Sixties, covering urban unrest for
CBS, | perceived that television placed a premium on violence and
the threat of violence. | found that | was more likely to get on the
CBS Evening News with a black militant talking the language of
‘Burn, baby burn! than with moderates appealing for a Marshall
Plan for the ghetto. So, | spent a lot of time interviewing militants like
Stokely Carmichael and H. Rapp Brown.

“In early February 1968, the Reverend Martin Luther King Jr. came
to Washington to announce plans for a ‘poor people’s march’ on
Washington in the Spring. It was envisaged as a challenge to
America’s social conscience at a time when the Vietham war was
escalating. The civil rights community was sharply divided over
whether the campaign should be completely peaceful or resort to
disruptive action, like unlicensed demonstrations and blocking the



bridges into the capitol. Dr. King was having trouble sustaining his
policy on nonviolence. On February 6, the evening before his
planned news conference, the civil rights leader expressed his
despair to a rally, ‘I can't lose hope, because when you lose hope,
you die.” Only dimly aware of the pressures on Dr. King, | came to
his news conference with a CBS camera crew prepared to do what
TV reporters do—get the most threatening sound bite | could in
order to insure a place on the Evening News lineup. | succeeded in
eliciting from him phrases on the possibility of ‘disruptive protest’
directed at the Johnson Administration and Congress.

“As | waited for my camera crew to pack up, | noticed that Dr. King
remained seated behind a table in an almost-empty room, looking
depressed. Approaching him, | asked why he seemed so morose.
‘Because of you,’ he said, ‘and because of your colleagues in televi-
sion. You try to provoke me to threaten violence, and if | don’t then
you will put on television those who do. By putting them on television,
you elect them our leaders. And, if there is violence, will you think of
your part in bringing it about?’ | was shaken, but not enough to keep
me from excerpting the news conference film from the evening
news... | never saw Dr. King again. Less than two months later, he
was assassinated.”

Jonathan Swift, the author of Gulliver's Travels, was an early pio-
neer of the kind of not-so-subtle moral corruption of the press that |
constantly bumped my nose against during

my fifteen years working with journalists.

Swift came along at just the time when coffee

had been introduced to London. The stuff

became a rage and made men unbelievably jumpy and talkative. So
they gathered to work off their energies by gossiping in a hot new
form of eatery (or drinkery)—the coffeehouse. Out of the coffee-
houses and the men who entered them to swap political and eco-
nomic tidbits came another pair of fashionable new items—the
newspaper and the magazine. (The news broadsheet had already
been around for nearly 200 years, as had the pamphlet, which
Christopher Columbus used to good effect after he got back from
America, and which Martin Luther tossed around like dynamite to
set off a cultural avalanche in Europe.)

At any rate, Swift made it from Ireland to London just in time to cash
in on the power of the newborn press to sway public opinion and to
make or break political careers. One of the most influential politicians
when Swift arrived was Robert Walpole, First Earl of Orford—a man
accustomed to doing things in the old way. He was smooth as a mink
at making connections in court circles, but he would by no means
lower himself to hobnob with those ghastly writers swamping their
stomachs with coffee. So though Walpole met with Swift once, he
treated him rather rudely. Swift retaliated by writing a broadsheet filled
with phony allegations that ran the man who'd spurned him through
the muck and helped to permanently damage his reputation.

On the other hand, Walpole’s leading political opponent—Robert
Harley, First Earl of Oxford—could see a promising new possibility
when it raised its head. He met regularly with Swift, leaked torrents of
inside news to him, solicited his advice on major decisions, and made
him feel like a co-conspirator, a partner in the process of government.
(Of course he also hid vast amounts of fact from Swift, something
Jonathan never seems to have caught on to.) This swelled Swift's ego
like a blimp, and our boy Jonathan wrote reams of prose that made
Harley look like an indispensable mainstay of the state.

The newspapers of the American colonies weren't any better. They
went into fits of hysteria when the British tried to get the colonists to
pay part of the costs of the English troops which had been defending
Massachusetts, New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania against
the French and the Indians. Why did the press blow the minor taxes
the Brits levied out of all proportion and help precipitate a revolution?
Because the method of taxation the English chose raised the cost of
paper and shaved a few farthings off publishers’ profits.

Meanwhile, one of Benjamin Franklin’s first journalistic forays was a
virulent attack on Cotton Mather. What was Franklin lacing into
Mather for? Advocating a controversial technique for the prevention
of the small pox epidemics that continually ravaged the colonial
cities. The method Mather favored was an early version of inocula-
tion. Franklin’s unresearched diatribes helped kill off thousands of

innocents. Nothing much has changed since then. Ah, how heroic is
the press in a free society!

Back in the mid-nineteenth century, when something like eleven
newspapers were fighting ferociously for circulation in New York
City, a young part-time journalist named Edgar Allan Poe carried out
a secret mission for the New York Sun. He wrote up a group of
British adventurers who had built a propeller-driven balloon, had
taken off to cross the English Channel, run into contrary winds, and
had been blown across the Atlantic to a beach in Virginia, thus
effecting the first aerial transatlantic crossing. This was big news.
The Sun’s unnamed correspondent was the first to reach Virginia's
coast and interview the intrepid airmen about their perilous flight
across the ocean.

The Sun ran new stories of the balloonist’'s adventures on the front
page every day, and circulation leaped mightily, leaving New York’s
remaining papers in the dust. So all of them “sent reporters” down
to Virginia and began cranking out their own exclusive interviews
with the Brits. There was only one small problem: There was no bal-
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loon, no balloonists, and no transatlantic crossing. But the papers
were no more concerned with truth than they’d been in Ben
Franklin's day. They just wanted a hot story, even if they had to
make it up by rewriting what had appeared someplace else.

When Fidel Castro launched one of his Keystone Comedy-style inva-
sions of Cuba, his rather rusty ship got bogged down in the man-
grove roots about a mile offshore, so it was impossible to unload the
supplies and ammuni-
tion. Castro’s men, all
30 or so of them, had
to wade 5270 feet in
water up to their
necks to get ashore,
seriously moistening
their gunpowder and
their weapons in the process. By the time they reached the beach
they were exhausted.

Then Batista’s troops spotted them as they crawled inland and man-
aged to wipe out all but three—Castro and two others. The trio of
survivors took refuge in a cane field, but the Batista troops knew
they were in there somewhere. So they combed one row of cane
after another, while Fidel and his two companions lay still on their
bellies and avoided even a belch or a whisper to elude detection.
Then the Batista folks got fed up and started to set the fields on fire.
Unfortunately for history, they missed the one in which Fidel and his
somewhat diminished army of two were ensconced.

That night, when the Batista boys decided to get some sleep, Fidel
counted heads—which took about half a second—and inventoried
his arsenal. There was one rifle left. The future “savior” of Cuba
(poor Cuba) was elated. He spent the rest of the night lecturing his
unfortunate duo of followers. The theme of his exuberant, though
hushed oration? “We have won the Revolution!!!!” | am not kidding.
(Neither was Fidel.) How ironic that this real life Ayn-Randian hero
turned out to be a Leninist monster.

But you haven't heard the last of Fidel yet. Once the wily leader had
escaped the sugar field, he managed to triple the size of his army—
bringing it up to a grand total of seven. Then some of his supporters
persuaded the New York Times to send a reporter down to the
Sierra Madres for a week of interviews. Fidel ordered his men to
change costumes and identities every hour or two, then report for
duty, supposedly as the heads of massive brigades camped out in
the neighboring hills. Each time one of his septet reappeared as a
supposedly different member of the revolutionary corps, the entrant
would say something like, “Comrade exigente, | have 1000

men stationed three miles away. Do you want me to move

them closer to the urinals?”
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After seven days of this, the New York Times reporter was con-
vinced that the Maximum Leader had roughly 10,000 hard-bitten
soldiers salted away among the pine trees, and that the revolution-
ary force was unbeatable. The scribe wrote this “indisputable fact”
up in a highly-touted series on the “Cuban insurrection.”
Journalists, being an independent-minded lot, immediately scram-
bled to Cuba to replicate the Times’ scoop. Life, Look, and all three
networks sent in their best reporters. Fidel repeated the costume-
changing trick. The result: Every media outlet in sight parroted the
Times’ conclusion that Fidel and his massive army had practically
taken Cuba already.
A year later, when
Batista finally couldn’t
stand being made
a fool of by the
American press any-
more, he decamped.
Then The New
Yorker ran a cartoon with a picture of Fidel and the caption, “I got
my job in the New York Times.” | doubt that many people under-
stood the precision of the joke.

Watch the weekend talk shows in which Washington “reporters”
swap their “insider” data. Note the pools from which their data is
gathered: press conferences, not-for-attribution briefings (meaning
more press conferences), and “my sources.” In other words, each
reporter is simply picking up scraps others have gathered for him or
her and handed out on a platter. Not a one is reporting (with the
exception of Georgie Anne Geyer, who stays out of Washington).
None is digging. None is going underground. None is moving from
the level of what's offered for official presentation to the level of
what's held in secrecy. None is piercing the veil, as | had to when
researching my story on the kids of New York’s private schools.
Okay, granted that my story led to threats of ending my publishing
career. The threats were made by some of the wealthiest and most
influential men in the Big Apple, the core of the publishing world. The
gentlemen using phrases like, “You are putting your head in the
noose, Mr. Bloom,” were on the boards of New York's most presti-
gious schools for the elite. But isn’t wading your way through threats
and attacks part of the job?

Granted that each Washington reporter knows that to retain access
to press conferences, briefings, and sources, he or she must abide
by a set of unwritten and shamefully unreported rules, rules which
seriously constrain what he or she can say. Also granted that with-
out this access, a reporter would no longer have a standard
Washington career. But whoever said that journalism is about fol-



lowing a standard pattern? Isn’t reporting all about rule-breaking to
pierce the shroud and uncover what's really going on? Isn’t it about
discovering those well-kept secrets and soaring insights most likely
to have an impact on our lives and to explain the hows, whats,
whens, wheres, and whys? If not you, as a reporter, then who? And
if not now, when?

“Karl Marx held that history is shaped by control of the means of pro-
duction. In our times history is shaped by control of the means of
communication.” —Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.

“Public sentiment is
everything. With public
sentiment, nothing can
fail. Without it, nothing
can succeed. He who molds public sentiment goes deeper than he
who executes statutes or pronounces decisions. He makes statutes
or decisions possible or impossible to execute.” —Abraham Lincoln

It's not enough to invent something fantastic, you have to “promote” it.

A nineteenth-century Floridian, John Gory, trying to keep the town of
Apalachicola’s population from contracting a fever that racked the
multitudes every summer. In 1850, Gory invented refrigeration and
air conditioning. Alas, the clever tinkerer was better at inventing than
at promoting his invention. He was blind to the necessity of creating
a climate of belief that gets all the members of a skittish herd mov-
ing in the same direction. Normal human beings are afraid of stray-
ing from the pack. They are frightened at the thought of finding merit
in something they might be ridiculed for championing. Gory and his
air conditioners were ridiculed by no less an authority than the writ-
ers of the New York Times, the lead animals in the herd. So a man
whose gizmos could have improved many a Southerner’s life died in
abject poverty. Air conditioning and refrigeration were denied to
mankind until a German inventor more skillful at manipulating the
perceptions of the herd came along.

Charles Darwin was far less naive than Gory. He didn't just theorize
and marshal evidence, then leave it at that. Darwin marshaled sup-
port, working hard to line up the backing of the top scientists of his
day. Darwin already had one herd-head-turner going for him. His
family was scientifically illustrious. The famous evolutionary theorist
Erasmus Darwin was his grandfather. Anything with the Darwin name
on it had an automatic attraction for the scientific sheep of the day.
Yet Darwin worked methodically to court the friendship of scientific
opinion-makers. When Alfred Russel Wallace showed up in England
having already written up ideas Darwin had only penciled in, Darwin’s
influential friends lined up to support Chuck’s prior claim to the con-
cepts. They turned down the claims of Wallace, a stranger to them.

When Darwin finally published On the Origin of Species by Means
of Natural Selection in 1859, he relied on another friend, the famous
T.H. Huxley, to publicize his ideas. Said Huxley, “I am sharpening up
my claws and beak in readiness.” Darwin kept a list of the men he'd
have to win over, and methodically checked off each one he was
able to “convert.” The father of evolution knew that science is more
than a struggle for truth, it's a struggle for social influence, a game
of manipulating the herd.

Dante was equally savvy. He became known as a great poet
through unabashed self-promotion. Thirteenth-century poets were
poor, anonymous creatures. But Dante Alighieri lusted after the kind
of fame poets
had had in the
long-lost days
of Rome. So he
wrote a poem
of epic proportions and made himself the hero. Then he structured
the plot to leave the impression that the greatest of all earthly poets
was, well, who else? Dante Alighieri. Now watch carefully as the
Florentine wannabe makes the bunny of renown emerge from a hat.
The Roman Virgil was widely acknowledged as the greatest poet
who had ever lived. But Dante was a relative unknown. So Dante
made Virgil his fictional guide through hell and purgatory, thus put-
ting himself in Virgil's league. When the pair reached heaven, Virgil
had to stay behind. Only Dante was allowed in. The implication: that
Dante picked up where Virgil had left off, and that the lad from
Florence had transcended the old Roman entirely.

This flagrant act of self-promotion worked. In fact, it snowballed.
After he died, Florence promoted the theme of Dante as the world’s
greatest poet. Why? To promote Florence as a leading city of the
arts and an all-round admirable town.

“The press has become the greatest power within the Western
countries, more powerful than the legislature, the executive, and the
judiciary.” —Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn.

“Hostile newspapers are more to be dreaded than a hundred thou-
sand bayonets.” —Napoleon

“The press leads the public.” —Japanese saying

“The conscious and intelligent manipulation of the organized habits
and opinions of the masses is an important element in democratic
society. Those who manipulate this unseen mechanism in society
constitute an invisible government which is the true ruling power of
our country.... It is they who pull the wires which control the public
mind, who harness old social forces and contrive new ways to bind
and guide the world.” —Edward Bernays
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We see what we're told is there, not what is. A 1989 survey showed
that drug use and crime were on a par in the US and Canada. But
Americans ranked drugs as their number-one problem and crime as
their third. Canadians saw drugs as insignificant and ranked crime a
lowly twentieth on the list of their dilemmas. The facts were the
same, but the perceptions were different. Why? Because the head-
lines in the two countries were different.

Molly Ivins, a highly respected journalist who's worked for the New
York Times, among other papers, wrote in the

Houston Journalism Review: “You can find

out more about what's going on at the state

capitol by spending one night drinking with

the capitol press corps than you can in

months of reading the papers those reporters

write for. The same is true of City Hall reporters, court reporters,
police reporters, education writers, any of us. In city rooms and in
the bars where newspeople drink you can find out what's going on.
You can't find it in the papers.”?

Then there are the many cases in which the press manufactures or
manipulates the news. According to the New York Times Book
Review, Oliver North “describes being in the office of the Reagan
aide, Pat Buchanan, working on an announcement of the capture of
the Achille Lauro terrorist, when Niles Latham, an editor at the New
York Post, called to ask Mr. Buchanan to make the President say,
‘You can run, but you can't hide,’ so the paper could use it as the
front page headline. Mr. Buchanan obligingly wrote the line into the
President’s remarks.”?

From 1968 to 1988, the average length of a TV news sound bite
allotted to a presidential candidate fell from 43 seconds to 9.8.
Meanwhile, pictures of the candidates with none of his words
tripled. This gave the TV producer nearly total power to reshape or
distort a candidate’s message.
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A 1990 survey showed that an astonishing number of congressmen
and other elected officials believed that the pyramids may have been
built by aliens. Even worse, one of the groups that came out with the
highest levels of general ignorance were newspaper editors. Over 50
percent of these media leaders felt that dinosaurs and humans had
inhabited the earth at the same time. (Humans, in fact, didn't show
up until some 65 million years after the dinosaurs had abandoned
their bones and departed from the scene.) The bottom line: The men
and women spooning facts into the brains of most Americans have
apparently gotten their scientific education from the Flintstones.

Writes Molly Ivins: “One of the most depressing aspects of reporters
as a group is that they tend to be fairly ignorant themselves. There is
no excuse for it, and there is a complete cure for it. Read, read, read.”*

Further muddling the information we receive from overseas is the
fact, reported by historian and former New York Times journalist
Robert Darnton, that “few foreign correspondents speak the lan-
guage of the country they cover.”® So-called foreign reporters sim-
ply regurgitate preconceptions. English correspondents write of “the
England of Dickens” and those in France portray “the France of
Victor Hugo, with some Maurice Chevalier thrown in.” What justifies
this? Says Darnton: “Newspaper stories must fit a culture’s precon-
ceptions of news.”

Anyone who's been interviewed by the press knows that his so-
called quotes will be wild distortions of his original statements, yet
writers refuse to check the accuracy of their notes with the source.
Why? Says one former investigative reporter: “We don't like to be
confronted with our own mistakes.” What's more, we “are tired of the
story and don’t want to do more work.”®

Writers respond to the world with a kind of herd instinct. They see
which direction the animals on either side of them are rushing, and
don’t bother to notice the real world through which the pack is
moving. Yet they pretend to report on the real world. What's worse,
they often fool their readers into believing that this is true.



So | am angry at the press. | am angry at its dishonesty. | am infuri-
ated by its moral corruption. | am disgustedwith its laziness and lack
of intellectual independence. | am sickened by its phony self-
image. And | am furious that | was lied to in my youth. | hate The
Reporter for telling me about Chiang Kai Check’s atrocities while
hiding Mao’s. | hate the Village Voice for telling me about My Lai
without informing me that the standard Viet Cong procedure for win-
ning the hearts and minds of villagers was to take the most promi-
nent village family—usually a dozen or more grandparents, uncles,
aunts, mothers, fathers, children, and infants—tie them to a few can-
isters of dynamite in the town square, then detonate the charge. |
hate the press for turning me into a war protester against Nixon and
Johnson when | should have been shouting just as loudly against
Ho Chi Minh. And | am disconcerted that the tribe they have slated
for the next Cambodian-style annihilation is my own.

Today, | read 30 different publications, most of them obscure peri-
odicals from both the left and right. | never want to be deceived
again. And | don’t want to see my own people victimized. Though |
can't for the hell of me figure out how to stop it.

| could give you numerous other examples from personal experi-
ence and subsequent research, but it's a long story and will have
to wait for some other time. The surprising part is that just like
Jonathan Swift, today’s journalists regard themselves as not only
the guardians of honesty, morality and truth, but think they're
incorruptible. Human nature is so peculiar. In fact, it's a bit worse
than that—it's downright dangerous. And the press is among the
most dangerous of all.

Well, | see I've put you to sleep. But just remember, all you need
is an automatic weapon and a sharp knife and you too can use
Yasir Arafat’s keys to publicity success. If you handle them prop-
erly, the press will fall for anything. Especially if it promises to spill
a lot of blood.
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The New Rules
for the
New Millennium

When the newspaper | worked for in Kentucky in the 1970s, The
Kentucky Post, took the plunge and hiked its street price from 20
cents to a quarter, the executive editor, Vance Trimble, instructed
our political cartoonist to design a series of full-page house ads jus-
tifying the price increase. One of those ads still hangs on my wall. It
depicts an outraged tycoon, replete with vest and felt hat, brandish-
ing a copy of our newspaper and shouting at a harried editor: “Kill
that story, Mr. Editor...or else!”

We were worth a quarter, the ad argued, because we weren't some
“soft, flabby, spineless” newspaper. We'd tell that fat cat to take a
long walk off a short pier.

“Our readers would be shocked if any kind of threat swayed the edi-
tor,” the ad declared. “If it happens, we print it. Kill a story? Never!
There are no fetters on our reporters. Nor must they bow to sacred
cows. On every story, the editor says: ‘Get the facts. And let the fur
fly" Our reporters appreciate that. They are proud they can be
square-shooters.”

The newspaper for the most part held to that creed. When the exec-
utive editor was arrested for drunk driving, a photographer was dis-
patched to the city jail and the next day the paper carried a picture
of our disheveled boss sitting forlornly in a holding cell. The news-
paper had done the

same thing to many

other prominent citizens,

he reminded the stunned

staff after his release.

Why should he be treat-

ed any differently?

How quaint that all sounds 20 years later. And how distant that post-
Watergate era seems. Today, we see corporate news executives
boasting not of the hardness of their asses, but of the value of their
assets. We witness them groveling for public forgiveness because
something their reporters wrote offended powerful interests or
raised uncomfortable questions about the past. Stories that meet
every traditional standard of objective journalism are retracted or
renounced, not because they are false—but because they are true.

The depth of this depravity (so far) was reached the day New York

attorney Floyd Abrams decided CNN/Time Warner should retract its
explosive report on a covert ClAoperation known as Tailwind, which
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was alleged to have involved the use of nerve gas against American
deserters in Southeast Asia in the 1970s. | saw Abrams on a talk
show afterwards arguing that the ultimate truth of the Tailwind story
was irrelevant to CNN'’s retraction of it.

“It doesn’t necessarily mean that the story isn’t true,” Abrams insist-
ed. “Who knows? Someday we might find other information. And,
you know, maybe someday I'll be back here again, having done
another report saying that, ‘"You know what? It was all true.”

Stop and savor that for a moment. Let its logic worm its way through
your brain, because it is the pure, unadulterated essence of what's
wrong with corporate journalism today. Could anyone honestly have
dreamed that one day a major news organization would retract and
apologize for a story that even it acknowledges could well be true?

For that matter, who could have envisioned the day when a veteran
investigative reporter would be convicted of a felony for printing the
voicemail messages of executives of a corporation that was allegedly
looting, pillaging, and bribing its way through Central America? Yet,
like CNN producers April Oliver and Jack Smith, Cincinnati Enquirer
reporter Mike Gallagher was fired, his work “renounced” as his edi-
tors ludicrously wrote in a front-page apology, and he has been uni-
formly reviled in the mass media as a fabricator for his devastating
exposé of Chiquita Brands International. So far, however, no one has
shown that his stories contain a single, solitary inaccuracy. Again, the
truth seems irrelevant, a sideshow not worthy of serious discussion.

In 1997 Florida television reporters Steve Wilson and Jane Akre, both
highly respected journalists, tried to air a series on the dangers of a
growth hormone injected into most of Florida’'s dairy cows to stimulate
milk production. After receiving threatening letters from Monsanto, the
makers of the growth hormone, Wilson and Akre were ordered to
rewrite their script more than 80 times, yet at no time were they told
that anything they had reported was inaccurate. Finally, their bosses
ordered them to run a watered-down story the reporters felt was mis-
leading, untrue, and
heavily slanted towards
the chemical giant, and
threatened to fire them if
they didn't. Instead, they
quit and sued the Fox
station. In August 2000,
Jane Akre won a jury verdict of more than $400,000. Amazingly, the
press reports portrayed the verdict as a vindication for Monsanto and
the TV station that fired Akre and Wilson.

Astute readers may well wonder what the hell is going on, and the
answer is this: The rules are being changed, and they are being
changed in such a way as to ensure that our government and our
major corporations won't be bothered by nettlesome investigative
journalists in the new millennium.

When | started in the newspaper business the rules were simple: Get
as close to the truth as you possibly can. There were no hard and fast
requirements about levels of proof necessary to print a story—and



there still aren’t, contrary to all the current huffing and puffing about
“journalistic standards” being abused. | worked as a reporter for near-
ly 20 years, wrote for dozens of different editors, and each had his or
her own set of standards. Generally, if you diligently investigated the
issue, used named sources, found supporting documentation, and
you honestly believed it was true, you went with it. Period. That was

the standard that gutsy editors used, at any rate. Some—like Ben
Bradlee during Watergate, for example—occasionally went with less
because instinct and common sense told them the story was right
even if everything wasn’t completely nailed down.

Nervous editors, on the other hand, used different standards.
“Raising the bar” was the usual trick they used to avoid printing trou-
blesome news. The squeamish demanded an admission of wrong-
doing (preferably written) or an official government report confirming
the story’s charge.

What that means, of course, is that stories about serious, unacknowl-
edged abuses never get printed, and eventually reporters learn not to
waste their time turning over rocks if no one will officially confirm when
something hideous slithers out. And once that happens, they cease
being journalists and become akin to the scribes of antiquity, whose
sole task was to faithfully record the pharaoh’s words in clay.

It is this latter standard that was championed by Abrams in the
Tailwind case and to some extent by San Jose Mercury News editor
Jerry Ceppos in the case of my “Dark Alliance” series in 1996. Under
these new rules, it isn't enough anymore for a reporter to have on-
the-record sources and supporting documentation. Now they must
have something called “proof.” Investigative stories must be
“proven” in order to reach the public; having “insufficient evidence”
is now cause for retraction and dismissal.

“Having read all your stuff, as much as | can about this...I can’t see
where you prove it,” CNN commentator Bill Press whined to former
CNN producer April Oliver. “None of your sources add up to that.”

“What is the standard of proof in a black operation where everyone’s
supposed to deny, or information is tightly compartmentalized?”
Oliver demanded.

Her question, which cuts to the heart of the debate, went unan-
swered. But judging from Abrams’ report, “proof’ apparently is a
statement no one disagrees with, or something that can be demon-
strated, as Ted Turner phrased it, “beyond a reasonable doubt”—the
courtroom standard of proof.

Some, including Turner, say this is good for journalism, that it will
keep unsubstantiated stories out of public circulation, and there’s no

doubt about that. But it will also have the same muffling effect on a

lot of important stories that happen to be true. Such a standard would

have kept Watergate out of the papers. Love Canal, the CIA’s mining

of Nicaragua'’s harbors, the El Mozote massacre in El Salvador—all

would have been suppressed. Don't believe it? Consider the Iran-

Contra scandal. It was only after Ronald Reagan and Edwin Meese
held their famous press conference and
confessed that something funny had
been going on in the White House base-
ment that the Washington press corps
felt emboldened enough to start covering
the scandal seriously. Until then, the idea
of a secret parallel government had been
sneeringly dismissed as some left-wing
conspiracy theory.

What is devious about these standards of proof is that they sound
so eminently responsible. They are doubly handy because they can
be applied after publication, when the heat comes down. Then, as
CNN/Time Warner did, lawyers and former government operatives
can be called in to produce palliative reports bemoaning the lack of
“proof,” and the bothersome story can be interred without further
ado. (Few will question the validity of these reports because, after
all, they come straight from the top.)

But somewhere along the way it's been forgotten that journalism
was never meant to be held to courtroom standards of proof. As
investigative reporter Pete Brewton once put it: “I'm not in the proof
business. I'm in the information business.” Unlike police and pros-
ecutors, reporters don’t have the power to subpoena records or
wiretap phone conversations. We can’t conduct 24-hour surveil-
lances or pay informants for information. We write what we can find
on the public record (which becomes less public all the time). Or at
least we used to.

Fortunately, there are still some reporters and editors out there who
consider an official denial to be a starting point, rather than the end,
of a promising story. It is these men and women who are the true
journalists, the ones who will carry on where the giants of yester-
day—George Seldes, |.F. Stone, and the late Jonathan Kwitny—Ieft
off. Though many of them toil in relative obscurity, for little money
and even less appreciation, their work contributes more to our lives
than the million-dollar celebrity-correspondents that we see on the
nightly news.

Back in 1938, as fascism was sweeping across Europe, George
Seldes presciently observed: “It is possible to fool all the people all
the time—when government and press cooperate.”

Today, such mass deception is possible on a scale that Seldes
never could have imagined. That is why it is more important than
ever to support the journalists with backbones. If these few bits of
illumination should ever sputter and disappear, out of neglect or
frustration or censorship, we will be enveloped by a darkness the
likes of which we’ve never seen.
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The Covert News Network

As one can imagine, the history of the US intelligence community’s
relationship to the news media is a long and sordid one. In the halls
of the CIA’s headquarters in Langley, the corridors of the Pentagon,
and the sub-basement strongholds of the National Security Agency,
a war of deception is the raison d’etre, since the existence of valu-
able information doesn’t depend on whether a war is hot, cold, or
even declared. “National Security,” in one guise or another, has been
used as a cover and excuse for both legitimate intelligence-gathering
operations, as well as countless instances of meddling in the internal
affairs of sovereign nations and of sovereign citizens at home.

Machiavelli is alive and well in the intel world. In this climate, the end
always justifies the means, and ideas like democracy, due process,
accountability, and the US Constitution are just recent annoyances
in the ancient war of propaganda. Although the last few years and
the two generations after the Vietham war have seen an exponen-
tial growth in mistrust of the government, the spin doctors and out-
right liars who serve as mouthpieces of the covert community plod
along. Over 50 years of practice has made them good at their jobs,
and they have been able to adapt well to the times. Mention the
Branch Davidians in mixed company to see how well the “just a
bunch of wackos who deserved what they got” idea has spread.

In April 1967, not even four years after the JFK assassination, the
CIA had sent out a memo to their media assets advising them on
how to counter any criticism of the magic bullet theory and atten-
dant conspiracy rumors. Headquarters sagely advised that the
best methods to attack wacky conspiracy theories were through
news features and book reviews. These published pieces would
suggest that anyone who questioned the Warren Report was
“financially interested,” or, “hasty and inaccurate in their research,”
and that, “No new evidence has emerged.” This sort of thing
sounds oddly familiar, especially if you've read Gerald Posner’s
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defense of the official line, Case Closed. Perhaps this is because
the public has been handed so much info-dung for so long that we
don't realize the reality that has been manufactured for us over the
last 50 years.

JFK, for his part, had a lot of buddies in the press corps, and when
wind of the Bay of Pigs invasion reached the staff of the liberal
mouthpiece New Republic, its editor, Gilbert Harrison, went to his
friend Jack Kennedy to ask permission to publish the scoop. He was
well aware of the security risks associated with doing so, and
Kennedy asked him to scrap the story, which he did. The New York
Times, long a CIA asset through the cooperation of its publishers
like Arthur Hays Sulzberger, was also convinced to severely alter the
story from a front-page, four-column banner headliner to a single
column that mentioned neither the CIA nor an “imminent” invasion.
Kennedy was not, however, a hard-liner on all sensitive operations
issues. About a month after this most visible of clandestine policy
failures, the President was holding another meeting urging top news
editors not to report on security issues, but told a Times staffer: “If
you had printed more about the [Bay of Pigs] operation, you would
have saved us from a colossal mistake.” It is not surprising that
Kennedy valued a free press as essential to a functioning democra-
cy. Maybe he felt a little better after he branded Allen Dulles the fall
guy and fired him for screwing things up.

Dulles was the spymaster extraordinaire who had run the ClIAwith an
iron fist for almost ten years. His experience in covert operations
stretched back to at least World War 1l when he was the Office of
Strategic Services station chief in Switzerland. The OSS was the
breeding ground for many future movers and shakers in the CIA.
After the war, the Machiavellian spirit took over the OSS as the
organization arranged for the wholesale US importation of and legal
immunity for hundreds of German scientists under Project Paperclip.



With the end of the war came the beginnings of the Central
Intelligence Agency. After his appointment as director in 1952, Dulles
occasionally contributed articles to the pages of the staid Reader’s
Digest. The Digest was such an arm of conservatism and fascist sen-
timent that in 1942 it was cited by Nazi propaganda minister Joseph
“The bigger the lie, the
more it will be believed”
Goebbels as a “voice in
the wilderness” urging
the US to stay out of
the growing European
conflict. During the war,
Hitler's 805th Tank Destroyer battalion shot canisters full of reprints
from Reader’s Digest at advancing American troops as a form of low-
tech psychological warfare. The Digest maintains well-staffed offices
in Hong Kong and, before Castro, had another branch in Havana.
The owners once distributed American flag stickers to all employees.

Dulles recruited OSS alum Edward Hunt to run a worldwide program
of pro-capitalist, pro-American propaganda that would eventually be
code-named “MOCKINGBIRD.” Hunt conceived the program as
mind control on the largest scale ever. This project contained the
seeds of the “Propaganda Assets Inventory,” as it later became
known within the Agency. This department’s influence became so
great that the CIA’s first Covert Action Chief, Frank Wisner, egoma-
niacally christened it “Wisner’s Waurlitzer,” boasting that the Agency
was able to play and sway public opinion anywhere in the world.

One of MOCKINGBIRD’s most extensive projects was directed
through a front called the Congress for Cultural Freedom. The CCF,
founded in 1950, funneled millions of dollars to US- and CIA-friend-
ly publications in Britain, South Africa, and Latin America, among
others. One magazine, Encounter, was so successful that it put
most of its competition out of business. This is not surprising, since
the competition didn’t have Uncle Sam’s largesse to fall back on
when advertising or subscriptions dwindled. Encounter steamrolled
over the intellectual life of English-speaking Europeans for 32 years
until its dirty secret was discovered by a reporter for The Observer
newspaper of London, who called the situation a “literary Bay of
Pigs.” Many reporters and editors working during the Cold War were
generally cowed by Red Scare propaganda anyway, which made
Dulles and Hunt's job easier.

In Finland, CIA asset Clay Felker edited a publication called The
Helsinki Youth News. This ostensibly radical, socialist rag attempted

to bend the minds of impressionable young leftists toward the cool
and benevolent US government. Felker's assistant was none other
than former Playboy piece of bunnytail Gloria Steinem. After this field
training, she returned to the US to found the supposed bastion
of modern feminism: Ms. magazine. When publisher Random
House was about
to release a book
authored by a fem-
inist group called
the Redstockings,
charging  Felker
and Steinem with
co-opting the women’s movement and steering it on an elitist course,
while neutralizing its radical aspects, the two ClAassets—as well as
Washington Post editor Katherine Graham—protested, and Random
caved, deleting the segment from the book. Graham also held a large
financial interest in Ms. Graham'’s late husband Philip had been a
tested and true friend of the CIA within the pages of the Post.

In a 1977 Rolling Stone article, Watergate muckraker Carl
Bernstein uncovered a list of over 400 reporters and a coterie of
publishers and media moguls who had basically been rubber-
stamping ClApropaganda since the 1950s. The group included Life
and Time magazines’ Henry Luce (the same Life magazine that
published out-of-sequence stills from the Zapruder film), CBS’s
William Paley, and the aforementioned Arthur Sulzberger, as well
as James Copley of Copley News Service, which owned and sup-
plied reportage to a coven of newspapers like the San Diego Union
and five major dailies in the Chicago metro-
politan area. Bernstein said “at least 23"
reporters and editors with Copley were cer-
tifiably on the CIA’s payroll.

Bernstein interviewed one anonymous

Agency official who told him: “One journalist

is worth 20 agents.” At least one instance of
intentional rubber-stamping at the New York Times was uncovered by
Bernstein: Sulzberger's nephew, C.L. Sulzberger, apparently put his
byline on an Agency briefing document and submitted it as one of his
daily columns. In The CIA and the Cult of Intelligence, authors Victor
Marchetti and John Marks described the kowtowing of syndicated
columnist Charles Bartlett. In 1970, in the midst of the CIA’s campaign
to undermine the election of Chilean leftist Carlos Allende, Bartlett
received an internal memo from the International Telephone &
Telegraph Corporation (ITT) which described efforts “to move in the
name of President Nixon...[with] maximum authority to do all possi-
ble...to keep Allende from taking power.” The American military had
pledged its “material and financial assistance,” and ITT, for its part,
had also promised to forward the funds needed to carry out the oper-
ation, which would protect ITT’s interests in Chile. Bartlett, instead of
breaking the story and launching an investigation, later admitted to
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basing his entire column

of September 28, 1970,

on the ITTmemo, “to the

point of paraphrase.”

He apparently never

checked out the information with any other independent source before
blindly shoveling a heap of bullshit onto his readers.

The CIA debriefed foreign news correspondents as they returned,
gathering information on diverse ephemera such as railroad and air-
port traffic, the number of smokestacks on factories, and the personal-
ities of dignitaries and heads of state. In a silent war, every little bit
counts. After Bernstein’s article was published, the ClAunder its direc-
tor, George Herbert Walker Bush, moved quickly to counter the accu-
sations of the congressionally-appointed Church Committee,
stonewalling investigators while promising not to jack around with the
media in the future. Bush also later said, “Read my lips: No new taxes.”

Once in a while, the hands of other intelligence organizations are
caught up Miss Liberty’s dress, too. When George Bush became
president, he pushed the cover-up program into high gear by draft-
ing a set of press-relations rules for the Department of Defense and
its contractor-bitches. The National Industrial Security Program
Operating Manual contained a supplement especially designed to
handle nosy questions about “black” projects: operations so secret
that they don’t even appear on any official government budgets. The
document, stamped “DRAFT,” is dated May 29, 1992, and states:

Cover stories may be established for unac-
knowledged programs in order to protect the
integrity of the program from individuals who do
not have a need to know. Cover stories must be
believable and cannot reveal any information
regarding the true nature of the contract. Cover
stories for Special Access Programs must have
the approval of the PSO (Program Security
Officer) prior to dissemination.

In an article entitled “Lying by the Book,” reporter John Horgan
quotes Pentagon spokesperson Sue Hansen'’s reply to his question
about this document: “Whoever sent it to you was unauthorized,”
and the document was an unapproved draft version that did not
“represent the policy of the federal government.” Horgan was moved
to ask if this reply itself represented a cover story.

During the Kosovo conflict, the Cable News Network (CNN) hired
five staffers it referred to as “interns.” These interns were working for
no pay to learn the intricacies of the daily operations of CNN, pre-
sumably to be put to use in their later career paths. The problem is
that they had already settled into another career: They were employ-
ees of US Army Intelligence. Liberal bastion radio network National
Public Radio (NPR) also admitted to hiring interns from Army Intel
during the same time period.
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The CNN debacle was uncovered by a Dutch newspaper, Trouw. A
spokesman from the US Army was quoted: “Psyops personnel, sol-
diers and officers, have been working in CNN’s headquarters in
Atlanta through our program ‘Training with Industry.” Major Thomas
Collins of the US Army Information Service continued: “They worked
as regular employees of CNN. Conceivably, they would have
worked on stories during the Kosovo war. They helped in the pro-
duction of news.” The military CNN-personnel belonged to the
Fourth Psychological Operations Group, stationed at Fort Bragg,
North Carolina. One of the main tasks of this group of almost 1200
soldiers and officers is to spread “selected information.” When CNN
found out about the Dutch newspaper story and a later commentary
on the episode by columnist Alexander Cockburn, they dropped the
program like a hot potato. Perhaps taking a cue from the Security
Program Operating Manual, Susan Binford, the head of CNN public
relations, later said: “Is the whole thing embarrassing? Yes. Did it
compromise us journalistically? No.” What else could she say?

The author of the original story, Abe DeVries, also reported on a mil-
itary symposium on Special Operations that was held behind closed
doors in Arlington, Virginia, in February, 1999. A Colonel Christopher
St. John said that the cooperation with CNN was a textbook exam-
ple of the kind of ties the American Army wants to have with the
media. Not only do the psychological operations people want to
spread hand-picked “information” and keep other news quiet, the
Army also wants to control the Internet, to wage electronic warfare
against disobedient media, and to control commercial satellites.

Many sources point to a “major media asset” anchor-level news per-
sonality who has been a long-time cooperative member of the CIA’s
stable. Although no one mentions the asset by name, author Alex
Constantine writes that Walter Cronkite said, in an unreferenced
quote, “My lips have been kind of buttoned for almost 20 years.”
Herein may lie the plight of the journalist who at least attempts to
remain objective on sensitive security issues, and still keep his job.

Despite these leaked revelations and a steady stream of minor
scandals, the Agency keeps up its never-ending battle against truth,
justice, and the American Way. Dated “20 December, 1991,” an
internal memo from the “Task Force on Greater CIAOpenness” was
leaked (or retrieved through an FOIA request—accounts vary) soon
after its completion. The report was in response to a request by then-
CIA Director Robert Gates for a “Task Force” on suggestions for mak-
ing the Agency appear more cuddly and user-friendly to the general
population. Christic Institute lawyer Daniel Sheehan has a copy of the
document and cryptically refers to it in interviews. UFO researcher
Robert Dean brought it up in a press conference in Roswell during the
fiftieth anniversary festivities. One of the humorous (?) aspects of this



document is that a memo on “greater openness” was classified and
clamped down upon by CIA censors when they realized what had
happened. Perhaps an employee at the Public Affairs Office (PAO)
was canned for it, or handed a transfer to Tierra del Fuego.

The text reveals both a self-congratulatory smugness and a para-
doxical desire to evolve the image of the ClAas a “visible and under-
standable” organization. There was obviously a sense that the
American public has just about had it with an agency that seems to
serve no important purpose in a post-Cold War world.

Reacting to this in an early attempt at spin control, rather than out-
right stonewalling or lying, the Task Force recommended some
changes in the methods that the PAO utilizes to deal with their infor-

mation conduits (news media, academia, and private sector busi-
ness). Throughout the document, the Task Force members revealed
that they wanted it both ways, as evidenced by this statement:
“[TIhere was substantial agreement that we generally need to make
the institution and the process more visible and understandable
rather than strive for openness on specific substantive issues.”
Viewed in this light, the study recommended no real change in atti-
tude, only in the way that the Agency presents itself to a hostile or
at least an indifferent public.

Particularly revealing is a passage that describes ClA“contacts with
every major wire service, newspaper, news weekly, and television
network in the nation.” The memo author goes on to boast that the
PAO has been able to change or even scrap stories that were not to
the Agency'’s liking. They had also apparently been able to “turn
‘intelligence failure’ stories into ‘intelligence success stories™ more
than once. This appears to indicate that the CIA still controls a por-
tion of the news media through a “carrot-and-stick” relationship with
reporters, who boast of their “secret sources” and secretly fear the
loss of same if they happen to piss off “Mr. Deep Throat.” The doc-
ument also mentions Oliver Stone’s JFK by name and reveals that
the CIA knew “for some time” that this film was in the works, which
may merely indicate that some CIA staffers read Variety and The
Hollywood Reporter.

The best way to affect opinion is to make the public and policy-
makers believe that their conclusions were reached by a fair and bal-
anced judgment of facts. If the “facts” are controlled, the ham-handed
coercion practiced in other areas of the world that is feared in a free
society never rears its head. The effectiveness of a free press is cas-
trated when the press is compromised, and psychological warfare
specialists will always exploit this fact. The ClAlong ago overstepped
its boundaries as envisioned by Harry Truman, who created the

organization by executive order in 1947. The Agency became unsat-
isfied with merely gathering information, and has obscenely enlarged
a loophole in their charter to wage almost continuous covert war for
over 50 years. Our friend Sun Tzu said: “When one treats people with
benevolence, justice, and righteousness, and reposes confidence in
them, the army will be united in mind and will be happy to serve their
leaders.” (Emphasis added.) This time-honored wisdom that allowed
a civilization to flourish for over 2,000 years seems to have been for-
gotten in a country that hasn't passed its third century, and may not
see that birthday intact if democracy is continually subverted by a
cabal of black-suited control freaks.
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Why Does the Asso((%i

The Associated Press is a newswire service that sends stories to 1,700
newspapers and 5,000 radio and TV stations in the US, not to mention
an additional 8,500 media outlets in over 100 other countries. A non-
profit collective owned by 1,550 daily US newspapers, the AP esti-
mates that its news reaches over a billion people every day. Founded
in 1848 and currently employing over 3,500 people, the AP describes
itself as “the oldest and largest news organization in the world.”

The AP often releases two, three, or more versions of one story on
its newswire. The changes usually aren’t nefarious. Sometimes a
story continues to develop, so the AP updates the original story,
then re-releases it with the new information. In other instances,
they correct a mistake in an earlier version, or the changes can be
for more obscure reasons, such as making the story shorter so
more newspapers will run it. Overall, the changes are usually made
for legitimate reasons.

But a few of the changes are highly suspicious and certainly are of
benefit to those in power. Comparing multiple versions of the same
article coming off the AP’s wire is a laborious and usually boring
process. | was only able do a little bit here and there, but even my
very sporadic efforts uncovered some strange goings-on, ranging
from changing the phrasing of headlines and key passages all the
way to outright deleting damaging information.

When “Threats” Become “Warnings”

The spinning is apparent in an article about Betty Lambuth, a con-
tractor who worked on the White House’s email system. Lambuth
was told by a member of her team that lots of email—some of it very
sensitive—was not being automatically backed up by the system
and, thus, was not being searched in response to subpoenas by the
Justice Department and Congress. In court papers, Labuth says that
when she told White House Office of Administration counsel Mark
Lindsay about the problem, he said that she and her staff would be
fired, arrested, and jailed if they told anyone.
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ated Press .
nange Its Articles?

Labuth’s damning testimony was unsealed by a federal court judge,
and AP reported on it on March 10, 2000. Two versions of this article
appeared—one at 6:47 PM and the second at 10:03 PM. The origi-
nal, more truthful headline read: “White House Worker Alleges
Threats.” A few hours later, the headline has become the pathetic,
“Warnings Alleged in White House Case.” Amazingly the “threats” of
termination and jail time had become “warnings” of termination and
jail time. Also, notice the way the headline was changed from a
strong, active voice to the passive voice. No longer was a White
House worker alleging anything—things were being somehow
alleged by someone, but we don’'t know who.

But it wasn’t just the headline that changed. Threats also became
warnings in the article itself, as we see in the first paragraph:

First version: “In court papers unsealed Friday, a former White House

contractor says she was threatened not to reveal a problem with the
White House e-mail system that con-
cealed thousands of messages from
the Justice Department and congres-
sional investigators.”

Second version: “In court papers unsealed Friday, a former White
House contractor says she was warned not to reveal a problem with
the White House e-mail system that concealed thousands of mes-
sages from the Justice Department and congressional investigators.”

Here's another change that softens the blow to the White House.
First version:

“I learned that one of the computer e-mail
servers, which housed incoming e-mail to much
of the Clinton White House staff, approximately
500 individuals, was not being...managed” by the
automated records system. The system allows
text to be searched in response “to subpoenas
and other inquiries,” said Lambuth.

Second version:

“I learned that one of the computer e-mail servers,
which housed incoming e-mail to much of the



Clinton White House staff, approximately 500 indi-
viduals, was not being...managed” by the auto-
mated records system. The system allows text to
be searched in response “to subpoenas and other
inquiries,” said Lambuth, who said the problem
stemmed from “an apparent programming error.”

The Colombia and/or Disaster Bill

Starting at 8:49 PM on June 29, 2000, AP reporter Alan Fram filed a
string of updated articles regarding Congress’ passage of a bill that
appropriated $11.2 billion for various efforts, including Colombia’s
alleged struggle against the drug trade, as well as defense spend-
ing, disaster relief, and lots of pork projects. By the time the string of
articles ended at 5:24 PM the next day, some interesting changes
had taken place.

At 2:30 AM, the story was headlined, “Clinton Will Sign Bill For
Colombia.” At 1:08 PM, it was, “Sen. Passes Colombia, Disaster Bill.”
Suddenly, it was no longer a bill just about getting involved in an
unwinnable civil war in a

South American country; it

was also about helping

victims of disasters. (I sup-

pose you could argue that

labeling it a “Colombia, disaster bill" is actually redundant.) By 5:19
PM, the headline was “Congress OKs $11.2 Billion for Colombia,
Pentagon, Disasters.” This was the same bill, but now the headline
proclaimed it was for three things, including national defense.

The description of what the bill does for Colombia also morphed
across the opening sentence of the articles. In the early versions, it
was “money for Colombia’s drug war;” then it became simply an
“emergency measure for Colombia;” before finally it was said to be
“financing Colombia’s war against drugs.”

In the 2:38 AM version—which seems to be least-spun of them all—
we find this sentence: “In the end, most members could not resist
the election-year largesse it contained for the Long Island Sound’s
struggling lobster industry, law enforcement along the Arizona-
Mexico border, and much in between.” That sentence was also in
the 1:08 PM version, but it disappeared as of 5:19 PM, being
replaced by this sentence: “But legislators also included hundreds of
millions for election-year, home-state projects ranging from New
York City’'s proposed Second Avenue subway to the crabbing
industry in Alaska, Washington state and Oregon.” Of course, this
is saying the same thing, but how it's said is what's important. The
opinionated word “largesse” is gone, as is the slap that “most mem-
bers could not resist” it. The new, sanitized sentence remained in
the final, 5:38 PM version.

The National Security Agency Disappears
from an “Alleged” Spy Network

On July 5, 2000, AP released two versions of an article about the
European Parliament voting to expand its probe into Echelon, the
US-based communications-eavesdropping network that monitors
phone calls, faxes, and email worldwide. At 5:33 PM, the headline
read, “European Parliament Votes for Wider Probe Into U.S.
Spying.” The hammer must've come down awfully fast, because
when the second version of the article was put on the wire at 6:14
PM, the headline had been softened considerably: “Europe Votes
for Wider Probe of Alleged U.S. Spy Network.” Ah, so how the spy-
ing is merely “alleged.” And, more subtly, it's not even US “spying”
anymore—it's just a “spy network.” They may or may not be active-
ly spying, but the network is there. Allegedly.

The first version starts out: “The European Parliament voted
Wednesday to widen a probe into a U.S.-led spy network accused
of monitoring billions of phone calls, e-mails and faxes, but denied
investigators the right to call withesses.”

But the second

version begins:

“The European

Parliament voted

Wednesday to
widen a probe into an alleged U.S. spy network that many assem-
bly members say Washington is using to snoop on the businesses
of its European allies.”

In the second paragraph of the original version, Echelon is identified
as “a global satellite eavesdropping service believed to be run
chiefly by the U.S. National Security Agency.” But in the same para-
graph of the second version, Echelon is merely a system “which is
believed capable of intercepting billions of phone calls, e-mails and
faxes per hour worldwide.” Not only was the National Security
Agency removed from that paragraph, it was removed from the
entire article. People reading the later version of the article—the one
that would be picked up by most newspapers—would have no clue
as to who might be running Echelon.

Another interesting change occurred regarding the US’s acknowl-
edgement of Echelon. In the first version of the article, we learn that,
“U.S. intelligence officials have never confirmed its existence, nor do
they deny it.” But a mere 41 minutes later, the situation had appar-
ently changed: “U.S. intelligence officials have never publicly con-
firmed the existence of such a system. They have denied eaves-
dropping on ordinary American and European citizens.” Strange,
too, that this information was moved from its original place within the
eighth paragraph of the article up to the much more prominent posi-
tion of being the entire third paragraph.
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Although the second version of the article is over 30 words shorter
than the original, AP was somehow able to find the space to add two
exculpatory, completely new paragraphs as a conclusion:

The motion would have given investigators the
power to order witnesses to testify, which the
Greens had hoped to use to compel several U.S.
officials, including CIADirector George Tenet and
Lt. Gen. Michael V. Hayden, head of the National
Security Agency, to testify before the committee.

Both have denied reports the United States was
involved in spying on Europeans and Americans
as part of a satellite surveillance network in testi-
mony to the U.S. Congressional House
Intelligence Committee.

Unviewing a Videotape

It registered only a minor blip during the 2000 presidential campaign,
but on September 13, 2000, the story broke about a “confidant” of Al
Gore who had received documents and a video revealing George W.
Bush'’s debate strategy. The recipient was former congressman Tom
Downey, who was helping Gore prepare to debate Bush.

From 3:39 PM to 11:26 PM, the AP released a
staggering eight versions of the article on this
story. Written by Ron Fournier, the first three
versions are headlined “Gore Gets Package of
Bush Info.” At 6:15 PM, this changes to, “Gore Confidant Gets Bush
Package,” and it stays this way through the subsequent versions.
This isn’t a bad thing, since the second headline is more accurate.

The fishy part occurs within the article. All versions of the article con-
tain a timeline of the events from Downey’s reception of the package,
to his calling his lawyer, to the FBI picking up the package from the
lawyer’s office. The first five versions contain these sentences:

He opened the package, which contained a
videotape and documents that appeared to relate
to the Bush campaign. He played the tape
briefly—Miller later said for a few seconds—
“which confirmed to Mr. Downey that the materi-
als appeared to relate to Governor Bush'’s debate
preparations.” Downey notified Miller...

However, starting with the sixth version (released at 9:00 PM), this
admission that Downey watched the tape vanishes:

He opened the package, which contained a

videotape and documents that appeared to relate
to the Bush campaign. Downey notified Miller...
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The World Bank’s Disappearing Sex Slaves

| have come across one case in which there can be absolutely no
doubt that a story was changed to protect the powerful. It involves a
fairly short article headlined “House Bill Targets Those Involved in
International Sex Trade.” Published in two versions on May 9, 2000,
the article notes that the House of Representatives passed a bill
increasing penalties on people who bring foreign women and chil-
dren into the US and force them into the sex trade.

The article first appeared at 6:49 PM. The whitewashed version
appeared at 8:00 PM. Both versions are exactly the same except for
one portion of a sentence. First, read the eighth paragraph from the
original version:

Smith said he and Rep. Sam Gejdenson, D-
Conn., a co-sponsor, recently talked to several
women who had been held as “virtual slaves” in
the Washington area by foreign diplomats and
employees of the World Bank or the International
Monetary Fund.

Pretty shocking, eh? This article appeared soon after the big meet-
ing of the IMF and the World Bank in DC in mid-April 2000.
According to two US congressmen, women were held against their

will and used as sex slaves by the attendees. But that's not what you
found out if you read the final version of the article. Here is the com-
plete eight paragraph from the 8:00 PM version:

Smith said he and Rep. Sam Gejdenson, D-
Conn., a co-sponsor, recently talked to several
women who had been held as “virtual slaves” in
the Washington area.

The phrase, “by foreign diplomats and employees of the World
Bank or the International Monetary Fund,” was deleted, flushed
down the memory hole. That is the one and only change made to
the entire article.

What | desperately want to know is: Who called the AP in the inter-
vening hour and got them to yank those fourteen words? Who really
calls the shots at the AP? Who gets the most prominent print-news
organization to change its stories to protect the President, the
Congress, the World Bank/IMF, and other powerful parties?



We Distort, _
You Abide

Diminishing Bisociative Contexts and

Expanding Media Technologies

The writer Arthur Koestler “[Newscaster:] Today a young man on acid real- Famous bisociative connections

coined the phrase “bisociation”
as the process by which new

ized that all matter is really energy condensed to

include the subtexts of the biog-
raphies of Aristotle Onassis and

insights are gained through cor- @ slow vibration, that we are reaIIy all one con- Howard Hughes. Researcher

relations between disparate
sources. He examined the idea

sciousness, there is no such thing as death, life is

Bruce Roberts, ostensibly using
his own insider information,

in his magnum opus trilogy: The ONly a dream, we are the imagination of ourselves. amassed data suggesting both

Sleepwalkers (London, 1959),
The Act of Creation (1964),
and The Ghost in the Machine
(1967). As one example,
Koestler used a controversy concerning astronomical measure-
ments in 1796 contributing to the science of neurophysiology, motor
and sensory nerve impulses, 50 years later.* Robert Anton Wilson
pointed out that “electricity and magnetism were two different sub-
jects before James C. Maxwell, whose bisociation into electromag-
netism is as basic to modern physics as Einstein’s bisociation of
space and time into space-time.”? Koestler identified bisociation
with scientific development; students of conspiracy have often used
it as a tool to get beyond the compliant media.?

Mel Gibson’s conspiracy-obsessed character Jerry Fletcher, in the
movie Conspiracy Theory, demonstrates—rather, parodies—the
technique by highlighting a pair of headlines in a newspaper—-Shuttle
Launch Set for October” and “President Set to Visit Turkey"—and
making a bisociative connection. Fletcher explains later that six major

earthquakes in the past three-and-a-half years coincided with Space
Shuttle orbits, and speculates that a seismic weapon may be used by
the currently orbiting shuttle on the President’s plane as it lands on an
earthquake during a planned trip to Turkey.* At movie's end, Jerry
Fletcher finds himself safely in the hands of the intelligence commu-
nity, the assumed good guys as usual, an irony that underscores the
current threat to bisociative learning in parapolitics.

Here’s Tom with the weather...”

were high-stakes global manip-
ulators and that Onassis kid-
napped Hughes. That theory,
called the Gemstone thesis, illu-
minates what conspiracy students understand about the international
mob, and became the subject of a half-dozen books. (See: Inside the
Gemstone File, by Kenn Thomas and David Hatcher Childress.)

—Bill Hicks

Perhaps the most obvious of bisociations has to do with Lee Harvey
Oswald, whose life and career followed the path of the U2 spy plane.
He served at the Atsugi airbase in Japan; possibly gave the Soviets
information on the U2 that they used to shoot down Gary Powers; and
worked at a film-processing lab that handled U2 film before getting a
job at the book depository. Those facts, bisociated with what
appeared about Oswald in the press, gave the lie to the Warren
Commission. It took the bisociative efforts of famed conspiracy
researcher Sherman Skolnick to come up with the fact that E. Howard
Hunt's wife Dorothy was on the plane that crashed near the Midway
airport in 1973 before anyone made the connection to Watergate.

The corporate media,
defined less now as televi-
sion/radio and newspa-
pers/magazines than as the
Internet and digital technol -
ogy, has never offered
more than barely rewritten
government  pronounce-
ments as news and shallow entertainments designed primarily to
promote consumer commodities. Gibson’s movie, like all videos,
falls into the latter category, a quick-rental critique of the conspiracy
culture that leaves the international cops in firm control. Bill Hicks’
example® is but a small one of the wide range of reality that goes un-
and under-reported by the supposedly all-encompassing and high-
powered media. The bisociative idea provides one way to shake
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loose true informational content from that daily barrage, by shifting
contexts and reading between connections.

Computer enthusiasts touted the digital environment as another
promising way, and the community of conspiracy researchers that
joined it enjoyed some success before being thoroughly demonized.
The new technology did little to stop the consolidation of corporate
control, however, with fewer and fewer corporate entities controlling
more and more pseudo-content, all of it seemingly dominated by a
global military state. At a time when shifting bisociative contexts
should abound, the World Wide Web resembles more the outmod-
ed newsstand, with every magazine reporting the same news from
the same angle, or the uniform coverage of the three TV networks
in the days before cable. The proliferation of news networks and
their accompanying Websites was an expansion of form, not an
addition of information and perspective. Despite an underground of
researchers and homegrown investigators that continue to struggle
mightily on the Internet, the monolith dominates.

That fix is in, and even the slightest examination of developing dig-
ital technologies demonstrates that not only has the informed citi-
zen not been given the expected expanded context in which to
bisociate, he/she has been given the new burden of a more sophis-
ticated invasive spy technology. The PROMIS software remains in
the conspiracy lore as among the best-known of two-way comput-
er systems, sold illegally

to police agencies around

the world with a backdoor

that centralized snooping

on those very agencies.®

Similar backdoor surveil-

lance technologies appeared in everyday computer browsers, report-
ed upon and exposed twice in the mainstream press,” and yet
according to the conspiracy grapevine still exist.® As the confluence
of computers and television continues its course, office workers learn
on the TV news that employers not only can spy on them through
their desktops, but do so and have every legal right. Another meas-
ure of that confluence is the common response to the notion that
nothing truly subversive can pass through cyberspace: “So what? |
never think or do anything subversive on the computer anyway!”

David Burke, editor of an anti-television zine in Britain called White
Dot and author of a book entitled SPY TV, which calls for a boycott
of the new interactive digital television,® argues against its capacity
to create electronic files compiling information about viewers'watch-
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ing and buying habits. Such information comprises “tele-
graphics,” demographics gathered for the purpose of
creating psychographic profiles for the purpose of mar-
keting. Burke quotes one digital television consultant as
saying, “What we're trying to do is change or reinforce
behavior.” This is the language of the Behaviorists, psy-
chologists responsible for the “rat-o-morphic” view of
man (in the language of their great critic, Arthur Koestler,
in The Ghost in the Machine), and is, of course, nothing new to dig-
ital TV.* Television has always served this function for the advertis-
ing industry and society in general.

Burke suggests that the new digital cable, now more commonly avail-
able than the cable systems that replaced broadcast television, not
only has the previous capacity to transmit subliminals but also to
receive feedback from the transmission directly. Burke wants a digital
boycott until the industry satisfies six demands for viewer privacy out-
lined in his book. “They’re just the conditions of ownership most view-
ers thought they were getting anyway.” So far any similar effort initiated
on behalf of computer users under the same threat to their privacy
apparently awaits further convergence of TV and PC technology.

Perhaps more important in preserving future bisociative contexts
than the effort to collect information on a docile population (or, alter-
nately, assuring that docility via the threat of constant surveillance)
is the massive military intelligence operation to conceal and cover
up its criminal past. An executive order signed by Bill Clinton in 1995
(order number 12958) ostensibly requires the declassification of all
documents older than 25 years, a US equivalent of the UK’s 30-year
rule (which is often called the UK’s only equivalent of the US’s
Freedom of Information Act). The order contained the expected
exemptions for national security purposes but otherwise held great
promise for historical study.

In  response, the Army

promptly created a new office,

the Army Declassification

Activity (ADA), hired a private

technology services contrac-
tor called Kajax Engineering, and by 1999 had dumped 92 million
meaningless financial records on the National Archives in College
Park, Maryland. Writer Joshua Dean notes that “the remaining docu-
ments must be read one by one, because they could reveal informa-
tion on weapons systems, covert operations or other topics that
would hurt national security,” precisely the kind of information that
students of conspiracy and parapolitics value.

Dean describes the CIA’'s Image Workflow Automation system, a
new digital means to redact documents, replacing the old-fashioned
magic-marker approach. “The system has redaction tools that let the
declassifiers black out words, sentences, sections or even entire
pages.... Once this occurs, the system completely obliterates the
text that has been redacted and stores the file to await the next peri-



odic release to the Archives.... The agency has built up its program
with technology designed to keep secrets secret.”*? Despite this
streamlined destruction of information, by 1999 the CIA had
reviewed only 5.2 million documents and released to the archives
only 3.4 million from a backlog of 66 million. Intelligence teams work
full-time daily making sure nothing of significance is released as part
of the declassification process.

This would be a scandal in a culture with a free press, but if the dig-
ital revolution has the corporate media doing anything more than
waiting for press releases from the ClAabout the documents it does
decide to parcel out, it remains hard to tell. As the new competitor to
CNN, the Fox News Channel, declaring its ersatz objectivity with the
phrase “We Report, You Decide,” mimics form and content from the
other cable services, although often blending the forms of govern-
ment-issue news and shallow talk shows. Former CBS broadcaster
Paula Zahn, for instance, packages her chatter on Fox as being on
The Edge, as she calls her show. Hannity & Colmes continues the
kind of false dialogue of neoconservatism and pseudo-leftism prof-
fered for many years on CNN'’s Crossfire. To make it interactive,
each program includes email feedback and has its own Webpage.

Perhaps the Fox Network’s worst culprit, however, is Bill O’'Reilly.
O'Reilly’s self-important O’Reilly Factor program, named as if the
opinions of the host—who has an unfortunate resemblance to the
clownish newscaster of the old Mary Tyler Moore Show, Ted
Baxter—"factored in” on any issue he defines as nationally impor-
tant. In a rare moment, O'Reilly recently featured writer Jim Marrs,
a respected scholar of conspiracy history™® whose new book, Rule
By Secrecy, outlines some of the secret fraternal and social groups
in US politics. The interview not only reflected Jim Marrs’ superb
scholarship, but it exposed the extent to which corporate broadcast-
ers such as O’Reilly know about, cover up, and accept as inevitable
abusive, conspiracy-dominated power relations:

: What is the purpose of these organi-
zations?

: To push the same agenda that they're
pushing right now, which is globalization.

. ...[T]o have everybody to come into a common economy and a
common way of thinking. Now, we've heard of the Council on

Foreign Relations. Why do you say that's a secret society?

: Because you can't just walk off the street and join.

: You have to be invited, like any country club.

: That's exactly right, and according to the bylaws, you're not
supposed to talk about what they discuss. And yes, unlike most
country clubs, this is a club made up of people who are shaping the
destiny of this country.

: They want discretion in the sense that these are pow-
erful people, Henry Kissinger and Alan Greenspan, but we
called the Council on Foreign Relations and they say that
Al Gore was never a member.

: It may be that the material | got referred to Al Gore, Sr...

: But you should know that, should you not?

. ...[B]ut he’s definitely closely connected to all these same people.

: You should know whether Al Gore, if you're going to say this in
the book, that he was member, you should know whether he was or
not, shouldn’t you?

. It's true. According to the information | have, he was a member
before he became a part of the administration.

: Again, we'll tell the audience that the Council of Foreign
Relations says he is not. Now, even if he was a member of this
organization, why is that a bad thing?

. It's not necessarily a bad thing. My thing is that they are push-
ing for this international, global, one-world economy, one-world gov-
ernment, one-world military, being pushed along in secrecy. We don't
get to vote on it. | never got to vote on the World Trade Organization.

: They’re a bunch of old guys sitting around, let’s be frank about
it, saying all kinds of things they want to say. They have no influence
on whether...there’s never going to be a one-world military. Let's get
to Skull and Bones, because a lot of people have heard of that. This
is a Yale thing. We know that George W. Bush and his father,
President Bush, were both members. But this is like a fraternity, so
what's the big deal here?

: That's right. But if you look at the odds of this one fraternity
fielding dozens and dozens of high-ranking officials. You go look at
any other fraternity and you're not going to find that. This has been
styled, and the facts seem to point to it, that it's a stepping stone into
this world elite that is in control.
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. Is there anything wrong with that?

. | don't know. My thing is—they say this is the way towards
peace and prosperity. I'm not going to argue with that.

. It's always been old money that’s stuck together. Look, George
W. Bush made a lot of money because of his father, President Bush.
He had a lot of opportunity, but that’s always the way it is! It's the rich
guys get richer and the poor guys have to make it on their own!
That's Americal

: But all these rich guys are now pushing for a global economy,
a global system of government...

: Well, Clinton’s pushing for that. He’s not a rich guy. The only
society he’s in is chasing babes.

: Where is the guarantee that if they achieve this globalization
that some Hitler-like tyrant won'’t gain control?

: Nah. | don't see either of those things as being scary or nefarious.

: Just an old boys’ network, eh?

: Look, you go to Yale, the Yale people take care of you. I'm in the
Harvard Club, right? If | need a favor from some guy at Harvard, he’'s
more inclined to do it than if my name is Vinnie and he doesn’t know me.

: Exactly. That's my point.

: But that's Americal!

: But how does this help the guy down in Odessa, Texas?

. It doesn’t help him.

: Well, then, shouldn’t we at least point out that they’re part of
that old-boy network?

: 1 don’t mind that you point it out, but | do think that you should
have ID’'d whether Al Gore was a member of the Council of Foreign
Relations or not. But we appreciate you coming in here, Mr. Marrs.

. |1 did check with their material.

Bill O'Reilly’s only investigative work here was to call for the official
denial by CFR of Al Gore’s membership. Such cooperation between
the new digital cable TV news apparatus and the old power hierar-
chies reflects the small extent to which changing technologies alter
the flow of information, the potential for adding contexts for bisocia-
tive exploration notwithstanding, for the better.

While students of conspiracy no doubt find the expanding media
technologies disappointing, they remain phenomena to be studied
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cautiously, whether manifested as new global surveillance technolo-
gies, bloated intelligence bureaucracies feverishly ferreting out and
censoring important information from the historic record on a mass
scale, or compliant newsmen insisting against all democratic tradi-
tion that, “That's America!”*
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The Media and

Their Atrocities

For the better part of a decade the US public has been bombarded
with a media campaign to demonize the Serbian people and their
elected leaders. During that time, the US government has pursued a
goal of breaking up Yugoslavia into a cluster of small, weak, depend-
ent, free-market prin-

cipalities. Yugoslavia

was the only country

in Eastern Europe

that would not dis-

mantle its welfare

state and public sec-

tor economy. It was the only one that did not beg for entry into NATO.
It was—and what'’s left of it, still is—charting an independent course
not in keeping with the New World Order.

Targeting the Serbs

Of the various Yugoslav peoples, the Serbs were targeted for demo-
nization because they were the largest nationality and the one most
opposed to the breakup of Yugoslavia. But what of the atrocities
they committed? All sides committed atrocities in the fighting that
has been encouraged by the Western powers over the last decade,
but the reporting has been consistently one-sided. Grisly incidents
of Croat and Muslim atrocities against the Serbs rarely made it into
the US press, and when they did they were accorded only passing
mention.*

Meanwhile, Serb atrocities were played up and sometimes even
fabricated, as we shall see. Recently, three Croatian generals were
indicted by the Hague War Crimes Tribunal for the bombardment
and deaths of Serbs in Krajina and elsewhere. Where were the US
television crews when these war crimes were being committed?
John Ranz, chair of Survivors of the Buchenwald Concentration
Camp, USA, asks: Where were the TV cameras when hundreds of
Serbs were slaughtered by Muslims near Srebrenica?? The official
line, faithfully parroted in the US media, is that Bosnian Serb forces
committed all the atrocities at Srebrenica.

Are we to trust US leaders and the corporate-owned news media
when they dish out atrocity stories? Recall the 500 premature
babies whom Iragi soldiers laughingly ripped from incubators in

Kuwait—a story repeated and believed until exposed as a total fab-
rication years later. During the Bosnian war in 1993, the Serbs were
accused of pursuing an official policy of rape. “Go forth and rape,” a
Bosnian Serb commander supposedly publicly instructed his troops.
The source of that
story never could be
traced. The com-
mander's name was
never produced. As
far as we know, no
such utterance was
ever made. Even the New York Times belatedly ran a tiny retraction,
coyly allowing that, “[T]he existence of ‘a systematic rape policy’ by
the Serbs remains to be proved.”®

Bosnian Serb forces supposedly raped anywhere from 25,000 to
100,000 Muslim women, according to various stories. The Bosnian
Serb army numbered not more than 30,000 or so, many of whom were
involved in desperate military engagements. A representative from
Helsinki Watch noted that stories of massive Serbian rapes originated
with the Bosnian Muslim and Croatian governments and had no cred-
ible supporting evidence. Common sense would dictate that these sto-
ries be treated with the utmost skepticism—and not be used as an
excuse for an aggressive and punitive policy against Yugoslavia.

The “mass rape” propaganda theme was resuscitated in 1999 to jus-
tify the continued NATO slaughter of Yugoslavia. A headline in the
San Francisco Examiner (April 26, 1999) tells us: “Serb Tactic Is
Organized Rape, Kosovo Refugees Say.” No evidence or testimony
is given to support the charge of organized rape. Only at the bottom
of the story, in the nineteenth paragraph, do we read that reports
gathered by the Kosovo mission of the Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe found no such organized rape policy. The
actual number of rapes were in the dozens, “and not many dozens,”
according to the OSCE spokesperson. This same story did note in
passing that the UN War Crimes Tribunal sentenced a Bosnian
Croat military commander to ten years in prison for failing to stop his
troops from raping Muslim women in 1993—an atrocity we heard lit-
tle about when it was happening.

A few-dozen rapes is a few-dozen too many. But can it serve as one
of the justifications for a massive war? If Mr. Clinton wanted to stop



rapes, he could have begun a little closer
to home in Washington, DC, where dozens
of rapes occur every month. Indeed, he
might be able to alert us to how women are
sexually mistreated on Capitol Hill and in
the White House itself.

The Serbs were blamed for the infamous

Sarajevo market massacre. But according to the report leaked out
on French TV, Western intelligence knew that it was Muslim opera-
tives who had bombed Bosnian civilians in the marketplace in order
to induce NATO involvement. Even international negotiator David
Owen, who worked with Cyrus Vance, admitted in his memoir that
the NATO powers knew all along that it was a Muslim bomb.*

On one occasion, notes Barry Lituchy, the New York Times ran a
photo purporting to be of Croats grieving over Serbian atrocities
when in fact the murders had been committed by Bosnian Muslims.
The Times printed an obscure retraction the following week.®

The propaganda campaign against Belgrade has been so relentless
that even prominent personages on the left—who oppose the NATO
policy against Yugoslavia—have felt compelled to genuflect before
this demonization orthodoxy, referring to unspecified and unverified
Serbian “brutality” and “the monstrous Milosevic.”® Thus they reveal
themselves as having been influenced by the very media propa-
ganda machine they criticize on so many other issues. To reject the
demonized images of Milosevic and of the Serbian people is not to
idealize them or claim that Serb forces are faultless or free of
crimes. It is merely to challenge the one-sided propaganda that laid
the grounds for NATO’s aggression against Yugoslavia.

The Ethnic Cleansing Hype

Up until the NATO bombings began in March 1999, the conflict in
Kosovo had taken 2,000 lives altogether from both sides, according
to Kosovo Albanian sources. Yugoslavian sources put the figure at
800. Such casualties reveal a civil war, not genocide. Belgrade is
condemned for the forced expulsion policy of Albanians from Kosovo.
But such expulsions began in substantial numbers only after the
NATO bombings, with thousands being uprooted by Serb forces,
especially from areas where KLA mercenaries were operating.

52

We should keep in mind that tens of thousands also fled Kosovo
because it was being mercilessly bombed by NATO, or because it
was the scene of sustained ground fighting between Yugoslav
forces and the KLA, or because they were just afraid and hungry. An
Albanian woman crossing into Macedonia was eagerly asked by a
news crew if she had been forced out by Serb police. She respond-
ed: “There were no Serbs. We were frightened of the [NATO]
bombs.”” | had to read this in the San Francisco Guardian, an alter-
native weekly, not in the New York Times or Washington Post.

During the bombings, an estimated 70,000 to 100,000 Serbian res-
idents of Kosovo took flight (mostly north but some to the south), as
did thousands of Roma and others.? Were the Serbs ethnically
cleansing themselves? Or were these people not fleeing the bomb-
ing and the ground war? Yet, the refugee tide caused by the bomb-
ing was repeatedly used by US warmakers as justification for the
bombing, a pressure put on Milosevic to allow “the safe return of
ethnic Albanian refugees.”®

While Kosovo Albanians were leaving in great numbers—usually well-
clothed and in good health, some riding their tractors, trucks, or cars,
many of them young men of recruitment age—they were described as
being “slaughtered.” It was repeatedly reported that “Serb atroci-
ties"—not the extensive ground war with the KLAand certainly not the
massive NATO bombing—"drove more than one million Albanians
from their homes.”® More recently, there have been hints that
Albanian Kosovar refugees numbered nowhere near that figure.

Serbian attacks on KLA strongholds or the forced expulsion of
Albanian villagers were described as “genocide.” But experts in sur-
veillance photography and wartime propaganda charged NATO with
running a “propaganda campaign” on Kosovo that lacked any sup-
porting evidence. State Department reports of mass graves and of
100,000 to 500,000 missing Albanian men “are just ludicrous,”
according to these independent critics.™ Their findings were ignored
by the major networks and other national media. Early in the war,
Newsday reported that Britain and France
were seriously considering “commando
assaults into Kosovo to break the pattern of
Serbian massacres of ethnic Albanians.”*
What discernible pattern of massacres? Of
course, no commando assaults were put
into operation, but the story served its pur-
pose of hyping an image of mass killings.



An ABC Nightline show made dramatic and repeated references to the
“Serbian atrocities in Kosovo” while offering no specifics. Ted Kopple
asked a group of angry Albanian refugees what they had specifically
witnessed. They pointed to an old man in their group who wore a wool
hat. One of them reenacted what the Serbs had done to him, throwing
the man’s hat to the ground and stepping on it—"because the Serbs
knew that his hat was the most important thing

to him.” Kopple was appropriately horrified

about this “war crime,” the only example offered

in an hour-long program.

A widely-circulated story in the New York

Times, headlined “US Report Outlines Serb

Attacks in Kosovo,” tells us that the State Department issued “the
most comprehensive documentary record to date on atrocities.” The
report concluded that there had been organized rapes and system-
atic executions. But as one reads further and more closely into the
article, one finds that State Department reports of such crimes
“depend almost entirely on information from refugee accounts.
There was no suggestion that American intelligence agencies had
been able to verify, most, or even many, of the accounts...and the
word ‘reportedly’and ‘allegedly’appear throughout the document.”*?

British journalist Audrey Gillan interviewed Kosovo refugees about
atrocities and found an impressive lack of evidence or credible
specifics. One woman caught him glancing at the watch on her wrist,
while her husband told him how all the women had been robbed of
their jewelry and other possessions. A spokesman for the UN High
Commissioner for Refugees talked of mass rapes and what sounded
like hundreds of killings in three villages, but when Gillan pressed him
for more precise information, he reduced it drastically to five or six
teenage rape victims. But he had not spoken to any witnesses, and
admitted that “we have no way of verifying these reports.”

Gillan notes that some refugees had seen killings and other atroci-
ties, but there was little to suggest that they had seen it on the scale
that was being reported. One afternoon, officials in charge said
there were refugees arriving who talked of 60 or more being killed in
one village and 50 in another, but Gillan “could not find one eyewit-
ness who actually saw these things happening.” Yet every day
Western journalists reported “hundreds” of rapes and murders.
Sometimes they noted in passing that the reports had yet to be sub-
stantiated, but then why were such unverified stories being so
eagerly reported in the first place?

The Disappearing “Mass Graves”

After NATO forces occupied Kosovo, the stories about mass atroci-
ties continued fortissimo. The Washington Post reported that 350
ethnic Albanians “might be buried in mass graves” around a moun-
tain village in western Kosovo. They “might be” or they might not be.
These estimates were based on sources that NATO officials refused

to identify. Getting down to specifics, the article mentions “four
decomposing bodies” discovered near a large ash heap.*

It was repeatedly announced in the first days of the NATO occupa-
tion that 10,000 Albanians had been killed (down from the 100,000
and even 500,000 Albanian men supposedly executed during the

war). No evidence was ever offered to support the 10,000 figure, nor
even to explain how it was arrived at so swiftly and surely while
NATO troops were still moving into place and did not occupy but
small portions of the province.

Likewise, unsubstantiated references to “mass graves,” each pur-
portedly filled with hundreds or even thousands of Albanian victims,
repeatedly failed to materialize. Through the summer of 1999, the
media hype about mass graves devolved into an occasional
unspecified reference. The few sites actually unearthed offered up
as many as a dozen bodies or sometimes twice that number, but
with no certain evidence regarding causes of death or even the
nationality of victims. In some cases there was reason to believe the
victims were Serbs.*®

On April 19, 1999, while the NATO bombings of Yugoslavia were
going on, the State Department announced that up to 500,000
Kosovo Albanians were missing and feared dead. On May 16, US
Secretary of Defense William Cohen, a former Republican senator
from Maine now serving in President Clinton’s Democratic
Administration, stated that 100,000 military-aged ethnic Albanian
men had vanished and might have been killed by the Serbs.*” Such
widely varying but horrendous figures from official sources went
unchallenged by the media and by the many liberals who supported
NATO’s “humanitarian rescue operation.” Among these latter were
some supposedly progressive members of Congress who seemed
to believe they were witnessing another Nazi Holocaust.

On June 17, just before the end of the war, British Foreign Office
Minister Geoff Hoon said that “in more than 100 massacres” some
10,000 ethnic Albanians had been killed (down from the 100,000
and 500,000 bandied about by US officials).”*® A day or two after the
bombings stopped, the Associated Press and other news agencies,
echoing Hoon, reported that 10,000 Albanians had been killed by
the Serbs.” No explanation was given as to how this figure was
arrived at, especially since not a single war site had yet been inves-
tigated and NATO forces had barely begun to move into Kosovo. On
August 2, Bernard Kouchner, the United Nations’chief administrator
in Kosovo (and organizer of Doctors Without Borders), asserted that
about 11,000 bodies had been found in common graves throughout



Kosovo. He cited as his source the International Criminal Tribunal
for the Former Republic of Yugoslavia (ICTY). But the ICTY denied
providing any such information. To this day, it is not clear how
Kouchner came up with his estimate.

As with the Croatian and Bosnian conflicts, the image of mass killings
was hyped once again. Repeatedly, unsubstantiated references to
“mass graves,” each purportedly filled with hundreds or even thou-
sands of Albanian victims, were publicized in daily media reports. In
September 1999, Jared Israel did an Internet search for newspaper
articles, appearing over the previous three months, including the
words “Kosovo” and “mass grave.” The report came back: “More than
1,000—too many to list. “ Limiting his search to articles in the New
York Times, he came up with 80, nearly one a day. Yet when it came
down to hard evidence, the mass graves seemed to disappear.

Thus, in mid-June, the FBI sent a team to investigate two of the sites
listed in the war-crimes indictment against Slobodan Milosevic, one
purportedly containing six victims and the other 20. The team lugged
107,000 pounds of equipment into Kosovo to handle what was
called the “largest crime scene in the FBI's forensic history,” but it
came up with no reports about mass graves. Not long after, on July
1, the FBI team returned home, oddly with not a word to say about
their investigation.*

Forensic experts from other NATO countries had similar experi-
ences. A Spanish forensic team, for instance, was told to prepare for
at least 2,000 autopsies, but found only 187 bodies, usually buried
in individual graves, and showing no signs of massacre or torture.
Most seemed to have been killed by mortar shells and firearms. One
Spanish forensic expert, Emilio Perez Puhola, acknowledged that
his team did not find one mass grave. He dismissed the widely publi-
cized references about mass graves as being part of the “machinery
of war propaganda.”?

In late August 1999, the Los Angeles Times tried to salvage the
genocide theme with a story about how the wells of Kosovo might
be “mass graves in their own right.” The Times claimed that “many
corpses have been dumped into wells in Kosovo.... Serbian forces
apparently stuffed...many bodies of ethnic Albanians into wells dur-
ing their campaign of terror.”* Apparently? Whenever the story got
down to specifics, it dwelled on only one
village and only one well—in which one
body of a 39-year-old male was found,
along with three dead cows and a dog.
Neither his nationality nor cause of death
was given. Nor was it clear who owned
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the well. “No other human remains
were discovered, “ the Times lamely
concluded. As far as | know, neither
the Los Angeles Times nor any other
media outlet ran any more stories of
wells stuffed with victims.

In one grave site after another, bodies were failing to materialize in
any substantial numbers—or any numbers at all. In July 1999, a
mass grave in Ljubenic, near Pec (an area of concerted fighting)—
believed to be holding some 350 corpses—produced only seven
after the exhumation. In Djacovica, town officials claimed that 100
ethnic Albanians had been murdered, but there were no bodies
because the Serbs had returned in the middle of the night, dug them
up, and carted them away, the officials seemed to believe. In Pusto
Selo, villagers claimed that 106 men were captured and killed by
Serbs at the end of March, but again no remains were discovered.
Villagers once more suggested that Serb forces must have come
back and removed them. How they accomplished this without being
detected was not explained. In Izbica, refugees reported that 150
ethnic Albanians were executed in March. But their bodies were
nowhere to be found. In Kraljan, 82 men were supposedly killed, but
investigators found not a single cadaver.*

The worst incident of mass atrocities ascribed to Yugoslavian leader
Slobodan Milosevic allegedly occurred at the Trepca mine. As
reported by US and NATO officials, the Serbs threw 1,000 or more
bodies down the shafts or disposed of them in the mine’s vats of
hydrochloric acid. In October 1999, the ICTY released the findings
of Western forensic teams investigating Trepca. Not one body was
found in the mine shafts, nor was there any evidence that the vats
had ever been used in an attempt to dissolve human remains.®

By late autumn of 1999, the media hype about mass graves had fiz-
zled noticeably. The many sites unearthed, considered to be the
most notorious, offered up a few-hundred bodies altogether, not the
thousands or tens of thousands or hundreds of thousands previous-
ly trumpeted, and with no evidence of torture or mass execution. In
many cases, there was no certain evidence regarding the nationali-
ty of victims.? No mass killings means that the Hague War Crimes
Tribunal indictment of Milosevic “becomes highly questionable,”
notes Richard Gwyn. “Even more questionable is the West'’s contin-
ued punishment of the Serbs.”?

No doubt there were graves in Kosovo that contained two or more
persons (which is NATO'’s definition of a “mass grave”). People were
killed by bombs and by the extensive land war that went on between



Yugoslav and KLAforces. Some of the dead, as even the New York
Times allowed, “are fighters of the Kosovo Liberation Army or may
have died ordinary deaths”—as would happen in any large popula-
tion over time.?® And

no doubt there were

grudge Kkillings and

summary executions

as in any war, but not

on a scale that would

warrant the label of

genocide and justify the massive death and destruction and the con-
tinuing misery inflicted upon Yugoslavia by the Western powers.

We should remember that the propaganda campaign waged by
NATO officials and the major media never claimed merely that atroc-
ities (murders and rapes) occurred. Such crimes occur in every war
and, indeed, in many communities during peacetime. What the
media propaganda campaign against Yugoslavia charged was that
mass atrocities and mass rapes and mass murders had been per-
petrated, that is, genocide, as evidenced by mass graves.

In contrast to its public assertions, the German Foreign Office pri-
vately denied there was any evidence that genocide or ethnic
cleansing was ever a component of Yugoslav policy: “Even in
Kosovo, an explicit political persecution linked to Albanian ethnicity
is not verifiable.... The actions of the [Yugoslav] security forces
[were] not directed against the Kosovo-Albanians as an ethnically
defined group, but against the military opponent and its actual or
alleged supporters.”®

Still, Milosevic was indicted as a war criminal, charged with the
forced expulsion of Kosovar Albanians and with summary execu-
tions of a hundred or so individuals—again, alleged crimes that
occurred after the NATO bombing had started, yet were used as jus-
tification for the bombing. The biggest war criminal of all is NATO
and the political leaders who orchestrated the aerial campaign of
death and destruction. But here is how the White House and the US
media reasoned at the time: Since the aerial attacks do not intend
to kill civilians, then presumably there is no liability and no account-
ability, only an occasional apology for the regrettable mistakes—as
if only the intent of an action counted and not its ineluctable effects.
In fact, a perpetrator can be judged guilty of willful murder without
explicitly intending the death of a particular victim—as when the
death results from an unlawful act that the perpetrator knew would
likely cause death. George Kenney, a former State Department offi-
cial under the Bush Administration, put it well: “Dropping cluster
bombs on highly populated urban areas doesn't result in accidental
fatalities. It is purposeful terror bombing.”*

In sum, through a process of monopoly control and distribution, repeti-
tion, and image escalation, the media achieve self-confirmation, that is,

they find confirmation for the images they fabricate in the images they

have already fabricated. Hyperbolic labeling takes the place of evi-

dence: “genocide,” “mass atrocities,” “systematic rapes,” and even
“rape camps’—camps
which no one has ever
located. Through this
process, evidence is
not only absent, it
becomes irrelevant.

So the US major media (and much of the minor media) are not free
and independent, as they claim; they are not the watchdog of
democracy but the lapdog of the national security state. They help
reverse the roles of victims and victimizers, warmongers and peace-
keepers, reactionaries and reformers. The first atrocity, the first war
crime committed in any war of aggression by the aggressors is
against the truth.
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When most people think of Northern Ireland, they think of Catholics
and Protestants hating each other and of mindless IRA bombings.
Most people, especially Americans, seem to believe that a great
deal of the trouble comes from religious intolerance. Much of this
stereotype results from a lack of understanding of the issues, which
in turn results from a lack of information. America’s perception of the
Northern Ireland conflict is

incomplete at best.

The conflict is an extremely

complex affair that rarely

receives accurate depiction in the media, especially the news cov-
erage that reaches the United States. The most coverage the
American people have seen about Northern Ireland started in 1996
when the Canary Wharf bombing ended the 1994 ceasefire, and
extends to the present day. During this time period, a lot of informa-
tion has been misrepresented, omitted, or perhaps just overlooked
in US media coverage. Incidentally, the public opinion of what
occurs in Northern Ireland is a fairly shallow one. To understand
what is actually happening there, one has to know the history of the
country and the political agenda of each party involved.

Perhaps the best place to start is with the major parties—who they
are and what they actually represent. The key figures are the
Unionist (or Loyalist) Party and the Nationalist (or Republican) Party.
The Loyalist Party represents those who want Northern Ireland to
remain under England’s power. The term “Unionist” refers to the
party’s belief that Northern Ireland should remain united under
England’s rule. The terrorist arm of this party is the Ulster Volunteer
Force (UVF), which gave birth to a more radical splinter group called
the Loyalist Volunteer Force (LVF).

The Nationalist Party, also referred to as the Republican Party, rep-
resents those who feel that Northern Ireland should be adjoined with
the Republic of Ireland. The political group that supports this aim is
Sinn Fein, which is often misconstrued as the “political arm of the
IRA.” The IRA, of course, is the Irish Republican Army—the terrorist
group that supports the Nationalist cause. Sinn Fein did have close
ties with the IRA back in 1922, when the first faction of the IRA
(called the Official IRA) managed to break 26 of Ireland’s 32 coun-
ties away from England. The Official IRA has more or less become
a political party in and of itself. However, in 1969, which marked the
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beginning of the strife in Northern Ireland (often referred to as “the
Troubles”), there was a split in the IRA. Some of the members felt
the Official IRA became too political in nature, and they formed the
Provisional IRA. This is the group that is referred to as the IRA by
the news media. There was quite a bit of distancing between Sinn
Fein and the Provisional IRAwhen these disagreements took place.

In other words, Sinn Fein does not know or govern the actions of the
IRA, which is something the media overlook time and time again.

Turning back to the larger viewpoint, it should be pointed out that
international affairs receive very little coverage in America in relation
to national and local interests. (The only time extensive analysis and
examination of international conflicts occur is when the United
States has become directly involved.) Televised news offers a very
brief and condensed report on such matters. With regard to
Northern Ireland, we are only informed of the “major events.” An
article in the Los Angeles Times focused on a program between
Northern Ireland and the United States coupling British Protestant
teens with Irish Catholic teens to encourage communication and
friendship between the two groups. What was interesting was how
the article examined the reactions of the participants to the lack of
coverage on US television during their stay here:

|
The youngsters who spent their summer here say it was :
strange to watch events in Northern Ireland through the :
prism of American TV. “You see it here and it seems so big. |
They only televise the big events,” said Joanne McCracken. :
“At home, it's like we see it every day. Every roadblock, :
every detail.” |

]

o

Many events are uncovered even where conflict, injury, or death result;
they don’t draw as much attention as the bombings, since the murders
occur on a singular basis. The media seem more interested in report-
ing those things that result in the death of many people at one time.



Aside from the fleeting five-minute blurbs on major network television
news, only five papers in this country offer any direct coverage of the
Northern Ireland conflict: the New York Times, Boston Globe, Chicago
Tribune, Los Angeles Times, and Washington Post. This leaves a few
major newspapers and the potential biases of their writers as the only
source of written documentation on which Americans can form opin-
ions. Furthermore, most of the major Irish newspapers are not readily
available on the newsstands in this country. The few that are (such as
the Irish Times) are not based in Northern Ireland. This means it is very
difficult to get direct coverage from the source of the conflict. The
Internet offers more availability for international newspapers, but with-
out direct radio or television coverage of foreign affairs, most
Americans would not be inclined to research such events on their own.

Lack of coverage is only one of the problems. Misrepresentation and
slanted perspectives on the conflict play a big factor in America’s
confusion on the mat-

ter. A large part of this

results from language

bias, including the rep-

etition of key words that

either downplay the

importance of a certain factor or indirectly place the blame solely on
one party. The consistent use of “Catholics” and “Protestants” in
these reports, be they in newspapers or on television, leads the read-
er to believe that the Northern Ireland conflict is primarily a religious
issue, a conclusion that could not be further from the truth. The dis-
sent generated by Catholic and Protestant differences is only a small
factor of a much larger problem that has little to do with religion;
rather, it deals with country and political alliance. The English gravi-
tate toward the Protestant beliefs, while the Irish are predominantly
Catholic. As such, the religious differences help to draw a thicker line
between “us” and “them,” even though they are largely irrelevant.
Thus, it would be better to indicate the parties involved by ethnicity
(Irish and British) or by political party (Nationalist and Unionist).
Issues between the British (the Unionist/Loyalist parties) and the Irish
(the Nationalist/Republican parties) come from a long and bloody his-
tory of hostile occupation and struggle for independence.

Kevin Cullen of the Boston Globe summed up the adversity between
the two factions:

Catholic nationalists see themselves as the oppressed
minority, unfairly cut off from their compatriots in the south
by the Anglo-Irish Treaty of 1921 that gave independence to
26 of Ireland’s 32 counties. Protestant unionists, whose
ancestors were imported to Ireland four centuries ago by a
British government determined to install a loyal population,
believe they are just as entitled to the land as the settlers

"1
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
1

who pushed aside Native Americans.? :
|
|
o

Since the 1921 treaty, there have been many oppressive measures
placed upon the native Irish by the ruling English, and the British
immigrants found themselves thrown in the middle.

Perhaps the most intense bias involved in the media’s perspective
concerns the IRA’s responsibility in the terrorist activity in Northern
Ireland. When the IRA cease-fire ended with the bombing of Canary
Wharf in 1996, a slew of news reports came in stating that the IRA
would single-handedly destroy the peace process in Northern
Ireland. The Boston Globe stated, “Just hours after the IRA
announced Friday night that it had abandoned its 17-month cease-
fire, the trappings of pre-truce Belfast returned for the first time in
more than a year. Police donned bullet-proof vests, security check-
points sprang up and British soldiers, long confined to barracks, were
on the streets again.”™ Within the next five days, the Washington Post
reported, “a 500 pound IRA bomb killed two people...bringing an

abrupt end to a lengthy peace process aimed at negotiating a lasting
settlement to 25 years of sectarian strife in Northern Ireland.”

This narrow viewpoint on the bombing leaves one with the distinct
impression that the IRA, without purpose or concern, just destroyed
seventeen months of work toward a worthy cause. This article trivi-
alizes, if not completely discounts, the IRA’s position. Other articles
from Ireland, as well as documentation of meetings regarding the
many promises England made leading to the cessation, have shown
that the cease-fire ended primarily over “breach of contract.” (For
example, see The Nation, The Irish Voice, and Sinn Fein’s Website.)

In the United States, | found only one periodical, The Nation, that
ran an article revealing the failings of the English government to
uphold its promises to the Nationalists. When the cessation was
declared in 1994, it was instated under the condition that talks
between all of the political parties toward a settlement would imme-
diately take place. However, Prime Minister John Major started with
a three-month stall because he deemed the IRA's intentions as
“untrustworthy,” even though the cease-fire had begun. This was
just the first of many broken promises. There was a promise that
Nationalist political prisoners would be released for the cessation,
as well. Not only did Major renege on that promise, he added insult
to injury by releasing Clegg, “a British soldier only two years into a
life sentence for the murder of a Catholic girl in Belfast.”

After several months of prolonged silence on Major’'s end, coupled by
rising tensions within the IRA, the White House got involved and tried
to help the process. President Clinton visited Northern Ireland at the
end of 1995, thus prompting Major to reschedule talks in February,
which also never took place. Impatience rose on the Loyalist side, as
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well. In January, the head of the INLA(Irish National Liberation Army)
was killed in Belfast. The end of the cease-fire was near.

One last-ditch effort was made to fix the rapid deterioration of the
peace process, as reported by The Nation:

On February 4, Mitchell warned that continued intransi-
gence from London would lead to a fracture in the IRA's
cease-fire consensus. Just hours before the London bomb
went off, Irish Foreign Minister Dick Spring was appealing
once again for Dayton-style talks to move the peace
process forward and again Major wanted none of it.°

Many factors could have played into Major's decisions, but The
Nation’s viewpoint took a critical stance on it: “The bombing was an
indefensible military response to the corruption and recklessness of
a politician who was willing to torpedo the peace to keep his job.””

This clearly states that British politics endangered Northern Ireland’s
chance for peace. However, such concise and precise use of terms
is not common. Language bias tends to imply that most or all of the
violence in Northern Ireland can be blamed on the IRA, even regard-
ing activities for which it was not responsible. A primary example is
the Omagh bombing that took place in August 1998, one of the
worst attacks recorded in the history of “the Troubles.” This bombing
was carried out by a group of dissidents who were not members of
the IRA. While it is arguable that the leader of the party was once a
member of the IRA, their actions were far more reckless and mis-
calculated than IRAactions, and resulted in deaths to both Irish and
British civilians. However, the group in question was referred to as
“an IRA splinter group opposed to the Peace Plan” by the
Washington Post.® Even though the IRA had no involvement in the
bombing, this terminology still links the IRA to this action and gives
the reader the direct impression that all mayhem in Northern Ireland
is ultimately the responsibility of the IRA. This adds further unwar-
ranted stigma to the Nationalist Party.

The strongest example of media bias in the Northern Ireland conflict
is best illustrated by the lack of coverage pertaining to the terrorist
activities of British Loyalists. When the IRA bomb was released in
Canary Wharf, a group of Loyalists retaliated by assaulting a disabled
citizen in order to obtain his car. When the man refused to cooperate,
the group became more violent. The man fled into his home, and a
member of the group fired a shot into his place of residence.’

Many shootings have taken place in Northern Ireland by Loyalist
groups, but they are rarely covered, since only one to two people
may be injured or killed versus many in a bomb blast. The Boston
Globe reports, “Loyalists have said they are a reaction to the IRA,
an assertion that seemed disingenuous in recent years as they
began targeting innocent Catholics rather than IRA members or
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sympathizers. In the three years leading to the cease-fire, loyalists
killed more people than the IRA.”*® The fact that Loyalists have a
tendency to single out innocent civilians more than IRAaffiliates was
further brought to light by a tragedy that took place in early July
1998. In aresidence in Ballymoney, a suburb of Belfast, Loyalist dis-
sidents had burned three young boys to death by throwing a fire-
bomb into their home while they watched television. The Atlanta
Journal explained, “Police and neighbors speculate that the boys
were targeted because their mother was a Catholic living with a
Protestant in a predominantly Protestant housing project.” All three
of the boys were between the ages of nine and eleven.*

Another murder by Loyalists that managed to make it to a US news-
paper was the murder of Terry Enwright in Belfast in January 1998.
Enwright was an apolitical man who did social work and worked
part-time as a doorman at a club. He was respected in his commu-
nity by both Protestants and Catholics. The reasons for his death
were most likely linked to his marriage to the niece of Gerry Adams,
president of Sinn Fein. Enwright’'s death, however, managed to unite
a community instead of resulting in further segregation. Both English
and Irish residents took part in the funeral procession. The
Washington Post reported, “Participants said it was the biggest
funeral since the 1981 burial service for Bobby Sands, an lIrish
nationalist who starved himself to death in the Maze prison outside
Belfast.”? This particular murder was probably covered in the US
only because of the victim’'s association with Gerry Adams.

After the Canary Wharf bombing most of the IRA's activities were
constrained by negotiations through the Tony Blair Administration.
The cease-fire was reinstated in July 1997. The only terrorist act that
was recorded afterwards was the murder of Billy Wright, aka King
Rat, in December 1997.% Unfortunately, a backlash resulted as
Loyalists retaliated by shooting at a hotel in a Catholic area, killing
one person and injuring three. Once again, we see a pattern where
the IRAtargeted one of the most dangerous Loyalist dissidents who
attempted to undermine the peace process numerous times, and
the Loyalists retaliated by killing innocent civilians. In fact, both the
Nationalist and the Loyalist parties considered Wright a menace. He
was kicked out of the Protestant Ulster Volunteer Force, the largest
branch of the Loyalist movement, and later placed under a death
sentence by them for renegade activities that jeopardized their stake
in the peace process.* The Loyalists have proven to be just as dan-
gerous and disruptive, if not more so, than Irish Nationalists, but
minimal large-scale coverage is devoted to this factor.

Another crucial factor that is constantly overlooked by the American
media is the brutality of the military police in Northern Ireland—the
Royal Ulster Constabulary (RUC). There has been no media cover-
age in the US of RUC brutality, even though Amnesty International
has been involved in such cases. One instance involved a youth by
the last name of Austin, who had been severely mistreated during
interrogation by RUC members. Austin was seventeen years old,
living in Belfast. There is a well-known belief held by the RUC that



young males are prime candidates for recruitment by the IRA, and
as a result, random arrests and interrogations take place in attempts
to find Nationalist dissidents. According to Amnesty International,
Austin was targeted by the RUC one day upon leaving his school
and was taken to the station for interrogation. In an attempt to force
him to confess to being a member of the IRA, even though there
was no probable cause for him to be singled out, the RUC began to
twist his ear. The ear was torn halfway off, and a doctor was called
in to stitch the ear back on. Austin was allowed to go home after
medical treatment. The very next day, he was picked up again, and
most of the stitches were ripped out. His mother immediately peti-
tioned Amnesty International for assistance, and the case—along
with those of a group of other parents whose children experienced
similar brutality—was brought to

the attention of the White House.

No newspaper or television cov-

erage was given to this event.

A final point to consider is the

civilians in England, who are

potential targets of IRA bombings. It seems natural to assume that
they would support the RUC’'s measures in controlling the
Nationalists, or the Loyalists’ retaliations for IRA activity. It would
surprise most people to know that a substantial percentage of the
English populace has been contesting their government’s presence
in Northern Ireland for years. A group in England called the “Troops
Out Movement” (TOM) is dedicated to this end. The Troops Out
newsletter reflects the attitude of English civilians towards the end
of the cease-fire in 1996:

The Irish peace process gave hope that all of those involved
had conceded that change was inevitable and that agree-
ment through talks offered a real way to peace. That hope
was destroyed not by the IRAbomb in Canary Wharf but by
the refusal of the British Government to enter into meaning-
ful negotiations after a cease-fire that lasted over one and a
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TOM ran a poll in the spring of 1996 to gauge opinion about the end of
the IRAcessation. Upon the end of the cease-fire, they asked the gen-
eral public if they thought England should start peace talks to salvage
the situation. About 73 percent said “yes,” with another 7 percent unde-
cided. Upon asking respondents if they felt Britain should leave
Northern Ireland, 61 percent said “yes,” with 17 percent undecided.

The obvious media bias and tendencies to give leading questions
and distort perspectives were made apparent as reporters gathered
around the scene of the Canary Wharf bombing. The Troops Out
Movement released a newsletter in autumn 1996 reporting that a
good number of the casualties resulting from the Canary Wharf

bombing was largely attributable to the inept procedures of the
British authorities. According to a couple who were evacuated from
Cromford Court (one of the buildings on Canary Wharf), they weren’t
moved until ten minutes before the bomb went off, even though the
rescue squads had ample warning of the device’s presence. In fact,
four people were still in Cromford when the bomb exploded.
Furthermore, residents were moved into a building with a glass roof,
and when the bomb went off, the backlash of the explosion brought
the roof down on the evacuated residents, thus resulting in most of
the injuries reported by British and US media.**

The important point for all of us to remember is that the prism
through which we view the Northern Ireland conflict is narrow and

convoluted. Without direct and constant communication within
Northern Ireland itself, the United States media will be ill-equipped
to bring unbiased and complete coverage of the peace process and
insurrection resulting from it. Perhaps America’s “special relation-
ship” with England has a lot to do with the tendency of the media to
focus primarily on British perspectives of the conflict. The Boston
Globe appears to take as much interest in the Nationalist perspec-
tive as the Unionist perspective, but that is only one paper against
many. The best way for the American populace to receive the com-
plete story on Northern Ireland is to make use of all the available
resources, such as the Internet and international newspapers (par-
ticularly those that are based within Northern Ireland, like An
Phoblacht). Until the US media can check their own biases and uti-
lize all sources available to them, along with taking an active inter-
est in truth versus what will sell, the American people will need to
investigate events for themselves if they want to obtain a clear pic-
ture of international affairs.
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Why They Hate Oliver Stone

February 1992. In an hysterical stampede unusual even for the
media herd, scores of journalists have taken time off from their reg-
ular occupations—such as boosting the Democrats’ most conserva-
tive presidential candidate, extolling free trade, or judging other
countries by their progress towards American-style oligopoly—to
launch an offensive against what is clearly perceived to be the major
internal threat to the Republic: a movie-maker named Oliver Stone.

Stone, whose alleged crime was the production of a film called JFK,
has been compared to Hitler and Goebbels and to David Duke and
Louis Farrakhan. The movie’'s thesis has been declared akin to
alleged conspiracies by the Freemasons, the Bavarian llluminati,
the League of Just Men, and the Elders of Zion.

The film has been described as a “three hour lie from an intellectual
sociopath.” Newsweek ran a cover story headlined: “Why Oliver
Stone’s New Movie Can't Be Trusted.” Another critic accused Stone of
“contemptible citizenship,” which is about as close to an accusation of
treason as the libel laws will permit. Meanwhile, Leslie Gelb, with best
New York Times pomposity, settled for declaring that the “torments” of
Presidents Kennedy and Johnson over Vietham “are not to be trifled
with by Oliver Stone or anyone.”

The attack began months before

the movie even appeared, with the

leaking of a first draft of the film. By

last June, the film had been exco-

riated by the Chicago Tribune,

Washington Post, and Time maga-

zine. These critics, at least, had

seen something; following the release of the film, NPR’s Cokie
Roberts took the remarkable journalistic stance of refusing to screen
it at all because it was so awful.

Well, maybe not so remarkable, because the overwhelming sense
one gets from the critical diatribes is one of denial, of defense of
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non-knowledge, of fierce clinging to a story that even some of
Stone’s most vehement antagonists have to confess, deep in their
articles, may not be correct.

Stephen Rosenfeld of the Washington Post, for example, states
seven paragraphs into his commentary:

That the assassination probably encompassed more than a
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If there was more than one gunman, it follows

that there was a conspiracy of some sort and it

follows that the Warren Commission was incor-

rect. It should follow also that journalists writing

about the Kennedy assassination should be
more interested in what actually did happen than in dismissing every
Warren Commission critic as a paranoid. Yet, from the start, the
media has been a consistent promoter of the thesis that Rosenfeld
now says is wrong beyond cavil.

In fact, not one of the journalistic attacks on the film that | have seen
makes any effort to explain convincingly what did happen in Dallas
that day. They either explicitly or implicitly defend the Warren
Commission or dismiss its inaccuracy as a mere historical curiosity.

Of course, it is anything but. Americans, if not the Washington Post,
want to know what happened. And after nearly 30 years of journal-
istic nonfeasance concerning one of the major stories of our era, a
filmmaker has come forth with an alternative thesis, and the coun-
try’s establishment has gone berserk.



Right or wrong, you've got to hand it to the guy. Since the 1960s,
those trying to stem the evil that has increasingly seeped into our
political system have been not suppressed so much as ignored.
Gary Sick’s important new book on events surrounding the October
Surprise, for example, has not been

reviewed by many major publications. The

dozens of books on the subject of the

Kennedy assassination, in toto, have

received nowhere near the attention of

Stone’s effort. For the first time in two

decades, someone has finally caught the

establishment’'s attention, with a movie

that grossed $40 million in the first three or

four weeks and will probably be seen by 50 million Americans by the
time the videotape sales subside.

Further, by early January, Jim Garrison’s own account of the case
was at the top of the paperback bestseller list, and Mark Lane’s
Plausible Denial had made it to number seven on the hardcover
tally. Many of Stone’s critics have accused him of an act of malicious
propaganda. In fact, it is part of the sordid reality of our times that
Hollywood is about the only institution left in our country big and
powerful enough to challenge the influence of state propaganda that
controls our lives with hardly a murmur from the same journalists so
incensed by Stone.

Where were these seekers of truth, for example, during the Gulf
Massacre? Even if Stone’s depiction were totally false, it would pale
in comparison with the brutal consequences of the government’s
easy manipulation of the media during the Iraqi affair.

And, if movies are to be held to the standards set for JFK, where are
the parallel critiques of Gone with the Wind and a horde of other cin-
emagraphic myths that are part of the American consciousness?

No, Stone’s crime was not that his movie presents a myth, but that
he had the audacity and power to challenge the myths of his critics.
Itis, in the critics’ view, the job of the news media to determine the
country’s paradigm,
to define our percep-
tions, to give broad
interpretations  to
major events, to cre-
ate the myths which
guide our thought and action. It is, for example, Tom Brokaw and
Cokie Roberts who are ordained to test Democratic candidates on
their catechism, not mere members of the public or even the candi-
dates themselves. It is for the media to determine which practition-
ers of violence, such as Henry Kissinger and Richard Helms, are to
be statesmen and which, like Lee Harvey Oswald and James Earl
Ray, are mere assassins. It is their privilege to determine which of
our politicians have vision and which are fools, and which illegal or
corrupt actions have been taken in the national interest and which

to subvert that interest. And this right, as Leslie Gelb might put it, is
not to be trifled with by Oliver Stone or anyone else.

Because he dared to step on the mythic turf of the news media,
Stone has accomplished something truly remarkable that goes far
beyond the specific facts of the Kennedy killing. For whatever
errors in his recounting of that tale, his underlying story tells a grim
truth. Stone has not only presented a detailed, if debatable, thesis
for what happened in Dallas on one day, but a parable of the sub-
sequent 30 years of America’s democratic disintegration. For in
these decades one finds repeated and indisputable evidence—
Watergate, Iran-Contra, BCCI, the War on Drugs, to name just a
few—of major politicians and intelligence services working in
unholy alliance with criminals and foreign partisans to malevolently
affect national policy. And as late as the 1980s, we have documen-
tation from the Continuity in Government program that at least
some in the Reagan administration were preparing for a coup d’é-
tat under the most ill-defined conditions.

It is one of contemporary journalism’s most disastrous conceits that
truth can not exist in the absence of revealed evidence. By accept-
ing the tyranny of the known, the media inevitably relies on the offi-
cial version of the truth, seldom asking the government to prove its
case, while demanding of critics of that official version the most
exacting tests of evidence. Some of this, as in the case, say, of
George Will, is simply ideological disingenuousness. Another factor
is the unconscious influence of one’s caste, well exemplified by
Stone critic Chuck
Freund, a onetime
alternative journalist
whose perceptions
changed almost
immediately  upon
landing a job with the
Washington Post, and who now writes as though he were up for
membership in the Metropolitan Club. But for many journalists it is
simply a matter of a childish faith in known facts as the delimiter of
our understanding.

If intelligence means anything, it means not only the collection of

facts, but arranging them into some sort of pattern of probability so
we can understand more than we actually know.
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Thus the elementary school child is inundated with facts because
that is considered all that can be handled at that point. Facts at this
level are neatly arranged and function as rules to describe a com-
fortable, reliable world.

Beginning in high school,

however, one starts to take

these facts and interpret

them and put them togeth-

er in new orders and to

consider what lots of facts,

some of them contradicto-

ry, might mean. In school this is not called paranoia, nor conspiracy
theory, but thought.

Along the way, it is discovered that some of the facts (aka rules)
that we learned in elementary school weren't facts. | learned, for
example, that despite what Mrs. Dunn said in fifth grade, Arkansas
was not pronounced “R-Kansas.” Finally, those who go to college
learn that facts aren’t anywhere as much help as we even thought
in high school, for example when we attempt a major paper on what
caused the Civil War.

To deny writers, ordinary citizens, or even filmmakers the right to
think beyond the perimeter of the known and verifiable is to send
us back intellectually into a fifth-grade world, precise but inaccu-
rate, and—when applied to a democracy—highly dangerous. We
have to vote, after all, without all the facts. As Benjamin Franklin
noted, one need not understand the law of gravity to know that if a
plate falls on the floor it will break. Similarly, none of us has to know
the full story of the JFK assassination to understand that the official
story simply isn't true.

Oliver Stone has done nothing worse than to take the available
knowledge and assemble it in a way that seems logical to him.
Inevitably, because so many
facts are unknown, the movie
must be to some degree myth.

Thus, we are presented with two

myths: Stone’s and the official

version so assiduously guarded by the media. One says Kennedy
was the victim of forces that constituted a shadow government; the
other says it was just a random event by a lone individual.

We need not accept either, but of the two, the Stone version clearly
has the edge. The lone gunman theory (the brainstorm of Arlen
Specter, whose ethical standards were well-displayed during the
Thomas hearings) is so weak that even some of Stone’s worst critics
won't defend it in the face of facts such as the nature of the weapon
allegedly used (so unreliable the Italians called it “the humanitarian
rifle”), the exotic supposed path of the bullet, and Oswald’s inexpli-
cably easy return to the US after defecting to the Soviet Union.
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In the end, David Ferrie in the movie probably said it right: “The fuck-
ing shooters don’'t even know” who killed JFK. In a well-planned
operation it's like that.

| tend to believe that Stone
is right about the involve-
ment of the right-wing
Cubans and the mobs, that
intelligence officials partici-
pated at some level, that
Jim Garrison was on to
something but that his
case failed primarily because several of his witnesses mysteriously
ended up dead, and that a substantial cover-up took place. | sus-
pect, however, that the primary motive for the killing was revenge—
either for a perceived détente with Castro or for JFK’s anti-Mafia
moves, and that Stone’s Vietnam thesis is overblown. The top-level
conspiracy depicted is possible but, at this point, only that because
the case rests on too litle—some strange troop movements, a tele-
phone network failure, and the account of Mr. X—who turns out
albeit to be Fletcher Prouty, chief of special operations for the Joint
Chiefs at the time.

But we should not begrudge Stone if he is wrong on any of these
points, because he has shown us something even more important
than the Kennedy assassination: an insight into repeated organized
efforts by the few to manipulate for their own benefit a democracy
made too trusting of its invulnerability by a media that refuses to see
and tell what has been going on.

Just as the Soviets needed to confront the lies of their own history
in order to build a new society, so America must confront the lies of
the past 30 years to move ahead. Stone—to the fear of those who
have participated in those lies and to the opportunity of all those who
suffered because of them—has helped to make this possible.



The Martin Luther Kin
You Don’t See on

It's become a TV ritual: Every year in mid-January, around the time
of Martin Luther King’s birthday, we get perfunctory network news
reports about “the slain civil rights leader.” The remarkable thing
about this annual review of King’s life is that several years—his last
years—are totally missing, as if flushed down a memory hole.

What TV viewers see is a closed loop of familiar file footage: King
battling desegregation in Birmingham (1963), reciting his dream of
racial harmony at the rally in Washington (1963), marching for voting
rights in Selma, Alabama (1965), and finally, lying dead on the motel
balcony in Memphis (1968).

An alert viewer might notice
that the chronology jumps
from 1965 to 1968. Yet King
didn’t take a sabbatical near
the end of his life. In fact, he
was speaking and organizing as diligently as ever. Almost all of those
speeches were filmed or taped. But they're not shown today on TV.

Why?

It's because national news media have never come to terms with
what Martin Luther King, Jr. stood for during his final years.

In the early 1960s, when King focused his challenge on legalized
racial discrimination in the South, most major media were his allies.
Network TV and national publications graphically showed the police
dogs and bullwhips and cattle prods used against Southern blacks
who sought the right to vote or to eat at a public lunch counter.

But after passage of civil rights acts in 1964 and 1965, King began
challenging the nation’s fundamental priorities. He maintained that
civil rights laws were empty without “human rights"—including eco-
nomic rights. For people too poor to eat at a restaurant or afford a
decent home, King said, anti-discrimination laws were hollow.

Noting that a majority of Americans below the poverty line were
white, King developed a class perspective. He decried the huge
income gaps between rich and poor, and called for “radical changes
in the structure of our society” to redistribute wealth and power.

“True compassion,” King declared, “is more than flinging a coin to a
beggar; it comes to see that an edifice which produces beggars
needs restructuring.”

By 1967, King had also become the country’s
most prominent opponent of the Vietham War, and
a staunch critic of overall US foreign policy, which
he deemed militaristic. In his “Beyond Vietnam”
speech delivered at New York’s Riverside Church
on April 4, 1967—a year to the day before he was
murdered—King called the United States “the
greatest purveyor of violence in the world today.”

From Vietnam to South Africa to Latin America,

King said, the US was “on the wrong side of a world

revolution.” King questioned “our alliance with the
landed gentry of Latin America,” and asked why the US was sup-
pressing revolutions “of the shirtless and barefoot people” in the Third
World, instead of supporting them.

In foreign policy, King also offered an economic critique, complain-
ing about “capitalists of the West investing huge sums of money in
Asia, Africa and South America, only to take the profits out with no
concern for the social betterment of the countries.”

You haven't heard the “Beyond Vietnam” speech on network news ret-
rospectives, but national media heard it loud and clear back in 1967—
and loudly denounced it.
Time called it “demagogic
slander that sounded like
a script for Radio Hanoi.”
The Washington Post
patronized that “King has diminished his usefulness to his cause, his
country, his people.”

In his last months, King was organizing the most militant project of
his life: the Poor People’s Campaign. He crisscrossed the country to
assemble “a multiracial army of the poor” that would descend on
Washington—engaging in nonviolent civil disobedience at the
Capitol, if need be—until Congress enacted a poor people’s bill of
rights. Reader’s Digest warned of an “insurrection.”

King's economic bill of rights called for massive government jobs
programs to rebuild America’s cities. He saw a crying need to con-
front a Congress that had demonstrated its “hostility to the poor"—
appropriating “military funds with alacrity and generosity,” but pro-
viding “poverty funds with miserliness.”

How familiar that sounds today, more than a quarter-century after
King's efforts on behalf of the poor people’'s mobilization were cut
short by an assassin’s bullet.

As a new millennium gets underway, in this nation of immense wealth,
the White House and Congress continue to accept the perpetuation of
poverty. And so do most mass media. Perhaps it's no surprise that
they tell us little about the last years of Martin Luther King's life.
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Sometimes Lying Means Only
Telling a Small Part of the Truth

Frequently the mainstream media lie on behalf of the system by
what they don't tell us. A few years ago when the Clinton
Administration blew up a pharmaceutical factory in the desperately
impoverished Sudan, claiming that it was a chemical warfare facto-
ry, it was front-page news for a couple of days. A few days after that,
when it was revealed that the administration might have (self-admit-
tedly) been wrong about the factory, it wasn’t even in most newspa-
pers. The devastating effect of the loss of that country’s only phar-
maceutical factory has, of course, received even less coverage still
in the mainstream press.

The media don’t always feed us vacant pabulum out of a desire to
keep us ignorant. Sometimes they're just plain lazy. Back in late June
1999, brief items appeared in papers and newsweeklies across the
country telling us that anti-authoritar-

ian counterculturalist Timothy Leary

was “an FBI informant.” The articles

were based on an FBI document

released to The Smoking Gun

<www.thesmokinggun.com>. Nearly all the pieces that appeared
about this were brief, three paragraphs or less. None explored the cir-
cumstances that led to Leary’s testimonies, and this old news—which
was amply covered by the media in the mid-1970s when the testifying
was occurring—was treated as a shocking revelation.

As someone who sometimes writes for the mainstream press and
knows how their editorial processes work, let me assure you, this was
probably not a conscious conspiracy. The mainstream media simply
don’t think Leary is worth more than three paragraphs. Bringing out
the fact that this was old news, or that it involved a complex situation,
within three paragraphs would have left too many hanging questions.
This final assault on Leary’s reputation via oversimplification was a
simple matter of word count to the media owners.

| decided that | wouldn’t stand still for the slander. With the help of
drug historian and Leary archivist Michael Horowitz, | wrote a state-
ment challenging the mainstream media version of the story, and with-
in a couple of weeks we got Winona Ryder, Susan Sarandon, Tom
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Robbins, and a large group of countercultural luminaries to sign it. We
sent it to the media and posted it on Disinformation. Despite the big
names attached to it, the media ignored our dissenting view.

Oh well. At least you can read it.

FBI and Media Kick a Man While He’s Dead: An
Open Letter from the Friends of Timothy Leary

“Those who want to gnaw on his bones never knew his heart.” —
Ken Kesey

“He stood up bravely for freedom of speech and behavior and
deserves to be remembered for that.” —Winona Ryder

Recent media coverage about
Timothy Leary’s “cooperation”
with the FBI brings into focus the
Orwellian character of today’s
tabloid media environment. Focusing on documents selectively
released by the FBI, and initially published by the “true crime”
Webzine The Smoking Gun, a news story picked up by the
Associated Press presented as shocking news the fact that Leary
testified about the radical left in 1974 in the hopes of speeding up
his prison release. Young readers, or those with a short historical
memory, were led to believe that Leary was a secret FBI collabora-
tor, hiding behind a mask of countercultural anti-authoritarianism.

We refer the Associated Press and all other conscientious reporters
to newspapers and periodicals from this period. We also refer them
to the final chapters (39-41) of Leary’s own autobiography,
Flashbacks (Tarcher/Putnam, 1983). Leary found his interaction
with the Feds important enough to make it the closing chapter. He
was certainly aware that it was no secret. Trumpeting as “news” the
fact that Leary answered the agency’s questions is utterly dishonest.

Journalists who wish to investigate this situation further will be
rewarded with a complex adventure story of a heroic man whose
rights were consistently violated by various
government agencies, who served four-and-a-
half harsh years in prison and another one-
and-a-half years in exile, and who finally evad-



ed several lifetimes’ worth of further prison sentences while doing
negligible damage to friends and acquaintances.

Here are a few salient facts:

Timothy Leary faced about 100 years in prison. Twenty years were
for a total of less than half an ounce of marijuana; another five for
escaping from prison. That alone would have put him away for the
rest of his life. But in addition, he faced 75 years on some bizarre
conspiracy charges around global distribution of LSD. Of his 30 “co-
conspirators,” 29 were unfamiliar to him, and conspiracy charges
were eventually dropped. In contrast, the leaders of the Weather
Underground received fines and suspended sentences when they
finally turned themselves in, due to the disclosure that the FBI had
committed illegal acts against them.

Nobody was seriously injured by Leary’s interaction with the FBI,
with the exception of a former attorney, who received three months
in prison after being set up on a cocaine bust by a girlfriend of Leary
working on the outside, not from Tim's testimony. The lawyer has
never come forward to express any anger toward Leary. Two other
former lawyers of Leary were placed at risk, as were his estranged
wife and his archivist, but nothing came of it because of the absence
of corroborating testimony from people whom Tim well knew had
been underground for years.

The Weather Underground, the radical left organization responsible
for his escape, was not impacted by his testimony. Histories written
about the Weather Underground usually mention the Leary chapter
in terms of the escape for which they proudly took credit. Leary sent
information to the Weather Underground through a sympathetic pris-
oner that he was considering making a deal with the FBI and wait-
ed for their approval. The return message was, “We understand.”

While in exile, Leary was illegally kidnapped by US agents in
Afghanistan (which had no extradition treaty with the US) and
brought back to America. On returning to prison, he was thrown into
“the hole” in Folsom Prison. His bail was $5 million, the largest in US
history. President Richard Nixon had earlier labeled him “the most
dangerous man in America.”

When Leary first agreed to talk to the FBI about those involved in his
escape, the agents were so dissatisfied with his testimony that they
put him out on the “main line” at a Minnesota prison under the name
“Charles Thrush,” a songbird. This was a blatant attempt to label him
a snitch and get him murdered by prisoners, or at least to scare him
into giving the FBI the kind of answers they wanted.

After his testimony, Leary remained in prison for close to two years.
His release had as much to do with Nixon's downfall over the
Watergate scandal, the fact that the FBI had been exposed for ille-
gal activities against radical groups, and the transition from Ronald
Reagan to Jerry Brown as governor of California, as it did with any
useful information the FBI might have received from him.

There are lots of FBI files on Tim Leary. The government has
released a select number of them, which were clearly chosen to hurt
his reputation. The FBI is still doing its best to slow down the release
of Leary’s full file, according to investigators who have made
Freedom of Information Act requests.

Tim knew he had to make the same sort of rollover when
he was in the belly of the beast. He also knew he wasn't
telling the Feds anything they didn't already know. And he
figured it the same way | did: our true allies and comrades
would understand.
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I | have no need to associate with doubters. When the
: priests in the Star Chamber promise to stop pouring hot
i leadin your ear if you'll confess to being in league with
I Satan, you do what you have to do. Those citizens who
: think you are being a traitorous coward have never had hot
| lead poured in their ears.
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Tim Leary was a great warrior, funny and wise and clever
and, above all, courageous. | judge myself blessed to have
battled alongside a revolutionary like this blue-eyed battler.
Those who want to gnaw on his bones never knew his heart.

—Ken Kesey

Signed,
The Friends of Timothy Leary:

Howard Bloom
Andrei Codrescu
Michael Horowitz

Ken Kesey

Paul Krassner
Richard Metzger

Cynthia Palmer

Genesis P-Orridge
Tom Robbins
Douglas Rushkoff

Winona Ryder

Susan Sarandon

R. U. Sirius

Larry “Ratso” Sloman
Kenn Thomas
Robert Anton Wilson

Sometimes Lying Means Only Telli
Y ga Small Par¥ of thegl'ruth
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Upon Hearing of the

Electronic Bogeyman

electronic bogeyman: a hacker, instrument of a hacker, or anonymous source por- This was linked to yet another alleged
trayed in the mainstream media as a menace to society. The electronic bogeyman nefarious plot in which the anonymous
must always be quoted making grandiose, unverifiable, or nutty claims (e.g. open- hackers were implied to have used the
ing all the automatic garage doors in Anaheim, California, at precisely 2:00 PM) Army Website as a waypoint in an elec-

about feats, usually malicious, that can be performed with a computer.

tronic joyride in which the “nuclear
weapons secrets” were seized from

Usage: Reuters interviewed an electronic bogeyman from Taiwan who claimed his nétworked computers in India.
computer virus would corrupt data on Japanese computers if that country did not

immediately surrender ownership of the Daioyu Islands in the East China Sea.

—from the Crypt Newsletter’s Guide to Tech Terminology

The mainstream and very public line regarding the threat to the
nation’s well-being presented by hackers, electronic terrorists, and
unseen cyber-warriors from “rogue states” has been quite clear-cut.

For most of the decade, a large number of intelligence agency offi-
cials, representatives of the Department of Defense, and assorted
defense industry contractors have gone on the record warning
sternly of the vulnerability of the nation to a surprise computerized
attack by these electronic bogeymen.

But a shocking amount of the rhetoric is based purely on the equiv-
alent of modern-day ghost stories, exacerbated by the mainstream
media’s lack of understanding of computer technology and its love
for exaggerated sensationalism.

First, let's take a look at one of the more absurd
myths propagated by the media: that of menac-
ing hackers stealing nuclear secrets. In June
1998, my Sunday paper brought with it an
example of Associated Press’ skill in reporting
on the matter.

Datelined Washington, the wire service delivered six paragraphs of
completely unverifiable news, so fantastic as to appear to be the
product of an anonymous psychotic within the organization.

Hackers, intoned AP, had defaced an “Army command’s” Website.
Computer rebels, the wire service added, claimed to have entered
India’s national security computer network and stolen sensitive
nuclear weapons secrets.
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Yeah, and here at Crypt Newsletter,
we're from Missouri. Why? Not
because of the defacement of an Army
Website or a single hacker penetration.
Both were and remain news so regular
as to only be notable to the mentally defective. No, instead it was
the other “hacker” claims, which, if taken at face value, assumed a
priori knowledge of the Indian atomic weapons development proj-
ect: people involved beyond what one could read in general news-
paper accounts, physical locations—names—of places where criti-
cal development is conducted, and some degree of specialized
knowledge on what might be considered sensitive technical infor-
mation concerning atomic weapons. And that’s a tall order—even
for an electronic bogeyman.

Consider, for a moment, the history of those who pass nuclear
secrets (aka “atom spies”). It is a history remarkable for the fact that
all of the famous ones were either genuinely expert inside
researchers or those who exploited close connections to such insid-

ers. Two prominent cases, for instance, involved Klaus Fuchs—a
scientist involved in the Manhattan Project at Los Alamos—and
Israel’'s Mordechai Vannunu, who worked inside that country’s
nuclear program at Dimona. They were not publicity-hungry cyber-
pests and teenagers.

In the past several years, this writer has never heard of or met a sin-
gle mainstream media-type “hacker” or read a single missive from
the “computer underground” that seemed to indicate even the slight-
est real technical knowledge of current atomic weapon design.



In any case, absolutely no proof for the claims in the Associated
Press story was presented except for the confused testimony of an
Army public relations man who knew almost nothing about what had
really happened, if—indeed—anything had.

None of this even begins to address another fact, one that reporters
and editors at the Associated Press, as well as their colleagues at
other mainstream publications, apparently cannot grasp: Many
hackers tend to be reflexive liars.

Like the character Jerry the Bum in Down and Out in Beverly Hills,
“hackers”—at least the ones found in newspaper and TV news sto-
ries—can be counted upon to perform for the listener, telling the
gullible just about anything he or she wishes to hear.

The result has been that almost any claim, no matter how nonsen-
sical, has been published.

And over the years there have been plenty of whoppers.

Take the case of Vice Miskovic, another hacker, this time from
Croatia, whom Reuters reported had downloaded nuclear secrets
from Andersen Air Force Base in Guam.

In February 1996, reporter Laura Lui of the Reuters News Service
wrote that Miskovic had accessed “nuclear secrets” at an American
military installation in Guam while surfing the Net.

Neither Lui nor Miskovic produced any compelling evidence other
than hearsay.

Tellingly, Miskovic was evasive in his claims: “The data are com-
pressed and need to be extracted, so | don't really know everything
they contained, but it sure was very interesting,” he said.

While Miskovic never produced anything that verified his bold talk, it
was very easy for the casual Net surfer to use the popular Dejanews
Internet discussion group search engine <www.deja.com> to collect
information on this dangerous electronic bogeyman. Yet Reuters did
not even do this small bit of research. If it had, editors would have
found a search keyed to Miskovic’s name returning a mind-rotting
number of hits, most of them connected to a get-rich-quick-by-mail
scam (known as “Make Money Fast”).

At the end of one of his “Make Money Fast” mail scams, the dangerous
hacker whom Reuters believed had stolen nuclear secrets pleaded:

...t is so expensive to connect to NET here in CROATIA!

I am spending all MY money on this INTERNET CALL!
Can U help by sending money 4 me! I'll repay U when

i EARN money! PLEASE!!!! |F yes mail me to
virus@openet.freenet.hut.fi | have foreign ADDRESS cause
it is FREE! If U mail me I'll reply AND send U my ADRESS!

Miskovic then posted his address for all to see, anyway—a domicile
in Zadar, Croatia.

“Nuclear secrets” are frequently popular items in alleged
cyberthefts, mostly because it's a statement that almost always
guarantees a reaction. To Miskovic, whose only real business was
getting American journalists to humor him, it must have seemed an
easy choice in lies.

Another claim in 1998, equally absurd, was made by “hackers” who
defaced Yahoo. Anyone who had accessed Yahoo, they claimed,
had received a computer virus the vandals had planted on the com-
pany’s server. This was supposedly in retaliation for the continued
imprisonment of the famous ha