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THE CULT OF PATRIOTISM1 
 

Compiled by Bob Aldridge 

 
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 of society 

constitute an invisible government which is the true ruling power of the country. ...  We are 

governed, our minds are molded, our tastes formed, our ideas suggested, largely by men we have 

never heard of.  This is a logical result of the way in which our democratic society is organized.  
Vast numbers of human beings must cooperate in this manner if they are to live together as a 

smoothly functioning society. ... In almost every act of our daily lives, whether in the sphere of 

politics or business, in our social conduct or ethical thinking, we are dominated by the relatively 

small number of persons ... who understand the mental processes and social patterns of the masses.  

It is they who pull the wires which control the public mind. 

 

B Edward L. Bernays, Propaganda (1928) 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Propaganda has always been used by rulers to mold the thoughts and actions of their people.  

Nothing has been more effective at rallying the populace behind a ruler=s agenda than patriotism.  

The word patriotism has become a buzz word with many meanings.  What I describe in this paper 

as the Cult of Patriotism is not to be construed as synonymous with true patriotism B the latter 

being deserved loyalty to a just government, which is probably more ideology than reality today. 

True patriotism is good.  It gives a country spirit.  A true patriot seeks the well-being of not only 

his/her own country, but of all countries.  Mohandas Gandhi wrote: AIt is not [patriotism] that is 

evil; it is the narrowness, selfishness, exclusiveness which is the bane of modern nations which is 

evil.  Each wants profit at the expense of, and rise at the ruin of, the other.@ (Cited in Kripalani, p. 

153)  For a leader to practice this evil, he or she must rally the people=s support.  Nothing is more 

effective for that purpose than to form a Cult of Patriotism. 

America has always had a Cult of Patriotism.  Under various administrations this cult has 

wavered in intensity B at times more relaxed, and at other times fired up to peak tempo.  

Particularly in times of war the tempo rises.  That is the case today under the so-called War on 

Terror.  The purpose of this paper is to illustrate propaganda techniques that are being used to fuel 

the Cult of Patriotism in America today. 

                                                
1This paper is excerpted, compiled, and updated from six existing PLRC papers which are available at 

http://www.plrc.org/cult_patriotism_papers.html   

http://www.plrc.org/cult_patriotism_papers.html
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In their book, Age of Propaganda, Pratkanis and Aronson devote one chapter to describing AHow 

To Become A Cult Leader.@ (Pratkanis and Aronson, pp. 302-317)  They point out that most 

people think of a cult as a form of religion but that is not a complete definition.  AToday, cults can 

be centered on a range of issues,@ they say, Aincluding the occult, race, politics, therapy, and 

self-help, as well as religion and spirituality.  The term cult is used to describe a pattern of social 

relations within a group.@ (Pratkanis and Aronson, p. 306)  The Cult of Patriotism is a political 

cult.  The US administration is using it to muster support for the War on Terror and corporate 

exploitation of the world’s resources.  The technique for accomplishing this is nothing more than 

propaganda in its most profound sense.  In the following discussions I will paraphrase extensively 

from Pratkanis and Aronson’  

The War on Terror is really a war to establish a global empire in which American interests are of 

paramount priority and met to the fullest.  It was kicked into high gear by the 9/11 attack B the 

Pearl Harbor of the 21
st
 century.  Since then, sustaining the wars against Afghanistan, Iraq, and 

other Middle East and Central Asia countries, along with putting human rights on the back burner, 

has required consent from a huge majority of the US population.  That was accomplished through 

an ingenious Apublic relations@ campaign using tried and proven techniques. I will discuss five 

techniques outlined by Pratkanis and Aronson which are being employed to nourish this 

nationwide Cult of Patriotism.  They are: 

 1. Create your own social reality. 

 2. Create a granfalloon.
2
 

 3. Create commitment through a rationalization trap. 

 4. Establish the leader=s credibility and attractiveness. 

 5. Distract members from thinking Aundesirable@ thoughts. 

One may think they would never be taken in by such tactics.  Most people believe that cult 

members are weak or foolish.  That is not the case.  Research shows that most people who join 

cults have middle-class backgrounds, are fairly well educated, and are not seriously disturbed prior 

to joining. ( Pratkanis and Aronson, p. 305)  

In the English edition introduction of French sociologist Jacques Ellul=s 1962 book, translator 

Konrad Kellen explains that most people are easy prey to propaganda Abecause of their firm but 

entirely erroneous conviction that it is composed only of lies and >tall stories= and that, conversely, 

what is true cannot be propaganda.  But modern propaganda ... operates instead with many 

different kinds of truth B half truth, limited truth, truth out of context.@  Kellen then explains that a 

Asecond basic misconception that makes people vulnerable to propaganda is the notion that it 

serves only to change opinions.  That is one of its aims, but ... more importantly, it aims to 

intensify existing trends, to sharpen and focus them, and, above all, to lead [people] to action (or ... 

to non action ... to prevent them from interfering).@ (Ellul, pp. v – vi, Emphasis his) 

To address the false notion that educated people will not be Ataken in@ by propaganda, Kellen 

points out: AOn the contrary, [Ellul] says, education, or what usually goes by that word in the 

                                                
2Granfalloon is a term coined by Kurt Vonnegut in his satirical classic, Cat=s Cradle (1963).  A granfalloon is a 

proud and meaningless association of human beings. 
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modern world, is the absolute prerequisite for propaganda.  In fact, education is largely identical 

with what Ellul calls >pre-propaganda= ...@ (Ellul, p. vi)  Ellul believes intellectuals are more 

susceptible than others to modern propaganda techniques because 1) they read the most 

second-hand, unverifiable information, 2) their compelling need to have an opinion for everything 

make them easy prey to the misinformation offered by propaganda, and 3) they feel capable of 

judging things for themselves.  AThey literally need propaganda.@ ( Ellul, p. vi) 

I will now address the first element that a political cult leader must do: create his or her own social 

reality. 

 

 

1 – CREATE YOUR OWN SOCIAL REALITY 

Without some form of censorship, propaganda in the strict sense of the word is impossible.  In 

order to conduct a propaganda there must be some barrier between the public and the event.  

Access to the real environment must be limited, before anyone can create a pseudo-environment 

that he thinks is wise or desirable. 

B Walter Lippmann3 

What Lippman is talking about in the above quote is isolating cult members from the real world 

and causing them to perceive their environment as the social reality which the leader wants them to 

perceive.  To do this, the cult leader employs censorship of undesirable real facts.  In the 

following presentation I will give four examples, which are by no means inclusive of how 

information control was handled through “public relations techniques” (a.k.a. propaganda) in the 

aftermath of 9/11.  These four examples are: (1) Stonewalling the 9-11 Commission, (2) The 

Invasion of Iraq, (3) Cheney’s Energy Task Force, and (4) Closing Access to Government 

Documents. 

 

Stonewalling the 9-11 Commission   

Investigation of 9-11 was put in the hands of an independent panel of experts called the 9-11 

Commission, which was at first strenuously opposed by the Bush administration; then reluctantly 

agreed to.  But from the moment it began, the 9-11 Commission was stonewalled by 

administrative secrecy.  A central issue was how much the President knew before 9-11, and that 

would be indicated in documents called the Presidential Daily Briefs (PDBs), which the 

administration refused to provide.  A compromise to avoid a court subpoena was to allow limited 

access by three commissioners and their staff director.  This four-man team requested to see 360 

PDBs but White House lawyer Alberto Gonzales only allowed 24 to be seen by all four B one 

commissioner and the staff director reviewed all 360.  The team was allowed to make brief 

summaries of the PDBs but the White House objected to some of the wording and would not allow 

the summaries to be shared with the other commissioners.  That meant the information would not 

be included in the commission=s final report.  The 9-11 Commission ostensibly became 

infuriated, and started grousing about a subpoena to obtain this information and put it before the 

                                                
3Cited in Ewen, p. 152. 
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public.  But that was not to happen.  The 9-11 commission buckled under again and accepted a 

17-page abstract of the team=s summaries.  Commissioner Timothy J. Roemer expostulated: AYou 

either say you didn=t have warning prior to 9/11 and you let us see the documents, or you shouldn=t 
claim that.  To say there’s nothing in the PDBs that gave the president warning and then put 

together an agreement that only allows one or two commissioners to see the PDBs is not 

defensible.@ (Cited in Eggen, 11 February 2004)   

Meanwhile, the 9-11 Commission faced a legislative deadline of 27 May 2004 to complete its 

work.  Due to having been obstructed by the White House from performing its function, and not 

having been fully funded and staffed for the first six months, an extension was requested.  Such an 

extension was at first vigorously opposed by the administration but in early February 2004 Bush 

reluctantly and under pressure agreed to a 2-month extension B to 26 July 2004.  Some lawmakers 

and many of the surviving families of 9-11 victims wanted a longer extension.  Charles Lewis, 

founder of The Center for Public Integrity, reported: AWhen the Reporters Committee for Freedom 

of the Press surveyed the post-September 11
th
 landscape, the First Amendment watchdog 

concluded that the government had embarked on >an unprecedented path of secrecy= that stifled the 

press= and public=s right to know.@ (Lewis, 30 January 2004) 

By keeping the lid on incriminating documents concerning 9-11, the cult leader imposed the social 

reality that the US administration had no prior knowledge of 9/11. 

 

The Invasion of Iraq.   

Iraq, arguably, has the second largest known oil reserve in the world.  Control of that country was 

a necessary step towards America’s global empire.  In his January 2003 State-of-the-Union 

address, President Bush said Saddam Hussein Ahad biological weapons sufficient to produce over 

25,000 liters of anthrax ... had materials sufficient to produce more than 38,000 liters of botulinum 

toxin ... had the materials to produce as much as 500 tons of sarin, mustard, and VX nerve agent ... 

had upwards of 30,000 munitions capable of delivering chemical agents ... had several mobile 

biological labs ... had an advanced nuclear weapons development program, had a design for a 

nuclear weapon and was working on five different methods of enriching uranium for a bomb.@ 
(State of the Union Address, 2003)  Never mind that these assertions were all said in the past tense 

B the public didn=t notice.  They sounded like a powerful indictment of Iraq as a menace to the 

world.  Then, in his 2004 State-of-the-Union speech B after gaining control of Iraq, sort of, Bush 

was less specific.  He said: AAlready, the Kay report identified dozens of weapons of mass 

destruction-related program activities and significant amounts of equipment that Iraq concealed 

from the United Nations.@ (State of the Union Address, 2004) 

The Kay report did no such thing.  David Kay was sent to Iraq by the Bush administration to find 

those weapons of mass destruction that neither the UN inspectors nor the US Army search teams 

could locate.  Kay had a $900-million budget and hundreds of inspectors – almost a billion dollars 

to justify Bush’s war on Iraq.  Kay finally gave up, saying AI don=t think they existed.@ (Cited in 

Mullins)  

Kay later supported an independent commission to investigate the justification for invading Iraq.  

This was an major embarrassment to the administration and Bush was pressured into agreeing with 

an independent study, but he beat Congress to the punch by creating his own panel. 
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Unlike the 9/11 Commission which was created by a Congressional resolution, this new 

Commission on the Intelligence Capabilities of the United States Regarding Weapons of Mass 

Destruction (more commonly called the Weapons of Mass Destruction panel, or WMD panel) was 

created by Presidential Order 13328 in February 2004 and reported only to the White House.  It 

had no subpoena power, its members were chosen by the President, and the President had final say 

on what went into its report.  Furthermore, the WMD panel investigated only the intelligence 

community, not what the White House did with the intelligence data after receiving it.  Since a 

report was not due until 31 March 2005, over a year later, critics charged that the investigation was 

being used to stall discussion of the Iraq war justification until well after the November 2004 

elections.  

In the meantime, the Bush administration came up with a new diversion tactic for an election year.  

It tried to sidetrack the public=s focus to a new space program which would send a man to Mars.  

The APresident=s Commission on Moon, Mars, and Beyond@ is a catchy title that created some sort 

of apparent social reality in a high-tech age.  According to Jim Mullins, then senior fellow at the 

Center for International Policy in Washington, D.C., this is Aan obvious attempt to divert 

America=s attention from the emerging cascade of information exposing the lies and deception that 

led us into preemptive war on Iraq.@ (Mullins)  It was a ploy to distract people’s thinking away 

from the Iraq war. 

Another aspect of the war was the dead returning home in coffins.  Those coffins arrived at Dover 

Air Force Base, Delaware, under cover of darkness and heavy perimeter guard.  No press or 

photographers were allowed.  ANo family members were present.  There were no young children 

to feel sad or confused.@ (Evans)  Unlike the Vietnam war, there is no grisly daily message in the 

media to reduce support for America=s occupation of that oil-rich country.  The conjured up social 

reality was the overthrow of a dangerous dictator that threatened democracy. 

Pratkanis and Aronson offer one more bit of advice to cult leaders: AWhen it comes to teaching 

your social reality, here is one additional point to keep in mind: Repeat your message over and 

over and over again.  Repetition makes the heart grow fonder, and fiction, if heard frequently 

enough, can come to sound like fact.@ (Pratkanis and Aronson, p. 309) 

 

Cheney’s Energy Task Force 

On 29 January 2001, as one of its first major actions, the new administration created a 

cabinet-level task force chaired by Vice President Dick Cheney to prepare an energy policy.  On 

16 May 2001, this task force submitted its final report to the President, a report that contained over 

100 recommendations for executive action or legislation, including increased oil and gas drilling 

on public land and a new look at nuclear power. 

By April 2001 it was reported by various media that the task force met privately with 

representatives from energy companies who were major contributors to the administrations 

election campaign.
4
  This prompted ranking members of the House Energy and Commerce 

                                                
4These advisors were “principally petroleum, coal, nuclear, natural gas, and electricity industry representatives and 

lobbyists.  To a more limited degree, they also obtained information from academic experts, policy organizations, 

environmental advocacy groups, and private citizens.” (GAO-03-894, p. 5). 
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Committees to request a General Accounting Office (GAO)
5
 investigation into the process used to 

develop the National Energy Policy, who had been consulted by the task force, and what topics 

were discussed at the meetings.  The GAO reported: 

… we initiated contact with the Office of the Vice President (OVP) … From the outset OVP did not 

respond to our request for information, including descriptive information on the process by which 

the National Energy Policy report was developed, asserting that we lacked statutory authority to 

examine [task force] activities.  We were also denied the opportunity to interview staff assisting the 

Vice President on the [task force] effort…. The Vice President denied us access to virtually all 

requested information …  (GAO-03-894, p. 2) 

Having met with virtually total non-cooperation from the Vice President and the White House, the 

GAO filed suit in the US District Court for the District of Columbia on 22 May 2002.  During 

those proceedings and others to be discussed below, seven government agencies were ordered to 

turn over documents but those had about a third of the pages censored out.
6
  Nothing came from 

the White House that would answer the primary questions on the process and who acted as 

advisors.
7
  Then on 9 December 2002 the district court threw out the GAO’s case on jurisdictional 

grounds without even addressing the merits of GAO’s authority to audit and evaluate task force 

activities or to obtain access to task force records.  By this time both houses of Congress were 

dominated by republicans and the GAO was pressured not to appeal the district court’s decision. 

There was more.  While the GAO lawsuit was going on, other parties were taking the Vice 

President to court.  On 17 July 2001, a public interest law firm called Judicial Watch announced 

that it was suing Cheney under the Federal Advisory Committee Act and the Freedom of 

Information Act.  Judicial Watch expressed concerns “that energy policy is being made in secret 

by individuals and interests with a financial and political stake in particular policies.”  (Cited in 

Environmental Media Service) 

Amid accusations that the administration was forming policy with advice from vested interests 

with no input from environmentalists, White House Press Secretary Ari Fleischer and others on 22 

January 2002 insinuated that the Sierra Club had been consulted.  A week later the Sierra Club 

cleared up this misinformation with a press release saying its members were only allowed to meet 

with Cheney’s task force after the energy plan was drawn up and released. 

In the meantime, the Sierra Club on 25 January 2002 joined Judicial Watch as a co-plaintiff in the 

suit against Cheney and his task force.  The litigation demanded a full accounting of which 

private industrialists helped craft the National Energy Policy introduced in May 2001. 

On 5 March 2002, in response to the FOIA lawsuit by Judicial Watch and the Sierra Club, a federal 

judge ordered the seven energy companies described above to release thousands of documents 

concerning Cheney’s energy policy.  The following May 23
rd

 Federal Judge Emmet Sullivan, 

                                                
5The GAO title was later changed to Government Accountability Office. 

6The agencies which turned over thousands of pages of documents were the Departments of Energy, Interior, 

Transportation, Commerce, and Agriculture, as well as the Environmental Protection Agency and the Office of 

Management and Budget. 

7
Error! Main Document Only.Seventy seven (77) pages were received from the Vice President’s office but they did 

not address the central questions.  According to the GAO, these pages contained trivial cost information – such as a 

meal receipt or telephone bills – and were “of little or no usefulness.”  (GAO-03-894, p. 5.) 
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over White House objections, ruled that the lawsuit could continue.  In explaining his ruling on 

July 11
th

 the judge stated that Cheney and the White House were seeking a ruling from him that 

“would eviscerate the understanding of checks and balances between the three branches of the 

government on which constitutional order depends.”  (Cited in Environmental Media Service) 

Later in 2002, Judge Sullivan ordered Cheney to turn over documents from the energy task force 

or provide a list of those documents and justify why each one was being withheld.  The White 

House appealed the case, claiming the Constitution granted the administration immunity from 

having to divulge such information.  The US Court of Appeals rejected the Bush administration 

appeal, saying that Cheney had no legal grounds for refusing the judge’s order. 

Then the White House appealed to the US Supreme Court – the same US Supreme Court that 

appointed George W. Bush to the White House two years earlier.  The high court agreed on 15 

December 2003 to hear Cheney’s reasons for keeping the papers secret.   

A scandal arose the following month.  It turns out that Cheney and Supreme Court Justice 

Antonio Scalia are long-time friends.  Eyebrows rose when on 5 January 2004, just weeks after 

the Supreme Court had accepted the Cheney appeal, the two of them went together on a hunting 

trip in Louisiana.  This prompted the Los Angeles Times to publicize that event.  Scalia rejected 

any conflict of interests, saying: “I do not think my impartiality could reasonably be questioned.”  

He added: “Social contact with high-level executive officials have never been thought improper 

for judges who may have before them cases in which those people are involved in their official 

capacity, as opposed to their personal capacity.”  (Cited in Mercury News, 20 January 2004) 

Then it was confirmed that the two didn’t just happen to meet at the hunting resort.  Scalia flew to 

Louisiana on Air Force 2 as an invited guest of Cheney.  New York University law professor 

Stephen Gillers says this “means Scalia is accepting a gift of some value from a litigant in a case 

before him.”  (Cited in Savage and Serrano) 

Two ranking members of the Senate’s Judiciary and Government Affairs Committees did not buy 

this compartmentalization of an individual’s personality.  On January 22
nd

 they requested Chief 

Justice William Rehnquist to explain Supreme Court procedures that allowed Scalia and Cheney to 

spend several days duck hunting together.  More specifically, they requested “canons, 

procedures, and rules” on the recusal of justices in which “their impartiality might reasonably be 

questioned.”  They added: “When a sitting judge, poised to hear a case involving a particular 

litigant, goes on vacation with that litigant, reasonable people would question whether that judge 

can be a fair and impartial adjudicator of that man’s case and his opponent’s claims.”  (Cited in 

Mercury News, 23 January 2004) 

The Los Angeles Times reported that “Chief Justice William Rehnquist said the high court does not 

have a formal policy or rules for reviewing decisions by justices or whether to withdraw from a 

case.”  (Savage and Serrano)  However, federal law states that “any justice or judge shall 

disqualify himself in any proceeding in which his impartiality is questioned.”  (Cited in Savage 

and Serrano) 

Justice Department lawyers who were representing Cheney and the White House continued to 

argue that judicial power does not extend to ordering the Vice President to divulge details about 

how the President gets advice.  Judicial Watch filed papers countering that by saying “Cheney’s 

claims to immunity were laughable after a 1977 Supreme Court decision that discovery could 
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proceed against then-president Bill Clinton in a case brought by sexual-harassment accuser Paula 

Jones.”  (Paraphrased quotation from Cornwell, Susan) 

After haggling over Scalia’s recusal, more debate, and another hearing – the Court on 24 June 

2004 sent the case back to the Court of Appeals for further adjudication.  The vote was 7-2.  The 

two dissenting votes wanted to settle the case there in the Supreme Court and rule in favor of 

Cheney.  One of those two minority votes was cast by Justice Antonio Scalia.  

On 10 May 2005 the Court of Appeals dismissed the case against Cheney and his task force.  By 

continuing to hide secrets on how US energy policy is formed the administration continues to 

impose the social reality that we have a germane energy policy working for the good of all. 

 

Closing Access to Government Documents.   

The Bush administration severely crippled the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) which became 

law in 1966.  Under that law, the only records that could be withheld from the public were those 

classified for national security or involving trade secrets, personnel or medical issues.  Attorney 

General Janet Reno in October 1993 ordered that when in doubt, release it.  She informed FOIA 

officers that if someone sued because information was withheld, the Department of Justice would 

no longer defend them. 

Eight years later the Bush administration changed the trend toward openness in government.  In 

2001, following the 9/11 attack, Attorney General John Ashcroft issued a memorandum which 

effectively instructed that when in doubt, don=t release it.  He also promised legal cover for 

officers who withheld information. 

To further seclude government records, Bush on 1 November 2001 signed Executive Order 13233 

entitled AFurther Implementation of the Presidential Records Act.@  This Act, passed in the wake 

of the Watergate scandal, made records from Presidents and Vice Presidents publicly available 

twelve years after they left office.  Now, under Bush=s order, Aformer presidents or their heirs may 

veto the release of their presidential papers, as may the sitting president B a decision that vested 

George W. Bush with authority to block release of his father=s papers, or even those of Bill 

Clinton.@ (Lewis)  Although this brought strong objections from both democrats and republicans, 

the order remained in effect.  Steven Hensen, president of the Society of American Archivists, 

wrote: AHow can a democratic people have confidence in elected officials who hide the records of 

their actions from public view?@ (Cited in Lewis) 

Then on November 8
th
, Ashcroft=s Justice Department said it would no longer publicize the 

number of people being detained in the US.  That was followed by Bush=s November 13
th
 Military 

Order allowing terrorist suspects to be tried by military tribunals and in secret from the public.  

The final act of 2001 was a White House statement citing Athe president=s constitutional authority@ 
to withhold information from Congress under certain circumstances and the CIA director=s 

responsibility to Aprotect intelligence sources and methods and other exceptionally sensitive 

matters.@ (Cited in Homefront Confidential (4
th

 Edition), p. 5 under AA Chronology of Events.@ 
Emphasis added) 

Immigration authorities issued orders on 18 April 2002 that names of federal detainees in state jails 

are not to be released, even if this conflicts with state law. 
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Bush signed the Homeland Security Act into law on 25 November 2002.  The Department of 

Homeland Security began operations the following January 24
th
.  Three days later the new 

cabinet-level department issued its own regulations regarding FOIA requests. 

On 20 February 2003, Bush signed the 2003 Consolidated Appropriations Resolution which had 

an amendment to hold government data on gun sales secret for various reasons, including 

homeland security. 

Millions of 25-year-old classified documents were scheduled to be de-classified and released by 

17 April 2003.  A month earlier, on March 25
th
, Bush signed Executive Order 13292 which 

delayed their release until the end of 2006.  This Order also allowed FOIA officers to re-classify 

information that had been de-classified, and when in doubt about specific information, to classify 

it.  Thomas Blanton, executive director of the nonprofit National Security Archive, noted that this 

was Aone more signal from on high to the bureaucracy to slow down, stall, withhold, stonewall.@ 
(Cited in Lewis)  This order removes a provision that says don=t classify if there is significant 

doubt, thus giving the government more authority to classify Asensitive@ (i.e. embarrassing) 

information and to re-classify material that had been Ainappropriately declassified.@ (Cited in 

Milbank and Allen) 

In an executive order Bush added to the list of officials and agencies that can classify documents 

“secret” B which is a classification designed to protect national security.  Now such purely 

domestic agencies as the Department of Agriculture, Department of Health and Human Services, 

and the Environmental Protection Agency can wield the national security classification stamp. 

Bush implemented a new national space policy whereby more government surveillance would be 

done by commercial satellites.  This gave the administration control over the distribution of 

photos taken from purely commercial satellites. 

The internet is a great source for information.  The Bush administration also made its imprint 

there.  Following 9/11, government agencies were ordered to purge all potentially sensitive 

information from their websites.  At least fifteen federal agencies have complied.  This resulted 

in hundreds of thousands of pages being deleted.  OMB Watch noted in an October 2002 paper: 

AIt is no longer possible for families and communities to get data critical to protecting themselves B 

information such as pipeline maps (that show where they are and whether they have been 

inspected), airport safety data, environmental data, and even documents that are widely available 

on private sites today were removed from government sites and have not reappeared.@ (Cited in 

Lewis) 

Libraries suffered a similar fate.  The Los Angeles Times reported on 18 November 2001 that the 

Government Printing Office ordered some 1,300 libraries nationwide Ato destroy government 

records that federal agencies say could be too sensitive for public consumption.@ (Lichtblau)  One 

example is a Afederal directive issued to US libraries instructing them to destroy a CD-ROM 

survey of government information on dams and reservoirs.@ (The Michigan Daily)  In addition, 

when the public uses reading rooms at federal agencies they Amust now make an appointment and 

be escorted by an employee to ensure that information is not misused.@ (Lichtblau)  

The student newspaper at the University of Michigan, The Michigan Daily, made a cogent 

observation: AWhile it is frightening that the government would consider such Orwellian 

information controls, it is even scarier that the general public is not much more upset about it.  
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Many Americans, buying into the rhetoric of >safety= are all too eager to exchange their rights for a 

sense of false security.@ (The Michigan Daily) 

I will close this section with a humorous story.  David Brancaccio of PBS Television, in the 

course of his duties, called the Department of Homeland Security for their address. The 

receptionist was hesitant B she stalled and stonewalled.  When pressed a little harder she finally 

blurted out: AOur physical location is something I am not obligated to give.@ (Cited in Moyers )  

By drawing the curtains tight around government operations the administration imposes its 

self-styled social reality of concern for security. 

 

2 – CREATE A GRANFALLOON 

 
“My God,” she said, “are you a Hoosier?” 

 I admitted I was. 

“I’m a Hoosier, too,” she crowed.  Nobody has to be ashamed of being a Hoosier.” 

“I’m not,” I said.  “I never knew anybody who was.” 

Hazel’s obsession with Hoosiers around the world was a textbook example of ... a seeming team that 

was meaningless in terms of the ways God gets things done,... a granfalloon. 

If you want to study a granfalloon, 

Just remove the skin of a toy balloon. 

– Vonnegut, (pp. 90-92) 

 

All of us have been in situations where a group of people had to divide into teams.  One method of 

doing this is to count off by twos, or threes, or whatever number corresponds to the quantity of 

teams desired.  Those who counted the same number are all on one team.  Whether they are 

friends or strangers, they soon develop some type of spirit for the team and camaraderie with other 

team members.  And in developing this team spirit they tend to pit themselves against those 

belonging to other teams.  Their team is the Ain@ group and the other teams are the Aout@ groups.  

American novelist Kurt Vonnegut coined the word Agranfalloon@ for such proud and sometimes 

meaningless groupings of people.  Machinations of this type are also an Aemotionally powerful 

persuasive technique.  In this procedure, first identified by the British social psychologist Henri 

Tajfel, complete strangers are formed into groups using the most trivial, inconsequential criteria 

imaginable.@ (Pratkanis and Aronson, p. 216) 

Pratkanis and Aronson point out that granfalloons have Atwo basic psychological processes, one 

cognitive and one motivational.@ (Pratkanis and Aronson, p. 217)  The cognitive part is awareness 

of being part of a group.  It is through this awareness of belonging that group members are 

inculcated to view the world in a prescribed manner.  Similarities among group members are 

emphasized and they are referred to in a personal manner.  Co-members are called by names or 

titles. They are shown respect and referred to with respect.  At the same time, differences between 

their group and the members of other groups are exaggerated.  The Aout@ group is depicted in a 

pejorative manner.  Its members are given labels, and perceived as being of a common ilk with no 

personality differences.  They are stereotyped. 

It is this cognitive nature of a granfalloon that cult leaders use to motivate their members.  By 

getting members to link their self-esteem to the group, the leaders can manipulate their behavior. 
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They are in essence saying AYou are on my side (never mind that I created the teams), now act like 

it and do what we say.@ (Pratkanis and Aronson, p. 217)  Of course they don=t say it in words that 

blunt but in the end that is the message that is conveyed.  That is the motivational aspect of a 

granfalloon. 

The concept of a granfalloon can be expanded to the larger society, and then to the nation.  French 

sociologist Jacques Ellul points out that Amodern propaganda profits from the structure of the 

mass, but exploits the individual=s need for self-affirmation; and the two actions must be 

conducted jointly, simultaneously.@ (Ellul, p. 8)  Today=s mass media has this ability to reach the 

entire crowd and the individual simultaneously.  This psychological mass, as Ellul calls the 

audience, Ais the situation of the >lonely crowd,= or of isolation in the mass, which is a natural 

product of present day society and which is both used and deepened by the mass media.  The most 

favorable moment to seize a man and influence him is when he is alone in the mass; it is at this 

point that propaganda can be most effective.@ (Ellul, pp. 8-9)  It is precisely this loneliness which 

motivates an individual to Abelong.@  The granfalloon is imposed as the answer.  It invites the 

individual to become a member of the Ain@ group. 

On the national level, this granfalloon is the Cult of Patriotism.  Again, the Cult of Patriotism is 

not the same as true patriotism.  True patriotism is an ideology.  The Cult of Patriotism is a myth.  

To illustrate how the latter is devolved from the first, I will discuss the difference between 

ideology and myth. 

In America, Atrue patriotism@ is an allegiance to democracy based on the rights, freedoms, and 

obligations spelled out in the US Constitution and the Declaration of Independence.  Democracy 

is an ideology.  I use the term ideology as defined by Jacques Ellul B a set of ideas accepted by 

individuals or peoples which are cherished, relevant to the present, and are believed rather than 

proved. (See Ellul, pp. 116-117)  For instance, the concept of all people being created equal is part 

of our American ideology.  It is an idea which is cherished and very much relevant, although it has 

not been proven in practice.  If anything, facts and reality better support the opposite.  

Nevertheless it is an idea which is central to our democratic ideology. 

The Cult of Patriotism, on the other hand, is a myth.  The difference between a myth and an 

ideology, according to Ellul, is threefold: 

First, a myth embeds its roots deeper and more permanently into a persons being.  It provides the 

most rudimentary comprehension of one’s condition and the world as a whole. 

Second, a myth is more intellectually scattered.  It is observed and felt with emotion, rather than 

reason.  It is viewed as something sacred, rather than a concept.  It is more of a sentimental 

response than pragmatic.  And it is more important and impelling than an ideology. 

Third, the myth, being emotional, is more persuasive and motivates action, whereas an ideology is 

more passive.  AEventually the myth takes possession of a man=s mind so completely that his life 

is consecrated to it.@ (Ellul, p. 31) 

This definition of a myth precisely defines the Cult of Patriotism B an emotional yet unrealistic 

concept of America and Americans.  To form the mythical Cult of Patriotism, the leader must 

create it as a granfalloon.  The basic ideology of Constitutional democracy is already a 

widespread belief in America, and the cult leader=s propaganda can build on that.  In this War on 
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Terror, the myth begins when the people feel their freedom, lifestyle, and national interests are 

being threatened.  Never mind how exploitive that lifestyle, or how far-reaching the national 

interests B they are now emotionally perceived as part of America=s destiny.  Consequently, any 

threat to that freedom stokes the emotional fury of cult members. 

Virtually all Americans have heard of the atrocities committed in Afghanistan and Iraq.  They 

also know, intellectually, that the war against Iraq was perpetrated through lies and deception.  

But their emotional feelings are somewhere else.  Deep inside they nourish the myth that America 

stands for democracy for all people and that human rights is the cornerstone of US foreign policy.  

They feel the community of nations should respect America and thank Americans for their 

contribution to a just world order.  In the conflict between knowledge and emotions, the gut 

feeling wins out.   

I will close this section on granfalloons by repeating a paragraph from the Introduction above.  In 

the introduction to the English edition of French sociologist Jacques Ellul=s 1962 book, translator 

Konrad Kellen explains that most people are easy prey to propaganda Abecause of their firm but 

entirely erroneous conviction that it is composed only of lies and >tall stories= and that, conversely, 

what is true cannot be propaganda.  But modern propaganda ... operates instead with many 

different kinds of truth B half truth, limited truth, truth out of context.@  Kellen then explains that a 

Asecond basic misconception that makes people vulnerable to propaganda is the notion that it 

serves only to change opinions.  That is one of its aims, but ... more importantly, it aims to 

intensify existing trends, to sharpen and focus them, and, above all, to lead [people] to action (or ... 

to non action ... to prevent them from interfering).@ (Ellul, pp. v – vi, Emphasis and parentheses 

his)  All of this is achieved very efficiently by creating a granfalloon. 

 

 

3 – CREATE COMMITMENT THROUGH A RATIONALIZATION TRAP 

rationalize    5. Psychol.. To devise superficially rational, or plausible, explanations or excuses 

for (one=s acts, beliefs, desires, etc.), usually without being aware that these are not the real motives. 

B Webster=s New World Dictionary (Second College Edition) 

A leader or an interest that can make itself master of current symbols is the master of the current 

situation. 

B Walter Lippman, Public Opinion, 1922. 

Walter Lippmann played a dramatic role on the American scene during the 20
th
 century as an 

influential author, journalist, and political commentator.  In his Harvard days he co-founded the 

Harvard Socialist Club and edited the Harvard Daily.  Early in the 20
th
 century he supported 

Theodore Roosevelt=s Progressive party and co-founded the New Republic Magazine.  Then he 

went from socialist to democrat and became an adviser to President Woodrow Wilson, was a 

member of the American delegation to the Paris Peace Conference in 1919, and helped draft the 

covenant of the League of Nations.  During those years he had a rosy view of democracy, 

believing that if Americans were given the facts they would participate fully in politics and world 

affairs, and become an educated electorate. 

After World War I, Lippmann changed this viewpoint.  Seeing how the masses were manipulated 

through effective propaganda techniques, he adopted the belief that the populace was more like a 
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herd of beasts which had to be guided by the intellectual elite.
8
  He maintained it could not be left 

to the press to form public opinion B that modern leadership required experts to formulate what the 

press will present, what he called Apreemptive management.@  Regarding the public, Lippman 

coined the word Amanufacturing consent,@ which is the core of the rationalization trap. 

Stuart Ewen says ALippmann thought the average person was incapable of seeing the world clearly 

or of understanding it.  He thought humanity saw the world primarily through pictures in their 

heads.@ (Ewen, p. 147)  Lippmann thought that visualization, through pictures or ideologies, was 

generally the best way to reach the inner, subconscious thoughts of a person.  Words or slogans 

that call up pictures or ideologies are next best. 

During World War II there were many examples of Amanufacturing consent.@  Songs came out 

immediately, such as Remember Pearl Harbor, We did it Before and We will do it Again, and 

Praise the Lord and Pass the Ammunition.  Others glorified certain actors in the conflict: There=s 

a Star Spangled Banner Waving Somewhere, Johnny Got a Zero, Coming In On a Wing and a 

Prayer, The Ballad of Roger Young, and many more.  These songs provoked strong emotional 

feelings B religion, human weaknesses, self-sacrifice, glory ...  

Not too much later came the patriotic movies to further glamorized the war and rally the people=s 

patriotic emotions B From Here to Eternity, South Pacific, Midway, The Battle of the Bulge, Mr. 

Roberts, G.I Joe, and over forty more.  From the Korean war came The Bridges of Toko Ri, Battle 

Circus, Bamboo Prison, Men of the Fighting Lady and others.  These songs and movies were 

punctuated by posters, slogans, mottos, and sensational media reporting. 

A Vietnam era movie was The Anderson Platoon.  Songs of the period were The Battle of the 

Green Berets, Yellow River, and The Fighting Side of Me.
9
  It was the latter which inspired the 

slogan AAmerica! Love It Or Leave It.@ 

Yeah, walkin' on the fightin' side of me. 

Runnin' down the way of life, 

Our fightin' men have fought and died to keep. 
If you don't love it, leave it: 

Let this song I'm singin' be a warnin'. 

If you're runnin' down my country, man, 

You're walkin' on the fightin' side of me. 

You can see how those macho lyrics, and their resulting slogan – Love it or Leave it – had a big 

effect on the Cult of Patriotism at that time.  They stimulated people emotionally, and that slogan 

is still popular.  But it does not ask any logical questions or seek any germane answers.  It does 

not provide room for constructive criticism of our country which could lead to a dialogue that 

would make democracy stronger.  Nor does it address what really is that Away of life@ our fighting 

men thought they were fighting to keep, vis-a-vis its effect on some Americans and the rest of the 

world.  Such simplified thought does not leave room for opposing viewpoints.  Rather, they play 

                                                
8Edward L. Bernays, dubbed the Father of Spin, had a similar view of the public.  Stuart Ewen described Bernays= 
Ahallucination of democracy@ as Aa highly educated class of opinion-molding tacticians [who] are continuously at work 
analyzing the social terrain and adjusting the mental scenery from which the public mind, with its limited intellect, 

derives its opinions.@ (Ewen, p. 10.) 

9There were many songs from the Vietnam era that opposed the war B probably more than those of support.  
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on emotions to justify the brute, militant solution.  They lead us into the rationalization trap. 

A similar slogan which came out about the same time, AMy Country, Right or Wrong!@, was even 

more irrational, yet nonetheless emotionally stimulating.  Is it right to not question a country or 

government that might be wrong?  American youth were dying in Vietnam at the rate of about 

300 a week.  Were they dying for a just cause?  Should we have known for sure?  But until the 

body count got too high, and the personal grieves surpassed the imposed emotions, Americans 

generally did not question the motives for that war.  And the surviving veterans are getting a bum 

rap.  The Vietnam war is now widely recognized as a political debacle.  Try as we might to make 

it so, it is not a glorious or heroic feeling to have fought in a war that never should have happened.   

French sociologist Jacques Ellul has studied propaganda extensively and has written several 

scholarly books on the subject.  In his 1962 book Propaganda: The Formation of Men=s Attitudes 

he discussed the use of symbols and slogans.  He says the Amanipulation of symbols is necessary 

for three reasons.  First of all, it persuades the individual to enter the framework of an 

organization.  Second, it furnishes him with reasons, justifications, motivations for action. [The 

rationalization trap.] Third, it obtains his total allegiance.@ (Ellul, p. 23)  Ellul goes on to say: 

Furthermore, such propaganda becomes increasingly effective when those subjected to it accept its 

doctrines on what is good or bad (for example, the American Way of Life).  There, a whole society 

actually expresses itself through this propaganda by advertising its kind of life.  (Ellul, p. 65, 

Emphasis and example his.  Remember, this was written in 1962.) 

Desert Storm, the first Gulf War, brought the taste of blood again to American lips.  Flag 

manufacturers hit a bonanza as the patriotic fervor rose.  The famous slogan from that round of 

violence was ASupport Our Troops.@  This was an atavism from at least as far back as World War 

II. I recall the slogan at that time as being ASupport Our Boys,@ which was then synonymous with 

getting behind the war effort.  The latter day version was obviously intended to stimulate that 

same connection to supporting the war.  I will draw again from Ellul to describe this technique.  

After explaining that literacy is a prerequisite for modern day propaganda, a literacy which 

America abundantly has, Ellul says: 

This need of a certain cultural level to make people susceptible to propaganda is best understood if 

one looks at one of propaganda=s most important devices, the manipulation of symbols.  The more 
an individual participates in the society in which he lives, the more he will cling to stereotyped 

symbols expressing collective notions about the past and future of his group.  The more stereotypes 

in a culture, the more susceptible he becomes to the manipulation of these symbols. (Ellul, p. 111) 

So, how do we react to the slogan to ASupport Our Troops@?  We cannot dismiss supporting our 

young men and women who are caught in the morass of war.  But most of us have a difficult time 

rationalizing support for what our troops are required to do B the haphazard killing, the atrocities 

committed on prisoners, the indiscriminate bombing of cities and mosques, and the shooting of 

civilian families.  So how do we express our objections without putting down our youth in battle 

fatigues?  I have saved an advice column on ethics from the San Jose paper which I believe gives 

a germane answer to that very question: 

... you are not compelled to have any particular attitude toward the troops.  Ethics deals with acts, 

not thoughts.  But even if you translate your thoughts into action, the phrase Asupport our troops@ is 

ambiguous. 

To some people it means speaking out in favor of the war.  (And even some who oppose it argue 

that the failure to make a show of support undermines the troops= morale and stiffens the resolve of 
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their foes, thus prolonging the conflict.)  To others it means expressing sympathy with the young 

men and women in peril while continuing to demonstrate against the war B i.e., the foreign policy 

that endangers them (and other people, also an ethical consideration) B on the grounds that the best 

way to support the troops is to bring them home. 

The right to urge your government toward what you consider wise policies (current or future ones) 

should not be inhibited by calls for national unity. ( Cohen) 

Now we have the War on Terrorism, and the subsequent conquest of Afghanistan and Iraq (so 

called Operation Enduring Freedom and Operation Iraqi Freedom B note the loaded word 

AFreedom@ in both titles).  Flag manufacturers are again back in business.  All the old slogans 

have been revived.  In addition, another stereotyped slogan has resurfaced B AUnited We Stand.@  

That goes back to the birth of our country B the 1768 patriotic ballad by John Dickinson, The 

Liberty Song.  The fourth verse goes: 

Then join hand in hand, brave Americans all, 

By uniting we stand, by dividing we fall; 

In so righteous a course let us hope to succeed, 

For heaven approves of each generous deed.
 10

 

The motto sprung up again during the Civil War as a rallying cry for the Union Army.  In the early 

20
th

 century, labor unions adopted the slogan as a call for solidarity.  In 1942 the motto was used 

to kick off World War II war bond campaign. 

The AUnited We Stand@ motto is a powerful cultural stereotype that worked well in the emotional 

aftermath of 9/11.  As Ellul points out: ATo act in conformity with collective beliefs provides 

security and a guarantee that one acts properly. ...  It gives him a good conscience by making him 

aware of the collectivity of beliefs.  Propaganda rationalizes the justification that man discovers in 

the prevailing ideology ...@ (Ellul, p. 200)  Ellul explains further: 

Above all, the slogan assures the continuity of the stereotype, which is fixed as a function of the 

past.  But the individual finds himself constantly faced with new situations that the stereotype alone 

does not permit him to master; the slogan is the connection used by the propagandist to permit the 

individual to apply his old stereotypes to a new situation.  He brushes up and adjusts the 

ready-made image; at the same time, he integrates the new situation into a classic context, familiar 

and unconfusing.  That is why the slogan flourishes in times of crisis, war, and revolution.  It 

explains also the attraction the slogan has: thanks to it, the individual is not intellectually lost.  He 

clings to it because the slogan is easy to understand and retain, but also because it permits him to 

Afind himself in it.@  It tends, further, to provide stereotypes in men who did not have them before 
the crisis situation. (Ellul, p. 164 -- last paragraph of footnote 3) 

I have illustrated how songs, slogans, mottos, and posters are being used for the rationalization 

trap.  I will now address another means of manufacturing consent.  That is through patriotic 

jargon.  There are many loaded words that represent ideologies.  I will discuss only two in this 

paper B Freedom and Patriot. 

Freedom is a word that has been used profusely.  It brings to mind a familiar stereotype dear to all 

Americans and, for that matter, globally.  Whenever the word Freedom is used it makes us think 

of something good B something that should be. 

                                                
10Song lyrics, graphic, and history for AUnited We Stand@ obtained from Smithsonian.  
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Above in this paper I pointed out how the word Freedom has been used when referring to the 

warfighting in Afghanistan and Iraq B Operation Enduring Freedom and Operation Iraqi 

Freedom.  This induces one to believe the wars are being conducted for the highest of causes 

although the outcome of those wars indicates otherwise.   

Most wars are automatically categorized as a Fight for Freedom.  When Vice President Dick 

Cheney spoke to the World Economic Forum in January 2004, he warned that Athe world continues 

to face the unremitting threat from a sophisticated global network of terrorists opposed to the 

values of freedom and openness ...@ (Washington File, 24 January 2004)  The name of Cheney=s 

speech on the State Department news release was ASpread of Freedom Needed to Combat 

Terrorism, Cheney Says.@ (Washington File, 24 January 2004)  The word Freedom was used 

generously to connote the good while those opposed to freedom are the evil ones.  There is no 

argument that terrorism must be stopped, but conjuring up ideologies in a misleading manner 

while military carnage continues only inflames more people to terrorist activities.  Rather than 

address the root causes of the violence, it is the antithesis to a solution. 

Another State Department news release is titled ABush says US Has Responsibility to Lead Fight 

for Freedom.@  The introductory paragraph explains that Bush Asaid much of his foreign policy is 

based on his belief that America has a mission to promote freedom around the world.@ 
(Washington File, 24 January 2004)  Then the news release quotes Bush as telling the country=s 

governors: AA lot of my foreign policy is driven by the fact that I truly believe that freedom is a gift 

from the Almighty to every person, and that America has a responsibility to take a lead in the 

world, to help people be free.@ (Cited in Washington File, 23 February 2004)  That speech not 

only exploits the Freedom ideology, it adds a divine mandate.  Furthermore, it implies that God 

wants America to take the lead in this fight.  It is hard for the propagandized not to go along with 

this idea. 

The word Patriot has also wiggled its way to the forefront in our vocabulary since 9/11.  First 

came the Patriot Act.  This sounded like the right way to go.  In the emotional wake of the 

terrorists= attack, the American populace was out for blood.  Terrorists could not throw the 

gauntlet down before us with impunity.  The Patriot Act was needed.  Never mind that it 

restricted our freedom, we have sacrificed before.  Never mind that it upset human rights and due 

process of law, we couldn=t take a chance that a terrorist might slip through the cracks.  So the 

Patriot Act was eagerly accepted by the American people B at least by those who weren=t detained 

under its authority. 

As the months passed, some factions of society began feeling the shackles imposed by the Patriot 

Act.  Retired judge and former Clinton White House counsel said the Act is Amaking us into the 

Police State of America. ... It=s a 342-page bill that changes our immigration laws, privacy laws, 

security, detention, the entire way the federal government treats its people, ...@ (Cited in Regan)  

Attorney General John Ashcroft went on a speaking tour to drum up enthusiasm.  But he only 

spoke to small law enforcement groups and friendly audiences, the public was excluded.  While 

addressing an audience of 150 in Boston, 1,200 citizens kept outside were chanting: AThis is what 

democracy looks like.@ (Cited in Regan) 

To keep the rationalization trap active, and to stimulate the emotions of 9/11, the Bush 

administration designated September 11
th

 as Patriot Day.  At the second annual observance of 
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Patriot Day in 2003, Defense Secretary Rumsfeld said: 

A patriot is one who loves his land, prizes its principles and cherishes its creed.  A patriot so 

reveres the ideals of his home country that he is willing to lay down his life that those ideals endure. 

Throughout our history, from the earliest days of our nation up to the present time, America has 

been blessed with patriots, men and women willing to give of themselves that this nation, and the 

freedom upon which it was founded, might live. (Cited in Defense Link, 11 September 2003) 

Those words are inspiring.  They have a sentimental meaning to all of us.  But against the 

backdrop of Bush administration activities B the manner in which it has administered our domestic 

and foreign affairs and alienated the world community B they are hypocritical.  No true patriot 

could condone such misuse of the highest office in the land.  Nevertheless, those words tend to 

motivate the listeners to raise themselves up as patriots and support the present government.  It is 

the rationalization trap in its most profound sense. 

I will conclude with an example that uses both Freedom and Patriotism for propaganda purposes.  

In 2002 an organization called Together for Freedom helped the Pentagon put on a public relations 

webcast.
11

  An April 2002 Pentagon news release was titled AServicemembers to Discuss 

Patriotism and Freedom.@  It said: AThe Department of Defense will participate in a nationwide 

discussion about patriotism and freedom through a webcast ... broadcast from Bertie Backus 

Middle School in Washington, DC, ...@ (Defense Link, 24 April 2002)  This was a live webcast 

especially for Middle School students B a very impressionable age B across the nation from 

Washington DC to Los Angeles, California.
12

  

Defense Secretary Rumsfeld said: AI commend the Together for Freedom organization for 

initiating a national dialogue about the meaning of freedom and the importance of patriotism, and 

increasing support for our troops at home and abroad.@ (Defense Link, 24 April 2002)  What is this 

organization Together for Freedom?  Its website seems to be no longer available,13
 but it is/was 

ostensibly a Anon-profit organization dedicated to promoting patriotic initiatives so that America=s 

strength and spirit will endure.@ (Compaq Computer News Release
)14

 Who was one of the 

co-founders of this organization?  None other than Doro Bush Koch, President George W. Bush=s 

sister.  It certainly looks more political than non-profit.  The organization bears all the markings 

of a front organization for the neoconservatives to target youth for military service.  Let me 

continue. 

                                                
11Other sponsors for this webcast were Compaq Computer=s AGive Thanks America@ community relations program 
and Sorenson Media (a leader in video compression and streaming media services). 

12This webcast, broadcast on 30 April 2002, had 14 participating middle schools hooked up through satellite TV.  

They are located in California, Michigan, Illinois, Florida, Texas, Maryland, Virginia, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and 

Washington DC.  But all the schools across the country and Defense Department schools overseas were able to dial 

up the webcast. 

13The home page for Together for Freedom was http://www.togetherforfreedom.org but it is no longer accessible. 

14Together for Freedom also created the Freedom Bracelet Awhich stands as a symbol of the freedom we enjoy as 

Americans, and reminds us that our freedom must never be taken for granted.  The Freedom Bracelet is dedicated to 

the service men and women who continue to fight for our freedom every day.@ (Compaq Computer News Release.) 
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ABC television reporter Cokie Roberts was moderator of a webcast called ACelebration of 

Patriotism.@  She announced: AWe’re going to be talking to thousands of middle school students 

simultaneously about freedom and patriotism and what it means to kids today.@ (Cited in Williams, 

3 May 2002)  B1B bomber pilot panelist, Lt. Kathryn M. Gries, told the children: AEvery 

opportunity is available to women on the war fighting team.@  And when asked what freedom 

meant to her, she responded: AFreedom means you can choose what you want to do,@ and added 

that she was able to become a bomber pilot because of freedom in America. (Quotation cited in 

Williams, 3 May 2002)  

Besides Air Force Lieutenant Gries, the panel had representation from Army, Navy, Marines, and 

others who were certain to present the picture desired by the Pentagon.  Each one of them gave 

information hyping the military and disparaging the conditions Aover there.@  After the webcast, 

Together for Freedom co-founder Doro Bush Koch explained that they selected middle school 

children because Athey’re just the right age before they’re making important decisions and choices 

in their lives.  So we thought it was a good time to educate them on patriotism.@ (Cited in 

Williams, 3 May 2002) 

Yes, she is right.  Children that age are extremely vulnerable to sensational suggestions.  It takes 

very little effort to imagine how their thoughts were being guided.  Propagandizing our 

impressionable youth in this heavy-handed manner is the most vicious application of the 

rationalization trap. 

What I am illustrating here is that all these songs, mottos, slogans, posters, patriotic jargon, and 

stereotyped words are aimed at one goal B to stir up strong emotions that will perpetuate the myth 

of blind patriotism.  They provide the necessary, and usually limited, information for a person to 

rationalize compliance with the administration=s policies regardless of how corrupt those policies 

may be. 

To really achieve freedom as we envision it ideologically, it is incumbent on Americans to pay 

attention and inform themselves, and then to participate in democracy fully and responsibly.  

Informing oneself doesn=t mean reading only selected literature and accepting only what one wants 

to hear.  It means paying attention to the entire environment, and asking themselves searching 

questions when something disturbs them.  The Declaration of Independence and the Constitution 

of the United States have to be comprehended fully and taken seriously.  True patriotism is not 

something inspired by platitudes.  It is not a stereotype.  It is a sincere dedication to what is right 

for our country.  When a vested-interest faction seizes the reins of government and makes a 

mockery of democracy, it is not good for the country.  At that time a true patriot=s conscience calls 

on him or her to buck the tide of public opinion and oppose that faction.  That takes a lot of 

courage. 
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4 – ESTABLISH THE LEADER=S CREDIBILITY AND ATTRACTIVENESS 

The people have always some champion whom they set over them and nurse into greatness. ...  This 

and no other is the root from which a tyrant springs; when he first appears he is a protector. ...  In 

the early days of his power he is all smiles, and he salutes everyone whom he meets. ...  When the 

tyrant has disposed of foreign enemies by conquest or treaty, and there is nothing to fear from them, 

then he is always stirring up some war or other, in order that the people may require a leader. 

B Plato, The Republic (Book VIII, pp. 565-566) 

 

Leaders couldn=t be expected to have a rational dialog with their constituents about essential ideals 

like justice, or law and order.  That would be too unwieldy, would take too long, and wouldn=t 
insure the desired outcome.  Instead, they should find just the right word or image to capture the 

popular imagination, the way they had in rallying a nation to war.  The ideal medium through 

which to exercise such symbols ... could make clear in an instant who were the good guys and who 

the bad, which ideas were worthy of loyalty and which should inspire anger. 

B Walter Lippman  (Quoted in Tye, p. 95) 

Cults are very much oriented toward a leader.  The Cult of Patriotism is no exception.  Its 

leader is the President of the United States.  His credibility is very fragile to events and those 

events must be closely controlled or his approval ratings will fall.  The administration of 

George W. Bush was one of the most extreme cases where the president’s public relations 

(PR) experts were kept hopping to keep his approval ratings up. 

The Bush administration got off on a shaky start.  After winning the Florida elections by a mere 

537 votes, and amid accusations of voter disenfranchisement and other election fraud, the Florida 

Supreme Court decided there should be a recount.  But on 9 December 2000, with Al Gore 

gaining on Bush, the US Supreme Court stopped the recount and straightaway appointed George 

W. Bush the 43
rd

 President of the United States.  

Most Americans recognized this as a sham and thought the recount should have continued.  

Consequently, Bush started his leadership with a sub-par approval rating of 46%, according to 

FOX News Poll.  Something was drastically needed to enhance this new leader’s credibility. 

That something came in the administration’s eighth month; on September 11, 2001.  Immediately 

before the attack, Bush=s approval rating had inched up to 50-55%.  After the attack it skyrocketed 

to 90%.  In spite of indications of the administration’s complicity in 9/11, that event provided the 

PR boost direly needed for a floundering leader.   

Approval ratings were still high when US forces blasted into Afghanistan.  But initial 

international and domestic support waned as the violence escalated.  By the time Operation 

Anaconda ended in Afghanistan, the Gallup Poll showed public approval had dropped to 79%. 

March 2002 to March 2003 was spent preparing the public for the war against Iraq.  There was, 

and continues to be, strenuous debate over the justification the administration presented for that 

war, along with a significant loss of support from international allies.  During these 12 months, 

Bush=s approval ratings continued to decline.  Just before the actual warfare started in Iraq, the 

Gallup Poll showed that only 58% of the people liked how the government was run. 

Striving to raise the leader’s credibility, White House PR crews came up with what is now called 

Bush=s ATop Gun@ act.  Instead of announcing from the oval office that major military operations 

in Iraq had been completed, or from some other traditional location, the president would make that 
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announcement from an aircraft carrier at sea, after a sensational arrival on that carrier.  The USS 

Abraham Lincoln, returning home, was chosen as the site.  In addition to glamorizing a ATop 

Gun@ leader, this stunt would also signify a transition of American forces from conquerors to 

police in order to open the way for other countries to help foot the bill.   

With a crew aboard anxious to see their families after a tour of duty in the Iraq war, the Abraham 

Lincoln was delayed for a day just off the southern California coast so Bush could make his PR 

splash.  On 1 May 2003 a Navy Viking S-3B made a tailhook landing on the carrier while TV 

cameras ground away.  Bush emerged in flight togs and helmet, giving a dramatic thumbs-up 

sign.  In the well-publicized speech that followed, Bush announced to a cheering crew that major 

military operations in Iraq were completed.  Behind him hung a banner proclaiming AMission 

Accomplished.@ 

The carrier landing and Top Gun speech did temporarily boost the leader=s credibility a little -- 

Gallup Polls inched up to 69%.  But then the ratings started sliding again. By mid-October they 

were down to 56%.  Rising casualties coupled with failure to find either weapons of mass 

destruction or a linkage between Saddam Hussein and Al Qaida were taking their toll on loyalty to 

the Cult of Patriotism.  Chief political advisor Karl Rove and the White House spin doctors 

needed something more to re-charge their leader=s integrity.  In mid-October Bush=s PR 

specialists came up with an extraordinary plan: the commander-in-chief would actually visit the 

battlefield.  

After announcing that he would spend Thanksgiving Day at his Texas ranch, Bush secretly 

boarded Air Force One on Thanksgiving eve, 2003.  With only selected reporters aboard, he 

landed at Baghdad under cover of darkness.  Only a few top White House aides, his family, and 

the selected reporters knew of the plan.  It was not publicly released until Air Force One was back 

in the air and headed home.  At this time, with American deaths rising, Bush=s approval rating had 

slipped to 51%.   

Bush did not leave the Baghdad Airport during his two-hour stay in Iraq.  He did his 

granfallooning in a hangar where some 600 specially-selected troops assembled for Thanksgiving 

dinner.  Wearing an Army workout jacket with the troops’ insignia, he gave Aa soundbite-friendly 

speech rich in flag-waving rhetoric and practical vagaries.  Speaking in short, broad generalities 

... for purposes of ostensibly expressing gratitude ... Bush=s words served instead both to 

perpetuate illusions and to inculcate fear.  The President=s repetitive mantra of >terror,= >danger,= 
>freedom,= and the like ...@ (Livingstone, 28 November 2003)   

Former White House administration official Mary Matalin extolled Bush=s visit to the war zone as 

Aeffective, because it captured something about the president that people know is true, that he 

really cares about the soldiers and gets emotional when he sees them.@ (Quoted in Allen, 4 

December 2003)  But some saw through the ploy.  Elaine Johnson, whose son had been killed 

earlier that month, pondered why the president hadn=t bothered to send a message to her family: 

AEvidently my son wasn=t important enough to him dead ... As long as my son was alive he was 

important … to fight a war.@ (Quoted in Littwin , 25 November 2003)   The Baghdad excursion 

wasn=t very successful.  The polls only went up four percentage points.    

By February 2004 the cult leader=s confidence polls were hovering around 50%.  That was no way 

to start an election year.   Effort focused on shifting public attention from domestic problems (its 
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faltering economy and huge unemployment) to that of a war president (which established his 

popularity in the wake of 9/11).  The cult leader’s credibility had to be boosted. 

White House PR experts came up with a week-long Amedia blitz@ leading up to the first 

anniversary of invading Iraq.  The Amain message of the week is that the nation is >more secure= 
because of the capture of Hussein.@ (Allen, 14 March 2004)  A Adangerous regime with a history 

of aggression and links to terror organizations is no longer in power,@ said Jim Wilkinson, Assis-

tant National Security Advisor.  Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld kicked off the Awar-week 

events@ with one of his town hall meetings on March 12
th

.  Members of Bush=s AWar cabinet@ 
were featured on talk shows and media interviews.  Energy Secretary Spencer Abraham and the 

National Security Council held a Ashow and tell@ at Oak Ridge, Tennessee, showing centrifuge 

parts and other equipment from Libya=s former nuclear weapons program.  Meanwhile a ship 

carrying the remainder of Libya=s nuclear-weapons-making gear docked at an east coast port.  

The message revealed plainly that preventing Libya from becoming a nuclear power was all the 

result of a strong American leader. (Quoted phrases in this paragraph from Allen, 14 March 2004) 

The Republican dominated House of Representatives planned a mid-week four-hour debate and 

voted on a resolution saying the world is better off since Saddam was removed from power.  The 

resolution did not mention Iraq’s elusive weapons of mass destruction except for the 1988 gassing 

by Saddam of his own Kurdish people in the north, illustrating that Saddam did indeed at one time 

have weapons of mass destruction (WMD).  No mention was made that the US helped him 

acquire those weapons or that the US did not condemn the use of those weapons at the time.  No 

mention that since the first Gulf war Saddam had been forced to dismantle all those WMD 

programs.   

The grand finale of the week was seeing the president and first lady eating lunch with the troops at 

Fort Campbell, Kentucky, and visiting wounded soldiers at Walter Reed Army Medical Center.   

That was all a waste of time.  Opinion polls remained stubbornly unchanged.  There were just too 

many facts, and too many informed people, for the skewed propaganda to have any effect.  The 

felony leaking of Valerie Plame as a CIA operative wouldn=t go away.  Neither would the Vice 

President=s connection with Enron and the California energy crisis, his secret energy board, and his 

continued connection with Haliburton.  Soon there was the Ahmed Chalabi scandal, when it was 

discovered that this top US puppet in Iraq had been sending secret information to Iran and possibly 

other Middle East countries.  

Then at the end of April 2004 the big scandal broke Bphotos showing torture and mistreatment of 

war prisoners in Iraq=s Abu Ghurayb prison by US guards.  Damage control was activated 

immediately.  First it was claimed that just a few renegade military police were responsible.  But 

additional and more damaging photos continued to appear.  International Red Cross officials 

reminded the world that months before they had warned of widespread torture by US troops.  

Whistleblowers came forth with more grisly stories.  Major General Antonio Taguba, head of the 

Army=s major investigation into Abu Ghurayb, told Senate investigators in May that Aabuse of 

prisoners by the American military and intelligence agencies was systemic.@  (New York Times 

Editorial; 12 May 2004)  The London Observer, in a well-documented article, states: AThe United 

States government, in conjunction with key allies, is running an >invisible= network of prisons and 

detention centres in which thousands of suspects have disappeared without trace since the war on 
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terror began. ... Few escape the ghost network of detention facilities, which range from massive 

prison camps such as that at Guantanamo Bay to naval vessels in the Indian Ocean, so accounts of 

life within the new gulag are rare.@  (Burke, 13 June 2004) 

By the end of May Bush=s approval rating had sunk to 47% according to Gallup, with some polls 

dipping as low as 42%.  But things got worse.  In 2002, top lawyers in the Defense and Justice 

Departments had put together a 100+ page memo saying that Atorturing suspected al Qaida 

members abroad >may be justified= and that international laws against torture >may be 

unconstitutional if applied to interrogation= conducted against suspected terrorists.@ 
 (Allen and 

Priest, 9 June 2004)  In an August 2002 memo to White House Counsel Alberto R. Gonzales, “the 

Justice Department defined torture in a much narrower way, for example, than does the US Army, 

which has historically carried out most wartime interrogations.@ (Priest and Smith, 8 June 2004)  

Attorney General John Ashcroft refused to release the memo to Congress, saying: AThere is no 

presidential order immunizing torture.@ (Quoted in Schmidt, 9 June 2004)  Well, of course not; 

what president would document a war crime with a presidential order.  The process was much 

more subtle. 

A 6 March 2003 draft of the 2002 Memo became public; classified Asecret@ but only if the 

attachment was included (it wasn=t).  The attachment, according to The Wall Street Journal, listed 

Aspecific interrogation techniques and whether Mr. Rumsfeld himself or other officials must grant 

permission before they could be used.@ (Bravin, 7 June 2004)  Some evidence did indicate that 

Rumsfeld approved the use of dogs to intimidate prisoners at Guantanamo Bay, along with at least 

five other high pressure techniques. (See Smith and White, 12 June 2004)  Bush had declared that 

prisoners at Guantanamo were not covered by Geneva Convention protections. 

But, even if that convoluted interpretation were true for Guantanamo, prisoners in Iraq definitely 

enjoy Geneva Convention protection.  Events took a more damaging turn when in early 

September 2003 Major General Geoffrey D. Miller, commandant of Guantanamo, visited Iraq=s 
Abu Ghurayb jail.  Prior to that there had been no formalized interrogation rules for prisoners in 

Iraq.  The day after Miller left, interrogation options were issued which closely match those of 

Guantanamo. 

On 10 September 2003, Lieutenant General Ricardo S. Sanchez, the senior US military officer in 

Iraq issued an order entitled Interrogation and Counter-Resistance Policy.  Some 32 interrogation 

tactics were approved.  Because of objections, he later removed several items and required that 

his permission be obtained to use the remainder.  Some techniques that remained were Ataking 

someone to a less hospitable location for interrogation, manipulating his or her diet, imposing 

isolation for more than 30 days, using military dogs to provoke fear, and requiring someone to 

maintain a >stress position= for as long as 45 minutes.@ (Smith and White, 12 June 2004) 

The unfolding of such inhumane treatment went against everyone=s ideals of American values and 

the blame was creeping closer to the top.  Pfc Lynndie England, whose picture featured 

prominently in some of the torture photos, was one of seven enlisted personnel charged with 

crimes.  Her defense attorneys Acompiled a list of 100 potential witnesses stretching from the halls 

of power in Washington, D.C., to the sand-swept vistas of Iraq.  By putting top government 

officials like Vice President Dick Cheney on the witness list, England=s attorneys are serving 

notice that in defending their client, they will attempt to put on trial the Bush administration=s 
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policies on intelligence gathering from detainees.@ (Lash and Fuoco, 13 June 2004) 

Embarrassment for Bush comes from still higher up.  Brigadier General Janis Karpinski, 

commander of the military police who run Abu Ghurayb and was suspended from duty and 

eventually demoted, told BBC News that she was Abeing made a >convenient scapegoat= for abuse 

ordered by others.@ (BBC News, 15 June 2004)  She said Lieutenant General Sanchez, top US 

commander in Iraq, should be asked what he knows about the torture.  She added that military 

intelligence took over part of Abu Ghurayb to make it more like Guantanamo.  She continued that 

the seven accused soldiers were too green in Iraq to stage a picture taking spree at night on their 

own, and believes the more damaging truth will come out during each individual=s court marshal. 

All of this was a public relations catastrophe.  White House spin experts launched a broadside of 

activity aimed at diverting public attention and protecting the cult leader=s credibility.  Attorney 

General Ashcroft on 26 May 2004 announced that Aintelligence reports and public statements of 

people associated with Al Qaida suggested that the terrorist group was >almost ready to attack the 

United States= and harbored a >specific intention to hit the United States hard=.@ (Stevenson and 

Lichtblau, 27 May 2004)  He said this assault could happen within the next few months. 

This warning, which would have rallied Apatriots@ behind the chief had it been taken seriously, was 

immediately assailed as a scare tactic.  FBI Director Robert S. Mueller III undercut his boss= 
announcement with a more conservative assessment, saying: AFor the next few weeks we have 

reason to believe there is a heightened threat to the US interests around the world.@ (Quoted in 

Stevenson and Lichtblau, 27 May 2004)  There was good reason for a heightened threat globally 

because of the upcoming June summit meeting in Turkey, the July European soccer tournament in 

Portugal, and the August Olympics in Greece.  But the FBI had no elevated warnings in the US.  

Police and firefighter union leaders, in a partisan statement, accused Ashcroft of timing his 

announcement to divert people=s attention from Bush=s plummeting approval ratings.  Ouch! 

And then the inevitable anonymous official leaked his opinion: AThere=s no real new intelligence, 

and a lot of this has been out there already.  There=s really no significant change that would 

require us to change the alert levels of the country.@ (Quoted in Stevenson and Lichtblau, 27 May 

2004)  That sounds like someone from the Department of Homeland Security because they are the 

ones that change the color-coded warnings.  As a matter of fact, just the day before Ashcroft=s 

announcement, Department of Homeland Security officials said they had no new information 

about any attack threat.  Of course there are other anonymous officials who voiced support for 

Ashcroft=s statement, but they offered only vague generalities. 

It took only two days for NBC News to discover that Ashcroft=s Acredible intelligence from 

multiple sources@ (Quoted in Myers, 28 May 2004) indicating that Al Qaida=s plans for attacking 

the US were 90% complete was a fabrication.  Terrorism experts said that information came from 

the discredited Abu Hafs al-Masri Brigades.  The FBI reluctantly admitted that Abu Hafs 

al-Masri Brigades was the source of Ashcroft=s information. 

Conjuring up fear of the terrorists failed on that try but Memorial Day was coming up.  That day is 

always a golden opportunity to drum up patriotism, especially with dedication of the World War II 

Memorial in the Capitol Mall scheduled.  World War II was a unifying war as no other had been.  

AAll Americans joined in the war.  The military draft spared few families with young men.  

Women stepped in to replace men taken by the draft or to join up themselves.  On the homefront 
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we endured rationing and paid for the war through income taxes raised tenfold B to a top rate of 

91%.@ (Quoted in Goldsborough, 31 May 2004)  This was a good time to remind Americans they 

are supposed to support the leader during wartime. 

Memorial dedication week was scheduled during May 27-30th of 2004, with the actual dedication 

ceremony on May 29
th

.  Bush gave an eloquent speech memorializing the World War II 

generation.  He managed to get in a few plugs on how people today should be supporting his war 

on terrorism.  Bush said: AWhen it mattered most, an entire generation of Americans showed the 

finest qualities of our nation and of humanity.@  With an apparent reference to curtailment of civil 

liberties by the Patriot Act, he said: AMen who considered themselves learned and civilized came 

to believe that free institutions must give way to the severe doctrines and stern discipline of a 

regimented society.@  To illustrate how successful wars require the sacrifice of the entire society 

he pointed out that AAmericans had to work and save and ration and sacrifice as never before. ... 

this was a people=s war and everyone was in it.@  Then Bush added: AWith all our flaws, 

Americans at that time had never been more united.  And together, we began and completed the 

largest single task in our history.@ (Quotations in this paragraph are from “Remarks of President 

George W. Bush”)  Bush=s speech stimulated pseudo-patriotic feelings amid the display of 

military might.  It rallied the Cult of Patriotism to ridding the world of terrorists. 

Following the WWII Memorial dedication Bush continued to compare his war on terror to World 

War II.  AOur goal, the goal of this generation, is the same,@ Bush told graduates of the Air Force 

Academy in Colorado Springs on June 2
nd

. AWe will secure our nation and defend the peace 

through the forward march of freedom,@ he continued. (Quoted in USINFO.STATE.GOV)  

Unfortunately for the administration, the polls still showed low public support.  The situation in 

an election year was acute. 

Then a fortuitous event occurred for Bush=s propaganda campaign.  On 5 June 2004 former 

President Ronald Reagan succumbed to pneumonia.  Without seeming to do anything that wasn=t 
expected anyway, Reagan was memorialized with a full presidential state funeral B a week-long 

event with many opportunities to pump some substance into the deflating Cult of Patriotism.  

During that time the air waves and newsprint was monopolized by the latest ceremony extolling 

Reagan and the Office of President, and by inference, George W. Bush who now occupies that 

office.  That temporarily raised Bush=s foreign policy approval ratings from 45% to 57% 

according to a PEW poll on early June.  But that was only temporary.   

In mid-June the 9/11 Commission moved public attention away from Reagan=s funeral and back to 

the war on Iraq.  Bush=s hand-picked commission on June 16
th

 released a preliminary staff report 

on Iraq stating: AWe have no credible evidence that Iraq and Al Qaida cooperated on attacks 

against the United States.@ (Quoted in Scheer, 22 June 2004.  Also see Landay, 17 June 2004).  

With no weapons of mass destruction found in Iraq, that kicked the sole remaining justification for 

going to war into the trash heap. 

Bush came out strong in his defense the next day to regain credibility:  AThis administration never 

said that the 9/11 attacks were orchestrated between Saddam and Al Qaida.  We did say there 

were numerous contacts between Saddam Hussein and Al Qaida.@ (Quoted in Pincus and Milbank, 

17 June 2004.   Also see Jehl, 18 June 2004; and Yen, 17 June 2004)  White House 

Communications Director Dan Bartlett added: AJust because Al Qaida and Iraq may not have 
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collaborated in a specific attack on 9/11 does not mean that there’s not a relationship or past 

relationship between Iraq and Al Qaida.@ (Quoted in Froomkin, 17 June 2004) 

The Bush administration actually did try to connect Iraq with 9/11.  In late 2001, Cheney said it 

was Apretty well confirmed@ that a meeting between Mohammed Atta (the chief hijacker) and a 

senior Iraqi intelligence officer took place in Prague in April 2000. (Quoted in Pincus and 

Milbank, 17 June 2004.  Also quoted in Scheer, 22 June 2004).  But the 9/11 staff disagreed: AWe 

have examined the allegation that Atta met with an Iraqi intelligence officer in Prague on April 9
th

.  

Based on the evidence available B including investigations by Czech and US authorities, plus 

detainee reporting B we do not believe that such a meeting occurred.@ (Quoted in Scheer, 22 June 

2004)  The Commission also pointed out that Atta was in Florida at the time the meeting was 

supposed to have taken place.  Cheney changed his Apretty well confirmed@ to admitting the 

meeting could neither be proved nor disproved, AWe just don=t know,@ he said. (Quoted in Shenon 

and Stevenson, 19 June 2004)  But that lack of knowledge didn=t keep him from persuading the 

public to believe there was collaboration.  On NBC=s Meet the Press he said Awe will have struck 

a major blow right at the heart of the base, if you will, the geographic base of the terrorists who had 

us under assault now for many years, but most especially on 9/11.@ (Quoted in Scheer, 22 June 

2004.  Also quoted in Pincus and Milbank, @ 17 June 2004)  Well, perhaps he was referring to the 

entire Middle East but the implications are pretty plain that he wanted everyone to believe he was 

referring to Iraq.  

It was a publicly- and congressionally-perceived link between Saddam and 9/11 that allowed the 

war on Iraq.  In September 2003, on NBC=s Meet the Press, Cheney said AI think it=s not surprising 

that people make that connection@ between Saddam and September 11th. (Quoted in Hall, 17 June 

2004)  True, he=s not saying there is a link, but his innuendo certainly implies there is.  And the 

Bush administration took exactly zero steps to correct any misunderstanding. 

Bush needed a legal justification to invade Iraq.  He had to show a connection between Iraq and 

9/11 in order to justify the war under Public Law 107-243 (Called the AAUTHORIZATION FOR 

USE OF MILITARY FORCE AGAINST IRAQ RESOLUTION OF 2002" passed on 16 October 

2002).  Paragraph 1 of Section 3(b) says that diplomacy and working with the UN must be 

certified as insufficient to protect our national security.  Paragraph 2 requires that any Anecessary 

actions@ are to be taken against Ainternational terrorists and terrorist organizations, including those 

nations, organizations, or persons who planned, authorized, committed, or aided the terrorist 

attacks that occurred on September 11, 2001.@  To attack the nation of Iraq, Bush had to certify to 

Congress that Saddam had Aplanned, authorized, committed, or aided the terrorist attacks that 

occurred on September 11, 2001,@ in those exact words, in order to justify using the war powers 

Congress had authorized.  And that is exactly what he did.  The leader cannot say, without 

destroying his credibility, that his administration never claimed there was a relationship between 

Iraq and 9/11.  Yet if he does admit deception his career is ruined.  The plot thickens. 

Two days after the 9/11 staff report was released, the State Department website posted two 

releases.  The first was an op-ed article for USA Today written by Deputy National Security 

Adviser Stephen J. Hadley, entitled ANSC Official Says Commission Confirms Links between Iraq 

and Al Qaida.@  It was published by the State Department that same day. (Hadley, 18 June 2004)  

The key word is ALinks.@  Hadley describes those Alinks@ as Asuspicious ties and contacts between 

Iraq and Al Qaida@ during the 1990s to explore possible cooperation.  He quotes 9/11 
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Commission Chairman Thomas Kean as confirming AThere were contacts between Iraq and Al 

Qaida, a number of them, some of them a little shadowy.  They were definitely there.@ (Quoted in 

Hadley, 18 June 2004)  But contacts to explore cooperation are not evidence that cooperation took 

place. 

Hadley then paraphrases 9/11 Commission Vice Chairman Lee Hamilton as saying Athe 

commission does not disagree with the administration=s assertion that there were connections 

between Al Qaida and Saddam Hussein=s government.@ (Hadley, 18 June 2004)  Then Hadley 

drops it there.  He does not mention Hamilton=s full comment as reported in The New York Times: 

A... the commission has found evidence of repeated contacts between Iraqi officials and the Qaida 

terrorists ...  But [Hamilton] said the panel had been unable to document any >collaborative 

relationship= between Iraq and the terror network B against the United States or any other target.@ 
(Shenon and Stevenson, 19 June 2004) Then to emphasize his point, Hamilton said the committee 

had no credible evidence Aof any collaborative relationship B period.@ (Quoted in Shenon and 

Stevenson, 19 June 2004) 

Then Hadley brought up the oft-repeated story about Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, once associated with 

Al Qaida, saying Zarqawi and Anearly two dozen Al Qaida associates@ were in Baghdad before the 

fall of Saddam=s regime – an assertion that has been discussed and repeatedly disqualified.  To say 

that being in Baghdad was proof of Iraqi collaboration with Al Qaida is tantamount to saying that 

America also collaborated because some 9/11 hijackers took training in US flight schools and 

lived in the US. 

In the final statement of his article Hadley signs off with a series of outright lies: AThe president did 

not order the liberation of Iraq in retaliation for 9/11.  He sent American troops to Iraq to remove 

a grave and gathering threat to America=s security.  Because he acted, Iraq is free, and America 

and the world are safer.@ (Hadley, 18 June 2004)  Let’s look at that statement: (1) The president 

had to certify that the Anation@ of Iraq was connected to 9/11 in order to invoke his war powers, (2) 

Iraq posed no grave and gathering threat to America=s security because there were no weapons of 

mass destruction existing in Iraq, and (3) America and the world are not safer.  The war on Iraq 

has recruited more oppressed people to hate the US.  Secretary Powell revised his 2003 terrorism 

report to state that terrorism had increased and hatred generated by invading Iraq significantly 

contributed to that increase. 

The second June 18
th

 release on the State Department website, which I mentioned above, was a 

transcript of an interview by journalist Michael Medved with Secretary Powell which took place 

the previous day.  Powell repeated the undisputed and overstated fact that Athere were clear 

connections and ties over time between Al Qaida and the Hussein regime.@ (Powell, 18 June 2004)  

Then he poses a couple questions that have sinister connotations: AThe question is, well, how 

strong were those contacts?  Were they responded to on the Iraq side?  And what we have been 

saying is that there were such contacts, and I don=t think that=s in dispute, frankly.@ (Powell, 18 

June 2004)  What did he say? Of course the contacts aren=t in dispute, they have been discussed ad 

infinitum.  But he left his questions dangling with their false implications.  Walter Pincus and 

Dana Milbank upset the White House propaganda by setting the record straight: ABush said the 

contacts between Iraq and Al Qaida provided proof of a relationship. [but] The report ... said that 

all relevant classified information that it reviewed showed that the contacts that took place 

between Iraq and Al Qaida officials never led to cooperation.@ (Pincus and Milbank, 17 June 2004) 
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Another story the administration told repeatedly was regarding a terrorist camp in northern Iraq.  

When Powell told the United Nations about a terrorist group operating in Iraq, he was referring to 

the Ansar al-Islam cell which had at one time received some help from Al Qaida.  But Ansar 

al-Islam was located in the autonomous Kurdish territory of northern Iraq where Saddam had no 

control.  Conversely, it was in the northern no-fly zone patrolled by the US. 

Later when Cheney was on CNBC he deplored the media not accurately reporting the commission 

staff=s findings: AWhat they [the commission] were addressing was whether or not they [Iraq] were 

involved in 9/11.  They did not address the broader question of a relationship between Iraq and Al 

Qaida in other areas, in other ways.@ (Quoted in Milbank, 20 June 2004)  But Commission 

spokesperson Al Felzenberg blunted that twist with a very direct statement: AWe found no 

evidence of joint operations or joint work or common operations between Al Qaida and Saddam 

Hussein=s government, and that=s beyond 9/11.@ (Quoted in Milbank, 20 June 2004)  The White 

House spin doctors were having problems. 

The Bush administration consistently and adamantly repeats information about exploratory 

meetings in the 1990s which failed to result in cooperation.  One journalist comments@ It=s the Big 

Lie technique B never flinch in the face of truth.@ (Scheer, 22 June 2004)  Andrew Kohut, who 

directed the early-June Pew Research poll, believes Bush will be able to keep Iraq and Al Qaida 

tied in the public mind where about half the population believes the connection has been proved.  

He explains: ASo many people believe it because he=s saying it.  Bush=s hanging tough on this 

gives him the credibility he has.@ (Quoted in Milbank, 20 June 2004) 

The truth that the war is not a war against terror was brought very clearly to public attention when 

the Walt Disney Company blocked its Miramax subsidiary from distributing a film with the 

uncanny name of Fahrenheit 9/11.
15

  Michael Moore, who made the film, was outraged but the 

Disney rejection upped his public image B when you censor something publicly, the people want it 

all the more.  Moore became a household name later that month when his film won the Cannes 

Palme d=Or (The Golden Palm) for the best film, and Moore became the grand winner of the 

festival.
16

  Fahrenheit 9/11 received the longest standing ovation in the festival=s history B 

variously reported from 15 to 20 minutes.
17

 The cult leader’s PR experts were foiled again. 

White House communications director, Dan Bartlett, said the film Awas so outrageously false it=s 

not even worth comment,@ even though he hadn=t seen the film. (Quoted in The Progress Report, 

25 June 2004)  But the administration=s PR experts were acutely aware of the hazards Fahrenheit 

9/11 posed to Bush=s credibility ratings.  They were wise enough not to meet the challenge 

                                                
15According to the Center for American Progress, Disney=s CEO Michael Eisner (a Bush campaign contributor) 
directed its Miramax Division not to distribute Fahrenheit 9/11.  Also, Jeb Bush, governor of Florida and the 

president=s brother, is a trustee for the Florida state employees’ pension fund which owns 7.3 million shares of Disney 

stock – a good example of control of the media. 

16Conservative critics have charged that the award was a political slap at America from the French (the festival takes 
place in Cannes, France).  But of the 9 jury members (judges), only one was French – of the remaining. four were 

American and one was British, and every juror supported the decision for the award. 

17
Moore had no trouble finding a distributor for his film.  The Weinstein brothers (Harvey and Bob) reneged from 

Miramax and bought the rights, along with two other companies B Lions Gate Entertainment Corporation and The 
Independent Film Channel. 
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head-on.  Instead, they employed the technique Edward L. Bernays, another corporate public 

relations pioneer, used extensively B don=t say it yourself, let someone else say it for you.  Front 

organizations were set up to do just that. 

One of these was AMove America Forward@ (established by the political public relations firm of 

Russo, Marsh and Rogers in Sacramento) and it orchestrated a letter-writing campaign to theaters 

not to show Moore=s film.  AMove America Forward@ chairman was Howard Kaloogian – 

previously chairman of the ADefend Reagan Committee@ and the ARecall Gray Davis Committee.  

Russo, Marsh and Rogers also advised the latter. (What Really Happened) 

One disparaging article about the film by staff writer Glenn Lovell of the San Jose Mercury News 

was titled ASubpar Propaganda.@  After claiming to be a fan of Moore=s Apowerful plea for gun 

control@ in the academy award winning movie, Bowling With Columbine (purportedly establishing 

his credentials as an unbiased critic), Lovell berated Fahrenheit 9/11: AI found this all-out assault 

of Bush and his response to the terrorist attacks of Sept 11 to be so smug in its position, so cavalier 

in its documentation, that I left feeling more hoodwinked than enlightened.@ (Lovell, 25 June 

2004)  Then Lovell describes each segment of the film in the most derogatory terms.  But he 

didn=t specifically identify one salient fact as incorrect.  He didn=t objectively dispute the truth of 

any depicted event.  Lovell=s article was typical of propaganda by innuendo.  The truthfulness of 

events portrayed has not been found faulty by even one critic. 

President of conservative group ACitizens United,@ David N. Bossie, filed a complaint with the 

Federal Election Commission (FEC) against Moore=s film intended to significantly reduce 

advertisement of Moore=s film.  It read: 

... alleges that broadcast advertisements for the film, which include visual images and sound clips of 

President George W. Bush and other candidates for Federal elective office, qualify as 

Aelectioneering communications@ under [Federal Elections Campaign Act] if they are broadcast 
within 30 days prior to the Republican National Convention or 60 days prior to the general election.  

The undersigned contends that Respondents are about to violate the Act because the Ads will be 

funded by corporate and foreign money; expenditures for the ads will not be reported to the Federal 

Election Commission; and the ads will not include the required disclosure statements. (Before the 
Federal Election Commission) 

Ironically, just two years earlier, Bossie said his group feels AFEC rules and regulations are 

abhorrent ... they restrict the American people=s ability to have an influence on politics.@ (Quoted 

in The Hill (Washington, D.C.), 12 June 2002; also in The Progress Report, 25 June 2004)  So it 

all depends on who is spinning the platter. 

The Carlyle Group combined with two other investors to buy out Loews Cineplex Entertainment 

(the third largest movie theater chain) for $1.46 billion.  The Carlyle Group is one of the world=s 

largest equity firms for which former President George H.W. Bush was a consultant.  Many from 

former republican administrations have been directors.  Moore=s documentary was slated to show 

at 59 Loews theaters on opening day. 

The Motion Picture Association of America gave Moore=s movie an AR@ rating.  One 

commentator stated Athat 15- and 16-year olds, who might end up fighting in the war on terrorism, 

should be able to see the film, which shows the true cost of war B gravely wounded Iraqi citizens 

and US troops.@ (The Progress Report, 25 June 2004)  Some argued that more violence and worse 
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language had been used in PG-13 movies, a rating which would give future enlistees a chance to 

see what they are enlisting for. 

If anything, the conservative efforts to sidetrack the film only made people more curious.  And the 

movie did, apparently, have the effect that neoconservatives feared.  Even before the first public 

showing, the leader=s credibility ratings started dropping.  A Washington Post/ABC News poll 

published June 22
nd

 showed his overall approval ratings were below 50%.  In addition, 55% 

disapprove of how the Bush administration is handling Iraq and 59% said the war was not worth 

fighting.  A CNN-USA Today- Gallup poll found that 54% of the people think the war on Iraq was 

a mistake, and more than half say it has made the US less safe from terrorism. 

After the premier of Fahrenheit 9/11, things got worse.  A New York Times/CBS News poll, taken 

June 23-27, reduced Bush=s approval rating to 42% B the lowest point in his administration.  60% 

said the war was not worth fighting.  Even his own party was becoming disenchanted.  

The White House propaganda team strained its utmost to rescue the leader.  Additional 

complications were old skeletons finding their way out of the proverbial closet: testimony directly 

connecting Rumsfeld with approving torture in Iraq, news regarding tens of billions of Iraqi 

reconstruction dollars not being used to rebuild infrastructure, and the 9/11 Commission=s final 

report due out in weeks.  Rupert Cornwell predicted a bleak outcome: A... not since Harry Truman 

in 1948 has an incumbent president been so low in the polls at this stage and still won a second 

term.@ (Cornwell, Rupert; 23 June 2004) 

But Bush did win, and that’s another story.  I have written four papers on manipulation of 

elections which can be found on the PLRC website (see http://www.plrc.org).   

 

PART 5 B DISTRACT MEMBERS FROM THINKING UNDESIRABLE THOUGHTS 

Propaganda does not lead a life of its own; it emerges only sporadically B when 

an ideology tries to expand. 

B Ellul, p. 194.. 

During the war and occupation of Iraq we have seen how reporting casualties and fatalities have 

been confined to the U.S. and U.K. military, as if those are all that matter.  There have been no 

official estimates of over 100,000 Iraqi civilian deaths, or of the many thousand Iraqi military 

deaths, to say nothing of U.S. and other civilian contractors and mercenaries hired to fight the war.  

It sounds much cleaner to focus on a comparatively small number of U.S. military deaths.  But 

even then the concept is sanitized by forbidding photographs of flag draped coffins as they return 

to the U.S.  None of this says anything about masking even higher numbers of non-fatal casualties 

and displaced persons. 

Distracting attention from actual casualties is an example of techniques used to distract cult 

members from thinking undesirable thoughts.  For those techniques to be successful the cult 

leader must control the media.  In Iraq, most of the reporters were embedded with the military, 

ostensibly for their own protection but obviously so they will slant the news as the U.S. desires.  

Those who chose not to be embedded provided a wider view of the news but they were on their 

own.  Reporter casualties have been high.

http://www.plrc.org/
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Back to the home front.  I’ve discussed above how large corporations that support the cult leader, 

and benefit from doing so, have gained ownership of the media.  They skew the news to mask 

information damaging to business and government.  During March and early April of 2005, for 

instance, the front page news focused heavily on such things as the Indonesian Earthquakes and its 

resulting Tsunami activity, the Terri Schiavo life decision, Barry Bonds being on baseball=s 

disabled list, Pope John Paul II=s illness and death, a finger in Wendy=s chili, and sundry other 

items of highly-inflated sensation.  This detracted from the problems in Iraq and Europe=s 

disenchantment with U.S. policies.  Likewise, Bush was the first president ever to attend a Pope=s 

funeral, prompting global speculation that he was trying to distract attention from his declining 

approval ratings.   And then there is the leaked news that House Speaker Tom DeLay=s political 

friends are initiating an aggressive media campaign to mask his ethics scandal.  The daily news is 

replete with attempts to prevent an unfavorable public mind toward neoconservative activities. 

All of these and sundry other techniques can be observed in the daily Anews.@  However, there are 

even more scurrilous activities going on to mold the public mind.  I will here discuss three 

examples: (1) Government interference with public broadcasting, (2) Covert propaganda through 

prepackaged news stories, and (3) Covert propaganda by embedding media pundits.  I will again use the 

Bush administration because of its intense use of propaganda to keep people’s minds channeled.  

 

Government Interference with Public Broadcasting. 

There is a large Public Broadcasting Service (PBS) which purports to be independent and tends to 

present more depth in controversial issues.  But it is not as publicly-controlled as the name 

implies.  Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia, says public broadcasting funding comes Adirectly 

from individuals through donations or fees, or indirectly as state subsidies that originate in taxes or 

other national funding sources.@  Philanthropic organizations also provide grants for specific 

programs and sometimes corporate donations are received in exchange for some advertising.  

This advertising is much less intense and attention-grabbing than on commercial stations.  The 

British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC) is a public broadcaster whose mission is to “inform, 

educate, and entertain.@ 

Public broadcasting is popular throughout most of the world.  Commercial broadcasting is only 

present in a few western countries.  Wikipedia explains: APublic service broadcasters generally 

transmit programming that aims to improve society by informing viewers.  In contrast, the aim of 

commercial outlets is to provide popular shows that attract an audience B therefore leading to 

higher prices when advertising is sold.@ 

 

HISTORY OF PUBLIC BROADCASTING IN THE U.S.  In 1952, during the dawning years of 

television, National Education Television (NET) was founded with a grant from the Ford 

Foundation.  It started as a means of exchanging and distributing educational materials among 

local TV stations.  By 1954 it was airing five hours daily with in-depth treatment of subjects, and 

interviews with people of literary and historical expertise.  In 1958, NET was the nation’s fourth 

television network, along with CBS, NBC, and ABC.   

In 1963 NET began hitting hard to inform people on sensitive social issues such as racism and 
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poverty.  This was praised by many but some conservative affiliate stations objected to the liberal 

slant.  By 1966 the Ford Foundation started withdrawing financial support, and funding for NET 

became questionable.  Congress stepped in and on November 7, 1967 the Corporation for Public 

Broadcasting (CPB) was created as a private, non-profit corporation chartered and funded by the 

U.S. government.
18

  Its purpose is to make grants to promote public broadcasting.  That statute 

restricted government-produced programming for domestic audiences, and prohibits the CPB 

from directly producing any news programs.  The CPB temporarily provided funding for NET.  

However, the main purpose of CPB was to set up its own network for public broadcasting because 

some NET affiliates objected to NET’s liberal slant. 

When, in 1969, NET refused to stop airing some controversial programs, especially those critical 

of the government, the Corporation for Public Broadcasting set up the Public Broadcasting Service 

(PBS).  NET helped produce some programming at first, but its refusal to abandon issue-oriented 

programming prompted the government-subsidized CPB and the Ford Foundation to threatened 

complete withdrawal of funds.  This forced NET to merge with station WNDT-TV channel 13, 

which then became WNET-TV (now an active affiliate of PBS). 

It should be noted that the Corporation for Public Broadcasting (CPB) is not the same as the Public 

Broadcasting Service (PBS).  The former is a non-profit entity chartered by Congress through 

which grants are provided to produce Public Broadcasting programs.
19

  Although CPB is severely 

restricted as far as actually producing programs, it can choose which programs it will finance.
20

  

PBS, on the other hand, is the actual TV public broadcasting network in the U.S. with hundreds 

member stations who pay for the programming after it is produced.  PBS headquarters is located 

in Alexandria, Virginia.  It owns none of its affiliated stations and does not produce programs or 

news.  All programming is done by individual stations although most of it is by contracts 

negotiated through PBS.  These member stations pay dues to PBS which gives them the right to 

share each other’s programs and negotiate funding through PBS for programming.  In the 

discussions that follow, please distinguish between these two abbreviations B CPB and PBS. 

It should be noted that National Public Radio (NPR) is also a public broadcaster and is similarly 

organized.  NPR also receives grants from the federally-chartered Corporation for Public 

Broadcasting. 

 

IDEOLOGICAL PRESSURE ON U.S. PUBLIC BROADCASTING.  Public broadcasting in the 

U.S. has become one of the few means of hearing unvarnished presentations on issues.  It is 

known for its speakers, interviews, and news reports which provide information not readily 

                                                
18 CPB was created by the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967 (47 U.S.C. 396). 

19CPB provides approximately 15% of the yearly operating budget of PBS and its affiliated stations. PBS and member 

stations collect about 25% of their funding from membership drives and pledges. The balance comes from 

corporations, state & city governments, universities, foundations, and a variety of other sources. (Auletta, 7 June 

2004)  

20Nevertheless, The Public Broadcasting Act of 1967 specifies that Ait is in the public interest to encourage the 

development of programming that involves creative risks and that addresses the needs of unserved and underserved 

audiences, particularly children and minorities,@ and be used for Ainstructional, educational, and cultural purposes.@ 
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available on commercial channels or in mainline newspapers.  Receiving this information has 

stimulated what some factions consider undesirable thoughts.  The result, as stated by Chellie 

Pingree, is that: ANew and intensifying ideological pressures from the Bush administration have 

forced the public broadcaster to add new programs and alter others in an attempt to be >more 

balanced= in the view of the current leadership. ...this ideological pressure may gag one of the few 

sources of independent, substantive news and commentary that Americans can count on.@ 
(Pingree, 2 June 2004)  Balancing facts on both sides of an issue is good, but trying to balance 

critical facts with misleading rhetoric deceives the viewers. 

This ideological pressure is being applied through the Corporation for Public Broadcasting, from 

which public radio and public TV receive funding.  Recall that CPB was set up as a nonprofit 

corporation to distribute federal funds and serve as a heat shield between government and public 

broadcasting to “afford maximum protection from extraneous interference and control.@ (The 

Public Broadcasting Act of 1967)  But it is fast losing that Aheat shield@ function. 

CPB losing its heat shield function and becoming a conduit for ideological interference through 

political appointments to CPB=s board of directors B appointing those with ideological loyalties 

rather than a commitment to the spirit of public broadcasting.
21

  When Kenneth Tomlinson was 

chairman of the board, he had ties to the Bush White House and was a close friend of Karl Rove, 

Bush=s political advisor.  Tomlinson told The New Yorker: AWe serve the underserved. ... It is 

absolutely critical for people on the right to feel they have some ownership stake in public 

television as people on the left have.@ (Quoted in Auletta, 7 June 2004)  It is true that The Public 

Broadcasting Act of 1967 said programming should Aaddress the needs of the unserved and 

underserved,@ but the obvious intent was the unserved and underserved in society, not on PBS.  

The so-called Aright@ cannot be classed as underserved in the broader media.  Nevertheless, as I 

will soon show, this ideological misinterpretation has affected PBS programming. 

Cheryl Halpern was a board member appointed by Bush.  Besides being an active republican 

fundraiser she was also a member of Voice of America=s parent body.  Voice of America is a U.S. 

Government broadcasting station that sends the viewpoint of the current administration into 

foreign countries.  It is a vehicle of government propaganda which is legal only because it is not 

broadcast in the U.S.  Halpern is experienced in such broadcasting.  During her November 2003 

confirmation hearings, Senator Trent Lock referred to Bill Moyers=s post-election statements as 

AThe most blatant partisan, irresponsible thing I=ve ever heard ... and yet [the CPB] has not seemed 

willing to deal with ... that type of programming.@  Halpern replied: AThe fact of the matter is, I 

agree.@  She added that when there were accusations of improprieties in Voice of America Awe 

were able to aggressively step in, review the transcript of potential violations, and initiate 

penalties.@ (Quotations from Auletta, 7 June 2004)  It is just this type of censorship that The 

Public Broadcasting Act of 1967 forbade, yet Halpern implied that is just what she would do and 

she was confirmed. 

On the other hand Chon Noriega, nominated by the democrats, was a UCLA professor of film 

television and digital media and also a co-founder of the National Association of Latino 

                                                
21CPB has nine board members which are appointed by the U.S. President and confirmed by the Senate.  No more 

than five members can be from the same political party.  The board members usually serve a six-year term. 
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Independent Producers.  When asked in Senate hearings if it was appropriate for the CPB to 

intervene in programming that was considered politically biased, Noriega replied that Athe CPB 

should intervene only in extraordinary circumstances.@  He was not confirmed.  Then PBS 

president, Pat Mitchell added: AYou have to have some concerns when a politically appointed 

board would be involved with content.@ 
 (Quotations from Auletta, 7 June 2004) 

The result of these ideologically political appointments was exemplified in the CPB funding of 

two conservative PBS start-up programs.  AJournal Editorial Report@ with Paul Gigot premiered 

on 17 September 2004.  ATucker Carlson: Unfiltered,@ hosted by Tucker Carlson, first appeared 

on 18 June 2004. 

 

JOURNAL EDITORIAL REPORT.  Paul Gigot was the editorial page editor of The Wall Street 

Journal.  He previously appeared as a news commentator on PBS=s AThe Newshour With Jim 

Lehrer.@  Before that he was a White House Fellow under President Reagan and a speech writer 

for then Treasury Secretary James Baker.  The Goldwater Institute describes his writing as 

Agentlemanly conservative punditry@ with Adecidedly conservative views@ and Atrenchant 

conservative commentary.@ (Goldwater Institute Announcement) 

Now Gigot was moderator and host for his own PBS program which is described as a weekly news 

and discussion series on current issues.  Gigot called members of his editorial board on The Wall 

Street Journal to be on the panel, along with others who write for his op-ed pages and Leisure & 

Arts pages.  For instance, Michael Rubin of the arch-conservative American Enterprise Institute 

appeared on the 28 January 2005 segment to discuss Iraqi elections. 

The 21 January 2005 segment of “The Journal Editorial Report” illustrates how, amidst 

miscellaneous chit-chat, the Bush administration=s agenda is promoted.  Gigot throws out some 

leading questions or comments and the discussion follows.  Problems are discussed but the 

message is upbeat for the republicans.  There are no opposing viewpoints and there is repeated 

emphasis on a Apresident who wants to get things done@ and Aa president who's willing to lead for 

them.@ (See Journal Editorial Report) 

On the other hand, democrats and the democratic party are treated with more aversion on this 

segment.  The transcript shows phrases like Athe democratic party has changed ... It is now driven 

not so much by the labor unions, in part, but by MoveOn.org, and all these activists who fuel the 

party with hundreds of millions of dollars.@  Or, ABarbara Boxer and a bunch of House democrats 

actually questioning the legitimacy of Bush=s election B which is extraordinary.  That was driven 

by those activists.@  And then there was the reference to Athe Clinton health insurance scheme that 

the republicans succeeded in killing.@ (See Journal Editorial Report)  That is not public 

broadcasting, or factual reporting, or even airing differing opinions.  That is strictly one-sided 

partisan propaganda aimed at manufacturing public opinion.  Yet this new PBS program received 

major taxpayer funding from the Corporation for Public Broadcasting. 

 

TUCKER CARLSON: UNFILTERED.  The other PBS program financed with public money, is 

ATucker Carlson: Unfiltered,@ hosted by Tucker Carlson.  He was previously a conservative 

co-host on CNN=s ACrossfire,@ and made his fame writing for the conservative magazine The 

mailto:content.#  (Quotations
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Weekly Standard, edited by William Kristol.  Kristol was chairman and co-founder of The New 

American Century, the neoconservative organization which has had so much influence on the 

Bush administration. 

While working for CNN, Carlson used tactics to skew his audience in favor of Bush=s agenda.  He 

had former Clinton administration economic adviser Gene Sterling on the 16 December 2004 

ACrossfire@ episode.  Sterling correctly stated that ASocial Security does not become insolvent 

until 2042.@  Carlson replied: AIn 2018, just to correct you, which is only 14 years from now, 

according to the board of trustees of overseers of Social Security, that=s, again, only 14 years, 

benefits will overtake revenues.  So that=s actually pretty soon.@ (Quotations from Media Matters 

of America, 17 December 2004) 

Both were speaking accurately but the average person doesn=t differentiate between Ainsolvent@ 
and Abenefits will overtake revenues.@  Then amplifying the short time until the latter is reached 

puts urgency to Bush=s crisis rhetoric.  What Status of the Social Security and Medicare 

Programs: A Summary of the 2004 Annual Reports prepared by the Social Security and Medicare 

Boards of Trustees actually says is: AProjected OASDI [Social Security] tax income will begin to 

fall short of outlays in 2018 and will be sufficient to finance only 73 percent of scheduled annual 

benefits by 2042, when the combined OASDI trust fund is projected to be exhausted.@22
  In other 

words, until the trust fund is exhausted in 2042, full projected benefits can be paid.  After that, the 

tax income will only cover 73% of the benefits.  Social security will remain Asolvent@ until 2042, 

but that is an Aundesirable thought@ for the cult leader’s agenda. 

 

SUMMARY ON PUBLIC BROADCASTING.  So, that is a sketch of two conservative program 

hosts on PBS funded by the Corporation for Public Broadcasting – Paul Gigot and Tucker Carlson.   

Michael Pack, the Bush appointee as senior vice president for supervising CPB’s television 

program funding, pushed for the Gigot and Carlson shows on PBS.  He told The New Yorker 

magazine that “his colleagues at PBS had ‘narrowed their voices too much’ and needed to include 

more views, particularly from the right, to ‘raise the level of discussion’.”
 
(Quoted in Auletta)  

That is fine if there is true discussion or debate on the issues.  Presenting facts, problems, or issues 

to stimulate discussion is one purpose of PBS.  Providing shows to promote a political slant is not. 

Bill Moyers, who has produced programming for PBS since the 1970s, was probably the biggest 

cause of tension between PBS and CPB.  Many CPB board members wanted to get rid of him and 

the CPB chairman accused Moyers, in his program “NOW With Bill Moyers,” of offering 

unsuitable commentaries.  Others like “Citizens for Independent Public Broadcasting” say 

Moyers is acting within the mission of public broadcasting by offering a “forum for debate and 

controversy.”
 
 (Quotations from Auletta) 

“NOW” was then cut from a one-hour program to 30 minutes.  CPB vice president Pack said “that 

while CPB provides financial support for Gigot and Carlson there won’t be any CPB funding for 

‘NOW’.”  Moyers retorted: “This is the first time in my thirty-two years of public broadcasting 

                                                
22Status of the Social Security and Medicare Programs: A Summary of the 2004 Annual Reports.  The 2005 report 

moves these dates ahead one year.  Benefits paid out will start exceeding revenues from taxes in 2017, and the trust 

fund reserve will be depleted in 2041. 
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that CPB has ordered up programs for ideological instead of journalistic reasons.  So now we 

have CPB funding two right wingers … who already have big megaphones in commercial media.  

How does that make public television different?”
 
(Quotations from Auletta)  

Nevertheless, this ideological control of programming through misuse of public funds served the 

cult leader’s agenda by distracting members from having undesirable thoughts.  But PBS isn’t the 

only network in which taxpayer money is being unlawfully used for ideological purposes.  Covert 

propaganda, contrary to explicit legislation forbidding it, has infiltrated the corporate-owned 

media. 

 

Covert Propaganda – Prepackaged News Stories. 

This section revolves around a public relations/propaganda tool called the Video News Release 

(VNR).  It is usually a tape or disk containing both audio and visual elements prepared by a PR 

firm and given to television news agencies for use on the air.  The VNR usually has three parts.  

The first part consists of video clips called the “B-roll film.  These are supplied in case the news 

agency wants to put together and edit its own report.  The second is a collection of statements and 

facts about the corporation supplying the VNR, also to help the news agency prepare its own news 

report.  The third part is a “prepackaged news story.”  Also called story packages, these 

90-second segments include scripts for the station’s news anchor to lead into and conclude the 

story.  Since prepackaged news stories have all the characteristics of a regular news clip prepared 

by real reporters, they save the stations the expense of preparing their own.  PR agencies have 

found these story packages to be well received by TV news stations. 

VNRs with prepackaged news stories have become very popular in the corporate world.  Since it 

is almost always used as-is, the corporations and their PR agencies can tailor these stories to suit 

corporate propaganda needs.  Almost invariably they are made to look like reports developed by 

independent journalists.  Often the name of the corporation is not mentioned – either in the story 

package or the scripts for news anchors – thus masking the fact that it is PR propaganda.  For a 

private corporation this is not illegal, though highly deceptive and ethically unsound.  Journalism 

scholars “began questioning the effect of this third-party material” because of the perception by 

the viewing audience “that news was derived from a neutral source.  In particular, scholars raised 

concerns regarding the influence of third-party sources.”
 
(B-302710) 

 

GOVERNMENT RESTRICTIONS ON COVERT PROPAGANDA.  For the government to 

prepare VNRs with prepackaged news stories that do not tell the viewer B either in the story or the 

anchor scripts B what agency produced it, is another matter.  Then U.S. Comptroller General 

David M. Walker explains: 

Since 1951, Congress has enacted an annual, government wide prohibition on the use of 

appropriated funds for purposes of >publicity or propaganda.= ... In the course of our work, we 

learned that prepackaged news stories have become common tools of the public relations industry, 
and that some federal agencies are adopting them as well.  The purpose of this letter is to remind 

agencies of the constraints imposed by the publicity or propaganda prohibition on the use of 

prepackaged news stories and to advise vigilance to assure that agencies= activities comply with the 

prohibition. ... prepackaged news stories can be utilized without violating the law, so long as there is 
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clear disclosure to the television viewing audience that this material was prepared by or in 

cooperation with the government department or agency. ... 

The current publicity or propaganda prohibition states: ANo part of any appropriation contained in 
this or any other act shall be used for publicity or propaganda purposes within the United States 

not heretofore authorized by Congress.@ [emphasis added] Consolidated Appropriations Act, 

2005, Pub. L. No. 108-447, div. G, title II, '624, 118 Stat. 2809, 3278 (Dec. 8, 2004).  (The 

language of the prohibition has remained virtually unchanged since 1951.)  (B-304272) 

Two key exceptions implied in the publicity and propaganda prohibition are: (1) appropriated 

funds may be used for broadcasting PR and propaganda outside the U.S., such as done by Voice of 

America,
23

 and (2) publicity and propaganda may be broadcast within the U.S. if authorized by 

Congress.  The first was discussed above with regard to PBS.  The second was determined by the 

Government Accountability Office (GAO) as not relevant to the cases discussed below, although 

the culpable agencies tried to raise that excuse.
24

 

 

HYPING BUSH=S MEDICARE PRESCRIPTION DRUG PLAN.  The first case of covert 

propaganda to be discussed here arose in 2003 and was investigated by the GAO. (See B-302710)  

During the campaign to promote Bush=s Medicare Prescription Drug, Improvement and 

Modernization Act of 2003, the Center for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS, under the 

Department of Health and Human Services) sent out flyers and VNRs containing prepackaged 

news releases.  The GAO=s decision was that the flyers were legal because they appropriately 

showed they were issues by CMS.  The prepackaged news stories were another matter.  In its 19 

May 2004 decision, the GAO found that CMS=s Ause of appropriated funds to pay for the 

production and distribution of story packages that were not attributed to CMS violated the 

restriction on using appropriated funds for publicity and propaganda purposes ...  In neither the 

story packages nor the lead-in anchor scripts did HHS [Department of Health & Human Services] 

or CMS identify itself to the television viewing audience as the source of the news report.  

Further, in each news report, the content was attributed to an individual purporting to be a reporter 

but actually hired by a HHS contractor.@ (B-302710) 

Using a fake reporter posing as a legitimate, independent journalist adds to the deception.  The 

HHS contractor mentioned in the preceding quote was Ketchum, Inc., hired to disseminate 

information regarding Bush=s new Medicare drug legislation.
25

  Specifically, according to the 

Ketchum contract, the firm was hired to assist with a Afull range of social marketing activities to 

plan, develop, produce, and deliver consumer-based communications programs, strategies, and 

materials.@ (Quoted in B-302710)  In other words, to sell Bush=s plan to the public.
 26

 

                                                
23Two other broadcasting stations besides Voice of America, established and funded by Congress, that send the U.S. 

viewpoint to foreign countries are Radio Free Europe and Radio Free Asia. 

24The Government Accountability Office (GAO) is the investigative arm of Congress. 

25On its website, Ketchum, Inc. touts itself as one of the world=s leading public relations industries with offices 
worldwide.  It was founded in 1923. 

26Fake news stories weren=t the only form of deception perpetrated by the Bush administration to promote the 

Medicare prescription drug plan.  That plan was Bush=s means of cozying up to the elder generation to get their votes 
in his upcoming reelection campaign.  The Congressional Budget Office estimated the plan would cost $395 billion 
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Ketchum, Inc. subcontracted to Home Front Communications to produce the VNRs.
27

  The final 

VNR packages were reviewed and approved by HHS and CMS.  There were three VNRs with 

story packages B two in English and one in Spanish.  The two English-language story packages 

have someone called Karen Ryan as moderator.
28

 The Spanish-language script has a narrator 

named Alberto Garcia. 

The news anchor=s lead-in script, far from informing the listeners that CMS prepared the story 

package, implies that an independent reporter is narrating.  In one script the lead-in ends with 

AKaren Ryan explains.@  The second English-language lead-in notes Athere have been a lot of 

questions@ about the new Medicare prescription drug plan and AKaren Ryan helps sort through the 

details.@  The Spanish-language anchor lead-in is the same except it is Alberto Garcia who Ahelps 

sort through the details.@  The story packages end with AIn Washington, I=m Karen Ryan 

reporting,@ or A... I=m Alberto Garcia reporting.@  
(Quotations in B-302710) 

CMS contended that such misleading story packages are Astandard practice in the news sector@ and 

a Awell-established and well-understood use of common news and public affairs practice.@  

(Quoted in B-302710)  The GAO responded that Aour analysis of the proper use of appropriated 

funds is not based upon the norms in the public relations and media industry.@  Its findings 

continue that the story packages prepared by CMS Araise concerns as to whether they constitute 

>covert= propaganda because they are misleading as to the source. ... The critical element of covert 

propaganda is the concealment of the agencies role in sponsoring the materials. ... findings of 

propaganda are predicated upon the fact that the target audience could not ascertain the 

information source. ... 41 million Medicare beneficiaries ... were the intended audience@ and that 

audience did not know Athat Karen Ryan and Alberto Garcia were paid with HHS funds for their 

work.@  Then the GAO finding concludes: ABecause CMS did not identify itself as the source of 

the news report, the story packages, including the lead-in script, violate the publicity or 

propaganda prohibition.@ (Quotations in B-302710) 

 

ILLEGAL MEANS USED TO PROMOTE BUSH=S ANTI-DRUG PROGRAM.  On 29 July 

2004, Congressmen Henry A. Waxman and John W. Oliver requested the Government 

Accountability Office to investigate VNRs produced and distributed during fiscal years 2002, 

                                                                                                                                                       
over 10 years.  But Congress wanted to know what Medicare=s chief actuary (numbers cruncher) Richard Foster 

figured the plan would cost, because 13 House members from Bush=s own party threatened a negative vote if it 

exceeded $400 billion over 10 years.  Fosters figures were between $500-600 billion but on five separate occasions 

between June and October 2003, Foster=s boss and Medicare administrator Thomas A. Scully forbade him to comply 
with Congressional requests.  Foster said he was threatened with dismissal if he revealed his figures.  Cybele 

Bjorklund, aid to Congressman Pete Stark, said Scully told her AIf Rick Foster gives that to you, I=ll fire him so fast his 

head will spin.@ (Stolberg and Pear, 18 March 2004) Based on an opinion by White House legal advisers (then under 

current Attorney General Alberto Gonzales), it was determined that Scully broke no law by concealing information 
from Congress. 

27Home Front Communications was a public relations firm in the Washington, D.C. area that specialized in making 

video news releases (VNRs). 

28Karen Ryan ran her own PR firm called Karen Ryan Group Communications.  Although she was a former reporter, 

she was not an independent reporter in the CMS story packages.  She was a subcontractor reading a script prepared 

for propaganda purposes. 
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2003, and 2004 by the White House=s Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP).  The 

Congressmen asked for an investigation into possible use of appropriated funds for covert 

propaganda during the administration=s anti-drug campaign.  The GAO conducted the 

investigation and responded on 4 January 2005. (See B-303495)  Seven of the eight VNRs 

discovered contained prepackaged news stories (story packages) which were classed as covert 

propaganda because they did not identify to the viewing audience that ONDCP was the producer 

and distributor. 

ONDCP contracted with the global PR specialist Fleishman-Hillard for the overall work and 

Fleishman-Hillard in turn engaged subcontractors Gourvitz Communications and Harbour Media 

to produce and distribute the VNRs.  The seven story packages included narration by an unseen 

Aannouncer@ who is variously identified as Mike Morris, Karen Ryan (again), and a third person 

named Jerry Cosini.  The lead-ins provided for the station=s news anchor contained such phrases 

as AMike Morris has the story@ and AMike Morris has more.@  None of these narrators were 

affiliated with a news agency at the time the story packages were produced and distributed. 

ONDCP designed and executed its story packages to be indistinguishable from authentic news 

stories.  They reached more than 22 million households without disclosing to any of these viewers 

that the products they were watching, which >reported= on the activities of a government agency, 

were actually prepared by that very same government agency, not by a seemingly independent 

third party.  Comptroller General David M. Walker, became so concerned about these blatant 

violations that in mid-February 2005 he wrote a letter to all federal departments and agencies, 

calling attention to the covert propaganda sent out by two U.S. agencies and cautioned again that 

Aagencies may not use appropriated funds to produce or distribute prepackaged news stories ... that 

conceal or do not clearly identify ... that the agency was the source of those materials.  It is not 

enough that the contents of an agencies communication may be unobjectionable.  Neither is it 

enough for the agency to identify itself [only] to the broadcasting organization ...@ 
(B-304272) 

The Bush administration bristled.  Joshua B. Bolton, director of the White House Office of 

Management and Budget disagreed with GAO=s ruling.  He was backed by principal deputy 

assistant attorney general Steven G. Bradbury.  They contend that it is the Justice Department, not 

the GAO, that makes legal interpretations that are binding on federal agencies.  This is 

bureaucracy in its most blatant form.  Who can better convey the intention of Congress in 

legislation passed by Congress than the investigative arm of Congress?  In the vested interests of 

bureaucracy, interpretations are skewed and loopholes envisaged to meet a predetermined 

ideological agenda.  In addition, Bradbury wrote: AOur view is that prohibition does not apply 

where there is no advocacy of a particular viewpoint, and therefore it does not apply to the 

legitimate provision of information concerning the programs administered by the agency.@ 
(Quoted in Lee,15 March 2005) 

Comptroller General Walker retorted on March 14
th

: AThis is more than a legal issue.  It’s also an 

ethical issue and involves important good government principles, namely the need for openness in 

connection with government activities and expenditures.  We should not be seeking to do what=s 

arguably legal.  We should be doing what=s right.@  Nevertheless, White House spokesman Scott 

McClellan said that same day: AAs long as they are providing factual information, it=s OK.@ 
(Quotations in Lee, 15 March 2005) 
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SUMMARY ON PREPACKAGED NEWS STORIES.  According to The New York Times, these 

90-second government-produced story packages are more common than what meets the eye.  

One, for instance, was produced by the U.S. State Department on reaction to the fall of Baghdad, 

has an Iraqi-American saying AThank you, Bush.  Thank you, USA.@  Another, regarding 

Aanother success@ in the Adrive to strengthen aviation security@ prepared by the Transportation 

Security Administration, has a public relations expert posing as a reporter and calling the drive 

Aone of the most remarkable campaigns in aviation history.@ (Quotations in Barstow and Stein) 

The New York Times also reported that, in all, Aat least 20 federal agencies, including the Defense 

Department and Census Bureau, have made and distributed hundreds of television news segments 

in the past four years,@ and Amany were subsequently broadcast to local stations across the country 

without any acknowledgment of the government=s role in their production. ... the administration=s 

efforts to generate positive news coverage has been considerably more pervasive than previously 

known.@  In some cases, it is fair to report, the culpability is with the news stations which have on 

occasions edited out reference to the government.  But, in Amost cases, the >reporters= are careful 

not to state in the segment that they work for the government.@ (Quotations in Barstow and Stein) 

Still, the Bush administration was determined to continue using these story packages without 

revealing government authorship.  It is misleading to even imply that such covert propaganda is 

non-controversial and merely informing the public.  And, as the comptroller general had stated, it 

is also an ethical question.  Concealing that the government produced the Anews@ segments and 

leading the viewer to believe they are an independent, neutral analysis, is not conducive to the 

openness which fosters trust in government.  But, even if these reports Agenerally avoid overt 

ideological appeals ... the government=s news-making apparatus has produced a quiet drumbeat of 

broadcasts describing a vigilant and compassionate administration. ... They often feature 

>interviews= with senior administration officials in which questions are scripted and answers 

rehearsed.  Critics, though, are excluded, as are any hints of mismanagement, waste, or 

controversy.@ (Barstow and Stein)  In other words, these story packages distracted people from 

having undesirable thoughts. 

Story packages were not the only place where the Bush administration is using fake reporters. 

 

Covert Propaganda B Embedding Media Pundits. 

Paying sympathetic reporters to clandestinely champion specific items on the Bush administration 

agenda was also a practice.  It not only distracted people from thinking undesirable thoughts, it 

made certain they thought exactly as the cult leader wanted.  In this section I will discuss four 

such reporters: Armstrong Williams, Maggie Gallagher, Michael McManus, and James Guckert. 

 

ARMSTRONG WILLIAMS ON EDUCATION.  The first to become publicly known was 

Armstrong Williams, a conservative black commentator, who was paid $240,000 by the 

Department of Education to provide favorable publicity for Bush=s No Child Left Behind education 

bill.  Williams, who is a syndicated newspaper columnist as well as having a television and radio 

show, was at the same time being paid by the conservative Sinclair Broadcasting Co.  One of 

Williams= guests was then Education Secretary Rod Paige, also black, with whom Williams 
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conducted an interview flattering Bush=s education program without revealing to the audience that 

he was being paid to do just that.  Later Williams had a similar interview with Vice President Dick 

Cheney, to whom he also pitched softball questions. 

Sinclair Broadcasting claims it knew nothing about Williams being paid by the government.  

AWilliams has repeatedly admitted he used bad judgment in accepting the [Education Department] 

contract ... But when asked if he would give the $240,000 back, Williams ... said no. >My business 

ethics are not in question.  I=m comfortable with the fact we delivered in terms of the advertising.  

That=s why [the Education Department] renewed the contract after six months.  We delivered.=@ 
(Boehlert, 12 January 2005) 

Federal Communication Commission chairman, Michael Powell, on 14 January 2005 ordered an 

investigation into whether Williams broke the law by being paid for covert propaganda.  Section 

317 of the Communications Act, as amended, 47 U.S.C. ' 317, requires broadcasters to disclose 

that matter has been broadcast in exchange for money, service or other valuable consideration. The 

announcement must be made when the subject matter is broadcast.  Almost three years later 

journalist Diane Farsetta reported: “The first two investigations failed to hold anyone accountable 

for what can only be described as a textbook case of government propaganda.  The results of the 

third investigation, by the Federal Communications Commission, were announced recently. … 

issuing a citation against Williams and proposing fines [against Sonshine Family Television and 

Sinclair Broadcasting] … but will the fines stick? (Farsetta) 

An internal investigation by the inspector general of the Education Department, not surprisingly, 

Afound no evidence of unlawful or unethical behavior in connection with Mr. Williams’s contract 

but criticized top department officials for >poor management decisions= and lax oversight. ... The 

report did not address questions about whether hiring Mr. Williams to promote President Bush=s 

signature education initiative amounted to covert propaganda.@ (Kornblut, 16 April 2005)  

Neither was there any consultation with those in the Education Department who were critical of 

hiring Williams. 

Representative George Miller, who had requested the inspector general investigation, accused the 

White House of using executive privilege to prevented staff members from cooperating.  

Regarding the report, Miller said it Apaints a very troubling picture of irresponsible, and potentially 

criminal, mismanagement of expensive contracts by the Department of Education.@ (Quoted in 

Kornblut, 16 April 2005)  All to distract people from the criticism of Bush=s education initiative. 

 

MAGGIE GALLAGHER UPHOLDING BUSH=S MARRIAGE INITIATIVE.  Later in the same 

month B January 2005 B that the Armstrong Williams scam was discovered, another journalist was 

found to be on the Bush payroll.  Maggie Gallagher, a columnist for Universal Press Syndicate, 

had in 2002 written approvingly on Bush=s marriage initiative.  She wrote that the initiative 

Awould emphasize the importance of marriage to poor couples [and] educate teens on the value of 

delaying childbearing until marriage.@ (Quoted in Boehlert, ARight-Wing Pundits: We’re Not on 

the Bush Payroll,@ 27 January 2005)  She even gave Bush a big plug, calling him a Agenius@ at 

playing >daddy@ to the nation B AMommies feel pain.  Daddies give you confidence that you can 

ignore the pain and get on with life.@ (Quoted in Dowd)  All of that is fine, except she did not tell 

her readers that she had a $21,000 contract with the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
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Services (HHS) to promote that initiative and to make the Bush administration look good.  

Gallagher claims her relationship with HHS was along the lines of an academic doing independent 

research.  She wrote: AI should have disclosed a government contract when I later wrote about the 

Bush marriage initiative.  I would have, if I had remembered it.  My apologies to my readers.@  

Jonah Goldberg, editor at large for National Review Online, retorted: AShe=s doing better than I 

thought if she doesn=t remember getting paid $21,000. ... In the wake of the Armstrong story, she 

showed poor judgment by not coming clean about this.@ (Quotations from Boehlert, ARight-Wing 

Pundits: We=re Not on the Bush Payroll,@ 27 January 2005) 

In a 25 January 2005 press conference, Bush disclaimed any knowledge of such payments as to 

Armstrong and Gallagher.  He did acknowledge inadvertent breaches of ethics by his 

administration and ordered that hiring journalists to push administrative agendas would cease.  

This is something he still had not done with regards to video news releases and prepackaged news 

stories.  Bush avoided the question of whether there were any more such contracts but his press 

secretary, Scott McClellan, said the White House was not aware of any.  But it turned out there 

were more. 

 

MICHAEL MCMANUS ALSO UPHOLDS THE MARRIAGE INITIATIVE.  Just the day after 

Bush admonished his cabinet secretaries not to hire journalists and commentators to create a 

favorable image for the administration=s political agenda, another well-known conservative 

journalist surfaced on the government payroll.  Michael McManus, author of the syndicated 

column AEthics & Religion@ which appears in some 50 newspapers, was paid about $10,000 to 

promote Bush=s marriage initiative.  The Department of Health and Human Services contracted 

Ketchum, Inc. who in turn subcontracted McManus.  Then McManus plugged the ideological 

agenda in his columns without telling his readers he was paid to do just that. 

The Department of Health and Human Services, of course, says it is implementing Bush=s 

direction to stop hiring journalists to further the administration=s programs.  Dr. Wade Horn, 

assistant secretary for children and families, assured the media: AThe policy is being implemented 

and we’re moving forward.@  Horn insists, however, that his department didn=t pay people like 

Gallagher and McManus to write those articles, they were paid because they are marriage experts.  

He claimed: AWe live in a complicated world and people wear many different hats.  People who 

have expertise might also be writing columns.  The line has become increasingly blurred between 

who’s a member of the media and who is not.@  But those dissembling remarks didn=t fly for Tim 

Casey, attorney for the women=s rights group, Legal Momentum.  He called Gallagher and 

McManus Aideological sympathizers who propagandize,@ and identified them as members of the 

Aextreme religious right.@ (Quotations in this paragraph from Boehlert, AThird Columnist Caught 

with Hand in the Bush Till,@ 27 January 2005) 

Neither were democrats on the House Committee on Government Reform taken in by Horn=s 

excuses.  They wrote a letter to Bush demanding that he Aimmediately provide to us all past and 

ongoing efforts to engage in covert propaganda, whether through contracts with commentators, the 

distribution of video news releases, or other means.@ (Quoted in Boehlert, AThird Columnist 

Caught with Hand in the Bush Till,@ 27 January 2005)  As we will see below, they received no 

reply. 
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JAMES GUCKERT AND GANNONGATE.  White House news conferences are sometimes 

tricky affairs.  An embarrassing question from a reporter can stimulate all kinds of undesirable 

thoughts.  Even though the reporters are carefully screened and their number limited, it is neither 

politically possible nor desirable to have the attendees look like a partisan assemblage.  Therefore 

reporters critical of government do attend. 

That being the case, it is very helpful to the administration=s public image to have a strongly 

supporting person in the press corps who can be called upon to defuse tense situations.  Jeff 

Gannon was one such person who had obtained White House media credentials.  At least that is 

the name he was registered under.  But it was discovered early in 2005 that he was a plant.  His 

real name is James D. Guckert and he claimed to be a reporter for TalonNews.com, a website 

claiming to be Acommitted to delivering accurate, unbiased news coverage to our readers.@29
 

Although Gannon/Guckert claimed that Talon News Ais a separate, independent news division@ of 

GOPUSA, it is far from that. (Quoted in Rich)  Talon News is closely affiliated with GOPUSA, 

which has a stated purpose of Abringing the conservative message to America.@ (Quotes from 

Savage and Wirzbicki)  Furthermore, Gannon/Guckert was first admitted to the White House 

press corps. in February 2003 B before Talon News was created B when he was still working for the 

blatantly partisan GOPUSA dedicated to bringing the conservative message to America.   

Both GOPUSA and Talon News are operated by a Texas republican activist named Bobby Eberle, 

who was also a republican delegate in 2000.  Eberle created Talon News in April 2003 because he 

feared GOPUSA appeared to have a political bias.  The operative word seems to be Aappeared.@  

Talon News may not Aappear@ to have the political bias as GOPUSA because it has a more 

impartial mission statement.  But that statement is questionable.  Both being owned by the same 

person doesn=t inspire much confidence that Talon News is unbiased. 

In addition, Talon News and GOPUSA hardly qualify as news organizations.  GOPUSA=s news 

staff Aconsists largely of volunteer republican activists with no journalism experience.@ (Boehlert, 

10 February 2005)  According to Eberle, ATalon has employed 8 to 15 people as full- or part-time 

reporters.@ (Kornblut,18 February 2005)  Gannon/Guckert=s media expertise was often to simply 

rewrite GOP press releases for posting on the TalonNews.com website B or he Aoften copied entire 

sections from White House press releases and pasted them into his stories, according to an analysis 

done by Media Matters.@ (Boehlert, 10 February 2005) 

Gannon/Guckert did not obtain access to White House press briefings by obtaining Capitol Hill 

press credentials and then going through the extensive background check required for a permanent 

pass.  Instead, he entered time and again for two years running by obtaining temporary one-day 

passes B passes usually reserved for occasional out-of-town reporters.
30

  He also attended the 

                                                
29TalonNews.com is no longer available since Gannongate. 

30Capitol Hill press credentials are a prerequisite for a permanent White House media pass.  When Gannon/Guckert 

tried to obtain Capitol Hill press credentials he was refused because his news organization failed to qualify on three 

counts:(1) on-line publications Amust charge a market rate for subscription or access, or carry paid advertisements at 

paid market rates;@ (2) Amembers of the press shall not engage in lobbying or paid advertising, publicity, promotion, 

work for any individual, political party, corporation, organization, or agency of the federal government@ and Talon 

News has not demonstrated a clear separation from GOPUSA; and (3) Athe principal income of correspondents must 
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invitation-only White House Christmas parties for the press in 2003 and 2004.  When White 

House Press Secretary Scott McClellan was asked how a GOPUSA reporter was cleared to enter 

the briefings, he replied: AThe staff assistant went to verify that the news organization existed.@  In 

December 2004, a personal note was posted on GOPUSA in which Eberle thanked White House 

political advisor Karl Rove for his Aassistance, guidance, and friendship.@ (Quotations in Boehlert, 

23 February 2005) 

With today=s level of security, especially in the nation’s capital, one wonders how a bogus reporter 

can walk around the White House with credentials bearing a phony name.  Gannon/Guckert had 

been doing that for two years using only one-day passes which require a much simpler background 

check.  Guckert made a ridiculous declaration that he adopted a fake name because AJeff Gannon 

is easier to pronounce and easier to remember.@  But Bruce Bartlett, Aa White House veteran of the 

Reagan-Bush era, wrote ... that >if Gannon was using an alias, the White House staff had to be 

involved in maintaining his cover.= (Otherwise, it would be a rather amazing post-9/11 security 

breach.)@ (Quotations from Rich) 

During the presidential Campaign, Gannon/Guckert posed his softball questions with such phrases 

as the democrats being Adivorced from reality.”  He also linked democratic candidate John Kerry 

with Jane Fonda who made the controversial trip to Hanoi.  And he Aquestioned why anyone 

would dispute Bush=s National Guard service.@ (Savage and Wirzbicki) 

Gannon/Guckert=s downfall came during a 26 January 2005 news conference, when Bush selected 

him, over many more-experienced reporters, to pose a question.  The question was: ASenate 

democratic leaders have painted a very bleak picture of the U .S. economy. [Minority leader] 

Harry Reid was talking about soup lines, and Hillary Clinton was talking about the economy being 

on the verge of collapse.  Yet, in the same breath, they say that Social Security is rock solid and 

there’s no crisis there.  How are you going to work B you said you=re going to reach out to these 

people B how are you going to work with people who seem to have divorced themselves from 

reality?@ (Quoted in Boehlert, 10 February 2005) 

That leading question went out live over national TV.  It was picked up by bloggers on the 

lookout for suspicious behavior in the White House.  The manner in which that question led into 

Bush being able to defend his unpopular Social Security initiative was not missed by critical 

observers.  They started investigating Mr. Jeff Gannon and uncovered his charade.  The result 

was Gannongate. 

Congress became concerned, especially after so much other misuse of the media for covert 

propaganda.  Representatives John Conyers, Louise Slaughter, Bennie Thompson, Charles 

Rangel, and Henry Waxman announced on 3 March 2005 that they had authored and sponsored a 

Resolution of Inquiry into Gannongate.
31

  This resolution would require the Justice Department 

and the Department of Homeland Security to turn over all documentation regarding James 

                                                                                                                                                       
be obtained from news correspondence intended for publication and news services. ... paying a single reporter a 

stipend does not meet the intent of that rule.@  (Boehlert, 23 February 2005.) 

31These representatives are the ranking minority members of the House Committees on Judiciary (Conyers), 

Rules (Slaughter), Government Reform (Waxman), Homeland Security (Thompson), and Ways and Means 

(Rangel). 
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Guckert=s (a.k.a. Jeff Gannon) regular access to the White House. 

Representatives Slaughter and Conyers had previously sent repeated requests to the White House 

and the Department of Homeland Security (which has jurisdiction over the Secret Service which 

provides security for the White House) for all records regarding Gannongate, but had received no 

response.  Slaughter announced: AWe cannot allow the White House to stonewall the United 

States Congress and the American people on an issue of such importance.  This is a matter of 

national security and unethical White House media manipulation.  Everyday more questions are 

raised and the White House is not providing any answers.  We intend to find out what the White 

House is hiding.@ (Quoted in Slaughter, 3 March 2005) 

Conyers added: AWe had hoped that the half dozen congressional and senate requests for 

information would have been sufficient.  However, to date, they have not even merited a response 

from the White House or its agencies.  We hope that this resolution gets to the bottom of whether 

any processes were abused in favoring Mr. Guckert, a fake reporter from a fake news 

organization.@ (Quoted in Slaughter, 3 March 2005) 

Possibly in an effort to defuse, and stonewall, the House resolution, the Department of Homeland 

Security on 4 March 2005 released a letter saying: AThank you for submitting your Freedom of 

Information/Privacy Acts (FOI/PA) requests, received by the United States Secret Service, on 

March 8, 2005, ... We wish to inform you that a search for files responsive to your requests is being 

conducted.  When the results of the search are known, you will be notified.@32
  

This belated and open-ended reply from a lower government official, to a legislative inquiry B an 

inquiry which had been downgraded to a citizen request B prompted Slaughter to comment that she 

is still Adeeply disappointed that the President and the White House continue to stonewall Congress 

and the American People by not providing any details on the nature of their relationship with this 

disgraced, discredited >reporter,= ...@  Conyers added: AIt is a sad day when U.S. Representatives 

have to make FOIA requests to get simple answers to important questions.@ (Quotations in 

Slaughter, 4 April 2005) 

But a careful surveillance of the clandestine manner in which the Bush administration operates 

will explain the fact that releasing such information would be much more damaging than 

suspicions of foul play.  By avoiding such a smoking gun, this stonewalling distracts people from 

thinking thoughts that would be more undesirable than what they are imagining. 

 

Conclusion. 

An astute person will sense a persistent and consistent effort by the Bush administration to distract 

Americans from questioning their government=s actions.  Such questioning would come under the 

heading of undesirable thoughts.  As Pratkanis and Aronson explain it: Athe task becomes one of 

preventing further close scrutiny and thought by the membership.@ (Pratkanis and Aronson, p. 315)  

The methods being used are manifold, and have been developed and refined over the past century.  

In this section I have focused on manipulation of the media for covert propaganda.  But again, 

what is discussed here is only what has come to light.  An observant citizen would recognize that 

                                                
32Letter from Kathy J. Lyerly, Freedom of Information & Privacy act Officer for the U.S. Secret Service, to 

Congresswoman Louise M. Slaughter, dated 4 April 2005.  Published in Slaughter, 4 April 2005. 
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there is much more activity not discovered that is being used to influence our thought processes. 

Edward Bernays was a Afar-sighted architect of modern propaganda techniques who, dramatically, 

from the early 1920s onward, helped to consolidate a fateful marriage between theories of mass 

psychology and schemes of corporate and political persuasion.@ (Ewen, p. 3)  Similarly dubbed 

the Father of Spin, he continued to influence the PR/propaganda industry until his death in the 

1990s.  Bernays postulated that for a successful public persuasion campaign we must Aunderstand 

the mechanisms and motives of the group mind, it is now possible to control and regiment the 

masses according to our will without their knowing it.@  This technique of opinion molding is 

what Bernays called  Aengineering of consent.@ (Quotation in Wikipedia) 

In his 1990 interview with Bernays, then 99 years of age, Stuart Ewen reports that throughout the 

interview ABernays expressed an unabashedly hierarchical view of society.  Repeatedly, he 

maintained that, while most people respond to their world instinctively, without thought, there 

exist an >intelligent few= who have been charged with the responsibility of contemplating and 

influencing the tide of history.@ (Ewen, p. 9)  Ewen continues: Athroughout our conversation, 

Bernays conveyed his hallucination of democracy: a highly educated class of opinion-molding 

tacticians are continuously at work, analyzing the social terrain and adjusting the mental scenery 

from which the public mind, with its limited intellect, derives its opinions. … While some have 

argued that public relations represents a >two-way street= through which institutions and the public 

carry on a democratic dialogue, the public=s role within that alleged dialogue is, most often, one of 

having its blood pressure monitored, its temperature taken.@ (Ewen, p.10) 

It is the neoconservative faction of the Republican Party that has arrogated the role of the 

Aintelligent few@ destined to influence the tide of history.  They consider themselves the Aeducated 

class of opinion-molding tacticians@ destined to form the public mind, Awith its limited intellect.@  

These neoconservatives, since the 2000 election, have been gradually and consistently molding the 

public mind to support their vested-interest agendas.  In the examples given above, that authority 

is the charade of an independent media which is supporting the Bush administration=s agenda.  It 

is actually a deceptive and scripted drama aimed at dispelling all undesirable thoughts.  It is a 

deception paid for by the tax dollars collected from the people being deceived. 

# # # # # 
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