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CONTROLLING PUBLIC BEHAVIOR AND
POLITICAL OUTCOMES

Compiled by Bob Aldridge

I do not believe the future will belong to those who are content with the
present.  I do not believe the future will belong to those who are cynics or to
those who stand on the sidelines.  The future will belong to those who have
passion and to those who are willing to make a personal commitment to make
our country better.
– Senator Paul Wellstone (cited in Four Arrows and Fetzer)

Propaganda aims to control the thinking, or not thinking, of the masses.  It is very efficient in
doing that but it may not work for everyone or in every circumstance.  And when it fails the
leaders of the Cult of Patriotism must resort to other means of obtaining the desired outcome. 
This paper will address a sampling of the mechanisms used to control people’s actions or non-
actions, or to modify the result of their actions.  I have divided these techniques into four
categories of increasing intensity: Coercion, Manipulation, Assassination, and Terrorism.

Coercion: Do It Our Way, or Else!

Coercion is by no means new or unique, but it is very effective.  The examples shown here are
merely a sampling of the coercion techniques used and are by no means meant to be inclusive.

SILENCING WHISTLEBLOWERS:  The Whistleblower Protection Act of 1989 protected federal
employees from retaliation or threat of retaliation for disclosing wrong conduct of a
government agency by granting them First Amendment free speech rights in reporting such
wrongdoing. The Act also provides for an independent Office of Special Counsel  (OSC) to1

which a whistleblower can report misconduct and which will investigate whistleblower
complaints.

The Office of Special Counsel (OSC) was actually established in 1979 but as an arm of the Merit Systems1

Protection Board.  In 1989 it became an independent agency of the Executive Branch.
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When the Special Counsel decides a complaint deserves consideration it submits it to the
Merit Systems Protection Board (MSPB) for action.  This board is supposed to consist of
administrative judges; that is, judges appointed by the executive branch, not real judges from
the judicial branch.  In practice they use agency lawyers dubbed “attorney examiners” to
adjudicate the cases; and those lawyers reject 98% of those cases.  This is not the
Constitutional intention of checks an balances by different branches of government.  The
MSPB is merely the Executive Branch judging itself. 

The Federal Circuit Court of Appeals is the only court that can review appeals from the
MSPB.  That court has a history of upholding the MSPB rulings.  The court only rules in
favor of the whistleblower 2-3% of the time.

On 30 May 2006, after 9/11 and after the Patriot Act was passed, the US Supreme Court n

the case of Garcetti v. Ceballos ruled: “When public employees make statements pursuant to

their official duties, they are not speaking as citizens for First Amendment purposes, and the

Constitution does not insulate their communication from employer discipline.”  This ruling

gagged 20 million public employees from speaking out against corruption or waste while on

the job. It applies to government employees at all levels; including state agencies, public

schools, colleges, and hospitals.

The Garcetti decision undermined the rights of civil servants and the rights granted by the

1989 Whistleblower Protection Act that assured free speech protection for reporting

government wrong doing.  The Supreme Court has gagged all public employees. In his

dissenting opinion Justice David H. Souter wrote: “I would hold that private and public

interest in addressing official wrongdoing and threats to health and safety can outweigh the

government’s stake in the efficient implementation of policy.” (Garcetti v. Ceballos )  Steven

Shapiro, legal director for ACLU, added: “In an era of excessive government secrecy, the

court has made it easier to engage in a government coverup by discouraging internal

whistleblowing.” (Savage) Stephen Kohn, chairman of the National Whistleblower Center put

it more bluntly: “The ruling is a victory for every crooked politician in the United States.” 

(Holland)

In October 2008, just before the presidential election, Special Counsel at the time Scott Bloch

– embroiled in scandal during the George W. Bush administration and under investigation by

the FBI for obstructing justice – resigned.  Barack Obama, then a senator and presidential

candidate, made a campaign promise that he would appoint a Special Counsel who was

sympathetic with whistleblower rights.   But it was not until April of 2011, over 2 years after

Obama’s inauguration, that Carolyn N. Lerner was appointed and confirmed to that post.  2

The Washington Post has described Lerner as a person who has “gone to the mat and tried to expand the2

boundaries of the law’s protections for whistleblowers.”  (Cited in Van Buren, 9 February 2012) 
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The Whistleblower Protection Enhancement Act of 2012 corrected some difficulties

whistleblowers faced under the MSPB and the Circuit Court of Appeals but didn’t seem to

mitigate the Garcetti v. Ceballos decision.  In some cases whistleblowers can get

compensatory damages.

On 25 January 2013 Obama quietly issued a memo that “instructs the director of national

intelligence and the Office of Personnel Management to establish standards that would give

federal agencies the power to fire employees, without appeal, [who] are deemed ineligible to

hold ‘noncritical sensitive’ jobs. ... giving them immense power to bypass civil service law,

which is the foundation for all whistleblower rights.”  (Press)  The administration claimed it

was only trying to define the “sensitive” jobs, but the memo only vaguely defined them as “any

that could have ‘a material adverse impact’ on national security – including police, customs,

and immigration positions.”  (Press)

Whistleblower protection has been a mixed bag under Obama.  His administration publicly

voices support for whistleblowers.  When they leak something that helps his cause there is no

investigation – such as the anonymous leak in 2012 by “high ranking officials” that the US

infected Iran’s uranium-enriching computers with the Stuxnet worm.  Previously, in May

2011, the Pentagon had declared that a cyber attack on the US would be considered an “act of

war.”  There was no reprisal for a leak that the US had committed an “act of war” against Iran

because it helped Obama get reelected.  Twenty-four-year veteran foreign service officer with

the US State Department, Peter Van Buren, wrote:

Leaks that favor the president are shoveled out regardless of national security, while national

security is twisted to pummel leaks that do not favor him.  Watching their boss, bureaucrats act

on their own, freelancing the punishment of whistleblowers, knowing their retaliatory actions

will be condoned.  The United States rains Hellfire Missiles down on its enemies, with the

president alone sitting in judgment of who will live and who will die by his hand.

The issue of whether the White House leaked information to support the president’s reelection

while crushing whistleblower leaks it disfavors shouldn’t be seen as just another O’Reilly v.

Maddow sporting event.  What lies at the nexus of Obama’s targeted drone killings, his self-

serving leaks, and his aggressive prosecution of whistleblowers is a president who believes

himself above the law, and seems convinced that he alone has a preternatural ability to

determine right from wrong.  (Van Buren, 12 June 2012) 

So, when former CIA officer Jose Rodriguez published Hard Measures in 2012, a book

touting how torture of key detainees led to the capture of Bin Laden, it passed the

government censorship requirement unchallenged.  Or, when Bin Laden was assassinated

there was no concern about security leaks in the release of information extolling Obama’s

leadership role as Commander-in-Chief.  Likewise for details on capturing the “underwear

Page 3 of PLRC-150125



bomber” from Yemen before he could blow up an airliner.

But it’s a different story when the leak reflects poorly on the government.  Obama has

invoked the antiquated Espionage Act of 1917 more times than all other presidents combined

since the act was passed.  He has used it 8 times (although two of those cases were inherited

from Bush).  It had only been used thrice by previous administrations.  The eight cases are:

• THOMAS DRAKE, a former senior National Security Agency (NSA) executive, was

charged in 2010 for allegedly retaining government documents regarding the

Trailblazer Project  (charges were later dropped because Drake stuck to his guns and3

would not plea bargain).

• SHAMAI LEIBOWITZ, a Hebrew-English translator formerly contracted by the FBI, was

sentenced in May 2010 to 20 months in prison for allegedly releasing five secret

documents on communication intelligence activities.

• STEPHEN JIN-WOO KIM, a former State Department contractor/arms expert, was

sentenced in April 2014 to 13 months in prison for allegedly leaking to the media

classified information concerning North Korea’s nuclear program.

• BRADLEY/CHELSEA MANNING, Army Private First Class, was charged in July 2010

with multiple counts including leaking government information to WikiLeaks.

• JEFFREY STERLING, former CIA officer, was convicted on January 26, 2015 for

allegedy revealing national defense information to New York Times reporter Jim Risen

about a failed attempt to derail Iran’s nuclear program. 

• JOHN KIRIAKOU, former CIA officer, was sentenced in January 2013 to 30 months in

prison for leaking information on the horrors of the waterboarding torture technique. 

• JAMES HITSELBERGER, former Navy Arabic linguistic contractor, pleaded guilty to

unauthorized removal and retention of classified documents.  He was sentenced on 17

July 2014 to a fine and assessment totaling $275, and was released on “time served.”

• EDWARD SNOWDEN, former systems administrator for the CIA, counterintelligence

trainer for the Defense Intelligence Agency, and then NSA contractor; is charged with

revealing to the media numerous NSA global mass surveillance activities and faces up

to 30 years in prison.  He is now in asylum in Russia.

Trailblazer is a NSA project designed to track people through tapping into their cell phones, e-mail, and3

the like without a warrant.
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Those were just the ones charged with espionage.  There are many, many other

whistleblowers being prosecuted, such as the four mortuary employees at Dover Air Force

Base who exposed inadequate handling of remains from soldiers killed overseas.  And, those

from the Food and Drug Administration who were spied on electronically while trying to tell

Congress about agency misconduct.  And, Lieutenant Colonel Daniel Davis who publicized

how the Pentagon was misleading Congress and the people about the Afghanistan war.  Also,

former veteran foreign service officer Peter Van Buren, quoted above, who exposed

embezzlement of Iraq reconstruction money in his book, We Meant Well: How I Helped Lose

the Battle for the Hearts and Minds of the Iraqi People.  He was forced to retire.  

And in connection with the Jeffrey Sterling case, the US Court of Appeals in July 2013 ruled

that Pulitzer Prize-winning journalist Jim Risen must testify against Sterling, who was Risen’s

confidential source.  Risen refused on the grounds that he would not reveal his sources and

the US Supreme Court denied his appeal in June 2014.  In October 2014, Attorney General

Eric Holder stated that “no reporter’s going to jail as long as I’m attorney general.” 

(Wikipedia, “James Risen”)  On 12 January 2015 the Department of Justice filed court papers

saying James Risen will not be called to testify.

Van Buren ends his Mother Jones article with this statement: “The image Obama holds of

himself, and the one his people have been aggressively promoting recently is of a righteous

killer, ready to bloody his hands to smite ‘terrorists’ and whistleblowers equally.  If that

sounds Biblical, it should.  If it sounds full of unnerving pride, it shouls as well.  If this is

where a nation of laws ends up, you should be afraid.”  (Van Buren, 12 June 2012)

AG GAG LAWS: In 2002 the American Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC) drafted a model

law called the Animal and Ecological Terrorism Act.  ALEC is a nonprofit entity composed

of conservative state legislators and corporate representatives.  They draft model laws to help

state legislatures prepare prospective legislation.  Being conservative, these model laws are

naturally skewed toward the advantage of big business.  The Animal and Ecological

Terrorism Act is no exception.  It and the state laws that have been modeled from it have been

dubbed Ag Gag Laws (for agricultural gag).

Model laws produced by ALEC are so badly skewed that “[a]s of July 2014, several

technology oriented companies such as E-Bay, Google, and Yelp announced that they were

ending their ties to ALEC.  Google head Eric Schmidt remarked about ALEC that ‘they’re

just literally lying’ about recent global climate change. ... environmental concerns have been a

sticking point for multiple companies that have been involved with the organization.” 

Page 5 of PLRC-150125



(Wikipedia, “American Legislative Exchange Council”)  Likewise, exposure of how animals

are treated in factory farms and slaughterhouses has been a sticking point for many ALEC

associates. 

Ag Gag Laws are anti-whistleblower laws to prevent public knowledge of animal cruelty that

takes place in the production of our meat, dairy, and poultry products.  States that have

passed Ag Gag Laws of some sort are Iowa, Utah , South Carolina, Missouri, and Arkansas. 4

Other states have tried to pass such a law but it was either defeated or vetoed.  And still

others have Ag Gag laws pending.  Kansas, Montana, and North Dakota passed similar laws

in the 1990s but they are broader in scope than just hiding animal cruelty.

The Ag Gag Laws are of several varieties.  Some merely prohibit inspection of factory farms

and slaughterhouses except by authorized officials.  Some make it a crime to falsify a work

application to gain entry for the purpose of taking pictures, videos, or audio recordings of

abuse.  Iowa and Utah have the most restrictive laws which criminalize taking any pictures or

videos of animal abuse.  Some laws are broader in scope – for instance, Pennsylvania’s House

Bill 683 would also protect shale oil and gas drillers using hydraulic fracturing (fracking) from

exposure when they are drilling on farm land.  Then there are more extreme laws proposed

that would also punish those who distribute the pictures or videos of animal abuse, such as

humane societies, ASPCA , and other animal-rights organizations.5

Enactment of Ag Gag Laws was motivated by videos showing abuse – most prominantly the

2006 video of a cow too sick to stand being carried to slaughter with a forklift, taken at

Westland/Hallmark Meat Company at Chino, California.  That led to the largest meat recall in

history – of 143 million pounds of contaminated meat.  Another video in Tennessee caught

abuse at Tyson Foods chicken farm.  Cruelty to chickens range from being confined to tight

cages for egg laying to being buried alive.  Still others revealed abuse to pigs – such as the

“four Iowa factory farmers who pleaded in 2009 to sexually abusing and beating pigs” – and

cows being tethered to a milking machine most of the day.  (Bittman)

The factory farm and slaughterhouse industry try to mitigate cruelty claims by saying what

was videotaped was an isolated incident.  That industry also charge that undercover

photography violates the farmer’s rights.  ALEC spokesperson Bill Meierling said: “At the

end of the day it’s about personal property rights or the individual right to privacy.  You

wouldn’t want me coming into your home with a hidden camera.”  (Cited in Keim)   

The Utah bill refers to undercover animal rights activists who photograph or otherwise record abuse as4

“animal rights terrorists.”

American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals.5
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Countering that: “The nation’s food, however, doesn’t come from people’s homes.  It comes

from farms – and in a food system that’s both vulnerable and productive, with a single burger

containing meat from multiple farms, making problems at a single factory a potential national

issue, hidden cameras are often the only cameras.”  (Keim)

And finally, in 2009 the Pew Commission on Industrial Animal Farm Production concluded

that “the current industrial farm production system often posses unacceptable risks to public

health, the environment, and the welfare of the animals themselves.”  (Cited in Keim)

USING TAX EXEMPTIONS TO STIFLE DISSENT: The government has given churches and other

nonprofit organizations a bribe.  They are granted tax-exempt status providing they refrain

from taking sides in political election campaigns.  Churches, for instance, are to keep their

public activity confined to the issues of faith and morals.  There is often a very fine dividing

line between those and politics – sometimes none.  Nevertheless, for years the threat of losing

their tax exemption has caused many church officials to shy away form any criticism of the

government.  But every once in a while a religious leader will courageously speak up against

this evil coercion.  That is what happened on 31 October 2004, two days before the

presidential election, at All Saints Church in Pasadena, California, when Rev George Regas

gave a sermon entitled AIf Jesus Debated President Bush and Senator Kerry.@

Rector Emeritus Regas was a visiting minister and his sermon was a hypothetical debate

where Jesus was asking both candidates about issues of faith and morals.  Regas emphatically

said that he was not telling the congregation how to vote and ended his sermon with the

exhortation that the people should vote their conscience.  The issues which Jesus was

hypothetically raising were the war in Iraq and the gap between rich and poor, situations

which were rightfully attributed to the Bush administration as causing or exacerbating. 

The Los Angeles Times published an article in which this sermon, among several, was

mentioned.  The Internal Revenue service (IRS) picked up on that and in June 2005 sent a

letter to the church suggesting they might not be qualified for a tax exemption because of

Aactivities which may constitute political campaign intervention prohibited under IRS section

501(c)(3).@ (IRS Letter)  The pertinent part of that statute describes how certain organizations

can qualify for tax exemption providing their activity A... does not participate in, or intervene

in (including the publishing or distribution of statements), any political campaign on behalf of

(or in opposition to) any candidate for public office.@ (26 U.S.C. 501(c)(3))

All Saints Church was not intimidated by the IRS letter.  Rector J. Edwin Bacon said: AWe

have broken no rules.  The IRS concerns are unsupported by the facts.  They threaten
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infringement on religious freedom and speech, and threaten core values which the

congregation holds dear. ...  We take pride in our long history of active involvement in the

community and in our steadfast theologically-based commitment to alleviate poverty and

promote peace, equality, and justice.  From this commitment, All Saints Church cannot and

will not waiver. .. The moral values expressed in this sermon include profound but simple

truths that reflect our faith, and Church members should be able to acknowledge that without

threatening the Church=s legal status.@ (Press Release, All Saints Church of Pasadena)

Congressman Adam B. Schiff also took up All Saints cause with a letter to Treasury Secretary

John W. Snow.  Schiff wrote: AIRS Publication 1828, entitled >Tax Guide for Churches and

Religious Organizations,= specifically states that the political campaign activity prohibition

does not prohibit church leaders from speaking about important issues of public policy.@  IRS

Publication 1828 gives four, and only four, examples of what would be Asituations involving

endorsement by religious leaders.@  Schiff pointed out in his letter to Snow that each of these

examples Aof impermissible activity in the publication includes a specific political endorsement

of or statement in opposition to a candidate B pivotal facts which appear to be lacking in this

case.@ (Quotations in this paragraph from Schiff Letter)

In its first letter to All Saints Church, the IRS stated: AIf your response resolves our questions

concerning activities which may constitute intervention in a political campaign, it will not be

necessary to pursue this matter further.@  Following that were a list of questions, one of which

was: ADoes All Saints Church agree that the sermon referenced above constituted intervention

in a political campaign within the meaning of Internal Revenue Code section 501(c)(3)?  If

not, please provide a detailed explanation and legal basis for your position.@ (IRS Letter) 

Congressman Schiff picked up on this in his letter to Secretary Snow.  He commented: AI am

also troubled by reports that the IRS offered not to proceed to the exam stage and revoke tax

exempt status if the church admitted wrongdoing. ... As you can well appreciate, the actions

of the IRS in this matter will have a potentially chilling impact on protected First Amendment

rights.@ (Schiff Letter)

An editorial in The Seattle Times states: AOffered a chance to admit guilt and repent, All

Saints chose to energetically respond with a team of Washington lawyers to make the case.@

(Dickie)  After eight months of silence, the IRS sent notice in July 2006 that it was proceeding

with the case.  A summons for a lengthy list of documents and records was issued 29

September 2006.  Another summons ordering Rector Bacon to appear followed on 11

October 2006.  Bacon’s reply was that the IRS was violating religious free speech and that the

church would fight the action in Federal District Court.  A New York Times editorial said the

IRS had admitted to investigating about 20 churches across the US for political activities that

could jeopardize their tax-exempt status. (See New York Times Editorial. 22 November 2005)
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The IRS ended its investigation of All Saints in September 2007.  But a letter to the church

said that IRS officials still considered Regas’s sermon illegal.  The church responded with a

demand for clarification, that its record be cleared, and that the IRS apologize.   In his 23

September 2007 sermon Rector Bacon told the congregation: “To be sure, we are pleased

that the exam is over ... However, the main issue of protecting the freedom of this church and

other religious communities to worship according to the dictates of their conscience and core

values is far from accomplished.”  (Trounson)

INTIMIDATING GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES:  Intimidating people against speaking out happens

on a regular basis across the spectrum of social activity.  It is particularly prevalent in

government jobs and positions at public institutions.  I will present a few cases which reached

media attention and which typify the intimidation practice.

Laura Berg was a nurse of 15 years at the Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) Medical

Center in Albuquerque, New Mexico.  She wrote a letter-to-the-editor saying, that as a VA

nurse, she was Afurious with the tragically misplaced priorities and criminal negligence of this

government.@  She decried the Bush administration=s lack of response to the Katrina hurricane

tragedy.  She said that as a VA nurse working with returning war veterans she recognized

public unawareness of Athe additional human and financial costs of post-traumatic stress

disorder.@  She added that ABush, Cheney, Chertoff, Brown, and Rice should be tried for

criminal negligence,@ and that this country needs Ato wake up and get real here, and forcefully

remove a government administration playing games of smoke and mirrors and vicious deceit.@

(Citations in this paragraph from Rothschild, 8 February 2006.)

Berg=s letter was published in the September 15-21 (2005) issue of the Albuquerque weekly

Alibi.  She wasn’t even criticizing the VA.  She was merely expressing her opinion and

experience as a private citizen on her own time.  Shortly afterward the VA seized her work

computer.  Mel Hooker, chief of human resources management at the Albuquerque VA,

wrote Berg on 9 November 2005 to say her computer did not contain the letter [meaning she

couldn’t be charged with using government property or VA time for political purposes] but

that he was charging her with sedition.   He pointed out that she had identified herself as a VA6

nurse, that she had publicly accused the government B her employer B of misplaced priorities

and criminal negligence, and that she advocated forcefully to remover the government

administration.

The ACLU in New Mexico quickly became involved on Berg=s behalf and asked Aat the very

least@ that Berg Areceive a public apology from Mr. Hooker to remedy the unconstitutional

Sedition is the stirring up of discontent, resistance, or rebellion against the government in power.6

(Webster=s New World Dictionary, Second College Edition.)
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chilling effect on the speech of VA employees that has resulted from these intimidating

tactics.@ (Cited in Rothschild, 8 February 2006) The ACLU requested the VA to provide a

complete set of documents on Berg’s case.

This incident soon gained the attention of New Mexico Senator Jeff Bingaman, who wrote a

letter to R. James Nicholson, national VA Secretary, explaining the situation and requesting

remedial action.  In his letter ending the VA investigation and vindicating Berg Nicholson

wrote: “Let me be clear, her letter to the newspaper did not amount to sedition . . . The useof

the word 'sedition' was not appropriate.”  (Schultz)

ACLU-New Mexico Executive Director Peter Simonson was shocked at this case, saying: “Is

the government so jealous of its power, so fearful of dissent that it needs to threaten people

who openly oppose its policies with charges of ‘sedition’?”  (Schultz)

Relieved that the situation was ended Berg commented: “The most important thing was

getting [the word] out to the public that VA employees have a right to free speech,” (Schultz)

CENSORING WHAT TAKES PLACE IN THE CLASSROOM:  Kevin Barrett teaches occasional

classes at University of Wisconsin-Madison, on Arabic languages and folklore.  He was

scheduled to teach a semester-long class in the autumn of 2006 entitled AIslam: Religion and

Culture.@  That class was scheduled to spend a week examining various authors’ views on

current issues and the war on terror.

Barrett, himself, has strong views on 9/11 and Bush=s war on terror.  He is coordinator of

Muslim-Jewish-Christian Alliance for 9/11 Truth and a member of Scholars for 9/11 Truth.  In

that capacity as well as his teaching profession, he was asked to appear on the June 28th

(2006) episode of the conservative Jessica McBride=s show on radio WTMJ.  WTMJ is Aa

popular right-wing radio talk show in Milwaukee.@ (Rothschild, 10 July 2006)  On that show

he expressed his views about 9/11 and that he believed it was an Ainside job@ B a A9/11 coup

d=etat@ B and described Vice President Cheney as his chief suspect.  He discussed his

suspicions about how the towers and another building collapsed, and said there was “very

little evidence that foreign terrorists flew planes into the buildings.”  He also mentioned that

“11 of the 19" hijackers were “still alive.”  But when McBride asked him about his class

discussions on these subjects, Barrett replied: “I don’t try to inflict any of my ideas on the

students.”  (Cited in Rothschild, 10 July 2006)

The very next day republican Congressman Steve Nass called for Barrett=s immediate

dismissal, saying: AThe fact that Mr. Barrett uses his position at UW-Madison to add

credibility to his outlandish claims is an unacceptable embarrassment to the people of

Wisconsin and the UW System.@ (Cited in Rothschild, 10 July 2006)  Wisconsin=s republican

gubernatorial candidate Mark Green joined the cry for dismissal: ANot a dime of either
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taxpayer or tuition dollars should be going to Kevin Barrett so he can tell students that

September 11 was a creation of the government, and that the most murdering terrorist

organization in the world is a myth created by the CIA.@ (Cited in Rothschild, 10 July 2006) 

Even democratic governor Jim Doyle expressed some concern over Barrett=s qualifications to

teach.

Almost immediately the university=s provost, Patrick Farrell, called a meeting with the dean of

the College of Letters and Science and the chair of the Department of Languages and

Cultures.  They reviewed Barrett=s course syllabus and past teaching evaluations.  Taking into

consideration that a deeper issue at stake was the university=s long-standing tradition of

protecting freedom of expression in the classroom along with critical thinking by allowing

analysis of controversial events.  They determined that Barrett would teach the course as

scheduled.

Farrell noted: There is no question that Mr. Barrett holds personal opinions that many people

find unconventional.  These views are expected to take a small, but significant role in the

class.  To the extent these views are discussed, Mr. Barrett has assured me that students will

be free B and encouraged B to challenge his viewpoint.”

Then Farrell added: “We cannot allow political pressure from critics of unpopular ideas to

inhibit the free exchange of ideas.  The classroom interaction is central to this university’s

mission and to the expansion of knowledge.  Silencing that exchange now would only open

the door to more onerous and sweeping restrictions.”  (Cited in University of Wisconsin-

Madison News website, 10 July 2006)  Well said, Provost Farrell.  Let us hope that many

more in the education field share your philosophy.

SIDETRACKING POLITICAL DISSENT:  The stifling of protest became more rampant during the

Bush administration, than for any previous presidency.  This was especially visible in the

months leading up to the 2004 general election – for Bush’s second term when he had very

low approval ratings.  The targets were anyone heckling the president, holding signs, or

wearing clothes or buttons that opposed the administration=s policies.  Some were merely

escorted forcefully off the premises and others were arrested – but more often than not the

charges were later dismissed when the political rally or convention was over.

During Bush=s campaign stop at Cedar Rapids, two 55-year-old school teachers, Christine

Nelson and Alice McCabe decided to attend.  One wore a Kerry-Edwards button and the

other carried a sign saying ANo More War.@  The rally was at Noelridge Park.  As they

approached the park they were met by secret service agents dressed in polo shirts and shorts. 

The agents explained the park was rented by the Republican Party and they would have to

move.  They went to the sidewalk but were again told to move, this time across the street. 
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When they were asked to move a third time the teachers questioned the order.  They were

handcuffed and charged with trespass, and were sent to jail where they were strip-searched. 

The official story was that they refused to obey simple security restrictions but Nelson, a

history and government teacher at a local middle school, disagreed.  She said: ABecause I had

a dissenting opinion, they did what they needed to do to get me out of the way.@ (Cited in

Dvorak)  The charges were dropped after the rally but the two sued three unidentified secret

service agents, two county sheriff deputies, and the Iowa state patrol.

A similar incident happened to Jeff and Nicole Rank when they attended Bush’s 4  of Julyth

appearance in Charleston, West Virginia.  They had free tickets but wore anti-Bush t-shirts. 

The couple was arrested, handcuffed, and charged with trespass.  Andrew Schneider,

executive director of West Virgilia ACLU noted: “It’s nothing more than an attempt by the

president and his staff to suppress free speech.  What happened to the Ranks, and so many

others across the country, was clearly an incident of viewpoint discrimination.”  (Cited in

Dvorak)

Forty-year old environmental lawyer Leslie Weise and two friends, Alex Young and Karen

Bouer, had tickets (obtained from their congressman) to attend Bush’s March 2005 town hall

meeting in Denver on social security reform.  The three worked some on the Kerry-Edwards

campaign and opposed the war in Iraq.  They thought about protesting at the meeting but

didn’t want to be arrested, so they went in conventional dress.  They approached the Wings of

the Rockies Air and Space Museum, presented their tickets, and proceeded to the security

check.  Weise and Bauer were pulled aside and told they were “identified,” and were warned

against any funny stuff.  They then went to their seats but were removed before the president

spoke.  Weise later learned from the secret service in Denver that security had spotted a

bumper sticker on her car saying ANo More Blood For Oil.”  Weise said: AI had every reason

to attend that event, just as everyone else in the room that day.  If we raised security to a

higher level just because we had an opinion different from the administration, I think that goes

far beyond what is appropriate for this country.@ (Cited in Dvorak)

Political experts said that the 2004 Bush-Cheney campaign reached new plateaus of

organizing campaign rallies.  AAt the republican national convention in New York City and

other campaign stops, security segregated protesters in designated >free speech zones= set up

at a significant distance from each rally.  To get into events headlined by Bush or Vice

President Cheney, supporters were required to obtain tickets through GOP channels or sign

loyalty oaths.@ (Dvorak)
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Manipulation: Rigged Elections.

Vote manipulation has been used much more extensively than popularly realized, to obtain a

desired political outcome.  That activity ranges from  rigging the programming in America’s

high tech voting machines to disenfranchising voters through intimidation, confusion, or

invalidated ballots.  In this paper I will only address vote suppression activity during the 2014

election.  For a much more in-depth reading on election fraud please refer to five of my

previous papers which at http://www.plrc.org/manipulating_elections_papers.html   It can be

safely assumed that manipulation described in those papers is still practiced.

What has reached the public eye in our most recent election is Interstate Crosscheck.  The

2014 mid-term election saw 27 states  (22 of which have Republican-controlled election6

boards) cooperating in finding voters who had allegedly registered in two states; which is a

federal crime punishable by up to 5 years in prison.  Some 3½ million people were alleged to

have registered in two states even though a quarter of them have middle names that don’t

match.  None have been arrested for fraud, they just didn’t get to vote.  Each voter in every

pair of matches would be suspect at their particular polling place.  That means, in all,

6,951,484 voters had the potential of being removed for the voter list.  Virginia, alone,

scratched 41,637 from its voter list and announced there would be more.  Half a million were

scrubbed in Georgia.

Investigative journalist Greg Palast and his team ran a statistical study of over 2 million names

(one million alleged double voters) on the crosscheck list.  “Their projections found names

like Jackson, Washington, Garcia and Kim are overepresented.  According to the U.S. Census

Bureau, 53% of all Jacksons and 90% of Washingtons are African-American; 91% of all

Garcias are Hispanic; and 94% of all Kims are Asian.”  (Democracy Now) These ethnic

groups are most likely to vote democratic.

Originally there were 28 states participating but one dropped out.  Greg Palast explained:

... Washingon dropped out.  That’s how I got the list.  Washington said this list is junk. 
Its just a bunch of common names.  It only matches first and last names.  So they handed
me the list.  They said, “These aren’t criminals.  It’s just a list of common American
names.”  And you know, as soon as you get common names, Amy, you’re getting to
African-Americans – that’s a legacy of slavery.  Most Jacksons in America, according to
the U.S. Census Bureau, are African-American. ...  We have pages and pages Michael
Lees.  And most of those, about 64%, are Asian-American, like Michael L. Lee is

The participating states are Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana,6

Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi, Misouri, Nebraska, Nevada, North
Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia.
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supposed to be the same voter – he’s from Georgia – is supposed to be the same voter as
Michael Thomas Lee of Virginia. ... some of their names, they have people matched as

voting nine times.  (Democracy Now)

Palast explains that some states send a postcard to people on the list asking them to verify

their address.  The card looks like junk mail so many throw it out.  Some may not even see it. 

But if it isn’t returned, that name is removed from the voting roster.  Other states remove the

name permanently for future elections if the person in question doesn’t vote in an election.  If

the person does show up to vote they are given a provisional ballot and told their address will

be checked.  But those ballots end up in the trash.

I ran a Google check of my name to see how many matches could be found.  I found a

Vietnam veteran fom Kentucky named Robert C. Aldridge.  There is also a lawyer in

Broadview Heights, OH with that name and another in Cleveland.  Still another Robert C.

Aldridge in Birmingham, AL died in 1998 at th age of 87.  Mine is not a real common name so

it is easy to see how fraudulent Interstate Crosscheck is and why Washington state called it

junk. 

To sum up: “The Crosscheck list purges could easily account for Republican victories in at

least two Senate races.  In North Carolina, the GOP’s Thom Tillis won over incumbent Sen.

Kay Hagan by just 48,511 votes.  Crosscheck [in that state] tagged a breathtaking 589,393 ...

as possible illegal double voters.”  (Palast)  State election officials whittled that list down to

190,000 but that is still significant.  The other race was in Colorado where “Republcan Corey

Gardner was able to force out incumbent Senator Mark Udall.”  (Palast)  Colorado had

300,842 voters subject to being purged.

Other states were not as transparent but if all had purged 13½% of those on the Crosscheck

list, as Virginia did, it would explain the Senate victories and given the Republicans an even

bigger advantage. 

Assassinations: Dead Men Tell No Tales

There occasionally comes a time when propaganda and manipulating behavior either fails to work

or is not appropriate for the condition encountered, and more is needed.  Government or

corporate officials then resort to the most extreme measures: assassination.  I used to think

Americans value human life too much to have coups and assassinations in this country.  But I now

realize that greedy people harboring evil intents are not all foreigners.  We breed them right here

at home.
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Many books and movies have been produced regarding the assassination of President Kennedy. 

The most compelling and incriminating that I have read, regarding US Government complicity, is

JFK and the Unspeakable: Why He Died and Why it Matters, written by James W, Douglass. 

Jim now has a work in progress exposing government complicity in the assassinations of Martin

Luther King, Jr., Malcolm X, and Robert F. Kennedy.  There is a definite pattern.  David Ray

Griffin has written a series of books establishing, in my estimation, that the terrorist attack on

9/11 was a false flag operation orchestrated by the US.  The book Griffin released on the tenth

anniversary year of that attack, 9/11: Ten Year Later, is an excellent summary of the intrigue,

cover up, and rapid destruction of evidence that took place to mask US involvement.  The US

Government even provoked the Pearl Harbor attack.  I have documented that in a paper called

“Pearl Harbor: A Day that will Live in Infamy” available at http://www.plrc.org/docs/150115.pdf  

There is more, but the cases described below do not exhaust the list of politicians killed in plane

accidents.  Texas democratic representative, Mickey Leland, outspoken against apartheid in South

Africa, died travelling in Ethiopia.  Commerce Secretary Ron Brown was killed in a plane crash in

the Balkans.  Former Senator John Tower, chairman of the Tower Commission investigating the

Iran-Contra Scandal, was killed in a small plane crash.  Liberal republican Senator John Heinz was

killed when his plane collided with a helicopter.  His landing gear failed to go down and the

helicopter was dispatched to look at it.  Heinz was outspoken against the Vietnam war and urged

reconciliation with Cuba.  Also, though not a plane crash, was the mysterious death of staff

member John Foster in the Clinton White House.

CONGRESSMEN NICK BEGIOCH AND HALE BOGGS:  On 16 October 1972, three weeks before the

general election, a Cessna 310C disappeared in a flight between Anchorage and Juno.  It was

carrying Alaska’s democratic representative, Nick Begich, and House Majority Leader Hale

Boggs (a democrat from Louisiana) on a campaign junket.  The weather was foggy with low

clouds and a drizzle, nothing unusual for Alaska.  A massive 39-day search involving over 60

aircraft ensued.  A Freedom Of Information Act request in 1992 (20 years later) by Roll Call

Magazine, which reports events on Capitol Hill, uncovered three FBI telexes that revealed

credible information from a company testing advanced surveillance technologies.  According to

these telexes the FBI knew the location of the crash and the equipment was tracking two

survivors.  Officially, the plane was never found.  Why is this crash and failure to assist important?

Boggs had served on the Warren Commission investigating President John F. Kennedy’s

assassination.  He signed the Commission’s report,  but, according to Dr.  Nick Begich Jr., son of 

the Alaska congressman killed with Boggs, he had some interest in reopening the investigation. 
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Boggs’ daughter, television journalist Cokie Roberts, later said her father was comfortable with

the Commissions findings and was not pushing for the investigation to be reopened.  But Boggs’

wife, Lindy Boggs, who succeeded her husband in Congress, explained to a congressional

committee that Boggs had “obvious feelings of wanting to know more about certain areas of the

investigation, wanting to have filled in some of the unanswered questions, and that is why it was

so necessary for Hale to be able to say that according to the testimony admitted to the Commis-

sion, that Oswald was the assassin.” (Boggs) (Emphasis added)   Apparently Hale Boggs was

never satisfied with only what was admitted to the Warren Commission.  He might not have yet

been pushing to reopen the investigation, as his daughter pointed out, but he may have been

seriously entertaining such action.  Boggs is quoted as saying: “Hoover lied his eyes out on

Oswald, on Ruby, on their friends, you name it.” (Quoted in Spartacus)  Boggs had for some time

been at odds with the FBI director and had openly called for his resignation on the House floor.

CONGRESSMAN JERRY LITTON:  After four years in the House, Congressman Jerry Litton from

Missouri decided to run for the Senate in 1976.  He had just won the democratic nomination

when, on August 3  he, his wife, and two children climbed into a plane at Chillicothe Airport forrd

a short flight to Kansas City and a victory celebration.  Shortly after takeoff the plane crashed into

a field and burned.  All aboard were killed.  House majority leader Thomas P.  “Tip” O’Neal said

that in his 20 years in Congress he had never encountered a freshman congressman with more

honesty and political incorruptibility than Litton.  Republican Jack Danford won the election. 

THE DEATH OF MISSOURI GOVERNOR MEL CARNAHAN:  Late in the evening of 16 October 2000,

three weeks prior to the presidential election, a twin engine Cessna crashed in a wooded area

amid rain and fog.  Reminiscent of the Litton tragedy in 1976, the Cessna went down near

Goldman, Missouri, about 35 miles south of Saint Louis.  All three occupants were killed.  They

were Governor Mel Carnahan, his son and pilot Randy Carnahan, and campaign advisor Chris

Sifford.  This was the night before a presidential debate at Washington University in Saint Louis. 

Carnahan was on his way to a political campaign meeting.

For this discussion on Carnahan I will revisit the November 2000 election and what led up to the

crash.  Carnahan started his political career in the Missouri legislature and then as state treasurer. 

He was elected lieutenant governor in 1998 when his long-time political rival, John Ashcroft was

in his second term as governor.  Ashcroft was “termed out” after two stints as governor and

Carnahan was elected to that office in 1992.  He was re-elected in 1996.  In the meantime, Ash-

croft was elected to his first term as Missouri senator in 1994.
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Unable to run for a third term as governor, Carnahan decided to try in 2000 for the US Senate

seat held by John Ashcroft.  It was a very contentious campaign.  Ashcroft had a very conserva-

tive voting record in the Senate.  Carnahan, on the other hand, had established his reputation as a

traditional democrat.  He raised taxes to pay for public school improvements and backed an

initiative that would require a popular vote for any tax increase exceeding $50 million.  He

proposed legislation requiring insurance companies to disregard pre-existing conditions, but it

failed in the legislature.  He did push through wider-than-average coverage for children’s health

insurance and, during his second term, got 26,000 people off of welfare with his welfare-to-work

program.

In addition, Carnahan’s victory over Ashcroft was considered a key democratic step to regain

control of the US Senate.  And as will be shown below, did eventually allow regaining control. 

Nevertheless, Ashcroft had a lead in the polls until Carnahan’s tragic death threw the election into

chaos.

Missouri election law would not allow Carnahan’s name to be removed from the ballot.  Lieuten-

ant Governor Roger G.  Wilson, who succeeded Carnahan as governor until January 2001, named

Jean Carnahan, his widow, as the unofficial democratic candidate for senator.  Wilson said he

would appoint her as senator if Carnahan won the election.  The campaign continued with the

slogan “I’m still for Mel.” (Cited in WordIQ)

Carnahan won the election.  This was the first time in history that a dead man had been elected to

the Senate.  Likewise, John Ashcroft earned the dubious distinction of being the first man to lose

a Senate race to a dead man.  Exit polls showed that Ashcroft was supported heavily by those

who thought the federal budget surplus should be used to cut taxes.  But the majority that voted

for Carnahan thought the surplus should be used to reduce the national debt.True to his word,

Governor Roger G.  Wilson named Jean Carnahan as the junior senator from Missouri until a

special election during the mid-term 2002 election.  New senators have to be approved by the

Senate and republicans contested the acceptance of Jean Carnahan.  They used the atrocious

argument that the election was invalid because Missouri law required a candidate to be a resident

of the state.  They claimed that a dead man could not be considered a resident.  Nevertheless, the

governors appointee was accepted by the Senate.  However, in the special Senate election in

2002, Jean Carnahan lost to republican James Tenet.

Had Ashcroft been elected from Missouri there would have still been, after Jeffords changed

parties, 51 republicans to 48 democrats and 1 independent.  But that was not the case.
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THE DEATH OF MINNESOTA SENATOR PAUL WELLSTONE:  On 25 October 2002 on the approach to

Eveleth-Virginia Municipal Airport, landing gear down and wing flaps extended,  a Beechcraft King

Air A-100 lost radio contact with the tower at 10:21 AM.  It crashed two miles short of the runway. 

The wreckage was scattered and burning.  There were no survivors.  Aboard were Senator Paul

Wellstone, his wife Sheila, his daughter Marcia, three staff members, and two pilots.  Wellstone was

flying the 175-mile trip from St. Paul to attend the  funeral of a state lawmaker, and to make a

campaign speech.  

There are conflicting reports about the weather at the time of the crash.  Reports varied from freezing

drizzle to freezing rain and light snow.  All seemed to indicate some fog.  Fox News was the only

report that said the plane was making an instrument approach.  However, other reports indicate good

visibility.  Joe Kovacs, executive news editor of WorldNet Daily, reported that a pilot who witnessed

the crash said “the twin-engine craft seemed to veer away from the usual approach to the runway.”

(Kovacs)  He would not have seen that in poor visibility.  Fox News reports that Gary Ulman, a pilot

on duty at the airport, said the plane called the tower for clearance to land when it was about seven

miles out, but: “When the plane didn’t land, Ulman said he took off in another plane to search for it. 

About two miles southwest of the airport he saw the smoke.” (Fox News)  Again, that doesn’t

indicate that visibility was bad enough to contribute to the crash.

Paul Wellstone has been described as the foremost liberal senator on Capitol Hill.  Earlier in October

he voted against the bill that would allow the use of force in Iraq – “the only democrat facing a tough

re-election to go against Bush on the issue. ...  Wellstone had also been an advocate of any bills that

would help disadvantaged Americans.  He crusaded for homeless veterans and rallied against a

bankruptcy reform measure ... that he said would benefit banks, credit card issuers, automobile

finance companies and retailers at the expense of people ‘who now find themselves in brutal economic

circumstances.’”  (Fox News)  The Minneapolis Star Tribune adds that “Wellstone was a champion7

of progressive and liberal causes, a firebrand in the Senate who was unafraid to stand alone in fighting

for the poor and down and out.” (Star Tribune)  In short, Wellstone was pretty much on the opposite

end of what the Bush administration stands for.

Wellstone was killed just 11 days before the 2002 mid-term election.  Prior to his death the democrats

had control of the Senate by one seat.  Now the score was 49 republicans, 49 democrats, 1

independent, and 1 vacancy.

Wellstone was running against former St.  Paul Mayor Norm Coleman.  There were conflicting

reports on who the polls indicated was ahead – conservatives said Coleman had a slight lead and

There are reports that Vice President Dick Cheney threatened Wellstone with severe ramifications if he7

didn’t vote in favor of the legislation to allow war on Iraq.
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liberals touted Wellstone as ahead.  It was widely reported in the news that the outcome in Minnesota

could decide who controlled the Senate.   After Wellstone’s death, former democratic Senator Walter8

Mondale agreed to run in his place.  Mondale’s name appeared on the ballot in the polling places. 

But absentee ballots had been mailed out earlier and Wellstone’s name was on those.  Minnesota

election law requires says that absentee ballots marked for deceased candidate must be destroyed and

the voters required to vote again.  Of course, not all do.  About, Inc.  points out: “It’s very difficult

to say that it’s a fair election when they’ve already said that anyone who voted absentee with the

name ‘Paul Wellstone’ won’t be counted, and anyone who voted absentee with the name ‘Norm

Coleman’ will be counted.  That to me right there creates an unfair election.” (About, Inc.) 

Norm Coleman won the Minnesota Senate seat.  After the election, the lineup in the Senate was 51

republicans, 48 democrats, and 1 independent aligned with the democrats.

There is one very important point to consider.  Had Paul Wellstone lived, he would undoubtedly been

a very strong obstacle to the Bush administrations ambitions for Iraq.

Another very important point: Had both Paul Wellstone and Mel Carnahan lived, they most likely

would have been occupying those two seats in the Senate that gave republicans control.

Possibly some of the tragedies described above were truly accidents.  But, again, maybe not – so

many coincidences!  Being aware of such events and what they imply seems especially wise when we

consider that, per capita, air travel kills far fewer people than automobiles.  But, how many political

luminaries have been killed by auto accidents?  Now let’s look at the political power game in the

Senate following 9/11.

Terrorism: The Anthrax Attacks9

After the 2000 election, the republicans had a semi-comfortable lead of 223 to 211 in the House

of Representatives.  The Senate was a different matter.  It was split 50-50, literally, 50 republicans

and 50 democrats.   Nevertheless, the evenly-divided makeup did give the republicans precarious

control because the US Vice President was a republican and also President of the Senate. 

Although he can only vote in case of a tie, he does weigh in when there is a 50-50 split in membership.

For Instance, see Fox News, 25 October 2002 and Star Tribune, 25 October 2002.8

For a more in-depth discussion of the anthrax attacks see 9 http://www.plrc.org/docs/080930.pdf
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Then a startling event happened.  Senator James Jeffords, republican from Vermont, announced

on 24 May 2001 that “I will leave the Republican Party and become an independent.” (Quoted in

The Green Papers)  This threw Capitol Hill into an uproar.  The republicans lost their majority in

the Senate and the democrats took control – 49 republicans, 50 democrats, and 1 independent.

Making matters worse for the republicans, the independent leaned more toward being aligned

with the democrats.  Would the neoconservatives allow this to stand?  Enter the 2001 anthrax

attacks. 

REGAINING CONTROL OF CONGRESS:  In the aftermath of 9/11 when people were still numb with

shock,  deadly anthrex bacteria was mailed in two batches of letters delivered by the US Postal

Service.  The first batch was sent to media people, the second to US senators.  The anthrax in

letters sent to news media offices was relatively crude; having many harmless dead cells and

heavily contaminated.  Of the second batch mailed October 9 , at least two letters reached Capitolth

Hill.  One was opened in the office of Senator Tom Daschle on October 15 .  Another was foundth

unopened in the mail of Senator Patrick Leahy on October 16 .th

The white anthrax powder contained in the second batch was a much higher grade than terrorists

could produce.   It was weapons grade and bore the genetic signature of what is made in the US.10

It had smaller spores of more uniform size in a concentration of 1 trillion spores per gram –

identical to that produced in Utah.  The estimated two grams of powder found in Senate

envelopes had the theoretical possibility of killing 200 million people.  Dr. Barbara Hatch

Rosenberg alleged in late 2001 that a government insider, or someone connected to a government

insider, was responsible for the attack.   Some law enforcement officials gave her theory much11

credibility – one called it “the most likely hypothesis.” (Quoted in Broad and Miller) 

These anthrax letters were obviously assassination attempts.  Both Daschle and Leahy are

democratic senators – Daschle (from South Dakota) was Senate majority leader and Leahy (from

Vermont) was chairman of the Senate Judiciary Committee.  Had the Senators been fatally

stricken, the state governors would have appointed replacements. 

William C.  Patrick III, one of the nation’s top bioterrorism experts had studied the possibility of10

terrorist sending anthrax through the mail.  In his February 1999 report, he predicted that the anthrax powder used
by terrorists for such an attack would be one-20 the concentration of military grade.  What was sent through theth 

mail during the autumn of 2001 was far deadlier than terrorists could produce.

Dr. Barbara Hatch Rosenberg was director of the biological warfare division of the Federation of11

American Scientists.  Her thesis on the anthrax concentration used in the attack on the US was circulated on 29
November 2001 at the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute in Sweden.
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South Dakota Governor Bill Janklow was republican and would have appointed someone from his

party.  That would have had an overwhelming political shock.  The republicans would again have

50 seats in the Senate to the democrats’ 49, and would again control both houses of Congress.  

In the case of Leahy’s demise, another democrat would likely have been chosen.  However,

Leahy’s significant influence would have been removed and a republican candidate in the next

election would not have a powerful incumbent to face.  If a special election for his seat were held

in 2002, that would make republican control of the Senate more likely.

INSURING APPROVAL OF THE PATRIOT ACT:  Besides attempting to alter the political balance in

Congress, the anthrax attacks served another ominous purpose.  On the tragic day of 9/11some

2,819 people lost their lives.  Its suddenness and finality stunned America. The Bush administra-

tion immediately introduced a massive piece of legislation to congress known as the Patriot Act. 

Legislators were told it should be passed immediately with no changes. Even in the atmosphere of

hysteria that prevailed, certain lawmakers balked at the constitutional rights which would be

sacrificed by such legislation and started working on revisions. Then the anthrax attack hit.  Panic

hit Congress and the Patriot Act was immediately signed into law, virtually unchanged.

THE COVER-UP:  After failing to blame Al Qaida and then Iraq for the anthrax attack, and with all

the evidence pointing to the US, the FBI started looking for a fall guy.  They switched their story

to the Lone Scientist Theory and cobbled together a profile of such a renegade scientist.  After

investigating some 30 germ warfare experts and searching the homes of a couple dozen, they

pounced on their first person of interest: Dr. Steven Jay Hatfill, an expert in dry biological

warfare agents employed by Science Applications International Corp. (SAIC) and with access to

the US Army Medical Research Institute of Infectious Diseases (USAMRIID) at Fort Detrick,

Maryland. 

The FBI searched Hatfill’s premises twice and followed him 24/7 for months while taking

photographs and videotapes. The media was covertly tipped off prior to various searches so

reporters and photographers could cover these events to enhance public prejudice. Yet, Hatfill

was never charged with a crime. He was fired from his job with Science Applications International

Corp. in early 2002 because the Pentagon had suspended his security clearance the previous

August.
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1. In July 2002 Hatfill became associate director of Louisiana State University’s National Center

for Biomedical Research and Training but was soon dismissed as a requirement of a government

grant, ostensibly because of being on the FBI’s “Persons of Interest” list.  Hatfill has adamantly

and publicly denied any connection with the anthrax attacks.  He was not a docile suspect,

however.  E fought back and called the government’s hand with a lawsuit.  The FBI started

backing off.

At this point the investigation had staggered on for almost three years with about 30 FBI agents

and 13 postal employees working full time.  They have, “according to the FBI, conducted more

than 5,280 interviews, issued more than 4,480 grand jury subpoenas, and contracted out

thousands of hours of lab work ...” (Lengel, 18 July 2004)

In August 2004 another physician made the short list.  Authorities searched the home and former

apartment of Dr.  Kenneth Berry in Wellsville, NY, as well as his parents’ summer home in Dover

Township, New Jersey.  They also searched his car at a Pittsburgh airport, where he kept it

garaged because he flew his private plane back and forth for his job as an emergency room

physician.  Like Hatfill, Berry had a passion for protecting against bioterrorism and he founded

PREEMPT  to train medical professionals for responding to chemical or biological attacks.  He12

holds three patents related to bioterrorism.  Berry was not charged and he asserted his innocence. 

His father says his son “is just the latest scapegoat in an inept federal probe.” (Seattle Times, 9

August 2004) The investigation of Berry led to nothing.

The next person of interest was Dr. Bruce E. Ivins, a microbiologist for over three decades,

specializing in immunology.  He had worked the past 18 years at UAAMRIID and is co-inventor

on two patents on manufacturing anthrax vaccine.  On 14 March 2003 he was awarded the

Decoration of Exceptional Civilian Service by the Pentagon – the highest award that can be given

a civilian employee.  For over six years he had played a major role in helping the FBI analyze

samples from the anthrax letters. 

In late 2006 the FBI investigation switched its focus to Ivins.  The pattern was the same:

government agents pressuring him and his family, using heavy-handed tactics to obtain evidence,

but never released his name publicly.  A colleague said Ivins was much more sensitive and

emotional to things than most scientists.  He suffered from depression and had been receiving

psychological help periodically since the start of FBI harassment.  Friends reported that Ivins

started drinking heavily and taking more sleeping and anti-anxiety pills.  Previously he had hardly

touched alcohol.

Planned Response Exercises and Emergency Medical Preparedness Training.12
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In late June 2008 Ivins told friends the FBI had stalked him for months, searched his home twice,

tried to bribe his son with $2.5-million reward money and a sports car, and had intimidated his

daughter by showing her pictures of anthrax victims they said her father caused.  Then an incident

at UAAMRID in July got him permanently barred from the facility and put him in a psychiatric

hospital for several days.  He was released July 24 .  Five days later he was dead.th

Two days after being released from the psychiatric hospital Ivins allegedly took a massive

overdose of prescription Tylenol with codeine (now called vicodin).  He was admitted to a

hospital the next day.  Two days after that, on 29 July 2008, he died.  It was officially designated

a suicide although no suicide note or other final message was reported.  No autopsy was reported. 

According to the police department and the medical examiner, blood tests “determined that an

autopsy wouldn’t be necessary” to confirm suicide. (History Commons, “Context of December

2001-May 2002 …”)   Oh?

When Dr. Bruce E. Ivins died the FBI tried to hurriedly close its seven-year-old investigation of

the 2001 anthrax attacks.  It had devoted hundreds of thousands of agent-hours to the anthrax

investigation with a peak of 35 FBI agents and 15 postal workers following fruitless leads on four

continents.  They conducted over 9,100 interviews, completed 67 searches, obtained about 6,000

grand jury subpoenas, and spent $250,000 taking three weeks to drain a pond in a fruitless search

for evidence.  They paid Hatfield $5.85 million to settle a lawsuit after 6 years of a sluggish and

bumbled investigation which ruined the suspect’s career and reputation.  Still, no arrests had been

made. 

Now Ivins’ death offered an opportunity for the FBI and Justice Department to close the anthrax

case and blame the entire scenario on Bruce Ivins, deceased.  That would be very tidy for the

government except that Congress, the American public – even the colleagues of Bruce Ivins –

want a better explanation.  For example:

Colleagues who worked with Ivins in the hot suite and think that he's innocent
say he'd never worked with dried anthrax and couldn’t have made it in the lab
without spreading contamination.

Andrews, Ivins’ former boss, said Ivins didn’t know how to use the fastest
process, the fermenter, which Andrews described as “indefinitely disabled,”
with its motor removed. He said the freeze dryer was outside the hot suite, so
using it would have exposed unprotected employees to lethal spores.

Without a fermenter, it would have taken Ivins “30 to 50 weeks of continuous
labor” to brew spores for the letters, said Henry Heine, a former fellow Fort
Detrick microbiologist who's now with the University of Florida. Prosecutors
and a National Academy of Sciences panel that studied the case said the

Page 23 of PLRC-150125



anthrax could have been grown as quickly as a few days, though they didn't
specify a method.

FBI searches years later found no traces of the attack powder in the hot suite,
lab and drying equipment. (Engelberg, Gordon, Gilmore, and Wiser)

Especially, they want hard evidence that the anthrax spores were not treated with silica because if

they were it would exonerate Ivins.  He had neither the equipment nor the expertise for silica

treatment.  Whether they were treated or not is the hinge point for closing the case with Ivins the

guilty party.  But, rather than perform the necessary tests, the government wants the anthrax case

closed and forgotten.

Conclusion.

In this paper I have given samplings of how the government (and corporations) can

manipulate people’s activities and assure the political outcome they desire.  These

samplings are by no means exhaustive but they will suffice for stimulating aware-

ness of techniques used.  They illustrate what we Americans face in turning this

country around to having a more peaceful and just government.

# # # # #
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