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            INTRODUCTION



            AN ALTERNATE UNIVERSE

         

         
            Life can only be understood backwards; but it must be lived forwards.

            —SØREN KIERKEGAARD

         

         Here was the plan: On January 20, 2017, Hillary Clinton would be inaugurated president of the United States. She would enter a pantheon of history that guaranteed greatness. She would be immortal. She would be compared to Cleopatra, Elizabeth I, Catherine the Great, and yet she would have more power than any of them ever had. She would instantly transcend other modern female leaders, such as Margaret Thatcher and Angela Merkel, because she would be running the world’s greatest superpower.

         Catherine the Great ruled a backward nation of slaves. Elizabeth I lived in a world of equal rivals: Spain, France, and the Holy Roman Empire. During Cleopatra’s time, Egypt was a sideshow to the main event, which was the ongoing Roman Civil War. But Hillary Clinton would be president of the United States at a time when that powerful office was on steroids.

         Then a strange thing happened. Suddenly there on the inauguration stage were new faces. It was as if the Clinton entourage had been photoshopped out of the picture. And yes, there he was, in the blustery wind, his hand on the Bible, his blond hair lifting at odd angles. It was the billionaire businessman Donald Trump, coarse, full of confidence. And just as he had fantasized, he was being sworn in as president of the United States.

         It was as if time had folded in on itself. Had American history entered an alternate universe? Was this some new historical fiction produced on Amazon Prime? The neo-American version of The Man in the High Castle? In this eerily familiar new world, Hillary Clinton had not won the election after all. Donald Trump had.

         What did it mean? How had the historic Clinton machine sputtered and failed at the last minute, just before the finish line? What had the pollsters and pundits and corporate television executives gotten wrong?

         Nate Silver’s brilliant blog FiveThirtyEight had placed the odds of a Hillary Clinton win at 71.4 percent to 28.6 percent. The New York Times gave her odds of 91 percent to 9 percent. New York magazine had already published its cover, a picture with the angry, contorted face of Donald Trump and the word “Loser” stamped across it in bold letters. A final kick in the pants from a corporate media arrayed against the brash businessman, whose golden Trump towers dared to rise amidst their skyline.

         A week before the election, the Fox News anchor Megyn Kelly quizzed the pundits Karl Rove and Larry Sabato about an outlier poll showing Trump ahead in the race.

         Rove was unimpressed. One odd poll was not enough. “He’s got seven days and he’s got to cover seven states, which is a very large number of states to be focused on as you come down to the end,” Rove explained. He admitted that Trump was up in Iowa, Florida, and Ohio but down in North Carolina. He needed to win all of those states and two others that he was now losing.”1

         “What are the odds of that right now?” Kelly asked.

         “That’s uphill,” Rove said.2 

         Larry Sabato, the director of the Center for Politics at the University of Virginia, was even more direct. Sabato’s famous “Crystal Ball,” which had been featured on Fox News for months, had Clinton winning 322 electoral votes to 216 for Trump. He also projected that the Democrats would take control of the Senate.3

         The majority of the pundits on all of the major television networks, with the exception of Fox News, were arguably in the tank for Hillary Clinton, and Fox, as in the case of the Republican Party itself, was clearly divided.

         Two hundred and forty newspapers had endorsed her candidacy. Nineteen had endorsed Donald Trump.4

         Hillary Clinton had spent a staggering $581 million. Her super PAC, Priorities USA, raised and spent more money, $192 million, than any super PAC in all of American history.5 Donald Trump, meanwhile, had raised and spent a total of $340 million, including $66 million of his own money. His Great American PAC, led by Eric Beach and Ed Rollins raised $32 million.

         The former CEO of Google, Eric Schmidt, himself helped organize the Clinton campaign’s technology system. The best and brightest of the nation’s data experts worked for her. Trump relied on his son-in-law Jared Kushner to come up with something.

         Hillary Clinton’s staff outnumbered Trump’s five to one.6 And their “ground games” could not be compared. On Election Day she would rely on an army of 960,000 volunteers. Nobody bothered to count what Trump would have in place. The manpower infrastructure that had once held up the mighty Republican National Committee for Ronald Reagan had all but evaporated.

         Hillary Clinton’s own internal polls and computers, likewise, declared her the winner. That included the top-secret “Ada,” the magical Clinton software unique to her extraordinary run for the presidency. It was named after Ada Lovelace, a nineteenth-century British noblewoman who was a mathematician and had worked on one of the world’s first computers, the Analytical Engine.7 Clinton’s senior staff members were planning to reveal Ada to the media the day after the election in a show-and-tell of how they won.8

         But then, Hillary Clinton did not win. She lost.

         The morning after the 2016 presidential election, the Clinton machine seemed to be operating on autopilot, like a big 747 landing itself by computer. On a conference call, Hillary Clinton told major donors that the FBI director James Comey’s letter to Congress was to blame for her defeat. “There are a lot of reasons why an election like this is not successful,” she said, “Our analysis is that Comey’s letter raising doubts that were groundless, baseless, proven to be, stopped our momentum.”9

         She had not made the traditional appearance the night of her election loss. The losing candidate usually shows up to graciously concede, to unite the nation, and then to reassure the weeping children, the volunteers. Some of them had given up a year of college or put off marriage or rented apartments in New York City and Washington, DC, to work for her victory.

         Early the morning after, a cacophony of iPhone beeps, rings, and chirps played across Manhattan as the Clinton team sent out one last text message to its top team. Hillary Clinton was giving her concession speech and they were needed. Exhausted, sleepless, brokenhearted, many of them wanted to pull the covers over their heads, but they had come a long way with Hillary, some of them years, too long to opt out of the final act.

         They took taxis and buses and walked across Manhattan to gather at the Wyndham New Yorker. The ballroom was packed and the weeping inside was contagious. The trick was not to look at a friend, or as someone suggested, to think of Donald Trump in the Oval Office and the resultant anger would block the emotion. 

         Awaiting Hillary, the television cameras focused on the campaign’s chairman, John Podesta. And then eventually Huma Abedin, Clinton’s longtime aide, walked into the room. There was a standing ovation for Huma. Then Hillary appeared close behind.

         Her concession speech was short and widely praised in the media. “Last night, I congratulated Donald Trump and offered to work with him on behalf of our country,” she said. “I hope that he will be a successful president for all Americans. This is not the outcome we wanted or we worked so hard for, and I’m sorry that we did not win this election for the values we share and the vision we hold for our country.”

         iPhones buzzed as friends and relatives from across the country sent messages into the New Yorker ballroom. “You are on CNN right now. We can see you on camera. You are on MSNBC. Fix your hair. Don’t look so sad.”

         “You represent the best of America,” Hillary told this ballroom of her closest supporters, “and being your candidate has been one of the greatest honors of my life.”10 There were loud cheers. It was the last chance for many of them to applaud for her before scattering across the country to resume their lives.

         “So my friends, let us have faith in each other, let us not grow weary, let us not lose heart, for there are more seasons to come. And there is more work to do.”11

         It was elegant, it was thoughtful, and it was well planned in advance. No one may have expected there would be the need to execute the plan, but it had been prepared nonetheless. Hillary Clinton had made that point when Donald Trump had knocked her in a debate for spending so much time in preparation. Yes, she said, she had, indeed, prepared for the debates and so too, was she prepared to be president.

         Of course, there was a more comprehensive plan for victory. As the television pundit Chris Matthews would observe, this was a campaign that was prepared for everything.

         Meanwhile, her speech to top donors, blaming Comey, was duplicated in a similar “insider” memo that had been leaked to the New York Times, which its editors dutifully published. Her major donors could hang up their phones and read the script.

         Other staffers repeated the same story, with the same talking point: “Comey’s fault.” Everyone was operating with discipline, as if the campaign were still on, as if someone in charge would step forward and retroactively stop this Trump thing from happening. As if they would all wake up and find that their investment in Hillary Clinton had paid off after all. It was like a chicken with its head cut off, still racing around the barnyard, even enthusiastically. And, seeing such a thing for the first time, they had all the same questions: Could it be alive? Is it really dead? Are you sure? How can it do this? Look at it go! Only days later, the Green Party’s presidential candidate, Jill Stein, announced she would lead a voter recount movement. Hillary Clinton, it was reported, liked the idea.

         For the Clintons, the object now was to salvage what they could of their relationships with the thousands of corporate, banking, and foreign-government donors who had invested in their brand. This list included some of the most important names in the world. Some of them may have believed that they owned Hillary Clinton and through her, they owned the United States. They had given millions of dollars to the presidential campaign and the Clinton Foundation. There were questions about contracts with Bill Clinton. Were some of these one-year consultancy fee? And if so, what would he do for them now? Another speech? A weekend seminar-retreat for executives?

         Something had gone wrong. Terribly wrong. What had happened? 

         Was the Clinton campaign right? Was it really all the fault of FBI Director Comey? No. Everybody knew it wasn’t that simple. No one even picked up the refrain.

         Hillary Clinton and her team had lost it.

         And Donald Trump was not the foil that the media had tried to put forward. He had actually won. And on the cheap. He had shown how to win with less money. He had been the magician who diverted our gaze to one hand while the other hand did the trick, sometimes in full view. We can rewind the tape and see it in the replay if we pay attention. He was the master at branding, and he had driven home the point that he would “make American great again.”

         As John F. Kennedy once observed about political life, “Things do not happen. They are made to happen.”12 Donald J. Trump had helped make all of this happen.

         This was a story of people, too. African Americans had turned out in record numbers for Hillary, surpassed only by the turnout for Barack Obama himself, and yet now pundits were blaming them for not doing better, for not doing more.

         Mostly, this was the fault of white, Rust Belt, out-of-work Democrats. They had voted twice for Barack Obama, but now they were being told that they were racists or white supremacists for voting for Trump and giving him an Electoral College edge.

         The contrarian liberal genius Michael Moore had been a lonely prophet who had seen it coming, but the Clinton team had ignored him, just as they had ignored their own patriarch, Bill Clinton, who sounded the same warning. In a live performance, Moore had teased voters in Wilmington, Ohio, months before the election, telling them that he knew what they were planning to do. And they laughed with him, like guilty children caught in the act by a bemused cousin. He knew they were going to vote for Trump. He didn’t like it, but at least he was one person who could not be fooled.

         People who had been overlooked, despised, stomped on, used, taken for granted. This was their moment to speak. They had been shamed into telling the pollsters what they wanted to hear, but in the privacy of their polling booths, they had struck a blow.

         This is the true story of the 2016 election cycle. It is a prickly, sometimes circuitous adventure that is both painful and joyous. It is a journey full of plot twists. A story that comes from back rooms of office buildings, backstage at conventions and events, and the backseats of limousines and taxis. A story from active and retired FBI agents, from political staff members, sometimes from the gilded halls of the Trump Tower. It comes from the green rooms at NBC, CBS, and Fox News, from historians and White House assistants. In some cases, it comes from the presidential candidates themselves.

         Some of it will sound vaguely familiar from the echoes of what you have followed on television and on the Internet. But some of it will be surprising and jarring. At times, it will be sad, it will be funny, and it will be disturbing.

         This is a story that will be told for generations to come. Someday, you may tell this story to your very own grandchildren. But first you must know it yourself. This is the story of the Game of Thorns.

         
            NOTES

            1 http://theweek.com/speedreads/659039/megyn-kelly-asks-karl-rove-larry-sabato-about-that-poll-showing-donald-trump-ahead.

            2 Ibid.

            3 http://www.richmond.com/news/virginia/article_c9fa6ec8-d1b8-51e9-b5f5-8b8994531068.html
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            CHAPTER 1



            THE CLINTONS’ WAR WITH THE FBI

         

         
            Victorious warriors win first and then go to war, while defeated warriors go to war first and then seek to win.

            —SUN TZU

         

         On October 20, 2016, backstage at the Alfred E. Smith Dinner in New York City, Hillary Clinton and Donald Trump stood with Cardinal Timothy Dolan to say a short prayer. The Smith Dinner was a rite of passage for presidential candidates. They each exchanged barbs and roasted the other, all in good humor. Most observers would conclude that Hillary Clinton clearly won the hearts and minds at the dinner that night, while critics would savage Donald Trump, saying that he came off as petty and out of place.

         The audience did not know, but just after the prayer, before the trio walked out onstage to introductions, Mr. Trump turned to Hillary Clinton and spoke to her softly. “You know you are one tough and talented woman,” he said. For Donald Trump, it was the ultimate compliment. “This has been a good experience,” he added, “This whole campaign, as tough as it has been.”1

         Hillary seemed momentarily nonplussed, then said, “Donald, whatever happens, we need to work together afterward.”2 

         It was easy for her to say. The next day a Reuters/Ipsos States of the Nation project gave Hillary Clinton a 95 percent chance of winning the presidency. She was the most likely winner in the Electoral College, with a tally of 326 votes to only 212 for Donald Trump.3

         THE FBI IS BACK ON THE CASE

         Only eight days after the Al Smith Dinner in New York City, on October 28, 2016, the FBI director, James Comey, announced that the agency was reopening its investigation into Hillary Clinton’s secret emails.4 The election was only eleven days away. Previously, in July, the FBI chief had summed up the bureau’s investigation, calling Clinton’s handling of classified materials on her private email server as extremely careless but not criminal.

         Only moments after Comey’s announcement, Donald Trump reacted. He was on a stage in Manchester, New Hampshire. Trump told a boisterous, cheering audience, “They are reopening the case into her criminal and illegal conduct that threatens the security of the United States of America.”5 Trump was uncharacteristically solemn and he was sticking to his script for a change.

         Within two hours of the Comey announcement, Hillary Clinton held a press conference in Des Moines, Iowa. She was wearing a favorite dark blue jacket that an enthusiastic follower once insisted would one day be displayed in the Smithsonian Instutution as the jacket worn on the campaign trail by the first woman elected president of the United States. A battery of American flags were draped behind her onstage.

         Hillary boldly called for the FBI to release what they had. She told reporters, “Voting is under way, so the American people deserve to get the full and complete facts immediately.” Said Clinton, it was “imperative that the bureau explain this issue in question, whatever it is, without any delay.”6 

         Then sounding a tone that was very presidential and dignified, she concluded, “I look forward to moving [on] … to focus on the important challenges facing the American people, wining on November 8, and working with all Americans to build a better future for our country.”7

         But there was nothing dignified about the reopening of the FBI investigation. Nor the extenuating circumstances. FBI Director Comey explained that his agents had stumbled on to the new emails during a probe on an unrelated case. Agents had discovered the emails on a computer belonging to Anthony Weiner, a former congressman and the estranged husband of Clinton’s top aide Huma Abedin. Weiner was being investigated by the FBI after sending an illicit, sexual text message to a fifteen-year-old girl in North Carolina.8

         Hillary Clinton considered Weiner’s wife, Huma, as another daughter. She was so close that there had been discussion of giving her a bedroom in the family quarters of the White House so she could be accessible to Hillary.9 Apparently there were tens of thousands of emails on Weiner’s computer, and many of them were copies of classified emails to and from Hillary Clinton. Abedin was bewildered, saying she hadn’t used the computer for ten years. It appeared that the issue would not be resolved before the election.

         The US attorney general, Loretta Lynch, and the deputy attorney general, Sally Yates, disagreed with James Comey’s decision to alert Congress about the finding.10 But Loretta Lynch and the Obama Justice Department had little credibility or sense of public trust left in its tank. During the previous summer, when the FBI probe into Hillary Clinton was supposedly reaching its climactic conclusion, Attorney General Lynch had met with Hillary’s husband, former president Bill Clinton, aboard a private plane on the tarmac at an airport in Phoenix, Arizona. Both said that the talks were “primarily social,” but a story in Politico described even some Democrats as “struggling to stomach the optics.”11 The American justice system appeared to be broken.

         As to his new probe, Comey said, “We don’t ordinarily tell Congress about ongoing investigations, but here I feel an obligation to do so given that I testified repeatedly in recent months that our investigation was completed.” Then Comey added, “I also think it would be misleading to the American people were we not to supplement the record.”12

         Many would argue that Hillary Clinton knew full well that the ugly details related to Anthony Weiner would not be helpful. But it was better to stand fearlessly, with nothing to hide, than to shrink from the exposure as if one were guilty of something.

         In answering her last question, at a very choreographed, brief, and scripted news conference, Hillary took her own dig at the FBI, suggesting it was now a tool of Republicans. “If they’re going to be sending this kind of letter that is only going, originally, to Republican members of the House, [then] they need to share whatever facts they have with the American people.”13

         It was not true. The FBI was loaded with Democrats and Hillary Clinton supporters. The lead investigator into her emails was an avowed Democrat whose wife had run for the state senate in Virginia as a Democrat. The Virginia Governor, Terry McAuliffe, a close friend of Bill and Hillary Clinton, had helped funnel hundreds of thousands of dollars into her campaign, the campaign of the wife of the FBI agent in charge of investigating Hillary.14

         What was true was that the FBI, as an institution, had many very good reasons to be skeptical of Hillary Clinton. She and the FBI had experienced a long and sometimes contentious relationship. She was not afraid of it. She saw it as a bureaucracy that could not conclude anything quickly or decisively and certainly would not dare to do so now, only days away from the voting. She was calling its bluff. 

         The Thursday before the election, Hillary Clinton was asked if she would ask for the resignation of FBI Director Comey, were she elected president.

         She refused to answer the question.15

         Meanwhile, in the aftermath of Comey’s announcement, Hillary Clinton’s internal, twice-daily surveys, showed that the numbers were holding steady. Even so, the Comey letter was clearly a worrisome event. At the very least, it could suppress voter turnout.

         THE CLINTONS’ TWENTY-SEVEN-YEAR WAR WITH THE FBI

         What the public and most journalists seemed to miss was the long and storied history of the Clintons and the FBI. It started years before the email crisis and the investigation into the Clinton Foundation.

         Early in public life, Bill Clinton had been accused of using select officers of the Arkansas State Troopers as his own personal police force. They not only protected the Clintons, they also ran errands, picked up laundry, and, according to their testimony, ran interference for Bill Clinton’s extramarital affairs. According to the troopers, Clinton, as attorney general and later as governor of the state, often dispatched officers to procure attractive women, ask for their phone numbers, and try to set them up for private liaisons. The troopers sometimes arranged for motel rooms, drove the governor to the points of rendezvous in state-owned vehicles, and sometimes loaned him their own automobiles to avoid the scrutiny of anyone who had become overly curious.16

         When the Clintons moved into the White House, it may have been natural for them to try to use the FBI and the Secret Service as an extension of their own personal power. Both proud agencies strongly resisted. Very quickly the relationship devolved into something more negative. One Secret Service agent recalls greeting the first lady as they passed on the West Colonnade, outside the West Wing.

         “Good morning, first lady,” the officer said.

         “Go fuck yourself,” the first lady allegedly answered. The story was apparently corroborated by other officers with similar stories.17

         In my interview with a White House service staff member, I learned that the first lady had a pejorative nickname used by her security detail. “I was on my first road trip and was astonished when the lead officer, a female, said, ‘Wait right here until I get the first bitch.’ It struck me as incredibly unprofessional and disrespectful, but within a few weeks I would completely understand.”18

         A flight attendant on Air Force One gave a graphic account of Mrs. Clinton’s famous temper. While President Ronald Reagan enjoyed jelly beans as snacks, it seemed that President Bill Clinton liked to have supplies of raisins, peanut butter M & M’s, and Wrigley’s Doublemint chewing gum. The plane had landed and the flight attendant was rushing to the front door to prepare the air stair for the First Lady to disembark. To be late for his task would be sorely noted by supervisors.

         As he rushed by what was called “vip one,” where Mrs. Clinton was seated, she called out, “Do you have something for my chewing gum?”

         “Just a minute, mam,” the attendant answered, getting to the door and getting it opened and the stair in position. He thought he could circle back and find something to take her gum. But she brushed past him and descended the stairs, with a beaming smile and a wave of her hand to greeters below. He assumed all was well. When he retreated to clean the cabin, there on her table was her chewing gum flattened down and stretched out, stuck in place to do its maximum damage. The message was clear, “When I ask for something, you better get it.”19

         On another occasion she discovered that she had left her sunglasses behind. The Marine One helicopter was going to lift off and this time the president was on board, so there was no waiting. The first lady broke into a profanity filled tirade, “I want my Goddamn sunglasses NOW!” But no one on staff could find them. During the short flight, the first lady began to violently kick the door of the helicopter. Personnel later worked on trying to clean the black marks from her shoes.

         One staff supervisor told me, “It was very clear to us, that the Clintons saw us as working for them personally, not for the country, or the government, or our own agency, or our various commands. We were their personal property.”20

         As the reader will learn in future chapters, when the Clintons tried to remove White House employees in the Travel Office, they sought help from the FBI to get it done. In this case, Hillary Clinton was intent on trying to replace long-serving White House employees with her own campaign workers and Hollywood friends, thus securing for them the lucrative charter flight income. Again and again, White House staff pressured the FBI to find something incriminating to justify the action. There is no doubt that the agency resented being drawn into this personal Clinton drama. But when Clinton staff started leveling criminal complaints against the long-standing White House employees, they had no choice but to get involved.

         What resulted was a multimillion-dollar investigation that ruined the lives of the White House workers, some of whom had served successive American presidents since John F. Kennedy. Their personally-signed photos from presidents were thrown in the trash and they were escorted from the building. Their legal fees would run into the hundreds of thousands of dollars.

         When a jury eventually found them innocent, the central target of the investigation dropped his head and sobbed with relief. Later, at a restaurant in Virginia, some FBI agents actually cheered the acquittal of the man they had investigated under pressure from the White House and bemoaned what was happening to their beloved FBI.

         Filegate was a scandal that involved the Clintons’ obtaining thousands of personal FBI files of Republican politicians and former White House officials. It led to a congressional inquiry and embarrassing public testimony from the FBI itself, with outrage that the agency had again become the political tool of the Clintons.

         When the Whitewater investigation began, Hillary Clinton’s own subpoenaed billing records at the Rose Law Firm went missing. They were eventually found, two years later, in Hillary Clinton’s possession. They had been in the private family quarters of the White House. It stunned the public and sparked another FBI investigation. The FBI found Hillary Clinton’s fingerprints all over the documents, but the Justice Department took no action in the case. Hillary Clinton went into the history books as the only first lady to ever be fingerprinted by the FBI. She was not happy.

         With the FBI and the Secret Service reluctant to become the Clintons’ personal palace guards, the Clintons simply created their own. The White House Security Office was led by two former campaign staffers, Craig Livingstone and Anthony Marceca. More about this duo later, but suffice it to mention here that they immediately began to improperly access FBI files belonging to the political targets of the Clintons.21 Incredibly, in the middle of the Filegate scandal, it was learned that Marceca had allegedly accessed his own FBI files, where he learned that two women had made accusations against him. Armed with this insider FBI information, Marceca apparently confronted the women and sued them for slander.22

         The Clintons professed complete ignorance about the so-called White House Security Office, as if it had materialized on its own, but according to an FBI report, the two men who ran it had been given their positions by Hillary Clinton. 

         When Vince Foster took his own life, the FBI was kept out of the investigation by President Clinton for several crucial days. Clinton wanted the park rangers to handle the case. They bungled it, losing, for example, the crime scene photos which lead to endless conspiracy theories.

         Vince Foster’s suicide note was found six days after his death, in his own briefcase, in his White House office. The note included Foster’s negative appraisal of the FBI, saying that it had lied in its report to the attorney general about Travelgate. It showed how toxic and bitter the relationship between the Clintons and the FBI had become in their first year in the White House.

         When the Monica Lewinsky scandal broke, it was the FBI that had to have an agent present in the Map Room of the White House when blood was drawn from the president, to determine his DNA. And it was an FBI laboratory that compared the president’s DNA with the semen stain on Monica Lewinsky’s famous blue dress.

         Pursuing the cases of the many women alleging affairs with Bill Clinton was a tour of the dark side of power. While the FBI had no prurient interest in the morality or immorality of Bill Clinton’s private sex life, the independent counsel’s office, operating at the behest of the Justice Department, was pursuing charges of obstruction of justice and perjury. And that necessarily involved the FBI listening to the women’s anguished stories.

         As the reader will learn, in every case, the women had been outed by others. They had not wanted to come forward. Yet they were being portrayed as nuts, sluts, gold diggers out for money, or partisans put up to their assignments by Republican troublemakers. Hillary would call it “a vast right-wing conspiracy.”23

         What the FBI found instead was a long string of concerted attacks, orchestrated by the Clintons against the women who had come forward. The evidence was stunning. Jack Palladino, a former law school classmate of Hillary Clinton, was hired to investigate the women. He was paid $100,000. Palladino openly bragged that he would destroy the reputation of one of the women “beyond all recognition.”24

         The women claimed that their car tires were shot out by nail guns. That strangers met them on the jogging path, calling out the names of their children. That the postman and others in their small towns warned of creepy-looking people asking about them around the neighborhood. Car windows were shot out from the inside of one of the cars, with the spent shotgun shells inside, lying on the floor. A beloved cat went missing, and a few weeks later a torched cat’s skull was found on a front porch.

         More troubling and relevant for the FBI were the stories of strangers who offered the women federal jobs if they would keep quiet. And when they declined to take the bribes and insisted on testifying truthfully under oath against the president, they would subsequently be fired from the jobs they had. When inquiries were made, the bosses of the women who had fired them would admit to outside pressure.

         Many of the women, including Gennifer Flowers, Paula Jones, and Juanita Broaddrick, were audited by the IRS for the first time in their lives.25

         One of the terrified victims contacted the FBI with a corroborating witness. When she was approached by a low-level Democratic Party official who had a message for her, Sally Perdue wisely arranged in advance for a coworker to sit nearby and surreptitiously listen in on the conversation. The Democratic official warned Perdue to keep her mouth shut. If she did, she would get a federal job, he promised. If she didn’t, they knew where she jogged each day and they couldn’t promise that someone might not “break her pretty little legs.”

         Both Sally Perdue and her coworker, who was the second witness to this conversation, filed affidavits with the FBI field office, presumably in Saint Louis. When Sally left the office, a car attempted to hit her, but she avoided it in the last few seconds. Surveillance cameras outside the FBI building may have offered further information. Perdue claims that the car had no license plates.

         Juanita Broaddrick told her story of being pinned to the bed of her hotel room and raped by Bill Clinton in Little Rock, Arkansas. Her friend Norma Rogers found her afterward, huddled in her room, weeping and trembling. What could they do? Go to the police? Bill Clinton was then the attorney general of Arkansas, the chief law enforcement officer in the state. They grabbed their things, checked out of the hotel and immediately fled Little Rock.

         The independent counsel asked the FBI to investigate the Juanita Broaddrick story, knowing that it was twenty years old and the statute of limitations had expired for a charge of rape. The investigators wanted to know only if Bill Clinton had asked her to lie about her testimony. Or had offered her bribes. He had not. The final FBI report on Juanita Broaddrick was stamped “inconclusive,” but the testimony was so heartrending that word soon spread and several Republican senators asked to read it. The report was provided to them by FBI agents and the senators were required to read the documents in a sealed room. Several senators chose to read the report the day before the vote on impeachment.

         In the 1990s, the FBI broke a story that involved massive amounts of foreign money flooding into the Clinton and Democratic National Committee coffers. Some of it was traced back to the People’s Republic of China. Some could be traced to companies owned by the Chinese military and security forces.

         The FBI was not monitoring the Clintons and the Democrats; they were listening in on conversations taking place in the Chinese embassy. It was through an investigation of Chinese espionage against the United States that the FBI stumbled onto a plan to influence the American presidential elections. The FBI was simply following the trail of money when it unexpectedly led them back to the Clinton White House.

         A congressional hearing produced witnesses and participants who had incredible tales to tell the American people. One of those witnesses, receiving death threats, was reportedly promised protection by the Los Angeles office of the FBI. But, at the last minute, the Los Angeles office was told to cancel all protection. The witness’s attorney received a package suggesting that his client could plead the Fifth Amendment. He refused. Out of 120 witnesses, he was the only one willing to talk about what had happened.

         “Today, I have mixed feelings about the President and the First Lady but I can’t help but think that they used me as much as I used them,”26 said Johnny Chung, one of the principal figures in the Clinton Chinagate scandal. His testimony was carried live on national television. He spoke with disgust about officials at the Democratic National Committee who had begun to condemn him for funneling money from China, when he said they knew very well about the origin of the money.

         Before finishing his testimony, he spoke of a menacing message he had received from an American source: “If you keep your mouth shut, you and your family will be safe.” He said that a message from the Chinese government was more polite and indirect, more subtle, but otherwise similar. “It said, me and my family would be safe if I didn’t talk.”27

         Such stories sound far-fetched, the creation of fringe conspiracy theorists. But they were sometimes sufficiently believable to the FBI agents themselves, that those agents crossed the line and walked away from government careers in disgust. One agent told a Clinton victim of sexual assault that her public testimony probably saved her life.

         Bill Clinton would later be asked by a friend if he had ordered the IRS to audit the women who had accused him of sexual assault or the women who had eventually come forward with stories of infidelity? Women like Paula Jones?

         “I didn’t have anything to do with it,” Clinton replied, referring to their ongoing travails with the government. “And I know nobody around here had to do with her getting audited by the IRS. But, independently, it stands to some reason. She doesn’t have any visible means of support and is always traveling around and driving a new car, no job, so forth.”28

         But neither did Bill Clinton order his government to stop any harassment or perceived punishment of the women who were claiming to be victims of his sexual assault. He didn’t order the IRS to stand down, for example. In fact, he let it be known that he approved of its action. That it was warranted. Nor did he put Johnny Chung in protective custody after he openly declared that he and his family had been threatened. Someone in government had actually called off the FBI, which had apparently wanted to protect him.

         The commissioner of the IRS during the Clinton administration was Margaret Milner Richardson. She had worked on the Clinton campaign and served on the administration’s transition team for the Justice Department. She was also a longtime friend of Hillary Clinton.29 As commissioner, Richardson was accused by conservatives of targeting individuals and organizations for audit whom the Clintons considered political enemies, often with alleged threats of property seizure. The NRA, the American Spectator, and the Western Journalism Center were all alleged targets. As were Gennifer Flowers and Paula Jones. Was Hillary Clinton using her influence and friendship with Richardson to threaten detractors into silence?30 Commissioner Margaret Milner Richardson resigned on January 9, 1997.31 She denied any political pressure to leave.

         While most of the committed professionals at the FBI stuck to their own business or even looked the other way, some were troubled. Heads of state, kings, presidents, mafia chieftains, corporate bosses, seldom had to direct their subordinates about what to do in complicated ethical matters.

         One of history’s most famous stories has King Henry II exploding in exasperation at the ignorance of his own entourage, seemingly incompetent in discerning the obvious, that his rival, the Archbishop of Canterbury, should be dispatched. “Who will rid me of this troublesome priest?” the king supposedly shouted in frustration.

         Catching his drift, four knights in his entourage galloped off to find the king’s antagonist the archbishop Thomas Becket, and butchered him near the altar of Canterbury Cathedral. It happened in 1170. And the story has become a metaphor for many similar instances.

         If the FBI was not afraid that the Clintons themselves would order wrongdoing, it understood full well that the government was full of people who wanted to be helpful to persons in power.

         Years after the Clinton Chinagate scandal erupted, Johnny Chung, still in hiding, received a friendly visit from a retired government worker who was close to the FBI. He was troubled by how Chung’s case had been handled and worried about the danger that he still faced.

         It was by talking that Johnny Chung would stay alive, the friend counseled. He helped Chung make a videotaped testimony that was given to multiple sources for insurance. After completing his sentence, Johnny Chung lived in peace for several years in Southern California, but when Hillary Clinton began her inexorable political comeback, he fled to China. Attempts by this author to reach him through sources close to his family were unsuccessful. But one of my researchers was able to view in its entirety a copy of his remarkable videotape. And the author has seen large portions.

         Reports of these events and personalities, filed by FBI agents all across the country, conducting interviews and doing research at FBI offices in Arkansas, Virginia, Maryland, Texas, Oklahoma, Missouri, California, Illinois, New York, Florida, and many other locations around the country, worked their way into the bloodstream of the FBI. They eventually had their impact.

         GETTING AWAY WITH MURDER

         Some of the FBI’s most spectacular work in the 1970s and 80s was undone by Bill Clinton a decade later with the stroke of a pen. Bill Clinton’s action was referred to in the newspapers as a gift to his wife, first lady Hillary Clinton, who was then running for a seat in the US Senate from New York.32

         The full story is told in later chapters of this book, but suffice it to say here that after careful investigative work, involving almost seven hundred hours of surveillance, the FBI had discovered six safe houses, a bomb factory, and evidence connecting sixteen terrorists to killing and mayhem that had cut a swath across the country from New York to Chicago.

         The FALN was a Marxist cell advocating independence for Puerto Rico. It had virtually no support on the island. Its members had set off 120 bombs in New York City and Chicago, leaving behind sixteen murdered and dozens injured and maimed for life. They had blown up the FBI headquarters in Manhattan and hit the federal courthouse in Brooklyn.

         Judge George Layton had praised the FBI, saying, “This case … represents one of the finest examples of preventive law enforcement that has ever come to this court’s attention in the 20-odd years it has been a judge and in the 20 years before that as a practicing lawyer in criminal cases.”33 

         Deborah Devaney, a federal prosecutor, described the “chilling evidence” against the terrorists, saying that “a few dedicated federal agents are the only people who stood in their way.”34

         When the terrorists appeared before their judge for sentencing, they mocked him and sneered that they would kill him on the spot if they were not in chains.

         Nevertheless, in 1999, some very talented lobbyists for the FALN apparently convinced Hillary Clinton to plead their case and assured her that the 1.3 million Puerto Rican voters in New York State would be very grateful. A New York City councilman later reported that he had personally given Hillary Clinton a package of information on the FALN, along with a letter urging the president to offer the terrorists clemency.

         Two days later, on August 11, 1999, President Bill Clinton granted the pardons to the FALN. There was immediate outrage. The terrorists themselves laughed at the US government and turned down the presidential pardons, which had required that the terrorists renounce violence.

         The outcry was thunderous. Victims of the bombings told their stories in the newspapers. Hillary Clinton immediately switched positions, denying that she had ever been involved and condemned her husband’s pardons. “When the administration first offered these prisoners clemency,” she said, “I made it very clear that I had no involvement in or prior knowledge of the decision, as is entirely appropriate, and that the prisoners should not be released until they renounced violence.”35

         The government now began the unseemly task of trying to convince the prisoners and their lawyers to accept President Bill Clinton’s pardons. Two of them adamantly refused. The others were finally released on September 8, 1999.

         Eventually, there was rejoicing by some in the New York Puerto Rican community, whereupon Hillary Clinton changed her position yet again. Addressing a small crowd at the World of Women Leaders Conference in New York City, Hillary told the audience that her decision to oppose clemency had been wrong after all. “The consultation process was not what it should have been and that will never happen again.”36

         She had ultimately taken three different positions on the FALN pardons but finally landed on what she believed to be the winning side.

         Once more, the FBI had been burned by the Clintons. The US Senate voted 95 to 2 to condemn the pardons. When Congress held an investigation, the Clinton White House invoked executive privilege and refused to allow FBI agents to testify. Neal Gallagher, the assistant FBI director, was finally called before Congress to answer for the pardons. Because President Clinton had invoked executive privilege, Gallagher could not describe the bureau’s recommendation on the matter, but he left little doubt where the agency stood about the FALN. “I think they are criminals and terrorists and represent a threat to the United States.”37

         In the last days of the Clinton White House, the president pardoned the billionaire Marc Rich. It is considered by many, to this day, to have been the most corrupt act of a very controversial lifetime career of Bill and Hillary Clinton.

         Marc Rich had been on the FBI’s famous and feared top-ten mostwanted list. And no wonder: He had been indicted on sixty-five criminal counts. It was the largest tax-evasion case in US history. He had traded illegally with the most despotic and evil regimes in the world. He bought oil from Ayatollah Khomeini, even while Iran held US hostages at the American embassy in Tehran. He worked with the apartheid regime in South Africa and with Gaddafi’s Libya, Kim Il-sung’s North Korea, and the Soviet Union in the middle of the Cold War.38 

         Even so, his ex-wife had donated heavily to the Democratic National Committee and had given $450,000 to the Clinton Presidential Library.

         Congressman Barney Frank said of the pardon, “It was a real betrayal by Bill Clinton of all who had been strongly supportive of him, to do something this unjustified. It was contemptuous.”39

         The New York Times called it “an indefensible pardon.”40

         Ironically, Jim Comey, serving in the US Attorney’s office in New York, was the prosecutor in charge of the Marc Rich case from 1987 to 1993. And when charges were made against Bill Clinton, James Comey, then US attorney, led the criminal investigation against the former president. But the wife of Marc Rich pleaded the Fifth Amendment, and Comey concluded that without her testimony there was insufficient evidence to prove guilt.41

         Later, a counsel in the Obama White House said that at the time, then Senator Barack Obama had been “very, very dismayed by the Marc Rich pardon and the basis on which it appears to have been granted.”42 In 2016, as Hillary Clinton’s campaign for the White House appeared on the verge of victory, an article in the New York Post showed that the Clintons were still making money from the Marc Rich pardon. The headline read, “Bill Clinton’s Pardon of Fugitive Marc Rich Continues to Pay Big.”43

         With that pardon, the FBI saw millions of dollars in investigative effort go down the drain. So much for the FBI’s once famous top-ten most-wanted list. And Marc Rich was not the only controversial pardon that undid the work of the once proud agency. There was a long list of Colombian drug dealers and politicians. Henry Cisneros, a former secretary of Housing and Urban Development, had lied to the FBI about payments to his mistress. Clinton pardoned them both. 

         There was a sad feeling among many former agents and even among some active agents. The FBI was now a tool of the politically powerful. The weak were on their own.

         WHAT WILL COMEY DO?

         As the 2016 presidential election approached, the FBI was faced with the stark reality that Bill and Hillary Clinton would now be moving back into the White House.

         Hillary Clinton was about to become their boss.

         This was what the corporate media had decided. It was what the big banks wanted. It was what the foreign governments, who had bloated the Clinton Foundation with over $2 billion in contributions, wanted. It was what Wall Street wanted. In fact, while Hillary Clinton’s speeches to Wall Street commanded great curiosity and were valuable currency, not a single speech, or line from a single speech, leaked from the thousands of witnesses who had been in her audience. It took hackers, from Russia to give us brief glimpses. The Wall Street insiders were so invested in the Clintons that they had maintained perfect discipline to protect their champions.

         It was not the place of the FBI to decide who should or should not be president. Many of the agents, perhaps even a majority of the agents, preferred Hillary Clinton to Donald Trump, who they saw as unpolished and erratic.

         While FBI Director Comey was famously a Republican, he was so professional, so fastidiously ethical, that Barack Obama had been comfortable confirming him in the newly created ten-year term. Comey’s FBI had long ago made its accommodation to liberalism and to the sociocultural revolution of the left. The American intelligence community had been shaken to its core by 9/11. The change toward diversity had begun in a Republican administration. And most in the FBI, including Comey, agreed that it was needed.

         It was more than a cultural issue, it was first and foremost an issue of performance and effectiveness. The CIA had been criticized for its inbreeding, being famously run by a small community of Catholics. Walter Bedell Smith, John McCone, William Colby, William Casey, Michael Hayden, Leon Panetta, and John Brennan had all been powerful directors of the CIA. All were Catholic. James Comey at the FBI was Catholic.

         The feeling was that if they were to be effective in understanding and gathering information, they needed youth, Hispanics, blacks, women, Muslims, lesbians, and gays.

         There were sometimes complaints from the Obama White House. The pace of promotion and advancement for minorities was still agonizingly slow. Though within the agencies themselves, where performance sometimes took a back seat, it seemed to be moving at stellar speed.

         At times, the Pentagon and CIA seemed to have a jump on the FBI. Their walls were plastered with LGBT banners and posters, while the FBI was criticized for being more traditional and stodgy. Still, strides were being made. Bible studies, for example, were now out at all government places, including the FBI, or they had at least gone underground, befitting for intelligence officers. Islamic hijabs, on the other hand, were now out in the open. Meanwhile, at the Pentagon, there was a sense that the entire chaplaincy program would be scrapped within the decade. Chaplains would be counselors, but stripped of any religious doctrine.

         So the FBI had made its peace with the idea of a Clinton return to power. It now seemed inevitable. Even if the public knew what the FBI knew, there was not much chance that they would change their minds. In 1990, Washington, DC, mayor Marion Barry had been arrested by the FBI after being captured by video surveillance smoking crack cocaine. The whole nation saw the video. He was reelected mayor of Washington, DC, a few years later anyway. Some people were not influenced by ethics.

         This did not mean that the new culturally pure, politically correct FBI was accepted by all without complaint. There were dinosaurs at the FBI. Old agents who griped about two sets of rules. One for the little people and one for the powerful people. Some posted anonymously online, warning that the Clinton Foundation scandal amounted to the selling of America to foreign governments. There were warnings about George Soros, the billionaire who some said had funded many of the programs and social changes in American society.

         When Hillary Clinton complained of memory loss and couldn’t answer questions posed by the FBI because of her concussion, they asked for her medical records. The Clintons complained to the Justice Department, and the FBI request was denied.44

         Most older, disgruntled FBI agents just counted the days till retirement, shaking their heads at the preoccupation with political correctness. Meanwhile, the accommodation to the new realities was accepted by anyone who still cherished a future career.

         This is not to say that there was not sometimes open rebellion. The old FBI was not dying without spasms. Questions of integrity were harder to stomach.

         It was unfortunate that Andrew McCabe was the particular FBI agent who led the investigation into Secretary Clinton’s emails. Terry McAuliffe, the former governor of Virginia and one of Bill and Hillary Clinton’s oldest and closest political allies, had directed $500,000 in campaign money into the coffers of Jill McCabe, the FBI agent’s wife, in her failed bid for state senate. Couldn’t someone less conflicted have been chosen to do the work on Hillary? Instead of someone whose wife had been given $500,000?

         And it was unfortunate that after the McCabe email investigation, which ended in a recommendation not to pursue criminal charges against Mrs. Clinton, that Andrew McCabe was promptly promoted to deputy director of the FBI.

         What was most unfortunate of all, for those more traditional FBI agents who loved their bureau, was to read about it in the Wall Street Journal for the first time, only one month before the election. Why hadn’t the public been told when it happened? Why did they have to discover these truths so late? If these were truly not shameful admissions, then why had they been hidden? Why was so much important information coming from the pages of supermarket tabloids? It was a dark and demoralizing moment for many FBI agents and their families.45

         Sometimes an agency office would revolt. Investigations into the Clinton Foundation made in the New York office were troubling. Some agents there were convinced there was some measure of quid pro quo for the donations received. On October 30, 2016, the infighting spilled out onto the front pages. Agents at the bureau in New York were calling for further investigations. Agents in Washington, DC, closer to the heart of the Obama Justice Department, were saying no.46

         Eventually, agents had to back down. There was a widespread unanimity about the political issues involved. The Clinton email and foundation scandals would have been serious for any other mere mortal, but were not enough to halt the presidential ambitions of one as powerful as Hillary Clinton. Not with an Obama Justice Department willing to back her up.

         There was no future in pursuing the Clintons. By the time the investigations over the foundation had reached its end, the Justice Department would be run, once again, by the Clintons themselves, and the Supreme Court, flush with new Clinton appointees, would likely be supportive if the investigation got that far. And even more telling, the corporate media would provide all the cover that the Clintons needed. If they supported them now, after all they already knew about their many scandals, then certainly nothing the FBI uncovered, legal or illegal, would make any difference. Too many people were invested in the Clintons to let them fail. Too much money was to be made. If the Clintons failed, the whole system would come tumbling down with them. The world would fail. The stars would fall from the heavens.

         Still, the inevitability of the Clinton presidency did not mean it would be easy for the FBI to survive with its character intact. It would be an ethical nightmare. Everyone had given the Clintons money, and even by chance the Clintons would do some things that would sometimes benefit those donors. And for those who invested much but were denied what they wanted? Some of them would probably go public, making angry claims against the president and first husband, leaking to the public whatever evidence or leverage they thought they had. What would the Clinton Justice Department expect? What would the Congress expect? What was going to happen to the FBI? To the United States? Would this now be Brazil? Would it be India? Would it be the Congo?

         As he approached the final days of the 2016 presidential campaign, James Comey could no longer juggle so many balls in the air at the same time. He surely must have loved the agency that he ran, and he felt the sting of rebuke from its chorus of graying elders. He felt the cynicism of a corporate world that had grown immensely fat on the last two presidencies, a Republican and a Democrat. Yet, he understood the law, and how fragile society really was.

         James Comey knew, as did President Barack Obama, that the US Constitution was, itself, the law. It was not a piece of abstract art. When politicians talked about the Constitution being flexible or bending, they were talking about the law being flexible and of the law bending. 

         Sometime during the late evening of October 27, 2016, James Comey decided that he would do what he thought was the right thing to do and let the pieces fall where they may. It would be controversial. It would provoke howls of anger and outrage. It wouldn’t satisfy his critics inside or out of the FBI, and it would surely inflame some of the most powerful people in the world. He would dutifully send his letter updating the Congressional committee that provided the oversight to the FBI. It was what he had promised he would do if the issues warranted. And by anyone’s standard, the issues now warranted.

         Crucially, it would not change the outcome of the 2016 election. He would only be angering the Clintons, who would soon be his new bosses. And perhaps worse, he would be angering the corporate media giants, who some now believed had as much power as the three official branches of government and who held Comey’s legacy and reputation in their hands.

         At one time, James Comey may have cared about that. He was six feet eight inches tall. When he walked into a room, he commanded attention. People compared him to George Washington, as a man whose combination of integrity and physical stature won instant respect. But Comey knew that what he was about to do would be seen as beyond the pale. He had earned a lifetime of political and personal equity, but he would spend it all the next day.

         “I believe the job of the FBI Director,” Comey once said, “is to be as transparent as possible with the American people because we work for them.”47

         Comey was going to do what he believed was the right thing to do, the legal thing, the ethical thing to do. He would be transparent. He was not going to sit on the information he had. He would pass it on to the American people. He was a doomed man. But tonight, he would sleep.
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            CHAPTER 2



            THE LOST VOTERS OF ELECTIONS PAST

         

         
            The worst feeling isn’t being lonely, it is being forgotten.

            —ROUSSEAU

         

         As the calendar wound down to Election Day and a Hillary Clinton victory, not everybody in her world was happy. Days before the election, Bill Clinton reportedly flew into a rage over what he suspected were flagging numbers. The former president was in Little Rock, at his notorious private pad at the Clinton Presidential Library and Museum. Hillary was on the road.

         Bill Clinton got into a shouting match with Hillary on the phone. She was fuming about FBI Director Comey’s decision to revive his investigation. She was convinced that it had reversed her momentum.

         Bill would have none of it. At least according to the eyewitness. That wasn’t the problem. The problem was Robby Mook, Hillary’s cocky campaign manager, and John Podesta, Hillary’s know-it-all campaign chairman, and yes, the problem was Hillary, herself.

         They were all deaf to the needs of the blue-collar workers who had lost their jobs all across America. It was one thing to say in public, out of loyalty, that things were great, but Obama wasn’t running, she was running, and people didn’t believe that things were great. 

         Whatever happened to “It’s the economy, stupid”?

         An aide who was standing nearby described Bill Clinton as “so red in the face during his conversation with Hillary that I worried he was going to have a heart attack.”1

         At the end of the discussion, Bill Clinton took his phone and tossed it off the penthouse roof and watched it sail toward the Arkansas River.

         In the twilight of the Hillary Clinton campaign, they were losing rural Americans in key battleground states, Catholics in the Rust Belt states, and evangelicals in suburban small cities in Michigan, Pennsylvania, Wisconsin, and all across the Florida panhandle.

         Bill Clinton was reportedly still furious over the campaign’s refusal to speak at a Saint Patrick’s Day event months earlier at Notre Dame. Catholics wanted to vote for them, if the campaign would just give them a chance. It was as if Hillary’s campaign didn’t want them.

         In fact, a leaked John Podesta email from inside Hillary’s machine showed how deeply cynical the staff had been about people of faith, any faith.

         In October, The Catholic World Report headlined a story entitled “Fake Catholic Groups and the ‘Catholic Spring’ Emails.”2 When activists set up their own organization promoting the Iran nuclear deal, Podesta praised their work.3 “We created Catholics in Alliance for the Common Good,” he wrote, “to organize for a moment like this.”4

         In October, with the national media focused on an Access Hollywood audiotape of Donald Trump making crude and demeaning remarks about women as sex objects, WikiLeaks quietly revealed a batch of internal Clinton campaign memos showing a very clear anti-Catholic, anti-evangelical bias.

         Clinton’s communications director, Jennifer Palmieri, her chairman, John Podesta, and John Halpin of the Center for American  Progress, a Podesta creation, were exchanging emails about Catholics.5

         Halpin wrote to Podesta and Palmieri in April 2011 ridiculing the media giant Rupert Murdoch for raising his kids as Catholics. Murdoch, an Australian-American, owned News Corporation and a variety of news vehicles, including Fox News, and seemed to walk to a different drummer than all the other media heads who backed Hillary Clinton.

         “Ken Auletta’s latest piece on Murdoch in the New Yorker starts off with the aside that both Murdoch and Robert Thompson, managing editor of the WSJ, are raising their kids Catholic,” Halpin wrote.

         “Friggin’ Murdoch baptized his kids in Jordan where John the Baptist baptized Jesus.”

         “Many of the most powerful elements of the conservative movement are all Catholic (many converts) from the SC [Supreme Court] and think tanks to the media and social groups. It’s an amazing bastardization of the faith.”

         “They must be attracted to the systematic thought and severely backwards gender relations and must be totally unaware of Christian democracy.”

         Halpin’s email amused Jennifer Palmieri, a Clinton staffer, who answered back:

         “I imagine they think it is the most socially acceptable politically conservative religion. Their rich friends wouldn’t understand if they became evangelicals.”

         John Halpin summed it up:

         “Excellent point. They can throw around ‘Thomistic’ thought and ‘subsidiarity’ and sound sophisticated because no one knows what the hell they’re talking about.”6

         It wasn’t very often that leaders in the American faith community got such frank confirmation of what they could see being lived out in public life. Catholic and evangelical leaders were not amused by this exchange, and it began to show up in their publications and on their blogs.

         The so-called Reagan Democrats were mostly union workers from cities like Milwaukee, Detroit, Columbus, Youngstown, Pittsburgh, and Harrisburg. They were predominantly Catholics. But they were out of work and liked the Trump rhetoric about bringing back jobs. The Obama years had been devastating for them.

         Meanwhile, evangelicals were deeply troubled by Donald Trump’s Access Hollywood audiotape. Some of them, especially their youth, were openly supportive of the Clintons. The Obama campaign had aggressively courted them, launching what he had dubbed “The Joshua Project.” A former student body leader at Evangel University in Springfield, Missouri was openly suggesting that students could vote for candidates “downballot” and ignore the presidential race.

         Only late in the campaign, when the emails leaked, did evangelical leaders begin to conclude that they were not even wanted by Clinton. They had been born into the wrong faith. Their upbringing had apparently precluded admission to the Democratic Party.

         Katy Perry, the pop-rock star, who was the most popular of a long list of Clinton celebrities who sang at her rallies, was raised as an evangelical Christian and had parents who were preachers. Would Palmieri and Halpin consider her a half evangelical? Did her work for Clinton erase some of the stain? Was she now less deplorable?

         After the election, Michael Wear, President Barack Obama’s key man for outreach to the evangelical world, wrote a piece for the Washington Post: “Why Did Obama Win More White Evangelical Votes than Clinton? He Asked for Them.”7

         It was not just that there was no outreach to Catholics and evangelicals—nixing, for example, Bill Clinton’s idea of speaking at Notre Dame—and that there was personal hostility, the leaked emails also exposed a plan underway to coopt the Catholic Church itself. There was apparently a long-range plan to effect what Clinton staffers referred to as a “Catholic Spring” sometime after the election, when the Clinton presidency was well under way.

         Liberal politicians had long lamented the activism of the religious conservatives. But this plan amounted to liberal politicians infiltrating religion to dictate doctrine. Some Catholic bishops were stunned by just how brazen this idea was.

         If, as Bill Clinton worried, his wife’s campaign was forfeiting the Catholic and evangelical vote, it was, indeed, an extravagant gift to the Republicans. Twenty-two percent of the nation was Catholic. Twenty-six percent of all voters identified themselves as evangelical, and even more significant, fully forty percent of the nation claimed to be born-again Christians.8 By comparison, the Clinton campaign was completely invested and predictably winning the African American vote, but that represented only twelve percent of the general population—and would they turn out to vote as they had for Obama? That seemed to be unlikely, even though the president, himself, was making that goal his mission. The Catholics could be the key to seven swing states in the Midwest, and the evangelicals could hold the Republican base in the plains states and the South and be a powerful force in the Florida panhandle.

         The national media ignored the WikiLeaks memos and focused on the narrative dictated by the Clinton campaign. It explained that the real story was that the Democratic emails had likely been hacked by the Russians. Should the Russians be allowed to influence an American election? The patriotic thing to do would be to ignore the emails.

         There was a great irony in seeing Democrats now raise the alarm over Russia. At one time the Russians were the advocates of Godless atheism, outlawing Bibles and religious symbols, maintaining gulags of hundreds of thousands of “enemies of the state.” They were an automatic target for any politician and sure to arouse conservative Catholics and evangelicals. But now Christians were building superchurches within blocks of the Kremlin. Visitors insisted that there was more religious freedom of expression in Russia than in America. The Russians now incarcerated fewer prisoners than Americans did. The highest tax rate in Russia was 15 percent. The Russian boogeyman had lost its visceral power to frighten Americans.

         A few days after the Catholic-evangelical email exchange, WikiLeaks revealed a 2015 email to John Podesta from his brother, Tony. John Podesta, the chairman of the Hillary Clinton presidential campaign, was being invited to a “Spirit Cooking” dinner with Marina Abramovic.

         Online sites went wild with the information. Referred to as a Satanist, Abramovic was a performance artist, one of whose exotic art concoctions gave the instructions to “mix fresh breast milk with fresh sperm milk.”9

         The national corporate media ignored the whole tawdry subject except to keep beating the drum that Russia was trying to influence an American election. Don’t listen to them. Don’t fall for it. It was un-American to read the outed emails from the Clinton campaign. That was what the Russians wanted you to do.

         Finally, a November 4, 2016, Washington Post story tried to mitigate the damage for the Clinton campaign, attacking the Drudge Report website for covering the issue. The Post story created a straw man out of right-wing rage, pointing out that John Podesta did not actually go to the dinner in question. It was all a fuss about nothing.

         Admitting that Abramovic was “known for her often controversial and dangerous performances” the writer for the Washington Post detailed a Spirit Cooking installation “where the recipes were written on walls in blood, accompanied by a video projection and a participatory piece where viewers could press their heads against a stone installed on a wall.” The Washington Post writer conceded, “It might not be everyone’s taste in art, and the footage documenting that 1997 installation is potentially disturbing, but it’s still art.”10

         Whether or not Podesta drank milk at dinner with a Satanist was not the issue. The Clinton campaign chairman, whose team had ridiculed Rupert Murdoch for his ignorance in raising his children as Catholics, seemed to feel no need to raise any sociointellectual alarm over Tony Podesta’s association with Satanists.

         “Don’t worry,” Tony Podesta wrote his brother later, “Marina missed you.”11

         The Washington Post must have felt that it had sufficiently laid to rest the whole silly controversy. But Clinton’s sympathetic media, in its attempt to be helpful, was sometimes clumsy, only making matters worse. Born-again Christians were not impressed with the Washington Post’s description of art with semen and blood. And they were not amused that aficionados of such art believed them to be socially acceptable. Forty percent of the American public? Are you sure?

         At a very minimum, infiltrating the Catholic Church for purposes of subverting doctrine and dinners with Satanists was certainly off message.

         THE LOST VOTERS OF RURAL AMERICA

         For the Clinton machine, there was something even more serious afoot than any social issue. It too was ignored, even denied, by the corporate media but it was real nonetheless. A large swath of Americana still languished in the Great Recession. It was fine for President Obama and the national media to declare that the economic downturn was over, but that did little to reassure people who were actually out of work.

         Victoria Sanders, a thoughtful blogger, took a tour through rural Pennsylvania, surveying the blight. “Scrap metal was thrown across front lawns. White, plastic lawn chairs were out on the drooping front porches. There were no malls. No outlets. Most of these small towns did not have a Walmart, only a dollar store and a few run down thrift stores. In almost every town, there was an abandoned factory.”12
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