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    This book is dedicated to the men and women working in local newsrooms all across the nation. It is their tireless and dedicated work that has uncovered many of the biggest scandals—and other news stories. Their reporting is the bulwark of critical knowledge that has informed, empowered, and saved many lives. They and their work are truly appreciated.
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    A NOTE TO THE READER



    In recent years, the public has become more aware of incorrect, misleading, or false news and information. This phenomenon is not new. Promoting false information is as old as the Republic. Some eighteenth-century pamphleteers would knowingly publish rumor, innuendo, or false information as news.


    The yellow journalism of William Randolph Hearst in the early twentieth century often influenced public opinion and even US policy. For years, the New York Times published one false dispatch after another from its Moscow bureau chief, Walter Duranty, glorifying life in the Soviet Union even in the face of contradictory information that millions of people were dying under brutal Soviet rule.


    Today, national news outlets have been caught selectively editing or even doctoring videos, misstating or ignoring inconvenient facts, and citing non-credible, and perhaps even non-existent, anonymous sources in order to support their narratives. Some news outlets have been victimized by false reporting. Others have been complicit in it. The public has every right to be jaded about who or what to trust.


    It should go without saying that little may dissuade those in the public who rely on social media platforms, entertainment websites, and late-night comedians as their sources of news and information. As a math professor once said to me, “Garbage in equals garbage out.”


    That brings me to this book. You may notice that I have used what some may call an excessive number of endnotes. An endnote (or footnote) is generally used to provide amplifying information or to attribute the use of another’s material. I have used endnotes to do just that. In addition, I have added endnotes to aid the reader to easily find many of the facts and sources I have used in this book. I want the reader to be confident in the truthfulness and accuracy of what is written here.


    You have every right to be skeptical. Recent history demands it. Skepticism is healthy and helps build a better, more accurate narrative of historical events, especially if the author is accountable. What you will find between the covers of this book is what I call accountability journalism. That is why I have provided endnotes and why I ask you to do the following.


    While I have strived to make this book completely accurate, I realize mistakes do occur. If you find a mistake, I ask you to bring it to my attention using the “Contact” page on my personal website: http://www.markhyman.tv. Please include a citation with the correct information.

  


  
    FOREWORD



    My wife, a former federal prosecutor, once told me that sex was involved in at least three-fourths of all crimes committed in America, to say nothing of all scandals erupting in America. I never asked about other countries. Amorous France springs to mind, and romantic Italy.


    Though I am a member of the flower-child generation—the 1960s, that is—where idealists throughout the great Republic never tired of telling us that sex was a beautiful thing, my wife’s revelation about sex underlying a lot of crimes and a lot of scandals struck me as somewhat deflating. I too thought of sex as a beautiful thing, at least until I saw Harvey Weinstein.


    Now, having read Mark Hyman’s Washington Babylon: From George Washington to Donald Trump, Scandals that Rocked the Nation, I have an answer for my wife. She forgot money, and politics, and simple stupidity as great contributors to crime and to scandal. Hyman makes this clear. An awful lot of scandals would never have taken place were it not for money, politics, and simple stupidity. Think of Anthony Weiner. He has a major role in chapter 11, though he could have also had a role in a dozen other chapters of this marvelous book.


    There is an abundance of nullities in the pages that await you, made memorable solely for a grisly deed. For instance, Congressman Robert Potter from North Carolina, a figure of the early nineteenth century who became obsessed with his wife’s passion for Louis Taylor, a fifty-five-year-old Methodist minister, and for Louis Wiley, a seventeen-year-old boy. One day something snapped in his cranium, and he went out and assaulted both men, leaving them castrated and near death. Needless to say, his career in the House of Representatives was over. Although he did not include it in the book, Hyman told me Potter’s political fortunes did not end in the Tar Heel State. Potter later served in the cabinet of pre-statehood Texas, where he is now celebrated as the founder of the Texas Navy. Certainly sex was at the center of Congressman Potter’s scandal, though it might have been something else altogether. For instance, he might have had a weird, idiosyncratic quirk about men named Louis, as both men were so named. Or he might have been set off by their disparity in age. At any rate, he made his contribution, if not to history, then at least to Hyman’s book.


    There are fourteen chapters in this book, with a multitude of scandalous men and women attracting Hyman’s eye because of their “Bad Behavior,” “Influence Peddling,” “Bribes,” and “Creepy Sexual Behavior,” to name but a few of the chapter titles. Needless to say, I was attracted to every reference to the Clintons, a couple I thought I knew well. Hyman has uncovered wonders that I was unaware of, particularly as regards Hillary’s infamous server. Then there is Mark Felt, late of the FBI, who was known as “Deep Throat” to the cognoscenti. I never knew that after his shadowy intercourse with Woodward and Bernstein he lived on to be convicted of authorizing illegal break-ins and searches against the Weather Underground that allowed Bill Ayers to go free. And there are revelations about FBI Director James Comey that are too delicious to reveal this early in the book. You will have to read it to believe it.


    Hyman’s research, I am saddened to say, shows neither end of the political spectrum weighted more heavily toward scandal than the other. Maybe it is because he is an objective reporter. All parties are represented. He holds all sides accountable: Republicans, Democrats, Socialists, Whigs, Democrat-Republicans, Federalists, Free Soil Party, and more. This, I must say, astonishes me. I had always thought the Federalists were pretty much straight arrows, and just from reading the headlines the last thirty years, I would have thought the Democrats were the most scandal-prone of the major parties. Hyman dissents, and he knows his history.


    But let me return to the headlines of our day. Let me return to Bill and Hillary. Their names appear throughout this very fine book. I had my own personal experiences with them. During their impeachment interlude they tried to accuse me of scandal. If they had their way, I would have appeared in chapter 14 of Hyman’s book, entitled “Media.” The Clintons claimed that my colleagues at the American Spectator and I had obstructed justice, committed witness tampering, and even threatened a young man’s life. Naturally, we were exonerated by the very same government that Bill presided over. So far as I know he has never been exonerated of his misbehavior.


    That brings to mind once again my wife’s observation about the cause of criminality and scandal. Sure, sex accounts for a lot of it. Yes, money and politics too are a motivation for misbehavior that leads to scandal. But simple stupidity and incompetence should not be overlooked. The Clintons tried and failed to put me in jail. Lyndon Baines Johnson would never have let me go free, and doubtless Hitler and Stalin would have been even more successful.


     


    —R. Emmett Tyrrell, Jr.

  


  
    INTRODUCTION



    “According to Ms. Lewinsky, the President telephoned her at her desk and suggested that she come to the Oval Office on the pretext of delivering papers to him. She went to the Oval Office and was admitted by a plainclothes Secret Service agent. In her folder was a gift for the President, a Hugo Boss necktie.


    “In the hallway by the study, the President and Ms. Lewinsky kissed. On this occasion, according to Ms. Lewinsky, ‘he focused on me pretty exclusively,’ kissing her bare breasts and fondling her genitals. At one point, the President inserted a cigar into Ms. Lewinsky’s vagina, then put the cigar in his mouth and said: ‘It tastes good.’ After they were finished, Ms. Lewinsky left the Oval Office and walked through the Rose Garden.”


    —“Nature of President Clinton’s Relationship with Monica Lewinsky” Report by Special Counsel Kenneth Starr (“Starr Report”)


    For millions of Americans, the activities described above seemed to befit a Hollywood actor, rock musician, or professional athlete. Instead, the scintillating details belonged to the most powerful man on earth, who was attempting to insert his executive privilege into a most intimate encounter with an awestruck girl nearly thirty years his junior.


    By default, the American public has high expectations for the nation’s commander-in-chief and other federal officials. Yet, the reality is that the nation’s capital has a long history of influential people behaving badly. They bounce personal checks, hire prostitutes, cheat on spouses, accept bribes, consort with criminals, brawl, and even commit murder.


    Perhaps this underscores the adage about absolute power corrupting absolutely. Or it may be explained that trouble naturally results when there is a climate of heavy personal arrogance such as that found throughout the nation’s capital. Whatever the reason, Washington, DC, has more than most cities’ fair share of people behaving badly.


    There may be no other place on the planet in which scandal shakes public confidence as it does in Washington, DC. This is true even when the scandal has nothing to do with the policy of state.


    In France, the head of state is expected to have a mistress, and any revelation that he does is generally met by the French electorate with little more than a public yawn. Not so in the United States. There is an expectation that the president will remain true to his (or her) spouse, at least in deed. Still, no president has ever fallen from power for carrying on an extramarital affair.


    Arkansas Governor Bill Clinton was elected President in 1992 in spite of his widespread reputation for womanizing. Before him, it was John Kennedy, Franklin Roosevelt, and Grover Cleveland. Cleveland was elected in 1884 while newspaper stories reported the details of the illegitimate child he allegedly fathered and for whom he admitted he was paying child support. Roosevelt carried on an extramarital affair with a former assistant to his wife for nearly three decades.


    The story is different for those seeking the presidency. Former North Carolina Senator and 2004 vice-presidential nominee John Edwards self-destructed beginning in 2007 due, in part, to his extramarital affair with a ditzy, New Age-practicing groupie.


    Edwards was the beneficiary of a slick narrative that portrayed his marriage as idyllic and him as a devoted husband and family man. Instead, Edwards was revealed to be a shallow womanizer who confided to his mistress, Rielle Hunter, that the pair would soon be together after Mrs. Edwards succumbed to cancer.


    Adding to the Edwards scandal was that he fathered a baby with Hunter during the same period of time when his wife’s breast cancer, once in remission, metastasized and became incurable. Unable to contain himself, Edwards secretly visited his mistress and their child in a Beverly Hills hotel room while he was furiously promoting himself to be picked as the vice-presidential nominee to Barack Obama. Edwards’s hotel trip was documented by a supermarket tabloid.


    Overall, public scandal may have ended more political careers than any other cause, aside from actual election defeat at the ballot box. Politicians and government officials have witnessed their sometimes meteoric rises to prominence and public adulation immediately come crashing down to earth, owing to a scandalous revelation.


    The rule of thumb when it comes to scandal is that oftentimes it is not the actual scandal that most seriously sullies one’s reputation, but rather the coverup that occurs in an attempt to obscure, obfuscate, or hide the original scandal.


    The most famous example of this is the 1972 break-in at Democrat National Committee headquarters in the Watergate complex by campaign staffers loyal to President Richard Nixon. Nixon’s political downfall and eventual resignation from office stemmed not from the break-in, of which he was originally ignorant, but from his coverup of the burglary after the fact.


    The impact of Watergate as a political scandal cannot be overstated. It thrust the name “Watergate” into the American lexicon and led to the last half of the complex’s name (“gate”) to be used as a suffix to immediately identify an event as a scandal. Irangate, Nannygate, Pardongate, and Rathergate are but a few of the scores of events that have come to be recognized as scandals by the mere addition of “gate.”


    The Watergate scandal is fascinating because it not only damaged the reputations of so many individuals involved, but because it also launched the careers of several others. Nixon, Attorney General John N. Mitchell, White House staffers H. R. “Bob” Haldeman, John Ehrlichman, John Dean, and President Gerald Ford fell from grace owing to the Watergate scandal in one way or another.


    Washington Post reporters Bob Woodward and Carl Bernstein, Watergate burglar G. Gordon Liddy, and then-congressional staffer Fred Thompson are among those who owe to the scandal their eventual rises to prominence.


    W. Mark Felt, the Washington Post source known only as “Deep Throat” who provided Watergate details to reporters Woodward and Bernstein, was hailed for decades as a hero. Actually, Felt was a hero as long as he remained in anonymity. He was the associate director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the number-two position at the agency, when he fed secret law enforcement information to the Washington

    Post reporters.


    Felt suffered his own fall from grace when it became known he was Woodward and Bernstein’s secret source. Felt did not betray Nixon for any noble cause or altruistic reason, but instead because he was angered that Nixon passed him over for the position of director of the FBI when agency founder J. Edgar Hoover died. Felt was no longer revered as a hero, but instead was widely viewed as a petty, vindictive man.


    It is ironic that many years after the Watergate break-in occurred, and long before his role in the scandal became known, Felt was pardoned by President Ronald Reagan for his own scandalous and criminal conduct. Felt had been convicted for ordering FBI agents to conduct illegal break-ins that were similar to the one committed by the Watergate burglars.


    Perhaps the first event that comes to mind when one mentions a personal scandal is the hint of a possibility of an extramarital affair. Such affairs capture the attention and perhaps prurient interests of the American public, especially when elected officials are involved. The independent counsel’s report that detailed the sexual activities between Bill Clinton and White House intern Monica Lewinsky was a hot item, passed from office to office, and was the topic of red-faced gossip for months in 1998.


    There are sexual antics other than extramarital affairs that erupt into scandals when they become known. These have included strange and even bizarre sexual activities. The admission by a member of Congress that he and his wife engaged in sex one night while on the steps of the US Capitol building led a Washington, DC, comedy troupe to adopt the name Capitol Steps for its entertainment act.


    Still, nighttime lovemaking in a public venue pales in comparison to some of the creepiest sexual acts, including sex with minor children, solicitation of prostitution, male castration, and rape. All of these events occurred featuring members of Congress.


    Arguing, squabbling, and bickering are but a few approaches to airing grievances and disagreements with one another. Settling one’s differences with spitting, fists, feet, cane beatings, or firearms—with deadly consequences—is quite another. Sometimes the differences were settled permanently. All of these became Washington, DC, scandals.


    There are occasions when the proverbial skeleton in the closet is not a financial or sexual secret, but is one centered on politics. Business relationships, political ties, personal friendships, and campaign activities have sometimes raised more than just questions and eyebrows. They have become scandals and have sometimes damaged a political career or two.


    Critics claim Washington is awash in the abuse of power and influence peddling. Neither of these is a recent phenomenon. They are as old as the Republic. Today, members of Congress are known for trading favorable legislation and earmarking appropriations in return for political support and contributions. More than a century ago, it was the trading of nominations to West Point and the Naval Academy in return for political favors.


    There are times when simply following a legal process or a ruling on a court case becomes a scandal. Abrogating property rights in the infamous Kelo v. City of New London Supreme Court decision resonated with much of the public years after the 2005 decision was announced. The scandal was not the justices’ deliberative process of the court case, but rather the actual decision rendered by the court.


    American sovereignty and national security are very important to most of the American public. Scandals have erupted when foreign policy decisions are widely viewed as adversely affecting these two. The transfer of Panama Canal control may forever be known as the “Panama Canal Giveaway.” The failed Bay of Pigs operation run by the CIA will likely continue to be the textbook example of what comprises a foreign policy disaster.


    Even sports and entertainment scandals have impacted Washington, DC. Politicians have actually argued over what should constitute college football’s post-season competition. The Bowl Championship Series gave way to a four-team playoff, but should it be expanded to eight teams? In past decades, Congress dove into the radio payola and TV quiz show scandals and debated allegations of athletes colluding with gamblers and throwing games in both the professional and amateur ranks.


    This book is not an exhaustive compilation of all scandals that have rocked Washington. This volume could easily be three times as large, if it were. Nor is this the definitive list of the most scandalous stories. It is not. No doubt, scholars and observers could stay busy for years arguing over which scandals should make a top-ten list.


    Not surprisingly, one party official would probably insist only scandals involving individuals of the other political party would most likely be worthy of a top-ten list. Because this is a historical look at scandals, political parties represented include Republican, Democrat, Whig, Federalist, Know-Nothing, Free Soil, and a few other political parties.


    This book is merely a collection of scandalous stories that bounced around the echo chamber of Washington, DC, and sometimes the entire nation, and beyond. Some of these scandals remain infamous today, while others have faded into obscurity.

  


  
    CHAPTER 1



    Foreign Policy and the Military



    “To underscore that these protests are rooted in an Internet video, and not a broader failure of policy.”


    —White House talking points to prepare Susan Rice, ambassador to the UN, for appearances on Sunday news shows regarding September 2012 Benghazi attack.1


    Conway Cabal


    Thomas Conway was born in Ireland in 1735 and immigrated with his family to France. When he was a teenager, he joined the French Army and rose through the ranks. He was eventually promoted to the rank of colonel.


    When the American Revolutionary War began, Conway volunteered his services to the Continental Congress. His offer was accepted, and he was given a commission in the Continental Army with the rank of brigadier general. In May 1777, Conway was given orders to report to General George Washington. Washington was the commanding general of the Continental Army.


    For some observers, Conway distinguished himself at the Battle of Germantown on October 4, 1777. This was a major battle of the Philadelphia Campaign of the war. This campaign pitted the British Army, led by General Sir William Howe, against the Continental Army, led by General George Washington. It was the imposing threat from the British Army that forced the Continental Congress to abandon Philadelphia and relocate to York, Pennsylvania.


    After capturing Philadelphia in late September, Howe left a small contingent of troops in the city and moved the bulk of his forces to nearby Germantown. Washington viewed this as an opportunity to deliver a crushing defeat to the British Army. In the previous several months, Washington suffered one military defeat after another. Washington hoped to capitalize on the element of surprise, but he was unable to achieve military success in his ambitious plan. The battle represented another defeat for Washington. Washington withdrew his forces and eventually encamped at Valley Forge for the 1777–1778 winter.


    Conway thought his performance on the battlefield merited a promotion to major general. So, he asked for one. However, he did not request this promotion from his chain of command. Instead, he bypassed Washington and wrote directly to the Congress. Washington learned of this request and wrote his own letter stating that he thought there were more senior officers more deserving of promotion who were also American.


    Conway did not like being rebuffed by Washington. While his promotion and reassignment were under consideration, he began lobbying for the replacement of Washington as general of the Continental Army. He had the perfect replacement in mind.


    General Horatio Gates was hailed as a military genius. On October 17, 1777, only days after Washington’s defeat at Germantown, Gates’s numerically superior forces surrounded the troops of British Army General John Burgoyne at Saratoga in upstate New York.2 Burgoyne was a key figure in the British strategy to split the New England states from the rest of the thirteen colonies. He was leading an invasion force from Quebec toward New York City with a plan to slice the colonies in half. The British believed this geographic separation would hasten the end of the war.


    Gates’s stunning victory not only caused Burgoyne to surrender his forces, but it also convinced the French to join the war on behalf of the Americans in early 1778. It was the Continental Army’s greatest victory to date.3 This was a key turning point in the Revolutionary War.


    Gates’s victory at Saratoga stood in contrast to the string of defeats Washington had suffered. Gates, Conway theorized, should replace Washington as general of the Continental Army. Conway wrote to Gates telling him so.4 Conway was critical of Washington’s military skills. In one letter he wrote, “Heaven has been determined to save your Country; or a weak General and bad Counselors would have ruined it.”5


    Conway and Gates were not alone in their criticism of Washington’s military skills. Other senior military leaders and influential members of the revolutionary government formed a loose coalition of Washington critics that had been referred to as a “coterie of grumblers.” Among this group were Brigadier General Thomas Mifflin, General Charles Lee, and leading independence figures Richard Henry Lee, Samuel Adams, Dr. Benjamin Rush, and John Adams.6


    Mifflin served as Washington’s aide before becoming the Continental Army’s quartermaster general. Mifflin later became president of the Continental Congress and signed the Constitution. General Charles Lee was born in England and immigrated to the colonies in 1773. When the colonists declared independence, he volunteered to join the Continental Army with the hope that he would be appointed commanding general, a position that went to Washington. Richard Henry Lee was the author of the June 1776 resolution in the Second Continental Congress that urged the colonies to declare independence from England, as they did on July 4, 1776. Lee signed the Declaration of Independence.


    Samuel Adams was a Massachusetts delegate to the Continental Congress and a signer of the Declaration of Independence. Rush was a well-respected surgeon and was also a signer of the Declaration of Independence. He was appointed surgeon general of the Continental Army, but was unhappy with the head of the Army Medical Service. He complained to Washington, who told him he should direct his complaints to the Continental Congress.


    It was John Adams who nominated Washington to be general of the Continental Army. As the war progressed, Adams thought Washington was too cautious a general, and he soured over Washington’s appointment. Adams would later serve two terms as Washington’s vice president.


    The contents of Conway’s letter were leaked to Washington via the loose lips of Gates’s twenty-year-old aide, James Wilkinson. Washington responded by writing to Gates and by sending a copy of his letter to Congress to put the entire episode out in the open and, hopefully, to rest. Gates denied his involvement and claimed there were forces attempting to discredit him.7 Conway attempted a half-hearted defense of himself that included insulting Washington. Conway wrote to Washington, “An old sailor knows more of a ship than admirals who have never been at sea.” Conway thought of himself as the veteran sailor and Washington as the rookie admiral.8


    In response to the growing scandal, Conway sent his resignation to the Continental Congress, which rejected it. In December 1777, the Congress instead determined that Conway was worthy and promoted him to major general over the objections of Washington and ahead of nearly two-dozen more senior officers. Conway was then assigned as the inspector general of the Army. Gates was appointed the head of the new Board of War. Essentially, this placed Gates above Washington. These two promotions sickened Washington and caused morale among dozens of officers to plummet.


    Eventually, Washington made public that he learned of the Conway and Gates correspondence from Gates’s own aide, thereby confirming it was genuine. This prompted Gates to apologize and Conway to tender his resignation to the Continental Congress in April 1778. Washington thought these actions were not enough.9 Washington encouraged his followers to challenge Conway and his allies to duels.


    Wilkinson, the one-time aide to Gates, was shown letters from Gates that demeaned and criticized Wilkinson. Infuriated, Wilkinson challenged Gates to a duel. At the appointed time and place of the scheduled duel, Gates began sobbing and pleaded for Wilkinson to relent. He did.10


    Brigadier General John Cadwalader was commander of Philadelphia troops under Washington, to whom he was intensely loyal. Cadwalader challenged Conway to a duel and Conway accepted. At their duel on July 4, 1778, Cadwalader shot Conway in the mouth, leaving a serious, but not fatal wound. Cadwalader reportedly stood over a profusely bleeding Conway and said, “I have stopped the damned rascal’s lying tongue at any rate.”


    Assuming he would soon die from his wound, Conway wrote a letter of apology to Washington. He wrote, “My career will soon be over…Therefore, justice and truth prompt me to declare my last sentiments: You are in my eyes the great and good man. May you long enjoy the love, veneration, and esteem of these States whose liberties you have asserted by your virtues.” 11


    Instead, Conway fully recovered and returned to France, where he rejoined the French Army as a major general.


    Benghazi


    Operation Iraqi Freedom was the war that toppled Saddam Hussein as the dictatorial leader of Iraq. The given reason for the Iraq war was that Hussein was believed to have a secret nuclear weapons program in violation of United Nations resolutions.


    There was also an unintended, yet positive consequence of the war. In December 2003, Libyan leader Muammar Gaddafi surprised the world and announced he would discontinue his country’s weapons of mass destruction program.12 Clearly, the Iraq War had hastened his decision to abandon rogue nation status.


    Libya had been a pariah nation in the eyes of the United States since Gaddafi’s coup d’état in 1969. By the late 1990s, Gaddafi was slowly moving his nation in the right direction. In 1999, he agreed to meet US and British demands to assume responsibility and pay restitution to the families of victims killed in the 1988 bombing of Pan Am Flight 103 over Lockerbie, Scotland. Dismantling his nation’s weapons of mass destruction program and inviting international inspectors into the country was a major step toward normalizing relations with the West, and most importantly, the United States.


    Libyan authorities turned over weapons components and thousands of pages of documentation, which included correspondence with other nations. These papers revealed the name of A. Q. Khan, the Pakistani scientist who had been secretly transferring nuclear technology to Iran and North Korea, as well as Libya.


    Relations between Libya and the United States were on the mend—until 2011.


    By all accounts, President Barack Obama was reluctant to launch military action against Libya. Obama was a harsh critic of the Iraq War, and launching a war against Libya would show him to be hypocritical. The Arab Spring, an uprising by groups of citizens against their governments, had spread to several Arab nations. A rebellion was brewing in Libya, and a protest broke out on February 17, but it was one Gaddafi’s security forces could probably manage.


    It was Secretary of State Hillary Clinton who was the most forceful proponent of the United States initiating a war with Libya. Most of Obama’s senior advisors urged the United States to sit this one out. However, Clinton “doubled down and pushed for military action” against Libya.13 Clinton won over Obama. Ironically, the nation’s top diplomat was the biggest advocate for war. The United States began attacks on March 19, 2011.


    The decision by Obama to topple Gaddafi no doubt sent the wrong message to other rogue nations. Gaddafi gave up his nukes as the United States had demanded, only to be attacked by the United States. This turn of events may have convinced other rogue nation leaders to hold onto their nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons programs as an insurance policy.14


    It is widely believed that the driving motivation for Clinton’s push to attack Libya was to beef up her résumé in preparation for a 2016 run for the White House. It was Clinton’s insistence that the Libya campaign was a resounding success that set in motion events leading to the biggest and most deadly debacle for US personnel in Libya.


    Gaddafi was toppled from power by a US-led bombing campaign, joined by Britain and France. An Obama advisor called it “leading from behind.”15 Gaddafi was captured and gruesomely killed by rebel fighters on October 20, 2011. Cell phone video footage showed a long rod, or possibly a sword, was shoved up his rectum. The Libyan leadership vacuum created by Gaddafi’s death was filled throughout much of Libya by Ansar al-Sharia and al Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb. These were two powerful, radical Islamic terror groups.


    J. Christopher Stevens was the US ambassador to Libya. Stevens’s primary diplomatic post was in the Libyan capital city of Tripoli. However, he was frequently at the lightly defended facility in Benghazi, which was a hotbed of violence. Stevens was directed to spend more time in Benghazi because “Secretary Clinton wanted the post made permanent,” according to Gregory Hicks. Hicks was the US deputy chief of mission, the de facto number-two diplomatic position in Libya. Hicks later testified before Congress that Clinton had intended to make a December 2012 announcement about the diplomatic upgrade in Benghazi.16


    The reality was far different from the picture being painted by Clinton. The security situation in Benghazi was extremely dangerous and getting worse by the day. In April 2012, an improvised explosive device was thrown over the wall into the US consulate compound. Other attacks were made against the British ambassador, the Tunisian consulate, and against United Nations and International Red Cross officials. In June, a bomb blew a gaping hole in the security wall of the American Benghazi compound. The deteriorating security situation caused the British government to withdraw its diplomatic personnel and close its Benghazi offices in June.


    The dramatic escalation in violence led State Department Regional Security Officer Eric Nordstrom, who was in Libya, to plead with State Department officials to increase security for US diplomats in Libya, especially in Benghazi. According to Nordstrom, State Department officials wanted to keep US security presence “artificially low.”17 In her 2013 testimony before Congress, Clinton assumed responsibility for the failed security of Benghazi.


    Late in the evening of September 11, 2012, eleven years to the day after the 9/11 terrorist attacks, the Benghazi compound came under attack from a large group yelling, “Allahu Akbar!” The compound wall was quickly breached, and scores of attackers entered, firing automatic weapons and rocket-propelled grenades. Ambassador Stevens and consular officer Sean Smith were quickly killed.


    Hours later, the annex housing CIA officials and CIA-contracted security personnel came under a mortar attack. Glen Doherty and Tyrone Woods were killed. Frantic calls were made to Washington, DC, during the attack requesting reinforcements. No reinforcements were sent.


    Back in Washington, DC, emails were flying back and forth discussing the attack. Officials at the White House, State Department, and Central Intelligence Agency knew it was full-out assault by Islamic terrorists. In fact, Clinton emailed her daughter the evening of the attack, telling Chelsea that the perpetrators were Islamic terrorists. However, a narrative was crafted to tell the public a completely different story.


    The day after the attack, the Obama administration falsely claimed that the attack had been spontaneous. The administration claimed the attack grew from the peaceful protest to a crudely made YouTube video named “Innocence of Muslims” that was considered demeaning to Muslims. That video was posted to YouTube months earlier and, at the time of the attack, had been viewed only a few dozen times. As a flurry of White House emails, memos, and messages confirmed, the Obama administration knew from the very beginning that the video was not the cause of the attacks. That public claim was quickly debunked.


    The White House dispatched Susan Rice, the US ambassador to the United Nations, to make the rounds of Sunday news talk shows promoting the falsehood that the attack was a spontaneous event. Libyan officials and the suspected organizer of the attack, Ahmed Abu Khattala, said the video played no role in the attack. The attack, they said, was premeditated. Obama administration officials did not offer an explanation as to why peaceful protestors would be carrying rocket-propelled grenade launchers and automatic weapons.


    At about 6 a.m. on September 12, an armed, fifty-vehicle Libyan convoy rescued the Americans from the annex and safely transported them to the Benghazi airport for evacuation. These Libyan rescuers were not from the transitional government aligned with the United States. In a bit of sad irony, these Libyans were former military officers loyal to Gaddafi. The individuals that the United States had ousted from power about a year earlier were the very ones that came to US assistance.18


    It wasn’t until September 20, nine days after the attack, that the Obama administration finally acknowledged the YouTube video explanation was untrue. White House Press Secretary Jay Carney grudgingly admitted the facility came under a premeditated attack from Islamic terrorists.


    Six years after the YouTube video explanation was thoroughly discredited, and Carney’s admission that the video claim was untrue, White House staffer Ben Rhodes, in his 2018 memoir, returned to falsely claiming the video was the cause of the attack.19


    Retired Ambassador Thomas Pickering and retired Admiral Mike Mullen chaired the Accountability Review Board (ARB) that investigated the attack. The board found plenty of blame to go around, including US personnel in Libya who “did not demonstrate strong and sustained advocacy with Washington for increased security,” and the “relatively inexperienced, American personnel” on that overseas assignment.


    The board further found “certain senior State Department officials within two bureaus demonstrated a lack of proactive leadership and management ability in their responses to security concerns…[but] did not find reasonable cause to determine that any individual US government employee breached his or her duty.” Interestingly, the board’s claim that US personnel in Libya didn’t push hard enough for increased security is contradicted by its subsequent claim that State Department officials didn’t respond adequately to such requests.


    The ARB report was dismissed as sloppy and incomplete.20 The board didn’t interview many key witnesses with deep knowledge of the attack. Some who were questioned by the panel said the probe was inadequate. The board demonstrated its lack of independence by consulting with Clinton’s chief of staff on which witnesses should and should not testify. Shockingly, the board never even questioned Clinton. Perhaps this was because four of the five board members were appointed by her.


    The Fall Guy


    Edwin Wilson was born in 1928 in Nampa, Idaho, which is about a half-hour drive west of Boise. His family was dirt poor. He was bright, energetic, and entrepreneurial. He was always looking for ways to improve his position in life.


    As a young adult, Wilson tried his hand at being a merchant seaman and then an Oregon lumberjack before attending the University of Portland. After graduation, he was commissioned through the Marine Corps Officer Candidates School and was sent to South Korea. While in South Korea, he suffered a serious injury requiring transfer back to the United States to be medically discharged.21


    While on an airline flight, Wilson told the man sitting next to him of his injury and his desire to remain in the Marine Corps. That passenger recruited him to join the eight-year-old Central Intelligence Agency. In those days, CIA headquarters was located near the National Mall, adjacent to the State Department.22


    In October 1955, like all other employees, Edwin Wilson joined the CIA as a covert employee. His first assignment was providing support and security to a U-2 spy plane based in southern Turkey. After several years, Wilson’s request to join the clandestine service was approved. He was sent to college to get a graduate degree and then completed his training as a clandestine officer.


    In 1964, Wilson was given a temporary assignment of providing advance services for vice-presidential candidate Hubert Humphrey. This gave Wilson the opportunity to rub elbows with powerful and influential Washingtonians. These connections would pay dividends for him throughout his professional life.


    After the presidential election, Wilson was sent on a clandestine mission to Belgium, where he set up a CIA front company, Maritime Consulting. The shipping firm covertly transported everything from industrial products to weapons systems, to clients ranging from guerilla groups to established governments. 23


    Wilson founded a second CIA front company in 1969 named Consultants International. It performed the same services, but on a much grander scale.24


    In 1971, Wilson left the CIA for a new clandestine service that was just starting. He was a perfect fit. The Office of Naval Intelligence was the first military intelligence service to launch its own clandestine organization. At Task Force 157, Wilson would be doing nearly the same thing he did for the CIA.


    Task Force 157 started a pair of front companies named World Marine, Inc. and Maryland Maritime Company. Under Wilson’s management, the two companies monitored commercial merchant activities and conducted intelligence collection in ports worldwide.25 Wilson even purchased ships to be converted into spy platforms.


    At both the CIA and Task Force 157 front companies, Wilson booked commercial shipping contracts when there was a lull in government assignments. It was thought to lend credibility to the cover stories that these were legitimate businesses. Wilson also pocketed the profits from the commercial contracts, with the apparent knowledge and approval of his supervisors.


    The front companies’ side business was very good, and Wilson quickly became a millionaire. He purchased a nearly 500-acre estate26 near the scenic horse country of Middleburg, Virginia. In a matter of years, Wilson purchased three contiguous properties, creating an estate of nearly 2,500 acres, which he named Mount Airy. His neighbors included billionaire Paul Mellon, Senator John Warner and wife Elizabeth Taylor, and Washington Redskins owner Jack Kent Cooke. 27


    While Wilson was traveling for Task Force 157, his wife, Barbara, was entertaining guests at the Mount Airy estate. The guest list was a who’s-who of Washington power players, including Vice President Hubert Humphrey, Republican Congressman Silvio Conte of Massachusetts, and Democratic Congressmen John Murphy of New York, Charles Wilson of Texas, and John Dingell of Michigan. Senators Strom Thurmond of South Carolina and John Stennis of Mississippi, a Republican and Democrat, respectively, were also frequent visitors.28 This provided Wilson opportunities to lobby Congress on matters critical to the CIA and Task Force 157.


    Also among Wilson’s regular guests were countless CIA officials, including Theodore Shackley, the deputy director for clandestine operations. Even though he had left the CIA some years earlier, Wilson was often in the company of agency employees.


    Task Force 157 was closed down in 1976, and this led to Wilson partnering with Frank Terpil, another former CIA employee. They launched Inter-Technology Transfer to ship electronics, weapons, and munitions to third-world nations. One customer with a big checkbook and a long shopping list was Libyan strongman Colonel Muammar Gaddafi. In addition to the arms export business, Wilson’s company hired former Green Berets to run training camps for the Libyan army. Wilson told the former Green Berets they were CIA employees.


    Business was going well for Wilson and Terpil until 1980. The partners and Jerome Brower, who owned a California-based explosives firm, were indicted on several federal charges over arms smuggling and supporting terrorist activities related to a 1976 shipment of explosives.29 Wilson, who was visiting at the time, remained in Libya after he was indicted. After the indictments were announced, CIA officials denounced Wilson as a rogue former agent and claimed that any CIA employees who had been working with him had also gone rogue.


    In June 1982, Wilson was lured to the Dominican Republic as part of an elaborate con. Wilson claimed an official US letter promised him immunity from arrest if he would agree to meet in a neutral location to discuss his case. Instead, Dominican officials immediately turned over Wilson to US Marshals for transport to New York.30


    Five months later, in November, Wilson was convicted of arms smuggling charges in a lightning fast, two-day trial. In his defense, Wilson claimed he was a contract employee for the CIA, and his activities were undertaken with the full knowledge of the agency. The CIA asked him to undertake military sales, Wilson maintained, in order to conduct intelligence collection against various countries.


    A three-and-a-half page sworn affidavit from the third highest-ranking CIA official, Executive Director Charles Briggs, denied the agency had ever worked with Wilson after he left the agency in 1971.31 Wilson’s attorney claimed that he was denied court permission to introduce evidence showing that Wilson worked for the CIA.32


    Wilson was sentenced to fifteen years in prison. The prosecutor labeled him a “merchant of death.” He was convicted of arms smuggling in a second trial in January 1983 and sentenced to seventeen years in prison. In a third trial in March 1983, Wilson was acquitted of conspiracy to murder a Libyan dissident. At his fourth trial in October, he was convicted of soliciting the murders of at least six people, including federal prosecutors and prosecution witnesses.33 He was sentenced to twenty-five years in prison. It was expected that Edwin Wilson would spend the rest of his life behind bars.


    Wilson’s partner, Frank Terpil, fled the United States after the indictments were handed down. In 1981, Terpil was tried in absentia for arms smuggling. He was convicted and sentenced to fifty-three years in prison. In 1995, it was learned he had sought refuge in Cuba.34


    The first ten years of Wilson’s incarceration were spent in solitary confinement. He passed his time by filing countless Freedom of Information Act requests for documents to bolster his claim that his gun running was done at the behest of the CIA. By late 1999, he cobbled together enough documents to definitively prove that what he was saying was true.35


    In January 2000, the Justice Department admitted it knowingly introduced false testimony at Wilson’s second trial. CIA Executive Director Charles Briggs’s sworn affidavit was a lie.36 Most of Wilson’s shipping of arms and explosives was done at the request of the CIA. Documents showed that the CIA contacted Wilson at least eighty times after he left the agency.


    The CIA contracted with Wilson to send weapons to Libya as a ploy to conduct intelligence collection. There were tense relations between the United States and Libya following the 1969 coup d’état by Gaddafi. He shut down Wheelus Air Base in the capital city of Tripoli. At the time, it was the largest US military facility outside of the United States. In 1979, three years after Wilson began shipping arms to Libya, the United States declared Libya a state sponsor of terrorism. In 1980, when federal prosecutors stumbled upon Wilson’s 1976 arms shipment, the CIA made Wilson the fall guy and claimed no knowledge of Libyan arms shipments.


    It would not be until October 2003, nearly four years later, that Wilson’s request to overturn his 1983 conviction was heard in federal court. US District Judge Lynn Hughes tossed the arms-smuggling conviction, scathingly noting “about two dozen government lawyers” were involved in the false testimony and that he questioned their “personal and institutional integrity.” Hughes further rebuked the government by writing, “America will not defeat Libyan terrorism by double-crossing a part-time, informal government agent.”37


    Wilson was released in 2004 after serving twenty-two years in prison. His wife divorced him while he was locked up, and he was now penniless. He lost his property to a $24 million IRS lien.38


    Not only had the CIA lied to the court, but Justice Department officials knew of the falsehood and consciously decided not to inform Wilson or the court, despite ethical and legal obligations to do so.39 The seven federal prosecutors involved in Wilson’s trials were implicated in the deceit, Wilson’s lawyer claimed. At least one of the prosecutors had a hand in drafting the false CIA affidavit.


    Wilson’s attempt to fully clear his name was dealt a blow in 2007. He filed a lawsuit against eight people involved in the false affidavit and coverup. A federal judge dismissed the lawsuit, claiming that the former CIA executive director and the seven federal prosecutors had immunity in spite of any possible wrongdoing.


    Edwin Wilson died in 2012 at the age of eighty-four.


    Stolen Valor


    Throughout his political career, John Kerry offered a rather heroic version of the events of February 28, 1969, that led to his being awarded the Silver Star. The Silver Star is the fourth-highest military award. Kerry spoke proudly of his Silver Star when he was campaigning for elected office. Yet, years earlier, he used the award as a prop when he claimed he threw away his medals while protesting the Vietnam War.


    There had long been controversy over the circumstances of how Kerry earned his Silver Star. Lieutenant (junior grade) Kerry received the Silver Star when he was the officer-in-charge of Swift Boat PCF-94. A Swift Boat was a fifty-foot-long boat that was primarily operated along the coast and in larger inland waterways. A smaller, more agile patrol boat, referred to as a PBR, was used deeper inland on smaller, narrower waterways.


    The question of Kerry’s Silver Star erupted into a scandal when he launched his campaign for the presidency in 2004. Kerry offered one version of the events that led to his award. Eyewitnesses offered a far different account. The core of the dispute relates to the details surrounding the killing of a suspected Viet Cong guerilla by Kerry.


    The heroic version of events offered by Kerry was presented in his 2004 campaign book, Tour of Duty: John Kerry and the Vietnam War. This version described a “guerilla holding a B-40 rocket launcher aimed right at them.”40 Kerry shot the enemy before he could fire on the Americans.


    Kerry buttressed his version of events with a narrative of the events in the Silver Star certificate he publicly released. The problem with this certificate was that it was signed by Secretary of the Navy John Lehman. Lehman served as the Navy secretary under President Ronald Reagan, and the certificate promoted by Kerry on his presidential campaign website was generated sixteen years after he was awarded the Silver Star.


    Shortly after he was elected to the Senate, Kerry contacted Lehman’s office, alleged he lost his Silver Star certificate, and requested a new one. A staff member in Lehman’s office, who wishes to remain anonymous, explained what happened. Kerry offered language for the replacement certificate. The staffer recognized the sensitive politics involved in the request: Kerry was a sitting US senator. The Navy Department, like every other federal agency, will go to great lengths to accommodate a sitting member of Congress, especially a senator.


    The Navy Secretary’s office treated the use of Kerry’s proffered language as harmless, since Kerry had left military service more than a decade earlier. The language for the certificate offered by Kerry, even if it differed from the original, would have little impact. The expectation was that Kerry would likely hang the certificate in his Senate office.


    The Navy quickly issued a replacement certificate utilizing Kerry’s language. The problem with this turn of events was that a copy of Kerry’s original Silver Star certificate existed and was readily available. Kerry merely had to request a copy of the original certificate from the US Navy archives. He chose not to go that route and instead requested a new certificate with the different language he suggested.


    While the overall tone of the two certificates is similar, the 1986 version contained superlative language not found in the original certificate signed by Vice Admiral Elmo Zumwalt in 1969.


    The now-declassified after-action report from PCF-94 that detailed the events of that day shed light on which certificate is more accurate. The after-action report is the personal responsibility of the Swift Boat’s officer-in-charge, and it is the official account of the day’s activities. Kerry was the officer-in-charge.


    The events as described in the 1969 Silver Star certificate and the after-action report are nearly identical to the account reported in Unfit for Command: Swift Boat Veterans Speak Out Against John Kerry. Moreover, this account differed dramatically from Kerry’s version of events as portrayed in Tour of Duty. 


    Most Swift Boat veterans believe Kerry’s actions on February 28, 1969, were contrived as a way for Kerry to earn a medal for valor. According to eyewitnesses, Kerry concocted a plan ahead of time with his crewman Michael Medeiros “to turn the [Swift] Boat in and onto the beach if fired upon.”41 There was even “a prior discussion of probable medals for those participating [in the plan].”42 It was the view of other Swift Boat veterans that “Kerry did follow normal military conduct and displayed ordinary courage, but the incident was nothing out of the ordinary and to most Swift and Vietnam veterans, Kerry’s actions would hardly justify any kind of unusual award.”43 


    Even the version offered in Kerry’s campaign book suggested he shot a wounded man as he fled the battlefield. Using an M-60 machine gun, a crewman “managed to hit the fleeing foe in the leg.”44 The Swift boat was beached, and Kerry gave chase to the fleeing Vietnamese. According to the account given by Kerry’s crewman years later, the “guerrilla got twenty or thirty meters down the path, just about in front of a lean-to, the [future] senator shot the guy.”45


    “Whether Kerry’s dispatching of a fleeing, wounded, armed or unarmed teenage enemy was in accordance with customs of war, it is very clear that many Vietnam veterans and most Swiftees do not consider this action to be the stuff of which medals of any kind are awarded,” according to the account in Unfit for Command.46


    Kerry received the medal only two days after the event occurred and without the normal and proper review, which could typically take several months. This immediate approval of the award was done, Vietnam veterans pointed out, to boost morale. 


    In eyewitness accounts, “A young Viet Cong in a loincloth popped out of a hole, clutching a grenade launcher which may or may not have been loaded, depending on whose account one credits. Tom Belodeau, a forward gunner, shot the Viet Cong with an M-60 machine gun in the leg as he fled. At about this time, with the boat beached, the Viet Cong who had been wounded by Belodeau fled. Kerry and Medeiros (who had many troops in their boat) took off, perhaps with others, following the young Viet Cong as he fled, and shot him in the back, behind a lean-to.”47


    Kerry’s original account written in his after-action report the very same day of the incident stated, “PCF 94 beached in center of ambush in front of small path when VC sprung up from bunker 10 feet from unit. Man ran with weapon towards hootch. Forward M-60 gunner wounded man in leg. OinC [officer-in-charge, Kerry] jumped ashore and gave pursuit while other units saturated area with fire and beached placing assault parties ashore. OinC of PCF 94 chased VC inland behind hootch and shot him while he fled capturing one B-40 rocket launcher with round in chamber.” 


    The after-action report account closely resembled the version of events as described by several eyewitnesses and not the nerve-tingling version presented in Tour of Duty.


    There was also controversy over the Purple Heart medals Kerry claimed he was awarded. A Purple Heart is given to someone wounded in combat. Kerry claimed he was wounded by the enemy on December 3, 1968, resulting in his first Purple Heart medal. Acting on a policy in place at the time that was available to those who were thrice wounded, Kerry requested an immediate transfer out of Vietnam only four months into his one-year assignment. He was not transferred because there were no Navy records documenting his having been wounded three times. 


    Kerry claimed to have been wounded the first time during a nighttime patrol in a Boston Whaler only days after he arrived in Vietnam. Tour of Duty provided an account of a wild firefight between Kerry and the Vietnamese enemy, during which a piece of enemy shrapnel “socked into my arm and just seemed to burn like hell.”48 


    An eyewitness account offered a markedly different sequence of events. William Schachte, who later rose to the rank of rear admiral, was in the Boston Whaler alongside Kerry. According to Schachte’s recollection, “Kerry picked up an M-79 grenade launcher and fired a grenade too close [to the Whaler], causing a tiny piece of shrapnel (one to two centimeters) to barely stick in his arm…There was no enemy fire.”49


    Lieutenant Commander Louis Letson was the Navy medical officer who treated Kerry’s wound. “Dr. Letson used tweezers to remove the tiny fragment, which he identified as shrapnel like that from an M-79 (not from a rifle bullet, etc.), and put a small bandage on Kerry’s arm.”50 


    Two very critical documents were generated during the Vietnam War when someone was wounded by enemy fire. The first was a combat casualty card, a three-by-five inch, typewritten card. This card contained the main facts, such as the wounded serviceman’s full name, military service number, rank, branch of service, the date and description of the wound, and the prognosis for recovery. Navy officials described combat casualty cards as “valuable as gold,” and they were “protected like Fort Knox” because they were a key record often used to determine disability benefits after military service. 


    The second required document was a personnel casualty report. It was a mandatory report transmitted to Washington, DC, with the details of anyone wounded as a result of enemy action. 


    Combat casualty cards and personnel casualty reports exist for the wounds resulting in John Kerry’s second and third Purple Hearts. However, Navy officials have never located a combat casualty card or a personnel casualty report for Kerry’s injury for which he received his first Purple Heart. In fact, no Navy record has ever been unearthed documenting that there was any hostile action that occurred that specific night involving Kerry and the Boston Whaler. Officers in Kerry’s chain of command recall turning down Kerry’s request to be given a Purple Heart for his scratch. 


    The possibility certainly exists of Navy officials losing a combat casualty card or personnel casualty report. According to a Navy archivist, the possibility of losing both documents for the same individual and for the same event is “virtually impossible.” 


    The lack of any definitive Navy documents, the absence of a combat casualty card and a personnel casualty report, and the failure by John Kerry to provide a full release of his medical records, are strong evidence that he was not wounded, as he had claimed.


    Executive Order 9066


    Ten weeks after the December 7, 1941, Japanese surprise attack on Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, President Franklin Roosevelt signed Executive Order 9066. The February 19, 1942, order directed the Secretary of War “to prescribe military areas in such places and of such extent as he or the appropriate Military Commander may determine, from which any or all persons may be excluded, and with respect to which, the right of any person to enter, remain in, or leave shall be subject to whatever restrictions the Secretary of War or the appropriate Military Commander may impose in his discretion.”51


    Roosevelt’s order opened the door to what became the eviction and internment of tens of thousands of Japanese immigrants and American citizens of Japanese ancestry. There was no race or ethnicity identified in Roosevelt’s order; however, it was understood that Japanese-Americans and resident aliens were the targets. There were three groups of Japanese who fell under suspicion of potentially being enemy spies and saboteurs. They were Issei (immigrants), Nisei (first-generation Americans born of Japanese ancestry), and Sansei (second-generation Americans of Japanese ancestry).


    Japanese immigrants to the United States were relatively uncommon. Japanese immigration did not really begin until the latter half of the nineteenth century. For more than two centuries, Japanese law prohibited Japanese citizens from emigrating.52 Complicating matters was the Japanese practice of assigning Japanese citizenship to a child born of a Japanese male, regardless of where the child was born.53 Some Japanese believed they were subject to Japanese laws, regardless of where they lived.


    There were other actions targeting the Japanese that were undertaken in the immediate aftermath of the December 7 attack. The Department of the Treasury froze the assets of thousands of US citizens of Japanese ancestry and Japanese immigrants. Other Japanese immigrants or Japanese-Americans who were deemed to pose potential threats to vital infrastructure or military installations were arrested and taken into custody.


    US Army Lieutenant General John DeWitt was designated the military commander for the Western United States, which was comprised of Arizona, California, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and the Territory of Alaska.54 On March 2, he issued Proclamation No. 1, stating that Japanese-Americans were ordered removed from the entire state of California and the western halves of Arizona, Oregon, and Washington.


    Ten War Relocation Authority centers were established, where a total of about 120,000 Japanese-Americans were forcibly evacuated and were to spend the remainder of the war interned.55 These included two centers each in Arizona, Arkansas, and California, and one center each in Colorado, Idaho, Utah, and Wyoming. The centers were often in remote locations. In many cases, the evacuees lived temporarily in harsh conditions, such as fairgrounds, cowsheds, or racetrack horse stalls, until more permanent facilities were constructed.56


    Most Japanese-Americans left their homes only with whatever possessions they could carry. Many lost the possessions they left behind, including their homes and businesses.


    Roosevelt’s executive order and resulting evacuation and internment of Japanese-Americans occurred ten weeks after the attack, due to a change in public attitude. There was very little animosity toward Japanese-Americans immediately after the December 7 attack. The atmosphere of distrust grew in the weeks following the attack. This may have been hastened by comments in the Roberts Commission report.


    Supreme Court Justice Owen Roberts led a five-man commission, appointed by Roosevelt on December 18, to investigate the circumstances leading up to the surprise attack. Over a period of five weeks, the commission interviewed 127 witnesses and reviewed more than 3,000 pages of documents, culminating in a twenty-one-page report on January 23, 1942.


    According to the report, “There were, prior to December 7, 1941, Japanese spies on the island of Oahu. Some were Japanese consular agents and others were persons having no open relations with the Japanese [F]oreign [S]ervice. These spies collected and, through various channels transmitted, information to the Japanese Empire respecting the military and naval estawblishments and dispositions on the island.”57


    The report addressed the significant debate among various government entities as to whether mass arrests of Issei, Nisei, and Sansei Japanese in Hawaii should have been undertaken in the days following the attack. However, “the commanding general assert[ed] that their arrest would tend to thwart the efforts which the Army had made to create friendly sentiment toward the United States on the part of Japanese aliens resident in Hawaii and American citizens of Japanese descent resident in Hawaii and create unnecessary bad feeling.”58


    The brief excerpt from the Roberts Commission report that some spies “were Japanese consular agents and others were persons having no open relations with the Japanese [F]oreign [S]ervice,” likely contributed to the change in public attitude toward the loyalty of Japanese-Americans.59 Also, early reports were trickling into the American mainland of the atrocities perpetrated by the Imperial Japanese Army in the Pacific Theater, including in the Philippines, where there was a sizable American military presence. However, it was not just ethnic Japanese who were viewed with suspicion. About 16,000 Germans were arrested or interned and another 3,500 Italians faced the same fate.


    There was no such harsh treatment of Japanese-Americans in the Hawaiian Islands, even though they also lived near strategic facilities and military installations. The nearly 160,000 Japanese-Americans and Japanese immigrants living in Hawaii represented more than one-third of the islands’ population.60 It is generally believed that a key reason they were also not incarcerated is because they were much too vital to the Hawaiian economy.


    Additionally, the flood of sensational reports of ethnic Japanese aiding in the attack on Pearl Harbor were untrue. Reports of Japanese-Americans sabotaging aircraft and blocking roads were just that: reports. In fact, the Honolulu chief of police stated that the various stories of Japanese-Americans engaged in sabotage were false.61


    On January 2, 1945, interned Japanese-Americans were given permission to leave the War Relocation Authority centers and return to their homes. In 1988, as a result of the Civil Liberties Act signed into law by President Ronald Reagan, each surviving internee was given restitution of $20,000 and a US government apology for their evacuation, relocation, and internment.62


    Draft Dodgers


    The Vietnam War was the most unpopular American war in the twentieth century. Without a doubt, it was President Lyndon Johnson’s war. He dramatically escalated US involvement in the war during his first full term of office. In 1964, there were a little more than twenty thousand American soldiers in South Vietnam. By 1968, that number had mushroomed to more than half a million servicemen and women.


    Johnson’s decision to increase US troop levels was made just days after his inauguration. According to Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara, Johnson’s decision to dramatically increase the US troop presence in Vietnam was made “without adequate public disclosure.”63


    Between 1964 and 1973, nearly two million men were drafted into the military. Many of those who were drafted were ordered to a one-year tour of duty in South Vietnam.


    US involvement in South Vietnam quickly became very unpopular among the American public, especially college students and other draft-age young men. The military draft was in force in the United States until January 1973. The anti-war movement included peaceful and violent protests against the military and other elements of the federal government.


    Federal conscription was conducted by a lottery process. Each day of the year was drawn at random. The first date drawn became draft number one. The last date drawn became draft number 365 (or 366 in leap years when there was a February 29). Men with low draft numbers were almost certain to be drafted that year. High draft numbers were virtually certain not to be drafted.


    Some men with low draft numbers who did not want to serve in the US military sought various ways to avoid military service, including exemptions, deferrals, and disqualifications. Still, others outright refused to report when called. Thousands fled the country, with most going to Canada, which offered safe harbor to draft resisters. According to some estimates, as many as forty-thousand people evaded military service by immigrating to Canada. About nine thousand had been convicted of various crimes of violating the Selective Service law.64


    The resisters were viewed poorly and were called “draft dodgers” by most of American society, especially by US veterans, including retired military, and World War II and Korean War veterans.


    On his first full day as president, Jimmy Carter made good on a campaign promise to unconditionally pardon every man who had refused to register for the draft, refused to report for induction when drafted, or fled the country. These were the civilians who had violated the Military Selective Service Act of 1967. In total, this is estimated to have been about two hundred thousand men. During the 1976 presidential race, Carter campaigned on the policy that “reconciliation calls for an act of mercy to bind the nation’s wounds and to heal the scars of divisiveness.”65


    Carter issued Executive Order 11967 as his unconditional pardon of every man who avoided military service between August 4, 1964, and March 28, 1973.66 However, Carter’s amnesty excluded anyone who engaged in “acts of force or violence.” Further, Carter’s proclamation directed all investigations by the Justice Department to immediately cease, and anyone denied permission to reenter the United States was granted permission to return.


    Not surprisingly, Carter’s amnesty proclamation was met with widespread condemnation by countless public officials and millions of American servicemen, military retirees, and other veterans.


    The Flip-Flop


    The Panama Canal is one of the greatest engineering marvels of all time. The canal runs about fifty miles through Panama, connecting the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans. The fifteen- to twenty-five-hour journey to transit from one ocean to another was a dramatic improvement over the previous route. Prior to the Panama Canal, ships sailing from the United States’ mid-Atlantic coast to the California coast would have to sail an additional eight thousand miles around Cape Horn, the southernmost point of the South American mainland. The American Society of Civil Engineers named the Panama Canal one of the seven man-made wonders of the world.67


    The French were the first to seriously attempt to carve a canal through the Panama isthmus. In the 1880s, a French firm, employing thousands of workers in the region, began construction. After nearly a decade, the expenditure of about $250 million, and the deaths of more than twenty thousand workers, the firm went bankrupt.


    A second French effort yielded little. This led to the US purchase of the French property and construction rights for $40 million in 1902.68 A treaty was negotiated between the United States and Colombia because Panama was part of the South American nation at the time.


    The Colombian legislature did not ratify the treaty, but new developments gave the United States hope that a deal could be reached. Panamanians were considering breaking away from Colombia. The United States signaled it would support the independence of Panama. When Panama declared independence on November 3, 1903, the United States stationed the gunboat USS Nashville (PG-7) off the coast to guard against Colombian troops attempting to retake control of the newly independent nation. The Nashville’s presence epitomized gunboat diplomacy.69


    The Provisional Government Junta of the Republic of Panama, the name of the newly independent nation’s government, appointed Philippe Bunau-Varilla as Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary to the United States on November 6. Bunau-Varilla was the chief engineer of the French project. After France abandoned it, he actively lobbied the United States to purchase canal rights from the French.70


    On November 18, 1903, the Hay-Bunau-Varilla Treaty was executed, giving rights and control of what would become the Panama Canal to the United States in perpetuity in return for $10 million and annual payments.71 The United States also guaranteed the independence of Panama.72 Both the US Senate and the new Panamanian government ratified the treaty.


    The United States took control of French equipment and buildings that were in a serious state of disrepair after fifteen years of disuse. The United States began renovating whatever equipment and buildings it could, replaced others, and formulated a plan of action to build the canal.


    Similar to the French approach, senior management and highly skilled positions were filled by Americans, while unskilled positions were filled by immigrants. Some immigrants were Western Europeans and others were from nations around the Caribbean Basin.


    Just as critical to the success of the project were developments in sanitation, worker health, and living conditions. Chief among these was the implementation of precautionary measures arising from the discovery that yellow fever and malaria were mosquito-borne diseases.73 Most of the more than twenty thousand French worker deaths were attributed to these two diseases and a few others, such as cholera. In fact, so many Europeans had fallen ill and died that Panama became known as “the white man’s graveyard.”74


    The most difficult aspect of the construction was carving through the Continental Divide mountain range that ran through Panama. The project cut through the lowest point of the range, but still had to reduce the mountains from about three hundred feet above sea level to about forty feet. This had to be accomplished for a distance of about eight miles.


    Canal construction included a pair of man-made lakes and six sets of locks that were used to raise and lower water levels as ships transited from one ocean to the other.75 In mid-transit, a ship would be eighty-five feet above sea level to account for the differences in elevation of the middle of Panama as compared to the Atlantic and Pacific coastlines.76


    After assuming control of the canal in 1904, the project took the United States about a decade to complete. It was opened and began operation in August 1914. Construction began midway through Theodore Roosevelt’s presidency, encompassed the entire presidency of one-term William Howard Taft, and ended with the canal’s opening during the first term of Woodrow Wilson.


    For nearly seven decades, the ten-mile-wide and fifty-mile-long Panama Canal Zone was the territory of the United States. It was an American owned and operated canal. In spite of the 1904 treaty, this arrangement proved to be contentious, with many Panamanians objecting to what they viewed as a loss of sovereignty. Over the years, there were a few violent clashes between Panamanians and the US military forces providing security for the Canal Zone.


    In response to accusations of imperialism and colonialism by satellite nations in the Soviet Union’s orbit, the presidential administration of Richard Nixon began discussions in 1970 to change the arrangements between the United States and Panama.77 In 1973, longtime diplomat Ellsworth Bunker was appointed to lead the US negotiations. Over the next several years, Bunker slowly drafted agreements that would shift control and ownership of the Panama Canal from the United States to Panama.


    During the 1976 presidential race, President Gerald Ford advocated for a treaty to transfer canal control to Panama. His general election opponent did not. Jimmy Carter pledged the United States would continue its control of the Panama Canal.78 During the October 6 debate on foreign policy issues held at San Francisco’s Palace of Fine Arts, Carter said he would not give up “practical control of the Panama Canal Zone any time in the foreseeable future.”79


    After the election, and before he was inaugurated as the 39th president, Carter reversed himself on turning over control of the canal to Panama. In a January 3, 1977, interview with Time magazine, Carter was asked, “What do you hope to get done first?” Carter replied, “I think the Panama treaty ought to be resolved quite rapidly.”80


    The years of groundwork laid by Ellsworth Bunker helped US negotiators to finalize an agreement in principle. In order to increase the chances of Senate ratification, Carter and Panama leader General Omar Torrijos signed two treaties in September 1977.


    The Treaty Concerning the Permanent Neutrality and Operation of the Panama Canal guaranteed the United States the right to intervene militarily if the neutrality of the Panama Canal Zone was at stake. The second treaty, The Panama Canal Treaty, called for the end of the US-controlled Panama Canal Zone in October 1979 and transition of control to Panama over the next twenty years. Panama would take complete control of the Panama Canal on January 1, 2000.81


    The Senate narrowly ratified the two treaties by April 1978, each with a one-vote margin.


    Bay of Pigs


    Fidel Castro led the Cuban Revolution that overthrew President Fulgencio Batista on New Year’s Eve 1958. After Castro assumed power, Cuban relations with the United States began to sour. Thousands of Cubans who worked for American interests or who were opposed to Castro’s rule fled the island nation. Many Cuban expatriates settled in South Florida.


    President Dwight Eisenhower grew increasingly concerned over the growing ties between Castro and the Soviet Union. It was the height of the Cold War between the United States and the Soviet Union. The Soviets gaining a military footprint about ninety miles from the United States posed a potentially serious threat.


    In March 1960, Eisenhower gave approval to a CIA proposal titled, “A Program of Covert Action Against the Castro Regime,” that laid out a plan to topple Castro.82 By May, the CIA began assembling a group of anti-Castro Cuban dissidents that would later grow to nearly 1,400 members, who would train at a secret CIA facility in Guatemala. Named Brigade 2506, the paramilitary group of exiles received weapons and insurgency training from the CIA.


    By August 1960, Castro had ordered the nationalization of US-owned businesses, including the Cuban Electric Company, the telephone company, hotels, banks, coffee and sugar plantations, and oil refineries.83


    The CIA plan called for Brigade 2506 to transit by boat from Guatemala to Cuba and conduct an amphibious landing at Playa Girón, a beach in the Bay of Pigs on Cuba’s southwest coast. Perhaps the biggest obstacle plaguing the operation was that it was not much of a secret in the United States—or anywhere else for that matter. By October, Cuba’s foreign minister knew of Cuban exiles training in Guatemala for a possible invasion of the island.84 The CIA station chief in Hamburg, West Germany, was told by a German businessman there were rumors of a US-trained military force in Guatemala that was preparing to invade Cuba.85


    After he assumed the presidency in January 1961, John Kennedy gave final approval for the military operation. Unbeknownst to many involved in the planning at the time was the role carved out for the Mafia. It wasn’t just legitimate owners who lost American businesses when Castro nationalized them. The Mafia had a sizable operation in Havana, where it operated hotels, entertainment, and gambling interests. The Mafia was interested in ending Castro’s rule so it could return to Havana.


    Santo Trafficante was the de facto head of the Mafia in Cuba. He was also a close associate of Sam Giancana and John Rosselli. Kennedy and Giancana already had a close relationship because Giancana helped Kennedy capture the White House in the 1960 election (see chapter 3).86


    Trafficante paired up Giancana and Rosselli with two Cubans who were willing to assassinate Castro. The plan was to terminate Castro and leave Cuba without senior government leadership just as Brigade 2506 was overwhelming Cuban forces.


    Anyone not in the know regarding the existence of Brigade 2506 learned of its existence from a January 10, 1961, front-page article published by the New York Times. The Times reported the United States was training a group of exiles in Guatemala to take on the Castro regime.87


    On April 15, 1961, eight CIA-owned World War II vintage B-26 Marauder bombers emblazoned with Cuban Air Force markings and operated by Cuban exiles conducted air strikes against airfields and naval facilities to neutralize a Cuban response to the amphibious landing the following night.88


    Kennedy’s Mafia element of the plan never materialized. Neither of the two Cubans contracted to kill Castro carried out their mission. Castro survived and personally directed his military’s response to the Brigade 2506 invasion effort.89


    The Cubans were anticipating the invasion force and were well prepared to respond. The fourteen hundred members of Brigade 2506 were met by about fifteen thousand Cuban soldiers. Once the amphibious invasion force began to land, Kennedy had second thoughts and decided to withhold the second wave of air support the morning following the planned invasion. This decision doomed the mission as the Cuban Air Force began attacking Brigade 2506, preventing them from establishing a beachhead.90


    By April 20, 1961, the Bay of Pigs invasion was over. Nearly twelve hundred Cuban exiles were taken prisoner. At a press conference the following day, Kennedy took blame for the debacle. He said, “There’s an old saying that victory has a hundred fathers and defeat is an orphan…I am the responsible officer of the government.”91


    Wag the Dog


    The full release of the Hollywood film Wag the Dog occurred on January 9, 1998, several days before the American public learned that President Bill Clinton had been carrying on a sexual affair with White House intern Monica Lewinsky. Starring Robert DeNiro and Dustin Hoffman, Wag the Dog was the story of a presidential sex scandal that was certain to derail the president’s reelection. A White House dirty trickster, played by DeNiro, and a sympathetic Hollywood producer, Hoffman’s character, concocted a story of a fake war in Albania. The plan was to distract public attention from the president’s sex scandal by drawing interest to the war, in which American lives were at risk.


    Furious with the White House at claiming a non-existent war existed, the CIA leaked that the war was over quickly. Fearful this would allow the president’s sex scandal to return to front-page news, DeNiro’s and Hoffman’s characters let it be known that a US serviceman was trapped behind enemy lines and American forces needed to stage a rescue. Sadly, the trapped serviceman died in action and was given a hero’s burial at Arlington National Cemetery. US patriotism was at a fever pitch and public approval of the president skyrocketed.


    The plan worked. The public’s attention was distracted from the sex scandal, and the president was safely reelected. Months later, that exact same scenario played out for real.


    The investigation into Clinton’s sexual affair with Lewinsky was getting worse by the day for the president. His emphatic denials were learned to be outright lies. It was learned he encouraged Lewinsky and others to lie. The final nail in Clinton’s coffin occurred when Lewinsky turned over to federal investigators her semen-stained blue dress. Testing proved the DNA belonged to Clinton. The president could no longer lie his way out of his difficulties.


    As the evidence mounted, Clinton faced a world of hurt. In trying to cover up his extramarital affair, the 42nd president committed perjury and obstructed justice. These were the same allegations Richard Nixon faced when House leaders made it clear in 1974 that they were likely to impeach him.


    Desperate times call for desperate measures, and Clinton had his own wag-the-dog moment. On the same day Monica Lewinsky was to testify before the grand jury regarding Clinton’s attempts to suborn perjury, Clinton ordered strikes against the Al-Shifa pharmaceutical factory in Khartoum, Sudan. Clinton claimed the medicine plant was producing chemical weapons for Osama bin Laden and there were financial ties between the plant and the al Qaeda leader. Neither Clinton claim was true.92


    In fact, numerous Americans and Europeans who were working at or were familiar with the factory reported that it indeed produced medicines that were desperately needed in the region. Moreover, the plant did not have any of the easily observable characteristics of a chemical weapons factory, such as air-sealed doors, which are necessary when producing poisons. Nor were there Sudanese soldiers guarding the plant, as would be expected if it were engaged in the production of chemical weapons. The German ambassador to Sudan said the Clinton administration’s claims of poisonous gas production at the medicine factory were a lie.93


    Clinton’s claimed reason for the strikes fell under further suspicion when it was learned that only he and a small handful of advisors made the decision. In a departure from protocol, most of the military Joint Chiefs of Staff were kept in the dark until just before the strikes began.94


    After the strikes, the administration refused to offer any proof to buttress Clinton’s claims that the factory was producing chemical weapons, as had become routine for presidents since the days of President Ronald Reagan. In addition, the Clinton administration refused the Sudanese government’s request for international inspection of the destroyed plant to ascertain if it was producing poison gas, as Clinton had alleged.95


    The Sudanese owner of the plant said his factory employed three hundred workers who manufactured mostly antibiotics. Al-Shifa supplied 60 percent of the pharmaceuticals that were critically needed in Sudan. The owner welcomed American officials to inspect the plant anytime they wanted, but they never asked.96


    After the strikes, reporters interviewed factory workers and locals while aid workers were sifting through the rubble. American and foreign news reported that medicine vials were found strewn among the wreckage. There was absolutely no evidence of chemical weapons or chemical weapons production at the medicine factory.


    There was worldwide condemnation of the United States over Clinton’s missile strikes. “Bombing of Innocent Pharmaceuticals Plant Not US’s Finest Hour,” blared the headline of Canada’s Financial Post.97 London’s Daily Mail front-page headline asked, “Clinton’s Revenge: But Was His Real Target the Arab Terrorists or Lewinsky’s Testimony?”98 The Scottish Daily Record observed, “Convenient for Bill Clinton to Launch Raids on Terrorist Camps.”99


    The evidence undermining Clinton’s claims forced the administration to finally come clean. Defense Secretary William Cohen admitted there were no direct ties to Osama bin Laden.100 He also claimed defense officials were not aware the factory produced medicine, which is ironic, as that was what the Al-Shifa factory was known for in Sudan. As Sudanese officials suggested, the United States could have merely asked for an inspection of the plant to ascertain its purpose. It would have been impossible to hide any evidence of chemical weapons production, hide the munitions, and reconfigure the operation of the plant without being observed by US satellites. The Clinton administration never asked to inspect the plant.


    As in the Wag the Dog movie, Clinton had his own act two. In fall 1998, the independent special counsel delivered his report on the Clinton investigation. It was damning. House Republicans felt they had no choice but to consider impeachment because Clinton had committed perjury and obstructed justice.


    On December 16, 1998, the eve of the impeachment debate in the House, Clinton once again put servicemen and women in harm’s way. Clinton ordered US airstrikes against Iraq. In a public announcement, Clinton stated, “Their mission is to attack Iraq’s nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons programs and its military capacity to threaten its neighbors.”101


    Clinton claimed the timing of the strikes was appropriate because Iraqi President Saddam Hussein announced “six weeks” earlier that he would no longer cooperate with United Nations inspection missions. But Clinton’s timeline was patently false. Saddam announced four-and-a-half months earlier, on August 5, that he would no longer cooperate in inspections.102 Any doubt as to the motive behind the ordered strikes evaporated when Clinton called them off minutes after the impeachment vote was concluded.


    Clinton’s simultaneous bombing missions during the Lewinsky grand jury testimony and impeachment debate were widely viewed as wag-the-dog moments. In other words, Clinton’s life imitated art.


    Group Think


    Operation Iraqi Freedom was launched on March 20, 2003. The purported reason for the US-led attack on Iraq was to stop Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction program, including chemical, biological, and radiological programs. The evidence was irrefutable that Iraq had not abandoned earlier efforts to procure such offensive weapons, said Secretary of State Colin Powell in a February 5, 2003, address before the United Nations Security Council.


    “[T]he facts and Iraq’s behavior show that Saddam Hussein and his regime are concealing their efforts to produce more weapons of mass destruction,” Powell told a rapt audience in a globally televised address. Powell continued, “My colleagues, every statement I make today is backed up by sources, solid sources. These are not assertions. What we’re giving you are facts and conclusions based on solid intelligence.”


    Powell’s confidence throughout his presentation was so persuasive that thirty-nine countries joined the United States in Operation Iraqi Freedom. It was the largest coalition of military forces ever assembled. One allied component of the coalition force was the Iraq Survey Group, a US-led international team of more than one thousand people whose primary task was to uncover Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction program.


    In late September 2004, eighteen months after Operation Iraqi Freedom began, the final report from the Iraq Survey Group was delivered to the director of the CIA.103 The document confirmed earlier reporting that Iraq’s military and foreign policy was exclusively developed by Saddam Hussein. Further, Hussein harbored intentions to restart his weapons of mass destruction programs when the opportunity presented itself. However, Iraq possessed relatively small amounts of chemical and biological weapons, which were not nearly enough to pose any serious military threat on a grand scale.


    Only months after the war began, it was apparent that Operation Iraqi Freedom was based on faulty intelligence. On June 20, 2003, the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence announced a bipartisan effort to conduct a “review of US intelligence on the existence of and the threat posed by Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction (WMD) programs” and related issues.104


    Even as US policymakers were taking steps to determine what, if anything, went wrong, there were still media reports that Iraq had a secret nuclear weapons program. CNN reported on June 25, 2003, the existence of “critical parts of a key piece of Iraqi nuclear technology, parts needed to develop a bomb program.”105


    In June 2004, the committee released the heavily redacted, 500-page report. All nine Republican and eight Democratic senators were unanimous in endorsing the report as representing a bipartisan consensus. The report noted that committee staffers were instructed “to disregard post-war discoveries” as the report was focusing on pre-war intelligence.


    The Senate Intelligence Committee “focused its evaluation of the Intelligence Community’s WMD analysis primarily on the October 2002 National Intelligence Estimate (NIE): Iraq’s Continuing Programs for Weapons of Mass Destruction.”106 It was the primary intelligence document laying out the case that Iraq had restarted its weapons of mass destruction program following its dismantling after the 1991 Gulf War.


    The intelligence committee report included dozens of conclusions. The conclusions focusing on the nuclear weapons component of Iraq’s WMD program were rather damning of the US intelligence community, and the CIA in particular.


    In the first conclusion, the committee found, “Most of the major key judgments in…Iraq’s Continuing Programs for Weapons of Mass Destruction, either overstated, or were not supported by, the underlying intelligence reporting. A series of failures, particularly in analytic trade craft, led to the mischaracterization of the intelligence.”107


    The intelligence community failed to “adequately explain to policymakers the uncertainties behind the judgments in the…National Intelligence Estimate.”108 Some of the failures may have been attributable to a key conclusion that the intelligence community suffered from “group think.”109


    Adding to intelligence community failure was the “‘layering’ effect, whereby assessments were built based on previous judgments without carrying forward the uncertainties of the underlying judgments.”110


    The Senate committee also found, “Intelligence Community managers throughout their leadership chains [failed] to adequately supervise the work of their analysts and collectors. They did not encourage analysts to challenge their assumptions, fully consider alternative arguments, accurately characterize the intelligence reporting, or counsel analysts who lost their objectivity.”111


    The intelligence community’s human intelligence program (the use of spies) fell way short. This was due to “a broken corporate culture and poor management.”112 A human intelligence source, known by the code name Curveball, was relied upon heavily as a key source—in some cases the only source—“that Iraq had a mobile biological weapons program.”113 It turns out his information was deeply flawed, and warnings against relying on his reports were ignored.


    Lastly, the Senate committee report was very critical of the CIA’s failure to share intelligence with other intelligence agencies “to the detriment of the Intelligence Community’s prewar analysis concerning Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction programs.”114


    Following the release of the report, the committee vice chairman, Democratic Senator John Rockefeller of West Virginia said, “We in Congress would not have authorized that war, in 75 votes, if we knew what we know now.”115 


    President George W. Bush addressed the intelligence failure in his memoir. He wrote, “Almost a decade later, it is hard to describe how widespread an assumption it was that Saddam had WMD. Supporters of the war believed it; opponents of the war believed it; even members of Saddam’s own regime believed it. We all knew that intelligence is never 100 percent certain; that’s the nature of the business.”116

  


  
    CHAPTER 2



    Bad Behavior



    “My intent was not to deceive anyone. For if it were, I would not have been so blatant…If I had intended to cheat, would I have been so stupid?”


    —Joe Biden after being caught plagiarizing while attending Syracuse University College of Law.1


    The Waiter


    In spring 1856, in the nation’s capital, Democratic Congressman Philemon Herbert of California fatally shot Thomas Keating, a waiter working in the Willard Hotel dining room. Herbert was twice tried and twice acquitted of murder.


    The Dutch ambassador, Mr. Du Bois, was in the dining room and witnessed the murder. But he refused to be called as a witness, which proved damaging to the prosecution.2


    The following is derived from witness testimony from the preliminary hearing before a pair of magistrates, held on May 8–9, 1856, as published in the New York Daily Times. The article appeared in the May 12th edition of the paper. US attorney for the District of Columbia, Philip Barton Key II, was the prosecutor.


    According to eyewitness accounts, Herbert and a friend, William A. Gardiner, arrived in the Willard Hotel dining room after 11 a.m. and ordered breakfast. Waiter Jerry Riordan greeted the pair and returned with a partial breakfast order. The congressman demanded the rest of his breakfast order. Riordan told the pair that because breakfast service was over, the waiter would have to get permission from the office before any more breakfast meals could be prepared.


    Herbert was not interested in waiting for a decision from the office. Instead, he ordered another waiter, Thomas Keating, to “get my breakfast, damned quick.” He then called Keating “a damned Irish son of a bitch.”


    Keating’s reply to Herbert was not clearly heard by the eyewitnesses. But whatever the response, it apparently set off Herbert. Herbert leaped from his chair and struck Keating on the back of his neck with a pistol. Keating grabbed a dish plate from a nearby table and prepared to throw it at Herbert but apparently thought better of it.


    Herbert did not hesitate. He threw a chair at Keating. Keating threw the dish plate at Herbert. The two men then began to scuffle. Herbert’s dining companion, Gardiner, grabbed a chair and broke it on Keating. The dining room steward and brother of the waiter, Patrick Keating, emerged from the kitchen and joined the melee. Gardiner struck Patrick Keating with a chair. Patrick Keating grabbed the barrel of Herbert’s gun, which the congressman had been waving about.


    The cook, a Frenchman named J. Devenois, emerged from the kitchen and attempted to break up the brawl. Patrick Keating lost his grip of Herbert’s gun. With the gun now free, Herbert grabbed the collar of Thomas Keating with one hand and shot him. Keating collapsed to the floor, dead.


    There were competing accounts on which party was winning the scuffle, which the New York Daily Times called “a thrill of horror in the community.” Prosecution witnesses portrayed Herbert and Gardiner as the aggressors. Defense witnesses claimed Herbert was defending himself against several members of the dining room staff. Curiously, defense witnesses were unable to positively identify those they claimed to be perpetrators.


    After the two-day preliminary hearing, magistrates Smith and Birch ruled there was ample evidence that a crime had been committed and referred the matter to the US District Court for the District of Columbia.


    Herbert was acquitted of manslaughter charges in two separate trials. He declined to run for reelection later that year.


    The Harlot Slavery


    Charles Sumner was a US senator from Massachusetts. He was a member of the two-year-old Republican Party. Prior to becoming a Republican in 1855, he was a member of the Free Soil Party. He was a harsh critic of the institution of slavery in the years leading up to the Civil War.


    In spring 1856, debate was taking place in Congress regarding the Kansas territory. Should the territory be admitted to the Union and under what preconditions? Would it be a slave state or a free state?


    On May 19, 1856, Sumner rose to deliver a speech he titled “The Crime Against Kansas.” He would speak for three hours before the Senate adjourned. He continued his remarks for another two hours the following day.3 Regarding the movement to admit Kansas as a slave state, he said, “It is the rape of a virgin Territory, compelling it to the hateful embrace of Slavery; and it may be clearly traced to a depraved desire for a new Slave State, hideous offspring of such a crime, in the hope of adding to the power of Slavery in the National Government.”4


    Sumner’s criticism of the institution of slavery was incendiary to those who supported the practice. Then he directed his attention to those he believed were responsible. “I derive well-founded assurances of commensurate effort by the aroused masses of the country, determined not only to vindicate Right from Wrong, but to redeem the Republic from the thralldom of that Oligarchy which prompts, directs, and concentrates the distant Wrong.”5


    Sumner singled out a pair of senators, who, he said, “have raised themselves to eminence on this floor in championship of human wrong: I mean the Senator of South Carolina [Mr. Butler] and the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Douglas] who, though unlike as Don Quixote and Sancho Panza, yet, like this couple, sally forth together in the same adventure.”6


    Then he turned his attention exclusively to Butler: “The Senator from the South Carolina has read many books on chivalry and believes himself a chivalrous knight with sentiments of honor and courage. Of course, he has chosen a mistress to whom has made his vows, and who, though ugly to others, is always lovely to him; though polluted in the sight of the world, is chaste in his sight: I mean the harlot, Slavery.”7


    Sumner wasn’t finished. He blasted President Franklin Pierce for lying about the circumstances surrounding the admission of Missouri as a slave state. The slaveholding states had not “reluctantly acquiesced” in accepting the Missouri Compromise as Pierce had suggested. Sumner quoted from a letter by South Carolina’s Charles Pinckney as claiming the Compromise “is considered here by the Slaveholding States as a great triumph.”8


    Sumner’s remarks were considered so powerful among abolitionists that his speech was reprinted in newspapers in the United States and Europe. His speech was used as a campaign document in the 1856 presidential election.9 As many as one million pamphlets memorializing his speech were distributed.10


    Not all those present in the Senate chamber agreed with the tone and the message of Sumner’s remarks. Illinois Senator Stephen Douglas wondered if it were all a trap. “Is it his object to provoke some of us to kick him as we would a dog in the street, that he may get sympathy upon the just chastisement?”11


    Preston Brooks was a South Carolina Democratic congressman. He was also a cousin of Butler. Brooks was in the Senate gallery the first day of Sumner’s speech. Brooks heard the Massachusetts senator liken his cousin to the Don Quixote of slavery. He waited until Sumner’s complete speech was published the following day. He became incensed after reading all of Sumner’s remarks and felt it was his duty to defend the honor of South Carolina and his cousin, whom he deemed was too elderly and frail to physically fight the Massachusetts senator.12


    Brooks thought that, under the circumstances, Southern code prevented him from using a pistol or sword to exact revenge.13 Some time earlier, Brooks had once joked that members of Congress should be required to check their firearms at the House cloakroom before entering the chamber.14 There would be no firearms use when he defended the honor of his cousin and the Palmetto State.


    Brooks walked with a noticeable limp from a bum hip that was injured in a duel.15 He used a walking cane to compensate for the limp. He settled upon the cane as a weapon to use against Sumner.


    After the Senate adjourned around midday on May 22, Brooks entered the Senate chamber in search of Sumner. Brooks sat in the back as senators and other hangers-on gradually exited the chamber. Sumner was at his desk with pen in hand, writing furiously. Brooks approached Sumner’s desk.


    “Mr. Sumner,” Brooks said. “I have read your speech twice over very carefully. It is libel on South Carolina, and Mr. Butler, who is a relative of mine.” As Sumner started to rise from his desk to face his accuser, Brooks began striking him repeatedly with his gold-headed cane. Brooks struck Sumner at least thirty times by his own count, shattering the cane in the process.16 17


    The attack was over in a matter of moments. Sumner lay covered in blood, unconscious, on the Senate floor. Others responding to the commotion had their own confrontation. Senator John Crittenden, a member of the Know-Nothing Party from Kentucky, approached Brooks as if to stop him. Democratic Representative Laurence Keitt of South Carolina implored Crittenden not to interfere and raised his own cane to emphasize his point.18 Democratic Georgia Senator Robert Toombs, who was near the fracas, did nothing to stop it. “I approved of it,” he later said of the assault.19


    Brooks was later arrested for assault. But his reputation had been made. He was a hero of the pro-slavery movement. Abolitionists were shocked over the attack. The nation was divided, with Northerners generally viewing Brooks as the perpetrator and Southerners considering Sumner the instigator.


    Anticipating a vote of expulsion, Brooks resigned his House seat. However, his constituency viewed him as a hero for his actions and immediately elected him back into Congress.20


    Brooks was tried in court on a charge of assault. In a bench ruling, Brooks was fined a paltry $300. Among the reasons for such a light sentence was the reported ineffectiveness of the prosecutor, Philip Barton Key II. As the US attorney for Washington, DC, Key would find himself involved in more than one public scandal.21


    Temporary Insanity


    Teresa Bagioli was a stunningly beautiful woman who was preparing to be a wife in high society. Bagioli attended Manhattanville Convent of the Sacred Heart, where New York’s Catholic elite sent their daughters in the mid-nineteenth century. She was in that class of young ladies that was described as “privileged American wholesomeness.”22


    Bagioli was taken with a charming and handsome young lawyer who was a friend of the family. Daniel Sickles proposed to the fifteen-year-old Teresa, and they quickly had a civil ceremony in the fall of 1852, followed by a church service in early 1853. By then, Sickles had been appointed to the influential office of corporate attorney for New York City, where some credit him with the initiative that created Central Park.23


    In 1856, Sickles was elected to Congress, representing much of Manhattan. Dan, Teresa, and their infant daughter relocated to Washington, DC. Rather than live in a boarding house or hotel, which was the norm for many members of Congress, Sickles leased a stately home called Stockton Mansion on Lafayette Square. The White House could be seen from the top floor windows.24 Sickles requested his newfound friend, Philip Barton Key II, take care of the paperwork for him. The pair met and became fast friends after an all-night card game.25


    Philip Barton Key II was from a pedigreed family. One ancestor was John Key, who served as England’s first poet laureate in the seventeenth century. His grandfather, John Ross Key, served with Maryland troops during the Revolutionary War, while his great-uncle and namesake, Philip Barton Key, served in the British Army. After the war, great-uncle Philip moved to England for a number of years, then returned to America and was eventually elected to Congress. A twentieth-century descendant was Francis Scott Fitzgerald, better known as writer F. Scott Fitzgerald.26


    The most famous of Philip Barton Key’s relatives was his father, Francis Scott Key. It was Francis Scott who composed the lyrics to “The Star-Spangled Banner” after witnessing the British bombardment of Fort McHenry in 1814.


    Sickles had met Key on an earlier trip to Washington, DC. Key was the US attorney for Washington, DC, a prominent position that put him in the same social circles as the Sickles.


    Teresa spent her days attending social engagements around Washington, DC. Key attended many of the same events. Some of the women noticed Key coincidentally attending many of the same functions as Teresa Sickles.27


    Key was a widowed father of four children, the oldest being twelve. They lived under the care of a relative in one section of DC, while he lived alone in Georgetown. Key’s bachelor lifestyle enabled him to serve as Mrs. Sickles’s escort whenever her husband was unavailable.


    By early 1858, there was an increasing number of Philip Barton Key and Teresa Sickles sightings on unexpected occasions. Apparently, Key wasn’t just escorting Sickles to social receptions, but was spending considerable time with her when Daniel Sickles was away.


    In February 1859, Daniel Sickles received an anonymous letter informing him that his young wife and Key had been secretly meeting. An outraged Sickles confronted his wife, who confessed to an affair that began in spring 1858. She confessed the pair had been engaging in intimate relations at various locations, including in their own home. Sickles became inconsolable. Compounding matters, Sickles was certain that all of fashionable Washington knew of the affair between his wife and Key.


    Then an opportunity to exact revenge presented itself. On February 28, 1859, Key was wandering aimlessly around Lafayette Park waving a white handkerchief, easily in sight of Stockton Mansion. Signaling with a handkerchief was the manner in which Key communicated with Teresa regarding a rendezvous.28 The Sickles’s house servants saw him, as did a houseguest—as did Daniel Sickles. Sickles realized Key was waving the handkerchief to attract his wife’s attention.


    Sickles left his home and walked hurriedly toward Key. As he approached the federal prosecutor, he yelled, “Key, you scoundrel, you have dishonored my house—you must die!” With that, he pulled a pistol from his coat pocket and fired several times, striking Key twice.29 Key swiftly died from his wounds.


    Sickles was charged with murder. The shooting “had all of the scandalous elements expected to thrill the American reading public: adultery, politics, celebrity, and a handsome corpse.” As such, it became front-page news in both large and small cities.30


    A three-week trial took place in April 1859. The prosecution and defense teams called more than seventy witnesses. It was the defense strategy that was the most remarkable. Sickles employed eight high-powered attorneys. Their strategy was to portray Sickles’s actions as the result of a temporary insanity caused by the pain, anguish, and humiliation of his wife’s betrayal. It was the first-known instance of the temporary insanity defense in an American criminal trial.31 It apparently worked. It took the jury about an hour to deliver a not-guilty verdict.


    After the fatal altercation with Key, the notable accomplishments of Daniel Sickles began to accumulate. Sickles joined the Union Army in the run-up to the Civil War. He attained the rank of major general and commanded the Third Army (III) Corps (March 13, 1862–March 24, 1864) that fought at Antietam, Fredericksburg, and Chancellorsville. Of course, the most famous was the battle at Gettysburg. It was here that Sickles was struck by an artillery shell, causing him to lose his right leg. He survived the amputation and quickly became a hero to the public. His actions at the battle earned him a Medal of Honor. Years later, he served as an ambassador to Spain.


    Joe’s Plagiarism


    Plagiarism, the use of the words of another without proper attribution, has been an unfortunate staple of Washington politics. Democratic Senator Joe Biden of Delaware had a long, sad history of passing off the words of others as his own. It started at least as early as his law school days.


    During his first year at Syracuse Law School, Biden was called before the law school’s disciplinary body to answer charges of plagiarism. After the board found him guilty, Biden “threw himself on the mercy of the board” and promised that he had learned his lesson, according to a school official. Biden’s mea culpa was enough to convince the board not to expel him from the school.32


    Years later, when it became known that Biden had been embroiled in a plagiarism scandal at Syracuse Law School, his Senate staff falsely told the press he had been exonerated by the disciplinary board.33 Eventually, Biden came clean and admitted he had committed plagiarism. He confessed to lifting five entire pages from a law review article and including it as his own work in a paper he submitted. He argued that the public should disregard his “mistake” because it “was not in any way malevolent.”34


    The public became aware of Biden’s tendency to plagiarize the words of others when he was running for the 1988 Democratic presidential nomination. Appearing before the California Democratic Party Convention on February 1, 1987, Biden told convention delegates that “each generation of Americans has been summoned” to test their devotion to democracy. This phrase was nearly identical to a phrase used by John Kennedy in his presidential inaugural address: “Each generation of Americans has been summoned to give testimony to its national loyalty.”35


    Biden also borrowed liberally from Kennedy’s younger brother, Robert. Sometimes it was entire passages quoted nearly verbatim. The Miami Herald compiled several examples, including this one:


    From the…Biden speech to the California Democratic Party:


    “Few of us have the greatness to bend history itself. But each of us can act to affect a small portion of events and in the totality of these acts will be written the history of this generation.”


    From a speech Robert Kennedy gave at Fordham University in June 1967:


    “Few will have the greatness to bend history itself. But each of us can work to change a small portion of events and in the total of all those acts will be written the history of this generation.”36


    According to Time magazine, Biden also lifted passages from Hubert Humphrey and others without attribution.37


    Biden’s tendency to use the work of others without attribution may reflect poorly on his character. But plagiarizing the life story of a British politician as his own raises serious questions about his overall judgment.


    During an August 23, 1987, appearance before the Iowa State Fair, Biden told the audience about a thought that had occurred to him while he was on his way to the fair.38 Biden said, “I was thinking to myself why was it that I was the first person, the first Biden in probably a thousand generations to go to university and to law school…Was it because our mothers and fathers were not as smart as we were?”


    But Biden’s thought was not nearly as spontaneous as he claimed. Biden’s description of his family’s struggles was nearly identical to one made by British Labour Party Leader Neil Kinnock on May 15, 1987, at the Welsh Labour Party Conference. Kinnock told party officials, “Why am I the first Kinnock in a thousand generations to be able to get to university?…Was it because our predecessors were so thick?”


    Biden’s line, “Those same people who read poetry and wrote poetry and taught me how to sing verse,” was nearly identical to Kinnock’s, “Those people who could sing and play and recite and write poetry.”


    Biden’s address, “My ancestors, who worked in the coal mines of northeast Pennsylvania and would come up after twelve hours and play football,” was not much different from Kinnock’s, “Those people who could work eight hours underground and then come up and play football….” Except, as the New York Times’ Maureen Dowd observed, Biden’s relatives “seemed to stay underground longer.”39 And unlike Kinnock’s father, who was actually a coal miner, Biden’s dad was a used-car salesman.40,41


    Biden’s campaign staff explained away the failure to credit Kinnock in the Iowa State Fair speech as merely an oversight. But Biden used nearly the same campaign lines on several other occasions, and each time he failed to credit Neil Kinnock.


    Biden ended his presidential bid on September 23, 1987.


    “Racism is White”


    “We have lost to the white racist press and to all the racist, reactionary Jewish misleaders,” said Democratic Congressman Gus Savage of Illinois regarding his 1992 primary election defeat.42 In spite of a long track record of racism and anti-Semitism, the six-term congressman managed to be reelected several times from a district located largely on Chicago’s South Side.


    The publisher of a chain of Chicago-based newspapers, Savage was first elected to Congress in 1980. In spite of the power of incumbency, Savage struggled to get reelected throughout his six terms, often receiving only about half of the primary vote, and never more than 52 percent.43


    Shortly after assuming his seat in Congress, it became apparent that he was an ardent critic of Israel and US support of Israel. Savage was one of only three House members who opposed a measure that called for withholding US funds from the United Nations if it barred Israel from U.N. General Assembly proceedings. He warned, “The powerful Zionist lobby in this country must understand that it can no longer dictate to every member of Congress.”44


    Savage was not shy about his anti-Semitic leanings. He was a strong supporter of Nation of Islam leader Louis Farrakhan. He said Farrakhan’s statements that “Hitler was a great man,” and Judaism was a “gutter religion,” were “historically, culturally and politically accurate.”45 “The press,” Savage claimed, “is disproportionately represented by white liberals and Jews.”46


    In March 1989, Savage made an official visit to Kinshasa, Zaire. He was feted at a dinner hosted by US Ambassador William Harrop. In attendance were several staffers from the American embassy and officials with the Peace Corps. After the dinner, the group visited several nightspots around the capital city.


    Savage specifically requested a female Peace Corps volunteer join him alone in his vehicle throughout the nightspot visits. “He tried to force me to have sex with him,” the woman later complained.47 Savage, she alleged, continually grabbed her during the two-hour period the three embassy cars hop scotched around nightspots. It wasn’t until after the group returned to Savage’s hotel that she stormed out after a “tense public encounter,” according to an embassy staffer.48


    The State Department later filed a complaint regarding Savage’s behavior with the House Ethics Committee. But an investigation wasn’t undertaken until after three Democratic members of the House requested the committee do so. The committee’s investigation determined Savage made “sexual advances” toward the woman, but declined to issue any punishment because Savage sent a letter of apology to the woman.


    Savage responded by claiming he was victimized by “white liberal” colleagues and “white media” over the incident.49 Then he criticized the three Democrats who referred his case to the Ethics Committee.50


    In 1990, Savage faced a stiff Democratic primary challenge from Mel Reynolds whom he had faced in the 1988 primary. During a campaign rally, Savage complained about what he called “pro-Israel” donations given to Reynolds’s campaign. Savage read a list of Jewish-sounding names he claimed were contributors to Reynolds. Fellow Congressional Black Caucus members, House Majority Whip William Gray of Pennsylvania, and Representative Charles Rangel of New York, joined Savage at the rally, but said nothing of his bigoted remarks until several days after the primary and after relentless public criticism.51


    The incumbent congressman beat his primary challenger in March 1990. In his victory remarks, Savage thanked Farrakhan for his support. Savage said his victory was a practice run for the following year, in which he predicted a black challenger would defeat incumbent Chicago Mayor Richard M. Daley. That challenger would “not [be] a crossover black, but a black who is proud of being black,” he remarked. Crossover blacks, according to Savage, were those who campaigned with, for, or in support of white candidates. An example of a crossover black was Ron Brown, then-Chairman of the Democratic National Committee. Savage called Brown, “Ron Beige,” because the black DNC chairman had endorsed white candidates for some offices.


    Savage didn’t let up on his bigoted tirades as he campaigned ahead of the general election. In April, he held a two-and-a-half-hour press conference. He continued his rant about “pro-Israeli” money pouring into his Republican opponent’s coffers. He was warning black voters to avoid candidates who were backed by Jews. Moreover, he argued, he couldn’t be accused of racism because “racism is white.”52


    The following summer, Savage had a blow up with a reporter. At first, Savage warmly greeted the man, but changed his attitude when the man introduced himself as a reporter. “I don’t talk to you white [expletive]…in the white press,” the reporter recalled.53


    Some in Chicago approved of Savage’s behavior. Chicago Sun-Times editorial board member Vernon Jarrett came to Savage’s defense in a published endorsement, calling him “outspoken, scrappy,” and a victim of a “big smear” over his remarks about his opponent’s Jewish donors.


    Reynolds again challenged Savage in the Democratic primary for a third time in 1992. Jarrett was not impressed with Reynolds. The newspaperman wrote that Reynolds’s “biggest asset is the financial support of America’s pro-Israel lobby.”54


    Reynolds defeated Savage in March 1992 and won the general election that November. Reynolds would then become embroiled in his own scandal.


    Waitress Sandwich


    Democratic Senators Edward “Ted” Kennedy of Massachusetts and Christopher Dodd of Connecticut were more than just close friends and drinking partners. The New England politicians became two-thirds of the infamous Kennedy-Dodd waitress sandwich. Alcohol-fueled high jinks involving the New England politicians were a frequent topic of conversation by many in Washington, DC. There were occasional reports of Kennedy and Dodd sightings at area restaurants, many of them unflattering. Alcohol was often involved.55


    An Air Force crewman assigned to the 89th Airlift Wing told one story of Kennedy’s drinking habits in the late 1980s. Based at Andrews Air Force Base, the 89th Airlift Wing is a special support unit of the US Air Force. Its mission is to provide flight services to the president, vice president, cabinet members, and other senior US officials.


    According to the Air Force crewmember, Kennedy ordered “his morning orange juice” shortly after boarding an aircraft en route to a congressional junket. The crewmember brought the Senator a tall glass of orange juice. After taking a sip, the furious senator thrust the glass back at her, demanding his morning orange juice. A more experienced crewmember took the glass and showed his colleague how to prepare Senator Kennedy’s morning orange juice. It was a tall glass filled with vodka and a splash of OJ.


    In 1985, actress Carrie Fisher was working in the Washington, DC, area. A mutual friend set her up on a blind date with Chris Dodd. The pair ended up in a private dining room of a Georgetown restaurant, where they were joined by two other couples. One couple was Ted Kennedy and his date, Lacey Neuhaus. Alcohol flowed freely throughout the evening, but Fisher refrained from drinking, as she was on the wagon. At one point in the evening, Kennedy turned to Fisher and asked, “So, do you think you’ll be having sex with Chris at the end of your date?” When she replied she wouldn’t, Kennedy asked, “Why not? Are you too good for him?” Later in the evening, Kennedy asked Fisher about her masturbation habits.56
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