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Foreword


Never did I think that I would have to worry about being branded as a Russian spy, especially considering my family’s and country’s history. It was 2017. We had just finished two terms of the Obama administration. I had voted for him based on what I had thought was his brave leadership in rejecting the Iraq war and his optimistic and unifying message that there is “no white America, no black America; only the United States of America.” He won the vote of millions of people who had rejected a dossier produced by former British intelligence agents, which then-President Bush had presented, asserting that Iraq had Weapons of Mass Destruction. Bush went to war based on these assertions, but he found no weapons.


Despite this, hundreds of thousands of Iraqis and over four thousand American and allied soldiers were killed. The damage caused by the first fake dossier made many in our country realize what a previous generation had learned during the Vietnam War. Trusting anonymous sources from what President Eisenhower had called the “military-industrial complex” could lead to horrific outcomes.


When BuzzFeed published the now infamous Steele dossier on January 10, 2017, purportedly written by ex-British intelligence agent Christopher Steele, I was suspicious. The Steele dossier asserted that there was a conspiracy between the Russian government and American citizens, led by Donald Trump, to steal the 2016 election. Three thoughts immediately came to mind:


1. It was not true.


2. It was produced by Trump’s enemies.


3. Few Americans would believe it is true.


I ended up being correct about the first two elements but not the third; millions of people believed it. Surprisingly, when I started talking to friends in New York, I was amazed to find that most people who had protested against the Iraq dossier believed the Trump one to be truthful.


Given that many people I knew, who believed the first dossier was fake, thought the second one was real, I decided to become an internet sleuth, along with many other citizen journalists that had become citizen journalists looking into the provenance of the dossier.


I scrolled through the dossier and on page five, paragraph three, my jaw immediately dropped, and my face warmed with fear. It was so frightening that I hit the exit button and walked away. This cannot be, I thought to myself. Eventually, I gathered my strength and returned to reading the paragraph that scared me so much:


In terms of “foreign” agents, the FSB was approaching US citizens of Russian (Jewish) origin on business trips to Russia. In one case a US citizen of Russian ethnicity had been visiting Moscow to attract investors in his new information technology program. The FSB clearly knew this and had offered to provide seed capital to this person in return for them being able to access and modify his IP, with a view to targeting priority foreign targets by planting a Trojan virus in the software. The US visitor was told this was common practice. The FSB also had implied significant operational success as a result of installing cheap Russian IT games containing their own malware unwittingly by targets on their PCs and other platforms.


Steele, who was then still anonymous with unknown backers, asserted without evidence that Jewish Americans with Russian ancestry in the Information Technology sector served as “foreign agents” in service to Russia. The specific claim was that these Jewish-Americans used their power to drive “downloads” and “games” to install “malware” on users’ computers. They did this to assist the Russian government in some unexplained manner.


I am a third-generation Russian-Ukrainian-Jewish-American, and I am the CEO of a company called eGames.com. We sell our games through downloads on Google Play and the iTunes App Store. It is fair to speculate that if Hillary Clinton had been elected, and Obama, Biden, and Clinton’s support of the Steele dossier had never been exposed, eGames.com’s business would have been negatively impacted. No one would have trusted our code if they thought its CEO might be in service to a malevolent foreign power. But it wouldn’t be just my small company. Google was founded by Sergey Brin, a first-generation Russian-American Jew. Given the size of Google, if it were not trusted, the US tech sector, and maybe even the US economy itself, might have suffered. Do you really think the awful dunces who perpetuated the Steele dossier hoax could have resisted summoning a prominent Russian-American Jewish CEO to testify before Congress? There is a long history of governments accusing Jewish people of being a fifth column for foreign governments. France suffered from the Dreyfus Affair, while Russia endured the Protocols of the Elders of Zion.


And indeed, this is not the first time someone named Fuchs has been caught up in this sort of thing. “Fuchs” is actually a German family name meaning “Fox.” It is quite common among both Jews and Christians in Eastern Europe. My father endured some pain during the McCarthy era because Klaus Fuchs was actually a Soviet spy while working on the Manhattan Project during World War II and the early parts of the Cold War.


My father was teased in the schoolyard because he had the same name as a spy. However, he used that mild pain as a way to teach his children to judge people by their character and not by their family name, ethnicity, religion, skin color, title, vocation, or political party.


I believe the authors of the Steele dossier included this “Jews as a Fifth Column” canard because they truly believed that the United States is full of a “basket of deplorables,” and they had seen such a hoax work in France and Russia. They probably imagined that these so-called “deplorables” would vote for Clinton, their candidate, if they could convince the deplorables that Jews formed a Fifth Column in America.


In truth, the Steele dossier is as bogus as the Protocols of the Elders of Zion. There was no Trump malware found on any American’s computer put there by Russian-Jewish-Americans like me or Brin. No game published by Russian-American-led companies was found to assist the Russian government.


Even worse, the Horowitz report, published by Inspector General Michael Horowitz on December 9, 2019, was the first to mention an FBI interview with the Steele dossier’s purported source. Hans Mahncke and a group of internet researchers later identified that purported source as Igor Danchenko. Danchenko admitted to investigators that he “never expected Steele to … present [the Steele dossier] reports as facts”1 and that the things he told Steele were said in “jest” derived from a “conversation that [he] had with friends over beers.”2


Not only was there no evidence supporting the conspiracy theory, but there was also witness testimony admitting that the accusations were fabricated.


One could only imagine what someone might have overheard during Danchenko’s brainstorming session over beers. “OK, guys, my boss, Steele, has Hillary Clinton as a client. Let’s come up with the most absurd ideas and see if we can make some money here. How about we claim that Trump was engaged in sexually perverted acts in the same Moscow hotel room as the Obamas?” one might have said. The other might have replied, “I can one-up that—let’s create an internet-era Protocols of the Elders of Zion. Let’s say the Jews helped Putin assist Trump with spyware.”


Even after being caught as the source of these absurdly evil apocryphal tales, Danchenko managed to convince the FBI to hire him as a confidential human source, even though he had previously admitted that his stories were made in “jest” and that the “corroboration was zero.”


I believe that the individuals in our government who initially received and later distributed the dossier knew from the beginning that it was fake. But even if we were to stipulate that those in the highest echelons of the government, the military-industrial complex, and our institutions more broadly fell for the dossier hoax, any such stipulation would have automatically collapsed after Horowitz published his report in December 2019. However, unlike the rest of us, the FBI did not have to wait until December 2019 to find out the truth. They knew in January 2017 that there was “zero corroboration,” but they concealed this fact, as well as the fact that the dossier was entirely fake. The FBI’s deception has come at a significant cost to American society.


Did they not know the history of what such bigoted smears, false accusations of treason, and manufactured hysterias have done to societies in the past?


Or did they just not care?


At the time when I first read the Steele dossier, I thought that this was going to be my painful time, similar to what my father and many others had experienced during the Cold War hysteria. We would endure it, and then we could teach our children to judge people, including the heads of our corrupt institutions and everyone unfairly maligned in the dossier, by the same moral code. Judge each individual by their character.


But the dossier’s lies proved more durable. While Joseph McCarthy’s reputation lies in tatters, none of the key figures involved in the Russia collusion hoax have faced consequences. Indeed, many of the principals secured multimillion-dollar book and TV deals. Worst of all, Joe Biden, who himself played a role in perpetuating dossier lies, was rewarded with the presidency.


People with malicious intentions have realized that falsely accusing individuals of crimes is a tactic in the arsenal of ambitious Americans in the internet era to gain power. There have been a slew of false Russian agent conspiracy theories attacking everyone from Glenn Greenwald to Bernie Sanders to Tulsi Gabbard. It’s not just false accusations of treason; it has also spread to fake sex and hate crimes. Our country is drowning in fake hoax hysterias not seen here since Abigail Williams brought Salem, Massachusetts asunder in 1691.


Importantly, when placed on a historical chronology, the Steele dossier, witch hunts, and anti-Semitism are manifestations of the same strategy that people have used to gain power since the beginning of recorded history. Philip of Macedonia coined the term “divide et impera,” which translates as “divide and conquer.”


In France and Russia, the elite believed that inciting anti-Semitism would lead the powerless to direct their anger toward Jews rather than toward the ruling class. Today’s bigoted smears and fake crime accusations create divisions similar to those seen during the Dreyfus affair in France, the Protocols of the Elders of Zion in Russia, or the divisions Philip of Macedonia created among the people in the Balkans.


Powerful individuals have exploited these modern American divisions to acquire official control over the resources of the American government. Once they obtain power over the state tools, it is fair to speculate that they will continue using the strategies that helped them achieve that position.


My father, like most of his generation, had a canon of quotes, aphorisms, and poems about the fragility of liberty. One of my favorite quotes on this theme was from an erudite German Lutheran minister named Martin Niemöller who initially supported Hitler but later resisted him. As a result of his resistance, the Nazis put him in a concentration camp for seven long years.


After he was released, he gave a speech and said:


First they came for the socialists, and I did not speak out—because I was not a socialist.


Then they came for the trade unionists, and I did not speak out—because I was not a trade unionist.


Then they came for the Jews, and I did not speak out—because I was not a Jew.


Then they came for me—and there was no one left to speak for me.


We have just witnessed two blatantly false smears: the Iraq dossier and the Steele dossier. These have incited significant violence and division, enabling the perpetrators to seize control of the levers of power. But they do not have total power yet. I often wonder what Father Niemöller would write if he were alive today. Perhaps in his sequel, he would say something like this:


Did you not learn the lesson that I learned too late?


First, they came for Iraq and the Muslims. But you were neither, and you were riled up by what the TV told you after 9/11, so you did not speak up about the first false dossier.


Then they came for Trump and the MAGAs, but you were neither, and you were riled up by what the TV and social media told you, so you did not speak up about the second false dossier.


But do you really think they are going to stop at the Muslims and the MAGAs?


What will happen when they launch a third dossier, and it comes for you? Brave men like Chief Comperatore have already been sacrificed. Will there be anyone left to rescue you?


Swiftboating America lays bare the full catalog of lies and deceptions employed by a group of divisive, power-mad fraudsters. If I had been told in 2015 that the FBI was corrupt to its core and that many of its agents participated in a massive campaign of law fare against Trump, I would not have believed it. If I had been told in 2016 that, based on a transparently fraudulent dossier, Obama and Biden had created a giant booby trap for Trump, I would probably not have believed it. But these things happened. Understanding the lessons of Swiftboating America will better prepare you to identify Goebbelsian “Big Lies” when they attempt to deceive us again. Let’s learn the lessons of Father Niemöller, President Eisenhower, and my dad, and all stick together.


—Aram Fuchs, July 2024




INTRODUCTION


Finding Danchenko


It had become a tradition for me to take the kids camping each summer for my birthday. In the past, we had rented an RV or a cabin, but this time the kids wanted the barebones experience. Our journey took us to a lush forest near the shores of Lake Huron. We arrived on Thursday, July 16, 2020. Little did I know that the next three days would turn out to be anything but the tranquil camping trip for which we’d come.


After pitching our tent, we started our campfire. It was a perfect summer evening, with the sky slowly turning dark and a gentle breeze rustling through the leaves. Soon, the kids disappeared into the tent. They wanted to lie in their sleeping bags and watch the night sky. The weather forecast was good, so I decided not to use the rain tarp. The kids were gazing at the stars above. It reminded me of when I was a kid, doing the exact same thing. I was still outside watching the embers glow. It was beautiful.


We woke up early the next day to the sound of birds singing. It was my birthday. Everything was perfect. We had picked up some canned coffee on the way, which became my breakfast. We also brought cake, although without any candles. After tidying up, we started making our way to the beach. Having spent their early childhood in the Caribbean, the kids were not very familiar with Great Lakes beaches, but they quickly adapted to them. They liked that the water wasn’t salty. And so they set off to splash about and build sand castles. I happily lay down and started reading The Case Against Reality, Donald Hoffman’s book on simulation theory. I spend most of my time reading legal texts, so I was happy to take my mind somewhere completely different.


Lunchtime arrived early, as it tends to do when kids are out playing. They were starving. By this time, the sun was at its peak, so we moved to a shaded area. That’s when my phone lit up. Most of the area did not have cell coverage, but we must have passed through an area that did. The messages were from my friends and fellow internet sleuths: Fool Nelson, Walkafyre, and Stephen McIntyre. A year earlier, Fool Nelson had identified Eric Ciaramella, the so-called whistleblower who had triggered the first impeachment of President Trump. Ciaramella was upset that Trump had asked the president of Ukraine to coordinate with Attorney General Bill Barr to investigate the Biden family’s financial and other involvements in Ukraine. Ciaramella himself was involved in those entanglements, at least to the extent that he had organized the White House meeting where the idea of firing the Ukrainian prosecutor—what Trump wanted investigated—was first raised. Fool Nelson uncovered that as well. Although I knew their real names by that point, I often thought that it might be better for Fool Nelson and Walkafyre to remain anonymous.


I knew Stephen the best out of the group. We first met two years earlier. At the time, I was working in the Caribbean and was not involved in any online research projects. In contrast, Stephen had been doing it for a while, having made crucial discoveries along the way, including exposing the hockey stick deception as part of the Climategate controversy.


My interest began in 2018 when I read about the peculiar case of George Papadopoulos. Papadopoulos was a foreign policy advisor to the Trump campaign. He is supposed to have kicked off the FBI’s Trump-Russia investigation in July 2016 by bragging about his Russian connections to Alexander Downer, the Australian ambassador in London. To this day, that entire story remains shrouded in mystery. What is known is that the ambassador’s alleged account of his meeting with Papadopoulos was used by the FBI as a pretext to initiate the Crossfire Hurricane investigation into the Trump campaign for collusion with Russia. What is also known is that what Downer later told Special Counsel John Durham, the man appointed to investigate the origins of the Russiagate hoax, does not match the FBI’s official story for how the Crossfire Hurricane investigation was opened.1


Another aspect of the Papadopoulos case that piqued my interest was how Robert Mueller’s special counsel team dishonestly used the Papadopoulos story to promote the false Russia collusion narrative. Their court filings, in which they alleged that Papadopoulos had lied to the FBI, were filled with anti-Russian and anti-Trump insinuations. That was par for the course. What wasn’t normal, at least not at the time, was that the legal documents did not match the facts. Why would Papadopoulos admit to things that did not happen, I wondered, especially when Mueller’s team knew the truth? Something wasn’t right.


In August 2018, I reached out to Papadopoulos’s wife, Simona. This was after Papadopoulos had pleaded guilty but before his sentencing hearing. Despite how she has been portrayed by some in the media, Simona is a very kind and thoughtful person. It became clear to me that she and Papadopoulos were stuck in a terrible quagmire. Mueller’s team of lawyers convinced Papadopoulos to plead guilty to incidents that did not transpire. Papadopoulos’s legal counsel, rather than resisting, appeared to have supported Mueller’s tactics. It is possible that he agreed with Mueller’s narrative on Russia collusion, or he might have considered it beneficial for Papadopoulos to admit guilt to a minor offense and move forward with his life. While I would have disagreed with that legal strategy, if indeed that is what it was, I have some sympathy for it. Papadopoulos, as I would soon find out, has a tendency to change his story. People like that are not exactly ideal clients.


Over time, I discovered that the story of George Papadopoulos is a microcosm of Russiagate, the conspiracy theory alleging that Donald Trump colluded with Vladimir Putin to steal the 2016 election from Hillary Clinton. From the FBI’s spying on the Trump team to Mueller pressuring Trump associates to fabricate stories, Papadopoulos went through it all, at times completely unaware of what was going on. But Papadopoulos’s story is not one of pure victimhood. He made plenty of mistakes along the way. But 2018 wasn’t a time for reflection. What mattered to Simona and George Papadopoulos was that he was a few weeks away from facing a federal judge, having already pleaded guilty to things he did not do. Simona, a fellow lawyer, must have shared my concerns. She recognized that her husband had been railroaded and was looking for ways for Papadopoulos to undo his plea. In reality, it is incredibly difficult to retract a guilty plea—as we all learned later in the case of Lieutenant General Michael Flynn. Ultimately, Papadopoulos and Simona decided to follow their lawyer’s advice, face the situation head-on, and move forward.


Papadopoulos’s plight, whether deserved or not, is what prompted me to connect with Stephen. I knew of Stephen from his Climategate wars. Stephen was the first person to uncover the hockey stick deception,2 which suggested that global temperatures were expected to rise sharply, resembling the blade of a hockey stick on a graph. Stephen originally comes from a mining background, but he is truly a polymath. He studied for a Philosophy, Politics, and Economics (PPE) degree at Corpus Christi College, Oxford. Back in the day, graduating with a PPE at Oxford was considered one of the highest forms of academic achievement. It might still be. I doubt it, though. Higher education has undergone significant deterioration. But I digress. Stephen is undoubtedly the smartest person I have ever met. He also happened to be the only person that I could find on the internet who understood George Papadopoulos’s predicament. Without any hesitation, he agreed to meet. He, too, was perplexed that Papadopoulos was pleading guilty to things that he did not do and that, in any case, could easily be explained. Why would he do that? What was Mueller’s team up to? We both agreed that Papadopoulos had been pressured to fabricate stories, or perhaps to repeat stories that Mueller’s team had fabricated. Perhaps, in return, Mueller had agreed not to charge Papadopoulos with other offenses, such as the potential foreign agent charge that Mueller’s team was considering. That potential charge stemmed from Papadopoulos bragging about his Israeli connections to an undercover FBI informant. In truth, Papadopoulos wasn’t an Israeli agent, and everyone who knew him was aware of that fact. He wasn’t an agent of any country. He was just a young man who stumbled into the Trump campaign, where he tried to impress beyond his abilities. When asked about Papadopoulos boasting about his Russian connections, his former teacher at DePaul University, Professor Richard Farkas, told the media that his former student was simply pretending to be in touch with top Russian officials as a means of enhancing his status on the campaign.3 Papadopoulos was a braggart, a grandstander who portrayed himself as a big shot. It was his business model, and it had been very successful. How else would a completely unknown twenty-eight-year-old with next to no real-life experience become an advisor to a presidential campaign?


Engaging in conversation with Stephen can make you easily lose track of time. Our first meeting in a small coffee shop in Toronto’s East End lasted five hours but felt like only twenty minutes. We bounced ideas off each other and ended up making real progress in understanding Mueller’s special counsel operation, something that we would both end up referring to as an attempted coup against Trump. It was also the beginning of a close friendship that would develop over the months and years to come.


Not much was known about Russiagate when I first met Stephen in August 2018. Other than a few court filings that were trickling out of Mueller’s operation, our main focal point was what had become known as the Steele dossier.4 The dossier is a collection of sixteen reports on Trump’s alleged Russian ties that former British intelligence officer Christopher Steele compiled for Glenn Simpson, the owner of Fusion GPS. Fusion GPS had been hired by the law firm Perkins Coie, which, in turn, had been hired by Hillary Clinton’s campaign. You can say what you want about the Clintons, but they run their operations tightly. Utilizing numerous middlemen provided them with ample plausible deniability.


Steele’s task was to write reports about Trump’s connections to Russia, but it would be more accurate to say that his task was to fabricate stories about Trump’s alleged connections to Russia. The corporate media has often portrayed Steele’s work as if it had been initiated by Trump’s fellow Republicans seeking dirt on him,5 but that is not true. Steele was hired by Clinton campaign contractors Fusion GPS in May 2016, after Trump had secured the Republican nomination.6 Steele worked for Clinton.


The dossier was an incontrovertible bunch of garbage. I remember reading it the day it was first published by BuzzFeed,7 the now-defunct online news platform. That was on January 10, 2017, before Trump had even been inaugurated. I did not take long to figure out that the whole thing was frivolous drivel. The first sentence reads: “Russian regime has been cultivating Trump for at least 5 years.”


According to Steele, this operation was the brainchild of Vladimir Putin, who somehow had the foresight in 2011 that Trump would one day become president. There are quite a few issues with this claim. While it is true that Trump briefly sought the Reform Party’s nomination for president in 2000, his efforts notably coincided with the release of a new book, The America We Deserve, in January 2000. A few weeks after his book was released, Trump left the race. By the time the 2004 presidential election came around, Trump was the host of the hugely successful reality TV show, The Apprentice. Then there’s the Clinton problem. Having contributed to Hillary Clinton’s campaigns over the years, Trump donated an additional $110,000 to the Clinton Foundation in 2010.8 Why would Putin cultivate a man he had never met who was openly supporting the likely future Democratic candidate for president? He didn’t. In fact, before Hillary Clinton became Trump’s opponent, they were friends. The Clintons attended Trump’s wedding. He played golf with Bill Clinton. Trump encouraged Hillary to run in 2008. He sang her praises again in 2012, claiming, “Hillary Clinton, I think, is a terrific woman”; “I think she really works hard and does a good job”; and “I like her.”9


It is also often overlooked that when Trump announced his candidacy for president on June 16, 2015, he was dismissed as a joke candidate.10 No one but Trump himself and his core supporters thought he had a chance. But somehow, Putin had secretly determined five or more years earlier that Trump was going to win the presidency. It was laughable.


As I read on, the list of transparent lies grew page by page. The dossier mentioned Russian operatives operating from the Miami consulate. There is no Russian consulate in Miami. It was reported that Russia had offered Trump advisor Carter Page “the brokerage of up to a 19% (privatized) stake in Rosneft.” To anyone with even a hint of business acumen, this was completely fantastical. Rosneft is a Russian oil giant. It has a market capitalization of $50 billion. The claim was preposterous on its face.


There were many more claims like that. The one that stuck with me the most—because it was so incredibly crude and immature—was Steele’s exclamation that Trump hated Michelle Obama. Steele wrote: “[Trump] knew President and Mrs OBAMA (whom he hated).” Who would write such a childish thing, let alone in a purported intelligence report? The entire dossier read as if it had been written by a twelve-year-old with a vivid imagination.


Stephen and I had both come to that conclusion long before we ever met. Anyone with a modicum of sanity would have come to the same conclusion. But why did the FBI rely on what was an obvious fraud? Why was the media echoing the false claim that the dossier had been corroborated? We wanted to find out. Incidentally, to this day, nothing in the dossier has been corroborated.11 The only verified information consists of names and places that are easily accessible online. And yet, this apocryphal document was used by the Clinton campaign, the media, the FBI, and the CIA as the centerpiece of an all-out effort to bring down a presidential candidate and later, the president himself.


Stephen and I suspected that the entire dossier had been fabricated in Steele’s office. But how do you disprove a fantasy? For that, we needed to know who Steele’s alleged sources were. We suspected there weren’t any credible sources, at least not individuals with genuine insight into Vladimir Putin’s thinking. We suspected that the sources were cutouts that were used, wittingly or unwittingly, to masquerade as real sources.


At the time, we were unaware of the existence of a “primary sub-source” that was responsible for conveying most of the accusations in Steele’s dossier. The existence of this individual only became known when the inspector general of the Department of Justice (DOJ), Michael Horowitz, published his report on the FBI’s failures in applying for warrants to surveil Trump campaign aide Carter Page.12 The identification of that source would later become the core task of our small group of four, which included Stephen and the two Russiagate researchers we had met online: Fool Nelson and Walkafyre. Had we known about the existence of the primary sub-source earlier, it might have provided a new perspective for our research. It is inherently more difficult for two people to keep a secret than it is for one. The primary sub-source posed a potential liability for Steele and later for the FBI when they began using Steele’s information to target Trump. This is why the existence of Steele’s secret source was concealed from the public for many years, both by Steele and the FBI. The efforts were so extensive that, upon discovering Steele’s primary sub-source in December 2016, the FBI promptly enlisted him as a confidential human source.13 This meant they could deny the existence of the source and prevent any inquiries into the entire matter, whether by Congress, through Freedom of Information requests, or otherwise. The FBI kept the primary sub-source on their payroll until 2020. Our group effectively forced the FBI’s hand when we were finally able to identify him.


After I first met Stephen in 2018, which was more than a year before we knew about the primary sub-source’s existence, we focused on specific issues for which we had information. For instance, we had Mueller’s court documents in the Papadopoulos case. Indeed, Papadopoulos, being Mueller’s initial target, naturally became the primary focus of our investigation. There were also bits and pieces of information that we gleaned from Congressman Devin Nunes’s March 2018 memo, which later served as the foundation for Lee Smith’s superb book, The Plot Against the President.14 So we plodded along with the little information we had.


On September 7, 2018, Papadopoulos was sentenced to two weeks in jail for lying to the FBI.15 The sentencing did not aid our efforts, both due to the absence of new revelations and the perception that a Trump campaign advisor being imprisoned was evidence of collusion with Russia.


The first significant batch of new materials for us to utilize arrived in April 2019 with the release of Special Counsel Mueller’s report on Trump-Russia collusion.16 After carefully parsing the 448 pages of the report, we discovered that it confirmed much of what we had already suspected from analyzing Papadopoulos’s case. The entire report was a significant exercise in narrative creation, far removed from the facts. Some of Mueller’s information was clearly false.


To give an example, Mueller claimed that: “With respect to the sanctions, Flynn requested that Russia not escalate the situation, not get into a ‘tit for tat.’” Mueller was referring to Trump’s first national security advisor, Michael Flynn, whom he had charged with lying to the FBI, similar to Papadopoulos. The problem was that Flynn never mentioned sanctions. We suspected this at the time, but confirmation only came a year later when Flynn’s lawyer, Sidney Powell, finally managed to obtain the transcripts of Flynn’s call.17 In truth, Flynn’s “tit for tat” statement had nothing to do with sanctions.18 Flynn never once mentioned sanctions. Just as Steele had done before him, Mueller fabricated information to construct a false narrative of Trump-Russia collusion.


There were other blatant lies. But Mueller’s main tools are more appropriately described as subterfuge, half-truths, and smoke and mirrors. In that way, the Mueller operation was far more sophisticated than Steele’s operation. One example emerged fairly soon after the Mueller Report was released. Mueller’s team had altered the transcript of a voicemail message from President Trump’s then-attorney, John Dowd. Dowd’s message was for Flynn’s lawyers and requested a heads-up on Flynn’s potential cooperation with Mueller. The message was standard communication between lawyers who were essentially on the same side. There was nothing unusual or unethical about it, especially since Dowd added, “without you having to give up any…confidential information.”19 However, Mueller’s team deliberately omitted the last part of the message and instead made it appear as if Dowd was illegally requesting confidential information from Flynn’s lawyers to assist Trump. Why would Mueller need to fabricate evidence if there was any genuine wrongdoing on Trump’s part?


Another example of Mueller’s deceptions concerns Papadopoulos. Mueller stated that “on May 6, 2016, Papadopoulos suggested to a representative of a foreign government that the Trump Campaign had received indications from the Russian government that it could assist the Campaign through the anonymous release of information that would be damaging to candidate Clinton.”20


If true, this may well have provided the FBI with a semblance of justification to investigate contacts between the Russian government and the Trump campaign. The problem is that it was not true, as confirmed by the foreign government representative, former Australian Foreign Minister Alexander Downer himself.21 Special Counsel John Durham’s report later confirmed that Mueller’s claims regarding Downer did not align with what Downer told Durham.22


Mueller’s entire narrative about Papadopoulos aimed to portray him as a Russian spy or stooge. Papadopoulos’s communications were recounted by Mueller in a manner that would serve this purpose. One central message Mueller relied on to create the impression that Papadopoulos had nefarious Russian ties was when, early on in the campaign, Papadopoulos emailed Sam Clovis, Trump’s foreign policy coordinator. The email, which was later reproduced in its entirety in the Senate Intelligence Committee’s Russia Report, is completely innocuous.23 In typical fashion, Papadopoulos bragged about his high-level contacts and meeting the Russian ambassador in London. In fact, Papadopoulos never met the man. It was just another example of Papadopoulos’s frequent embellishments. In the same email, Papadopoulos also mentioned his connections to leadership in Vietnam. But Mueller needed to make it look as if Papadopoulos was all about Russia, so he simply omitted the part about Vietnam. Mueller did the same again when it came to his depiction of Trump’s foreign policy meeting on March 31, 2016, during which Papadopoulos was in attendance. Mueller’s report suggests that Papadopoulos was encouraged by other people in attendance, including Trump himself, to pursue Russian ties. In fact, a series of Mueller interview transcripts that have since been released under the Freedom of Information Act have revealed that every person at the meeting remembered that the idea of pursuing Russian ties had been firmly rejected by everyone except Papadopoulos himself.24


Another interesting aspect of the Mueller Report that caught Stephen’s and my attention is the dog that did not bark. Incredibly, the Steele dossier is hardly mentioned at all, and when it is, it is only in passing. In 448 densely packed pages, Steele is mentioned only fourteen times, and there is no attempt to verify or even discuss his dossier. To put that in perspective, Papadopoulos is mentioned 343 times. Trump’s first attorney general, Jeff Sessions, who was never charged or even accused of anything, is mentioned 491 times.


Overlooking Steele seemed odd, considering that Steele is the only person who has ever explicitly alleged collusion between Trump and Russia, the very issue that Mueller was supposedly investigating. This is one of the most central facts about the entire Russiagate affair, a fact that the corporate media has tried to suppress. It was Steele and Steele alone who alleged collusion, yet Mueller had no interest in him. This was not an oversight. Mueller’s team knew from day one that the dossier was a pile of garbage that they needed to steer clear of.


Not even the Intelligence Community Assessment of January 2017,25 which Barack Obama had ordered as a parting gift to incoming President Trump, claimed that there was collusion. However, it did include a summary of Steele’s dossier as a roundabout way of introducing the claim without anyone in the US intelligence community having to actually make the claim themselves. Everyone who was deposed by Congress, including a multitude of FBI agents, stated under oath that there was no evidence of collusion.26 Mueller’s own report had to grudgingly accept that fact, leaving Steele as the only person to actually claim collusion.


Just as Stephen and I had concluded on January 10, 2017, that the Steele dossier was garbage, Mueller’s team must have reached the same conclusion. But instead of admitting this fact, they did everything they could to avoid talking about Steele.


As more information started filtering out in the months after the Mueller Report was published, it became clear that Steele was hiding behind someone. At the time, we did not know who it was and weren’t even sure that such a person existed. We inferred this assumption from a description of Steele’s source in a book by journalists Michael Isikoff and David Corn, who were themselves deeply involved in the Clinton campaign’s attempt to associate Trump with Russian collusion.27 Isikoff, who had written a critical article about Trump advisor Carter Page in September 2016,28 and Corn, who had provided copies of the Steele dossier to the FBI in October 2016,29 reported that Steele had a “collector” who was his “primary source.”30 Unfortunately, there was no further information available. Given Isikoff’s and Corn’s less than stellar reputations for factual reporting, we had to take it with a grain of salt. In 2019, validation was obtained when Fusion GPS’s proprietors, Glenn Simpson and Peter Fritsch, published a book in which they referred to Steele’s source as a “collector.”


Simpson and Fritsch noted that this collector was “among the finest [Steele] had ever worked with, an individual known to U.S. intelligence and law enforcement.”31 This detail, among others, led us to believe that the primary sub-source must be a credible individual with a background in the KGB or FSB. Ironically, we would later find out that the primary sub-source was known to US intelligence and law enforcement, but for reasons that made him even less credible. Specifically, the primary sub-source had runins with the law and was the subject of an FBI counterintelligence probe while working at the Brookings Institution in 2009 and 2010.32


So, we had some hints that Steele had a main source, but we were unsure of who it was and what their role was. Was Steele’s source a patsy? Or was it Steele who was the patsy? Had Steele been fed false information by a foreign government? It was highly unlikely, but we wouldn’t know for sure until we identified the mysterious source.


There weren’t a lot of clues, so we were essentially making educated guesses. Our basic premise was that the alleged source had to have a measure of credibility; otherwise, the FBI would never have given Steele the time of day. We completely misunderstood that part. As we would later find out, the primary sub-source was an unknown individual residing in Washington, DC with no ties to the Kremlin. That’s a measure of how naive we were, or perhaps, of how much the Overton window has shifted in recent years regarding the public’s perception of the FBI. Corruption of the kind we once thought was unthinkable just a few years ago is now perceived as commonplace within the FBI.


We thought Steele’s source would probably turn out to be a former member of the KGB or its successor organization, the FSB. Perhaps Steele had met someone during his assignment in Moscow in the 1990s, where he had worked for British intelligence. But our initial assumptions were incorrect. As subsequent events revealed, Steele had the ability to provide the FBI with any information he desired, and they would have proceeded with the investigation regardless—which is exactly what happened. Steele’s source was as credible as any individual selected randomly from a phone directory. But the FBI did not care. Like Steele, they only had one goal. To get Trump.


Our luck changed with the release of the Horowitz report in December 2019.33 Under the American system of government, federal agencies have inspectors general who are tasked with overseeing operations to prevent inefficiency or unlawful practices. Michael Horowitz holds the position of inspector general at the Department of Justice, where he supervises various agencies, including the FBI. Horowitz was tasked with the investigation of the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA) warrants issued against Carter Page, an advisor to the Trump campaign.


Similar to Papadopoulos, Carter Page was recruited to join the Trump campaign as a foreign policy advisor in March 2016.34 In contrast to Papadopoulos, Page possessed the necessary credentials. However, he did not originate from the typical Beltway circle that Republican candidates usually rely on to select advisors. Establishment Republicans continued to distance themselves from Trump, prompting him to seek advisors elsewhere. As recounted by Page himself, in early 2016, he walked from his office in Manhattan to Trump Tower and approached the campaign manager at the time, Corey Lewandowski, expressing his interest in joining the team.35 On March 21, 2016, Page was appointed as a campaign advisor, joining other notable figures such as future Attorney General Jeff Sessions, counter-terrorism expert Walid Phares, former Defense Department Inspector General Joe Schmitz, and retired Lieutenant General Keith Kellogg. At that time, Page held the position of managing partner at Global Energy Capital. He possessed expertise in global energy and had held the position of vice president at Merrill Lynch in Moscow. All this information was publicly known, making Page vulnerable to be used by individuals seeking to incriminate him and, consequently, implicating Trump. This is precisely what transpired. Steele implicated Page through his dossier, and the FBI used Steele’s information to obtain a FISA warrant for the direct surveillance of Page, which indirectly extended to monitoring Trump.36 Eventually, the Carter Page affair was brought to the attention of the inspector general’s office. This action can be interpreted as the bureaucracy’s way of superficially rectifying its own errors. Horowitz’s limited responsibility involved evaluating the FBI’s compliance with proper procedures in their decision to surveil Page.


Horowitz’s investigation found that the FBI had failed to adhere to appropriate procedures. Indeed, Horowitz ended up producing a 476-page report, almost all of which is extremely damning of the FBI.37 That is unusual for an inspector general report. Things must have been really bad. And they were. Horowitz found massive procedural abuses in how the FBI had obtained the warrants against Page. Despite the damning nature of the report, it was limited to Page alone. Other abuses, such as why the Trump-Russia investigation was initiated in the first place or why the FBI had relied on a fraudulent dossier, were not within Horowitz’s purview. That was by design.


However, the report did serve another purpose, at least for those of us who wanted to uncover the entire Russiagate affair. It was the first time that it was officially confirmed that Steele had a primary sub-source. Even more significantly, Horowitz’s report contained real, tangible clues about the identity of the primary sub-source.


Straight off the bat, the most shocking revelation in Horowitz’s report, one that was largely ignored by the corporate media, was that the person whom Steele cast as his primary sub-source had disavowed him. Almost everything that the Steele dossier had attributed to this source was denied by the source. Horowitz lamented that when the FBI obtained the Carter Page warrant from the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Court (FISC), the court was never informed about these denials. Instead, the FBI told the court that the primary sub-source was “truthful and cooperative.”38 That may have been technically correct, but what the FBI didn’t tell the court was that by “truthful and cooperative,” the FBI meant that the source had truthfully and cooperatively disavowed Steele.


Another falsehood propagated by the FBI, both in congressional briefings and in its Carter Page warrant application, as revealed by the conviction of FBI lawyer Kevin Clinesmith, was the claim that Steele’s primary sub-source was located in Russia.39 He was not. He resided in a suburb of Washington, DC. The fact that he was not based in Russia would have raised concerns for the court regarding his potential lack of access to the information that Steele attributed to him. According to Horowitz, Clinesmith received a warning from a colleague about the inaccuracy but failed to revise Carter Page’s FISA application to indicate that the source was not located in Russia.40


The fact that the primary sub-source was not based in Russia was inexplicably redacted from Horowitz’s report, perhaps because DOJ censors, who reviewed the report before its public release, were aware of its implications. Notably, the 122-word footnote describing Clinesmith’s actions is largely un-redacted, except for the term “Russian-based.”41 This strongly indicates that DOJ censors were concealing information both to protect Clinesmith, who was not charged with spawning this falsehood, and to shield the FBI, which provided false information to the FISC.


After the publication of the Horowitz Report, Stephen invited Fool Nelson and Walkafyre to participate in our search for the primary sub-source. With their assistance, we were able to work out what was behind the DOJ’s redaction. Horowitz’s reference to the Carter Page FISA warrant, which indicated that the primary sub-source was “Russian-based,” was helpful in this regard. Subsequently, it was possible to deduce that Horowitz had discovered that the source was, in fact, not “Russian-based.” Based on additional clues provided by Horowitz, we inferred that the source was likely located in the United States. Our findings were subsequently validated when Attorney General Bill Barr ultimately disclosed the FBI’s interview transcript with the primary sub-source.42


Curiously, Clinesmith was never charged for lying about the primary sub-source’s location. Instead, he was later charged with doctoring evidence regarding Page’s status as a CIA source. Clinesmith made it appear that Page was not a source, when in reality, he was a source.43 If the FISC had known that Carter Page had been a CIA source, that would have provided a credible explanation for why he traveled to Russia and why he had contact with Russian individuals. Not that traveling to Russia or knowing Russians is a bad thing, but the FBI portrayed it that way, so they should have at least told the court why Page was doing it. They didn’t. Instead, they lied about it.


Armed with small clues from the Horowitz Report, our group of four also deduced that the primary sub-source lived in Northern Virginia, based on the indication that the source had been interviewed in Washington, DC over an extended period. This, too, turned out to be true. Thus, we started looking for former KGB or FSB personnel who lived in Northern Virginia and had a history with Steele. We identified a few candidates. What we didn’t know at the time was that our initial assumption about the source’s professed credibility was incorrect. While we were looking for someone with a semblance of credibility, the actual primary sub-source did not have such credibility. We could have never imagined that the source whom the FBI ostensibly believed had obtained Putin’s innermost secrets—something that no professional intelligence service has achieved so far—would turn out to be an amateur with no significant experience. We could never have imagined that the FBI would proceed with their investigation based on an entirely unbelievable source. But they did, which takes us back to the shores of Lake Huron.


It was July 17, 2020. Stephen, Fool Nelson, and Walkafyre were exchanging messages about a significant breakthrough in our project. They asked me, “Have you seen it?” I didn’t know what they were talking about. “Lindsey released the primary sub-source interview!” read the next message. Lindsey was Lindsey Graham, the senior senator from South Carolina and the then-chairman of the Senate Judiciary Committee. Attorney General Bill Barr had provided him with a rough transcript of one of the primary sub-source’s FBI interviews, and fortunately, Graham released it to the public, although in a heavily redacted form.44


This was huge news. The Horowitz Report revealed that the primary sub-source was interviewed by the FBI in January 2017 and again later in the same year. We also knew that the primary sub-source had disavowed Steele. But we did not know who this person was. Was it some bigwig defector with insider knowledge of Kremlin politics, or rather a retired intelligence official, as we had been suspecting? Graham only released the notes of one of the interviews that took place in late January 2017. But that one interview would turn out to be enough for us to identify Steele’s mysterious source.


I asked Fool Nelson for a link, informing him that I was camping with limited internet access and no computer. Before I could type anything else, I had lost my connection. I spent the next half hour desperately pacing around the beach, trying to find a spot with cell coverage.


My kids were wondering what was going on. I tried to explain, but they just assumed Daddy couldn’t get away from the internet, which is something they like to joke about. There is some truth to that, of course, but this was an all-hands-on-deck situation, and I was out of commission. Eventually, I found a spot where my phone worked. By this time, I had received a dozen or so additional messages. My three friends were way ahead, discussing what they had found. I hadn’t even downloaded the file. Fool Nelson had sent a link, so I started downloading it. It was only thirty-three megabytes, but with barely one bar of cell reception, it was taking ages. And then I lost reception again. This was not good. I had to come up with another plan. I gathered the children and told them that we needed to return to our campsite. There had been limited cell coverage there the night before. But it was gone, so we ended up driving to the nearest town. The nearest town required a forty-mile round trip. The kids weren’t thrilled, but as luck would have it, we found a Burger King three-quarters of the way along, which made up for the inconvenience. Not exactly how camping is supposed to work, but the kids were happy.


With the help of Burger King’s Wi-Fi, I got my first look at the source’s interview notes. They were astounding. Although the source’s name and many other details were redacted, it became clear that this individual was not a former KGB official. Despite the redactions, we were able to glean from the biographical part of the interview that the source was still a child when the KGB was dissolved in 1991. We also noted that the source claimed to have never met a Russian intelligence or security officer in his life. The claim was later disputed when it became known that the source may have had such contacts while working for the Brookings Institution in Washington, DC.45 But the overall picture remained: this guy was an amateur. At least that part of the puzzle was resolved. Steele was not a patsy. Instead, he had hired a Russian speaker to serve as an intermediary to assist him in fabricating a story. If later asked why things hadn’t panned out, Steele could blame his source.


As I read on, things only got worse. Steele had paid his source to fly to Russia to go drinking with his childhood friends. As the primary sub-source described it to the FBI, he clearly enjoyed these trips. The problem was that Steele wanted some gossip in return, so the source told Steele whatever he wanted to hear. An un-redacted portion of the notes stated that the source “felt like he had to report something back to Steele.”46


Another un-redacted section revealed that Steele had initially asked the primary sub-source to provide him with information about Paul Manafort.47 The source told the FBI that, at the time, he had no idea who Manafort was. This didn’t sound right. When Steele asked the source for stories about Manafort, Trump was the presumptive Republican nominee for president, and Manafort was Trump’s campaign manager. You would have had to completely shut yourself off from the world not to know who Manafort was.


If that wasn’t enough, the corporate media constantly portrayed Manafort as a pro-Russian puppet because he had once worked for the allegedly pro-Russian then-president of Ukraine, Viktor Yanukovych. How could the primary sub-source, who was an alleged expert on all things Russia, not have heard of Manafort? To us, it was almost inconceivable that the primary sub-source had never heard the name Manafort. The source had either lied to the FBI or was even less knowledgeable than we feared.


As we continued dissecting the fifty-seven pages of interview notes, we were able to deduce that the primary sub-source and his childhood drinking buddies had grown up in what appeared to be a large four-letter city in Russia. We narrowed the search down further and concluded that the city had to be Perm, a city located near the Ural Mountains, about a thousand miles east of Moscow.


We continued what had by then become a game of deducing the redactions. Walkafyre was particularly skilled at it. Up to that point, the FBI’s reports had always used a monospaced font, which means a font where each letter and character occupies the same amount of horizontal space. Courier is probably the most well-known monospaced font. This was extremely helpful to us because it allowed us to determine the exact number of characters hidden under any redaction. A few weeks after we identified Steele’s primary sub-source, the FBI changed their font. Because of us, they no longer use monospaced fonts in their reports.


Luckily, the interview report we had was monospaced, which helped us determine that the primary sub-source’s name was fourteen characters long, including the space between the first and last name. That narrowed it down considerably. But none of our usual suspects fit. That was not surprising, as we had looked at ostensibly credible sources, not a complete nobody whom no one had ever heard of.


We used the same redaction trick to piece together additional information. We deduced that, after finishing school, the primary sub-source had studied at a twenty-one-character college. Perm State University. The one after that was trickier but turned out to be a very helpful clue. As a student, Steele’s source had participated in a global leadership initiative. We knew the initiative had an eighteen-character name. We eventually figured out that this was the Open World Program, which brings students from Eurasia to the United States for a ten-day trip. It is somewhat ironic that this program was developed in the 1990s to cultivate cultural and political connections between the United States and Russia. In this particular instance, the individual brought to the United States played a crucial role in the attempted takedown of the Republican presidential candidate and subsequent president.


By this point, I had persuaded the kids that we were going to move to a campground that had Wi-Fi. I promised we would go back to barebones camping as soon as possible, and I kept that promise. But this was very important. Plus, it was still my birthday, so I had some leeway. We got a cabin with a bunk bed, which the kids loved. Now that I had proper internet access, I was able to delve into it more deeply, albeit on an iPhone.


Our next task was to figure out where the primary sub-source had studied after leaving Russia. All we knew was that it was a university with a ten-character name, “University of 1234567890.” There were also some clues that he had moved to the United States after attending the Open World Program. There was mention of another ten-character university, this time spelled as “1234567890 University.” Was this intentional, or were these the same universities? Both Georgetown and Louisville comprise ten letters. We found out that Perm is twinned with Louisville, which drew our attention there. By employing the same modus operandi, we deduced that Steele’s source probably had a connection to the Brookings Institution and was acquainted with Fiona Hill, one of the key witnesses who testified against President Trump in the Ukraine impeachment proceedings. Washington, DC seems to be an extremely incestuous city.


We had also begun sharing clues in real-time with other internet researchers. Some of our old friends, @CasualSemi, @BlackJackBoGre1, @SamSimeonSays, and Dutchman Jaap Titulaer were helping with the heavy lifting. CasualSemi had managed to extrapolate from the way the source’s name was redacted at the end of a line that the primary sub-source’s name comprised a four-letter first name and a nine-letter last name. We were looking for someone originally from Perm, who had participated in the Open World Program, studied at Louisville or Georgetown, or both, and had a four-letter first name and a nine-letter last name. The next step was to analyze any social media contacts of individuals known to be associated with Steele. Maybe we could find a four-plus-nine name among them. We suspected that this would eventually reveal the name of the primary sub-source, but it was a challenging task. There were many social media accounts to check. Stephen decided to share what he knew on Twitter. Through his Climategate adventures, Stephen had gained a large following, and our efforts evolved into a crowd-sourced endeavor. While helpful in expediting our search, it would potentially alert the primary sub-source to what we were doing. We knew this but thought it was worth the risk.


By Sunday morning, barely forty hours after Lindsey Graham had released the redacted document, we received a message from someone on Twitter whom we had not met before. He went by the online handle @Hmmm57474203. He told us that he thought the source’s name was Igor Danchenko. To memorialize how he had come up with that name, @Hmmm57474203 wrote a blog post describing how he utilized the different data points Stephen had publicly shared the night before to identify Danchenko. He had combed through the social media accounts of people working for Steele’s company, Orbis, looking for four-plus-nine names. Eventually, he came across someone named Kieran Porter. Porter worked for Steele and had a social media friend named Igor Danchenko, which was a four-plus-nine name. The reason we knew that Porter worked for Steele was due to a previous, separate effort by Yaacov Apelbaum, another amazing internet sleuth. But Danchenko, as far as we could tell, did not work for Steele, at least not publicly. And so it was. As we later found out, Danchenko used a Washington, DC-based cutout as his place of employment. Steele paid the cutout, and the cutout paid Danchenko. We eventually concluded that this probably had more to do with Danchenko’s immigration status than with trying to hide Danchenko’s connection to Steele. In fact, it is almost certain that the FBI identified Danchenko in December 2016 by tracing payments that Steele sent to the cutout firm.


Danchenko seemed like a solid identification, but we needed to be sure. We embarked on the task of confirming that Danchenko was indeed Steele’s source. He was from Perm. He studied at Perm State University. He participated in the Open World Program. He studied at Louisville. He also studied at Georgetown. He was friends with Fiona Hill. He had worked at the Brookings Institution. Everything fit, and it looked like we had found our suspect.


But before we were going to announce it, there was one final thing we had to check. According to the Horowitz Report, the primary sub-source had contacted Sergei Millian twice. Millian was a realtor who had once sold apartments in a Trump condominium complex in Florida. Millian had been framed by Steele and the primary sub-source as the source for almost every salacious and damning accusation in the dossier. During the lead-up to the 2016 election, Clinton operatives also maliciously spread Millian’s name in the media.48


Later, when Millian was hounded by the press during the Russiagate hysteria that led to the appointment of Mueller as a special counsel, he was forced to give up his business and leave the country. Stephen had contacted Millian before we began our quest to identify Steele’s primary sub-source, allowing us to establish a good rapport.


Millian was an affable character who was always willing to help. He wanted to know who had framed him as much as anyone else did. Millian told us that he had once met Trump at a marketing event in 2007, and there were photos online. It was that connection, as well as the fact that he was from Belarus and spoke Russian, that likely put him in the crosshairs of the Clinton campaign’s plan to accuse Trump of colluding with Russia. Millian was also the former president of the Russian-American Chamber of Commerce and had appeared in the media in that role. None of those things are in any way nefarious. But they were enough for Steele and his operatives: a Russian speaker who had a connection to Trump.


What distinguished Millian from others in the Russiagate story was that he never had any contact with anyone in Steele’s circle. Steele’s typical modus operandi is to position his targets in the same room as his operatives. Once that is achieved, words can be attributed to anyone. But because he was never in the same room with Danchenko, Steele, or any other Clinton operatives, words could not be put in Millian’s mouth. However, Steele did put words in Millian’s mouth regardless. This was and remains the biggest problem in Steele’s entire tale. It is the one thing he cannot wiggle out of. It is where his fantasy falls apart. You can only create a “he said, she said” situation if he and she were at some point in the same location.


The myth of Millian as a source was particularly important for Steele. Millian was allegedly the source of large amounts of Steele’s intelligence. Every major Steele dossier allegation had supposedly come from Millian: The Moscow pee tape, the “well-developed conspiracy of co-operation” between Trump and Putin, the WikiLeaks email dump, and the story about secret communications between the Russian Alfa Bank and Trump. All of that and more were supposed to have come from a person whom neither Steele nor Danchenko had ever met. How was it possible for Millian to provide all this information? Steele claims that Millian told Danchenko these stories over the course of three separate meetings. But the Danchenko interview notes that we were analyzing revealed that Danchenko had never met Millian. Crucially, the notes also stated that Danchenko had sent Millian two emails that remained unanswered.


As soon as we found the character count for sub-source’s name on July 18, 2020, Stephen messaged Millian and asked him to check his email archive from around July 2016 for a four-plus-nine name. The next morning, before Millian could get back to us, @Hmmm57474203 suggested the name Igor Danchenko. So Stephen asked Millian to search for that name instead. Within a few minutes, Millian replied. He found the two emails that Danchenko had sent in 2016 and shared them with us.


Millian told us that he had no idea who Danchenko was and therefore ignored the messages. In retrospect, that was very wise. Steele would have used any contact, no matter how brief, to support the false narrative of Millian as a source.


With Millian’s confirmation, we had our proof. Steele’s primary sub-source was Igor Danchenko. Not a Kremlin insider with important information, but a Beltway insider with no information. Danchenko knew as much about Putin’s innermost thoughts as you or I.


We had achieved our goal; we finally knew who Steele’s source was. But it was just the beginning. Danchenko had told the FBI that there were five other people he had used as ostensible dossier sources. These people were not insiders either. Instead, they were his drinking buddies and friends. In the document released by Lindsey Graham, names and any identifying information had been redacted. Once we had identified Danchenko, we set out to identify these other so-called sources. We also needed to try to match them with whatever they were supposed to have contributed to the dossier. In June 2021, after a Russian newspaper reported on our endeavor to find Danchenko,49 all five alleged dossier sources came forward and swore under penalty of perjury that they had nothing whatsoever to do with the dossier and had not provided Danchenko with any information for the dossier.50


Despite this, many Americans still believe the Steele dossier to be at least partially true.51 Attorney General Merrick Garland seems to be undecided. He claimed during his Senate confirmation hearing in 2021 that the information he had seen in the dossier was conflicting.52 There is nothing conflicting about the information. The dossier was fabricated by Steele and Danchenko. It was a document tailored for the Hillary Clinton campaign to serve as both a shield and a sword. It acted as a shield to divert attention from Clinton’s email scandal and as a sword to portray Trump as a Russian puppet.


The following book is the story of how the Clinton campaign’s initial smear tactics targeting Trump evolved into a broader assault on the nation itself. This is a story of how a small group of online researchers connected scattered pieces of information to uncover crucial aspects of the plot against Trump. Together, we uncovered a complex scam involving various elements, including a presidential candidate, senior campaign officials, an international law firm, a public relations firm managed by two political strategists, a former British intelligence officer, an alleged Russian operative, the FBI, the director of the CIA, the president and vice president of the United States, and, perhaps most importantly, the media. Above all, this is a story about the collusion between the Clinton campaign, the media, and government agents. Initially, their aim was to elect Hillary Clinton. When that failed, their attention turned toward undermining a president who had been duly elected. In the process, these forces so badly damaged the United States and its ability to engage Russia peacefully that it resulted in the re-bifurcation of the world order. Hillary Clinton’s attack against Trump was the greatest act of domestic political sabotage of all time.
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