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			For Mom; who instilled in me humility, authenticity, forgiveness, and balance.

			For Dad; who taught me drive, resilience, indefatigability, and common sense.

			For my Sister; who was with me during the nadir.
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Preface

			Suffering

			The quality of a revolutionary is inversely proportional to the system he fights against –The more oppressive and cruel the system, the more heroic and self-sacrificing is the rebel; in other words, the better and more indulgent the system, the more flippant the revolutionary.1

			-Leopold Tyrmand, Polish Anti-Communist, Tyrmand’s Law2

			There are two questions the American muckraker is asked repeatedly. Number one: Do you fear for your life? Number two: What can I do? The first question calls upon a library of material written by past muckrakers, broadcasters, lawyers, judges, and academics who risked their lives and careers to expose corruption and maleficence in society’s institutions. Professional truth-seekers do not fear for their life when they are called to this higher purpose, for their life is the vehicle in which defenders of press freedom conduct their crusade in our brave new world of video journalism. When people ask, “What can I do?” what they’re really asking—what they’re truly seeking—is what Viktor Frankl describes as “the striving and struggling of some goal worthy” of themselves.3 During times of universal deceit, a good place to start is telling the truth. Doing this, as George Orwell reportedly said, is, in itself, a “revolutionary act.”4 The muckraker’s revolution is not one of reform or radicalism, but a return to truth, for there is only one true reality.

			The Pursuit of Happiness vs. The Pursuit of Meaning

			Rebellion against the system will inevitably cause the muckraker a fair share of pain, political persecution, even prosecution, so piercing, so excruciating, that his continuation down this path risks crossing the line into masochism. He will enter into what Empedocles described as a “region of adversity” fraught with “suffering and toil,” enduring “failures of insight and character” along the way.5

			Outside observers feel a combination of wonder and fascination with the muckraker’s art. This creates a curiosity that the muckraker has a hard time understanding. We all know the tale of Pentagon Papers whistleblower Daniel Ellsberg, who said that his former friends and colleagues “regarded him with neither admiration nor censure, but with wonder, as though he were a space-walking astronaut who had cut his lifeline to the mother ship.”6

			The muckraker finds himself identifying with Sisyphus, the sufferer of Greek lore consigned to push a rock up a hill for eternity only to see it roll back down every time. Despite his manifest successes, even legendary muckraker Upton Sinclair felt his task more than a little Sisyphean. “You are listening,” he wrote in The Brass Check, “to a man who for fourteen years has been in a battle, and has seen his cause suffering daily wounds from a cruel and treacherous foe.”7

			Over time, the muckraker finds himself increasingly alienated from those who marvel at his mission. He wonders how these good people cannot themselves be doing what he is doing. When thanked, the muckraker wonders what he is being thanked for. His job is not over. It is never over. He has barely scratched the surface.

			Training and experience have coached him, wrote Rudyard Kipling, to “meet with triumph and disaster…just the same.”8 It culminates with wisdom described by Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn as, “Do not rejoice when you have found, do not weep when you have lost,” in his book, The Gulag Archipelago.9 The muckraker knows the fragility of his success because of what he has endured, what he imagines he will endure, and the price he will have to pay for his endurance.

			David Daleiden, whose exposé of the baby parts trafficking racket that almost brought down Planned Parenthood, glimpsed into that future. Daleiden vividly recalls taking out the trash “on an idyllic southern California spring day” when the unthinkable happened:

			As I rounded the corner, the door of a large, white, windowless van swung open, and a tall, uniformed officer stepped out and blocked my path. “Are you David Daleiden?” he asked. “Yes,” I said nervously as I started to freeze from confusion and surprise. “We have a search warrant for your apartment from the California Department of Justice,” he said as he shoved papers at me. No less than 11 armed CA DOJ agents, accompanied by K-9 dogs, filed out of the van and sprung out of surrounding police cars. Only half of them fit in my apartment to search it, the rest waited outside with their dogs and assault rifles. The leader of the agents tried to prevent me from calling my lawyer and threatened to seize my phone while I was talking to legal counsel. They overturned my entire apartment, looking behind statues and icons of the Virgin Mary for “evidence.” They thumbed through invoice printouts for fetal body parts from StemExpress, Advanced Bioscience Resources, and the admitted criminal DaVinci companies but left those behind, instead seizing all my hard drives and equipment with the original undercover footage and my laptops going back to high school. I felt powerless, like I was drowning, and it felt like the search lasted forever.10

			Daleiden was targeted because of the institution he investigated and the truth he uncovered. His success was his undoing. So was Andy Ngo’s. Working with just a phone and a GoPro camera, the young citizen journalist was doing America’s best reporting on the mounting Antifa terror in Portland, Oregon. In June 2019, Antifa decided they had had enough:

			Suddenly, clenched fists repeatedly struck my face and head from all directions. My right knee buckled from the impact. The masked attackers wore tactical gloves - gloves hardened with fiberglass on the knuckles. It’s likely some of them used brass knuckles as well. I put my arms up to surrender, but this only signaled to them to beat me more ferociously. Someone then snatched my camera - my evidence…The mob roared in laughter as I stumbled away.11

			As was true with Daleiden, the mainstream media either ignored Ngo’s plight or quietly cheered on his attackers. As to the authorities, writes Ngo, “At no point did police intervene to help.”12

			Having observed the fate of truth-tellers like Ngo and Daleiden, the American muckraker has nightmare visions of text exchanges laid bare, freedom of association rights stripped away, donor names illegally leaked and published, police turning a blind eye, and federal agents pounding at his door. The muckraker watches with disgust as the governor of New York defends himself during a 2021 press conference, proclaiming, “I’m not going to argue this issue in the press” when it comes to allegations of his own professional misconduct.13 The muckraker knows full well that the “press” was where that governor of New York went when motivated to defame an ideological opponent, evidenced when a letter written by his own attorney general to this muckraker, somehow arrived at the Daily News, before this muckraker received it. The front-page headline screamed, GOTCHA.14 Yet they said they did not try cases in the press.

			This muckraker had broken no laws in New Orleans, yet was stripped of his freedoms, incarcerated, broken, and made an example. His SD chip with the footage that would have set him free was destroyed by a federal magistrate judge, and the powers that be escaped all liability precisely because this fact of evidence destruction was not mentioned in the press. In shackles, this muckraker gave up his Miranda rights and spoke to the FBI, and even the muckraker’s allies would ask, “Why would you do such a thing?”15 In shackles, you’d be surprised at what you’d do.

			You are under arrest… the verist simpleton amongst us, drawing on all life’s experience, can gasp out only: “Me? What for?” … in your desperation the fake circus moon will blink at you: “It’s a mistake! They’ll set things right!”

			Meanwhile, Rob Sawicki, the press secretary for the senator you were investigating, was telling the press that the one imprisoned muckraker “should save his feeble explanation for the FBI and judge.”16 But the federal prosecutors were not saving their explanations. These prosecutors were simultaneously and anonymously blogging about them in the mainstream media. “Sure they should be punished. Throw the book at them,”17 wrote one prosecutor under a pseudonym in the comments section of The New Orleans Times-Picayune. The prosecutors’ violations of federal ethics laws were so egregious, they would one day be used as a “what not to do” example in the curricula prepared for US attorneys. Yet somehow, they also had the gall to say we don’t try cases in the press.

			This muckraker knew what was happening at the time but was never sure that the rest of the world knew themselves. It would take five years and surface as a veritable footnote.18 In truth, the prosecutors had total influence over the press, from the op-ed columns of the New York Times to this muckraker’s Wikipedia page—one so repugnant it evokes audible gasps from anyone who has witnessed his muckraking up close.19

			Yes, the world is round, but the lies about me swirl endlessly in a vortex of propaganda and circularly sourced citations on crowdsourced aggregated encyclopedias, with algorithms regurgitating what Chomsky refers to as the “authorized knowers” in society.20 At the core of this vortex are the tech platforms that freely circulate falsehoods while banning the truthful videos of the muckraker. So disorienting is the result that the unknowing citizen sees the American muckraker as an agent of disinformation. Whereas in the Soviet Union, people knew Pravda was a lie, these days there is still a substantial portion of the American people who truly believe what they read in the chyrons on CNN while waiting for their flight’s departure. For the muckraker, scorn and defamation follow, and these are, ironically, directly proportional to the veracity of the reporter’s work. This unending drumbeat of defamation often leads to the surrender of supposed allies who once fought alongside the muckraker in the battle for truth. Neil Gorsuch noted in a recent criticism of New York Times v. Sullivan that the published falsehoods are on a scale so great, “it has come to leave far more [Americans defamed] without redress than anyone could have predicted.”21

			The Nadir

			Just like any survivor of psychological abuse, the American muckraker over time starts to realize a new kind of superpower. Reborn through baptism by fire, he is invigorated by the knowledge that he is no longer a slave to fear.22 Fear may grow inside of him, but he does not let it affect his decision making.

			No one can deprive him of his reputation; he has already been deprived of that too many times through declarations from “credible journalists.”23 Credible, not by virtue of the evidence they present, but by virtue of their own decree that they are indeed credible, because they say so. Their “credible sources,” anonymously sourced, are permitted to contradict incontrovertible evidence. So, the deprivation of your reputation is based upon the vanity of a self-anointed racket. Although pernicious, this still brings a new type of freedom.

			And there is one more freedom. No one can deprive you…you have already been deprived of them. What does not exist - not even God can take away. And this is a basic freedom.

			This is an age where the loss of one’s Twitter account is treated like the loss of one’s life. It is an age where people assign more value to their perceived image on Instagram than they do their own reality. They will hesitate to speak the truth because, in this age, there is a perverse incentive that actually rewards people who don’t speak the truth.

			The reward for chronic dishonesty could come in the form of a guest spot on CNN, a book review in the New York Times, or a coveted blue check mark. These are treated as the ultimate rewards in a successful life. Therefore, the lie becomes a form of existence. People survive “unharmed only in a superficial bodily sense. And inside…they become corrupt.”

			And it is the result which counts in this life.

			Or is it?

			It is not the result that counts. It is not the result - but the spirit!

			Incarcerated, shackled, terminated from his job, and ostracized from polite society, the American muckraker lands without a safety net, not knowing what the future might hold. Ralph Nader observed that the cruelty of the State and the media was invasive not just of his privacy, but also “of the self.”24 It can make an otherwise confident man question his own perceptions of reality. This is more terrifying than the concerns others have for the muckraker’s life. Misery endures. Yet, meaning also endures because he is somehow still standing. He exists in a state of being in which there is nothing to hold on to, “Except the Will which says…‘Hold on!’”25

			A mailman sits in a hotel room in Erie, Pennsylvania—alone, unemployed, with a Washington Post headline syndicating that he “Recanted allegations of ballot tampering, officials say.” The justification for the headline cites “three officials briefed on the investigation.”26 There were only two men in the room with the mailman when the interaction was recorded. However, in a Kafkaesque game of telephone, “officials briefed” somehow supercedes the audio record of what occurred, including the part when the government official threatened the mailman in a coercive way.27 The now unemployed mailman sits in a chair, staring at the paintings on the hotel room wall, his mind instinctively responding to the trauma of being gaslit. The paint melts in a surreal way akin to Dali’s Persistence of Memory. He sees his four-year-old daughter.

			She doesn’t know anything about this…I’m hoping one day she’s proud of what I’m doing here.28

			The mailman, the Marine Corp’s insignia Eagle, Globe, and Anchor displayed on his ballcap, says aloud to this muckraker, “I’ll tell y’all, I’d rather be out, back in Afghanistan, getting shot at by Afghans, honest to God, than having to be in this kind of position.”29 It’s reminiscent of whistleblower Jeffrey Wigand in his hotel room directly across from the legal department of tobacco giant Brown & Williamson’s headquarters, shouting at the 60 Minutes producer, “That’s where they fuck with my life.” The producer responds, “I’m running out of heroes, man. Guys like you are in short supply.”30

			Throughout the twentieth century, most whistleblowers lost their homes, their families, and the strain became unbearable.31 Families were targeted. Marriages destroyed. Reputations besmirched. As the attorney hired by the State of Mississippi to assist with suing Big Tobacco explained so eloquently to Wigand:

			In combat, events have a duration of seconds, sometimes minutes. But what you’re going through goes on day in and day out…week in, week out. Month after month…you’re assaulted psychologically. You’re assaulted financially, which is its own special kind of violence because it’s directed at your kids…You feel your whole family’s future’s compromised, held hostage.32

			When and where the system cannot persuade or propagandize, it punishes through coercion. Short of gulags, authorities content themselves with getting the muckraker fired, rendered unemployable, bankrupted, shunned—even by friends and family. “This is not ‘death’ exactly,” writes Michael Anton, “but how much less cruel is it, really, to cut people off from human contact and the means of making a living? And how much real misery - and desperation - does it produce?”33

			Fifteen years after the events featured in The Insider, another piece of true-crime fiction is happening: four young men live under the shadow of federal pre-trial release for a crime they did not commit, targeted not for what they did, but for what they were trying to expose and for what they stood for. Sitting in jail, the idea “descended on them like a tongue of fire…they were not screwing them over in spite of the fact they were journalists, but because they were.”34

			Yes, you have been imprisoned for nothing. You have nothing to repent before the State and its laws.

			Facing nine felony counts in California, a young muckraker who exposed Planned Parenthood finds little comfort in the truth that, as one muckraker said about the other, if he had exposed the unethical and commercial destruction of puppies (as opposed to the sale of aborted baby body parts), the country would have rallied to his defense.35

			So, this moment becomes the nadir.36

			Your soul, once dry, ripens with suffering.

			A cloud of claustrophobia forms, hovers, swallows. You curse your circumstances. You simultaneously regret the actions that led you to where you are, yet at the same time you have no regrets at all, because you told the truth and followed your conscience. You are being punished for doing the right thing! But with this self-torture reveals the dichotomy of man. You start to embrace the punishment; a break away from evolutionary instinct of responding to positive stimuli as the good and true, and that is where your ascent begins.

			The undercover muckraker Jaime Phillips burned and branded as “humiliated” by media pariahs for attempting to expose the Washington Post (how dare she go after a venerable institution like that!) sits in exile in a Vermont cabin to shield her friends and roommates from the fallout. She says to herself, I’m a warrior and we’re at war. It was in this moment she made the decision and resolved to accept the consequences of what she was about to do.

			The Ascent

			You are pushed further and deeper into a higher level of consciousness. As you sit atop a heap of defamatory articles, you are pushed further and deeper. You are broke, unemployed, and abandoned. Your allies whisper and murmur about how toxic you are and whether you can survive this latest “misstep.” Amidst this, you tend to go over your life with a fine-tooth comb and ponder that unrelated “transgression of yours for which you have now received this blow.”

			…There is no punishment that comes to us in this life on earth which is undeserved.

			You repent in a more private place than the confessional; not before the State or before the yellow journalists. Yes, you do begin to repent, but before yourself. 

			You will know that life is pain, that each of us hangs always upon the cross of himself. And when you know that this is true of every man, woman, and child on earth, you will be wise.37

			You may find that being confined to a room for three years nourished your soul.

			Your clean conscience, like a clear mountain lake, shines in your eyes.

			Political persecution, no matter the degree, inflicts a unique type of torture. Maybe it was the New Orleans crooked cop-cum-FBI officer accusing you of “willfully and maliciously interfering with a telephone system operated and controlled by the United States of America” in an affidavit, when the only true crime committed was to enter a federal building wearing hard hats and orange vests as telephone repairmen for the purpose of capturing video of Senator Landrieu ignoring her constituents’ concerns.38

			Maybe it was federal magistrate judge Daniel Knowles, with impunity, ordering the destruction of the SD chip containing video recording that, arguably, would have freed you, or at least prevented the ocean of words casting you as a felon the day after your arrest.39

			Maybe it was federal prosecutor Sal Perricone orchestrating the anonymous commenting on his case through various media websites.40 Although US Attorney Jim Letten resigned in disgrace years later for his media mischief, maybe it was the muckraker who watched mutely in real time as all this unfolded, helpless, akin to the Ludovico technique administered to Alex DeLarge in Anthony Burgess’s A Clockwork Orange.

			Maybe it was the coercion by federal agent Russell Strasser who manipulated you with the admission that he was trying to “twist you a little bit so your mind can kick in,” with the mission of leaking the fruits of his labor to the Washington Post, a newspaper with the audacity to proclaim the tagline, “Democracy Dies in Darkness.” Or maybe it’s watching in horror as your Torquemada, California attorney general, who sent a team of lackeys to descend upon your apartment, confiscates your hard drives containing your reporter notebooks, and then watching as she becomes the vice president of the United States.

			You witness oppressors repeatedly manipulate their power. You witness those under the banner of justice declare, like the tyrant O’Brien did in Orwell’s 1984, that “the object of persecution, is persecution.”41 As Chris Hedges said in his diatribe of the political order, Wages of Rebellion: “For the object of persecution is to break the will,” and to deter others by sending a message that moral courage is “defined by the state as treason.”42 You watch over the course of a decade all the powerful institutions project onto you what they are. They are what they seem to hate. They become what they hate. You learn in this life:

			Laws are written for the lofty aim of “the common good” and then acted out in life on the basis of the common greed. In this world irrationality clings to man like his shadow so that the right things are done for the wrong reasons - afterwards, we dredge up the right reasons for justifications. It is a world not of angels but of angles, where men speak of moral principle but act on power principles…43

			These forces seek to stop you in your tracks. But to walk toward the fire and keep going, as your mentor once said, “is sending a message to the people who are rooting for you, who are agreeing with you. The message is that they can do it, too.”44 Even this statement, said in the abstract, does not entirely make sense in the beginning of your journey.

			It is precisely in the moments of grief and uncertainty, as Maria Callas sang, that love and truth come to you.45 Michael O’Brien echoes this sentiment in his book Eclipse of the Sun: “He understood suddenly…what the sailors and the poets knew, what the sparrows in the holly knew. He understood, despite his blindness, blinder than the eyeless snail: Time is an illusion of the mind. Only love remains.”46 To love what you do without the will to see it through, although well-intended, is an empty gesture. Whittaker Chambers, twentieth-century whistleblower, wrote: “Without courage, kindness and compassion remain merely fatuous postures.”47

			You are simultaneously broken and unbroken.

			Once upon a time you were sharply intolerant…You have come to realize your own weakness—and you can therefore understand the weakness of others. And be astonished at another’s strength. And wish to possess it yourself.

			And so, you begin to live like you are dying. Or put another way, you conduct your muckraking journalism as if you have no fear of death.

			He could beat anything, he thought, because no thing could hurt him if he did not care.48

			Others ask if you fear for your life. Your answer, whether in the negative or affirmative, will make you sound prideful, or worse, self-aggrandizing.

			…a beneficial calming fluid pours through your blood vessels - patience.

			Upon ascendance, you begin to realize there are some things more important than praise and validation by a digital—yet invisible—sea of armchair critics and journalists. The realization then: yes, you’ve been tortured in a sense, and they’ve taken away so much, but in a more existential sense, some higher need was now being satisfied. The experience ceases to be about rewards but instead now becomes about the salvation of your own soul.

			It is not the result that counts, but the spirit!

			As the muckraker from To Kill a Messenger said:

			I was winning awards, getting raises, lecturing college classes, appearing on TV shows, and judging journalism contests. And then I wrote some stories that made me realize how sadly misplaced my bliss had been. The reason I’d enjoyed such smooth sailing for so long hadn’t been, as I’d assumed, because I was careful and diligent and good at my job…The truth was that, in all those years, I hadn’t written anything important enough to suppress.49

			So, the muckraker has to be prepared to suffer. British writer Freya India sagely describes suffering as “a requisite for growth.” She continues, “It compels self-reflection, transformation, and transcendence: it precedes our resurrection, dragging us down before reviving us as wiser, more lucid versions of ourselves.”50

			You endured reputationally what Ernest Shackleton, quoting poet Robert Service, endured being stuck three years in the arctic ice: “We had ‘suffered, starved, and triumphed, groveled down yet grasped at glory, grown bigger in the bigness of the whole.’”51

			From this point of view, the crooked federal agents who interrogated Richard Hopkins, their allies in the establishment press who buy ink by the barrel, the oppressors who continuously live by lies, the prosecutors who blogged anonymously on newspaper columns while they tried your case, and the governor of New York, who claims to not try cases in the press, while his whole modus operandi is to try cases in the press—they are the ones devolving and being tortured.

			From that point of view our torturers have been punished most horribly of all. They are turning into swine, they are departing downward from humanity…

			They are the ones who are truly suffering.

			The Hunter Becomes the Hunted

			At the commencement of this ascent, you had become too well-known, and would now need to do something nobody has ever done before: something the German muckrakers described as a vision in the analog days of the 1970s, where there were only pencil-written accounts of submersion journalism. This was a strategic vision articulated but never pulled off: “I can see only one way out - to create five, six, a dozen [Günter Wallraffs].”52

			So, one becomes two, two becomes four, and four becomes eight. The same experiences that tortured you engender trust with those who come to you. And suddenly, there are one hundred and more muckrakers and whistleblowers manifest. They look to you; they depend upon you. The Silicon Valley engineer jumps on a grenade and then makes the statement to you: “I’ll fall to ashes one day. I want this to mean something after I’m gone.”53 The arc of the moral universe is long, but it bends toward justice. The first frame has now bent. Those one hundred American muckrakers turn into thousands hoping you can answer their question, “What can I do?” They, too, are willing to give up their lives to answer that question, so long as you are willing.

			You’ve crossed the event horizon. No defamation or incarceration can now stop the momentum. This is your juncture, and it is yours alone. Yes, they do have tremendous power. But in part, it is because we give it to them. We are nothing, but we are not alone. To be awesome, one cannot be afraid, for we cannot live in fear. So, “a new truth, on top of the truth revealed in his reports, emerges in the reactions of those concerned.”54

			The reaction from the opposition starts to become essential for the success of the muckraker’s campaign…not only that the action is in the reaction, but that action is itself the consequence of reaction and of reaction to the reaction, ad infinitum. The pressure produces the reaction, and constant pressure sustains actions.55

			Thanks to the reactions of society, the facts disclosed appear as the elements of a system, brought into the consciousness of ordinary people.56

			The balance of political forces has now changed. The role of the oppressor is now reversed. “David assumes new strength, while Goliath is attacked on all sides. The hunter has become the quarry.”57

			 

			The hunter becomes the hunted…

			 

			Hope!

			 

			Veritas lux mea!
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Chapter 1

			Medium

			It seemed to me that the walls of the mighty fortress of greed were on the point of cracking. It needed only one rush, and then another, and another.58

			-Upton Sinclair; Early Twentieth-Century American Muckraker

			A Journey Through Time

			Three quarters of a century ago, Canadian futurist Marshall McLuhan helped reshape our understanding of reality with this deceptively simple concept: “The medium is the message.” In other words, the means we use to express our thoughts changes our perception of the world around us. The choice of medium, McLuhan observes, “shapes and controls the scale and form of human association and action.”59 Throughout history, a great deal has changed in the way news is disseminated, but, until recently, little has changed in way the act of journalism is performed.60

			The Print Era

			When the printing press arrived in Venice five centuries ago, some powerful nobles and aristocrats promptly called for it to be outlawed. They saw printing as a dangerous and destabilizing new medium that spread the flow of ideas beyond the control of a learned few. 

			If anything, they underestimated the power of the printed word. English philosopher Francis Bacon credited printing, along with gunpowder and the compass, as having “changed the whole face and state of things throughout the world.”61 Indeed, the printing press led directly to the Protestant Reformation and, indirectly, to the rise of the nation-state.

			When the telegraph was invented three centuries later, social critic Henry David Thoreau said mockingly, “We are in great haste to construct a magnetic telegraph from Maine to Texas; but Maine and Texas, it may be, have nothing important to communicate.”62 Author Jack London saw it differently: “The telegraph annihilates space and time. Each morning, every part knows what every other part is thinking, contemplating, or doing.”63 If proof were needed, Abraham Lincoln knew the results of the 1860 presidential election before he went to bed on election night.

			They saw printing as a dangerous and destabilizing new medium that spread the flow of ideas beyond the control of a learned few. 

			The New York Times later famously criticized the telephone’s invention as an invasion of privacy. An 1887 op-ed writer worried that it forced people to be “transparent heaps of jelly to each other.”64 Another critic of the era complained that the telephone deprived the individual of the ability to cut another off with a simple look or gesture.65 In 1890, when future Supreme Court Justice Louis Brandeis and his colleague Samuel Warren wrote their famous Harvard Law Review article, “The Right to Privacy,” they envisioned the telephone as one of many new “mechanical devices” that threatened this heretofore unstated right. Instantaneous photography and the rapid dissemination of newspapers heightened their fears. And while Brandeis expressed concern over future technologies, he had no way of knowing that moving pictures with synchronized sound recording were just around the new century’s corner. The telegraph and the telephone, however, did not replace the dominant print medium. They made it more efficient.

			Before the twentieth century, the press was supported in part by political parties. In the 1800s, even small towns had journals reflecting the will of the political parties of that day—Federalist, Democrat, Republican, and Whig. On one level, this open partisanship started to fade with the emergence of papers like the New York Times that still promise, however insincerely, to report “without fear or favor.” On a deeper level, a new breed of reporter arrived on the scene. Independent investigative writers, willing to take chances with unproven tactics, began chasing stories that deeply resonated with the public. A constant struggle emerged in American journalism between the forces that want to control and the forces that want to expose.

			For a time at least, journalists seemed to be motivated by “low tolerance for fraud, misuse of power, faith in the power of exposure to achieve correction.”66 Journalists couldn’t save society, they understood, but they could provoke others to take action. As historian of journalism James Dygert notes, the press would serve as a vehicle to “promote reform, expose injustice, enlighten the public, and discourage knavery.”67 The Founding Fathers, Dygert argues, thought an informed populace, “a necessary condition for the intelligent exercise of democratic rights and duties.”68 Adolph Ochs agreed. “For much of the twentieth century,” writes Ashley Rindsberg in his book The Gray Lady Winked, “the Times was seen as a standard bearer of the truth. It is because of this unique standing that the seven words that constitute the Times’ famous slogan. ‘All the News That’s Fit to Print,’ have been printed atop each day’s edition since 1897 without irony or embarrassment.”69

			Even when operating under a benign corporate flag, however, journalists were only as valuable and efficient as their ability to be self-directed, self-managed, and even self- rewarded. In the best of days, reporters were kept on a short leash by management. Creative, gutsy work was the exception, not the rule. Sensing a void in the early twentieth-century marketplace, McClure’s, a bellwether illustrated monthly, was determined not only to report on the world around it, but also to change that world.70 The journal’s editors aimed to “describe, to recognize, to denounce, and to cause change.”71 McClure’s star reporter, Ida Tarbell, openly expressed her desire to attach herself to a cause greater than herself. Reporting, wrote Tarbell, “aroused my flagging sense that I had a country, that its problems were my problems.”72 Tarbell’s relentless reporting on Standard Oil led eventually to the dissolution of that powerful monopoly. Tarbell was perhaps the most prominent “muckraker,” but she was in good company. The undercover work, for instance, of Julius Chambers and Nellie Bly, writing for the New York Tribune and World respectively, led to new laws, new facilities, and the closure of some of the more inhumane mental health facilities.73

			“Investigative disclosures, ironically, often have little impact unless they are picked up and expanded by other news media.”

			Tarbell, Bly, and others in this school came from humble backgrounds. Through sheer tenacity, they forced their way into an arena previously dominated by the privileged few and, in so doing, tipped the social scales of power within newsrooms whose work product was no longer seen as mere “commodity.”74 Serious investigative reporters everywhere soon adopted this style of reporting. Throughout the first decades of the twentieth century, these reporters pounded their readers with a barrage of exposés, more than a few of which would evolve through tenacious reporting into perpetual crusades. Writes Pulitzer Prize-winning journalist Clark Mollenhoff, “If you want to be effective in this business…you’ve got to follow through.”75 Without follow-through, he adds, “The exposure alone may be counterproductive in that it results in a public display of the success of an arrogant and corrupt machine.”76 Ideally, that follow-through is collective. Dygert elaborates: “Investigative disclosures, ironically, often have little impact unless they are picked up and expanded by other news media.”77

			Then, as now, the media establishment resisted change. Despite his successes—most notably his game-changing 1906 exposé of the meatpacking industry, The Jungle—muckraker Sinclair felt himself, “An animal in a cage,” one whose “bars were newspapers.”78 He told the story of his struggles in his 1919 exposé, The Brass Check, not of the packing plants, but of his era’s corrupt journalistic establishment.

			While Sinclair was out scrambling in the stockyards, many of his more gentlemanly peers were still wearing their fedoras and carrying walking sticks, eschewing the telephone for the personal visit and the calling card.79 For most reporters, journalism was an “easier, tidier” enterprise than it was for the Sinclairs and the Tarbells.80 Especially in Washington, there emerged a chumminess between press and politicians that led to an institutionalized blind eye. “The Rooseveltian rule” kept the private life of public figures private and undisclosed. During FDR’s four-term presidency, for instance, most of the public did not even know he was confined to a wheelchair, let alone that he had a string of mistresses.

			The Broadcast Era

			While the muckrakers fought to expose injustices, the dominant media helped protect secrets. Up until about 1950, the public received its news almost exclusively through print, radio, and cinema newsreels. Both print and radio are examples of what McLuhan describes as “hot” media. Both require only one sense and “do not leave,” writes McLuhan, “so much to be filled in or completed by the audience.”81 Television, by contrast, is “cool.” It engages several senses, but less intensely than either print or radio, and demands more interaction on the part of the audience. Edited video leaves informational gaps that force the viewer to deduce a conclusion themselves. This is unavoidable, as is the nature of the medium.

			The transition of the dominant media from hot to cool was part of a great, but little-noticed, informational revolution. Newspapers and magazines were yielding their customers and their independence to television. By the 1960s, virtually every household in America had a television, and television was making a difference. A contributing factor to the conclusion of our civil rights turmoil was the ubiquity of this medium. For the first time in history, people could actually see recent and relevant footage on the evening news of peaceful protests, ugly riots, and police brutality. This new visual code “enlarged notions of what is worth looking at and what we have a right to observe,” writes Susan Sontag. The television “gave us the sense that we can hold the whole world in our heads,” and offered finally “incontrovertible proof that the thing has happened.” 82

			Negating the potential truth-telling power of television, however, was its tight control by the executives of three New York-based networks, two of them dominant, CBS and NBC. Heading these networks, in theory at least, was what Walter Lippmann, the dean of American journalists, calls a “specialized class” of “responsible men” who, he believed, were smart enough to figure things out. Wrote Lippmann, “The common interests elude public opinion entirely.”83 Not everyone thought this control was a good thing. Noam Chomsky and Edward Herman argue in Manufacturing Consent that the media became a system-supported propaganda function that engineered the public’s responses.84 Newspaper editor and social critic John Lofton observes, “Newspapers have tended to go along with the efforts to suppress deviations from the prevailing political and social orthodoxies of their time and place rather than to support the right to dissent.”85

			The television “gave us the sense that we can hold the whole world in our heads,” and offered finally “incontrovertible proof that the thing has happened.” 

			For years, the journalist who best represented that “specialized class” was CBS’s uber-anchor Walter Cronkite. “It is increasingly clear to this reporter,” said Cronkite on air in February 1968, “that the only rational way out [of Vietnam] then will be to negotiate, not as victors, but as an honorable people who lived up to their pledge to defend democracy and did the best they could.”86 Cronkite had just returned from a visit to Vietnam, still reeling in the wake of the Tet Offensive in early 1968. Upon hearing this, President Lyndon Johnson was widely believed to have said, “If I’ve lost Cronkite, I’ve lost middle America.”87 This event marked the pinnacle of power for media empires like CBS. They had become nearly as powerful as the military and the government. Writes David Halberstam in The Powers that Be, “It was the first time in American history a war had been declared over by an anchorman.”88

			 

			This specialized class of responsible men maintained their power throughout the 1970s. In his famed 1978 Harvard address, Soviet dissident Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn observed, “The press has become the greatest power within the Western countries, more powerful than the legislative power, the executive, and the judiciary.”89 Thanks largely to the dominance of television news, the “fourth estate” was able to chase one president out of the White House and the American military out of Vietnam. But, as Solzhenitsyn asked of the press, “By what law has it been elected and to whom is it responsible?”90

			In the 1970s, that question was rarely raised. The assumption was that journalists were choosing their targets by the Ochs family standard: “…impartially, without fear or favor, regardless of party, sect, or interests involved.”91 Few in the public suspected that Cronkite had his own pronounced biases, and his constant worry was that he would be found out. “I thought that some day the roof was going to fall in,” he would later confess. “Somebody was going to write a big piece in the newspaper or something. I don’t know why to this day I got away with it.”92 In a similar vein, the Washington Post’s Watergate reporting was being managed by an editor, Ben Bradlee, whose best buddy had been JFK and who remained too tight with the Washington establishment.

			"Anonymous" Sources

			During the Watergate era, journalists speculated that Robert Woodward and Carl Bernstein’s anonymous source, “Deep Throat,” was a composite, not a real person. They were right to speculate. The Washington Post based much of its reporting on a single, anonymous source who was unknown even to the Post’s editor, Ben Bradlee.93 Years later, it was revealed that there was a core figure who was romanticized into the Deep Throat character, an FBI higher-up named Mark Felt. In retrospect, though, it is clear Felt steered the reporting in a direction that served both his agenda and the Post’s. Although the Post would never admit it, the truth was secondary to the urge to “get Nixon.”

			The course of journalism was forever changed with the Watergate scandal that cost Republican Richard Nixon the presidency upon his resignation in 1974. Journalism became more adversarial, more puritan, more cynical, and less tolerant. Reporters hungered after fame and sought to become stars like the Post’s Woodward and Bernstein.

			In the process, the press was being poisoned by the reporters’ desire to “change the world” on the cheap, not by fixing what was broken but by taking down targets such as Richard Nixon. The end goal became the cathartic “we got ‘em” moment. Having largely abandoned traditional ways of gathering information, journalists had a harder time obtaining meaningful information about public officials’ character and personalities.

			Reporters hungered after fame and sought to become stars like the  Post’s Woodward and Bernstein.

			What was “supposed to be straight news” no longer was.94 Journalists jumped from scandal to scandal. Private lives became public, and nothing sold better than sex as presidential contender Gary Hart learned the hard way in the bellwether “Monkey Business” scandal of 1987. After Watergate, writes Stephan Lesher, journalism became “bellicose, bullying, smug, sullen and self-righteous.”95 In economic terms, the commercial imperative of the news led papers to try to maximize circulation and avoid alienating readers by choosing sides. Intense competition and corporate control led to a dwindling audience share. Star journalism led to timidity in reporting, pseudo-celebrities, e-girls, and infotainment. A power reversal was in order.

			The Democratization of the Media

			Newspapers started losing their audience to television. By the 1980s, television was the people’s choice by a two-to-one margin.96 Yet, nearly forty years into the television revolution, the content of that news was being controlled by a handful of like-minded and increasingly dishonest people. The advent of broadcast satellite technology was best seen utilized at Ted Turner’s CNN in Atlanta, Georgia, the first twenty-four-hour cable news channel, and among the first to disrupt the monolithic television networks who had become ubiquitous in the worlds of news and entertainment. The hegemony of those powerful networks would soon be challenged, not as much by cable news, the obvious competitor on the horizon, as by the handheld video camcorder. Live video recording became affordable on an industrial scale. Handheld cameras could circle the globe like never seen before. For the first time, the individual could choose what was worth recording and, thanks to the VCR, could share that information freely. The medium changed the way we view the world around us and the way we viewed ourselves.97 The millions of camcorders leveled the boundaries of privacy. A media revolution had just begun, but few took notice.

			For years, hidden camera visuals and their near kin, ambush-style interviews, were the preserve of Big Media. Mike Wallace, the late veteran of CBS News, once proudly employed both. He claimed to have abandoned these practices after failing to achieve the reporter’s ultimate goal. “The problem became this: We became a caricature of ourselves,” he said. “We were after light, and it began to look as though we were after heat, not to reveal some information or not to find out the story.”98

			Upon abandoning these tactics, Wallace would argue that such video had the potential to “convey any picture you want.”99 Although the same could be said of all journalistic media, hidden camera video, done responsibly, became the most honest medium of all. It is the one medium that can honestly address motive.

			The medium changed the way we view the world around us and the way we viewed ourselves.

			This was a cop-out on Wallace’s part, an excuse. It also wouldn’t be the first time he caved under pressure. In 1997, when CBS News took on one of the biggest culprits of all, Big Tobacco, Wallace kowtowed to corporate interests. At CBS, the separation of editorial and business sides of the news had begun to blur. As ownership of the major media companies consolidated, the drive to be profitable oozed deep into the newsroom.100 The money men certainly gave the impression of calling the shots when it came to major news decisions.

			The sale of CBS to Westinghouse almost caused CBS to shelve a lengthy exposé critical of Big Tobacco. The chief lawyer for CBS told the executive producer for 60 Minutes that no story should put the network at risk. “[The lawyer] was proposing something unprecedented in the history of CBS News - stopping an important history in midstream for fear of a lawsuit that hadn’t been threatened,” reported Marie Brenner in Vanity Fair. The complication was that Andrew Tisch, the chairman of Lorillard Tobacco Company, was the son of CBS chairman Laurence Tisch. Andrew was among the tobacco executives to have testified under oath that nicotine was not addictive.101 According to Brenner, the CBS lawyer asked, “How do you expect us to go on the air with a piece that might put the chairman’s son in jail?”102 Finally, CBS made the extraordinary decision to run the story but to leave out “critical information.” Wallace even admitted on the air that CBS “had seen fit to give in to perceived threats of legal action against us by an industry giant.”103

			In the late 1980s, deregulation paved the way for talk radio. Largely shut out of other broadcast media, conservatives found their voice on the AM side of the dial. Thirty-three years after Rush Limbaugh hit the airwaves, journalists at the New York Times still had not reconciled themselves to the possibility of alternative viewpoints. They characterized talk radio as the “id of American conservative thought,” and worried openly about the “unguarded nature of talk radio, where hosts indulge in edgier fare than on TV networks like Fox News and listeners call in to say what they really think.”104 It clearly bothered the Times and others in the “mainstream” that someone like Limbaugh was articulating the things people were thinking but were too afraid to say, didn’t know how
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