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			INTRODUCTION

			It has been a decade since the American people were subjected to one of the most destructive political hoaxes in modern history, possibly in all American history: the Trump–Russia collusion narrative.

			Sold to the public as fact, it was in truth a complete fabrication, premediated, highly orchestrated, and launched by Hillary Clinton’s allies. It was then amplified by partisan operatives embedded in the intelligence community, the media, and the Democratic Party.

			Many of the existing books on the Russia hoax—such as Lee Smith’s The Plot Against the President (2019), Gregg Jarrett’s The Russia Hoax (2018), Andrew McCarthy’s Ball of Collusion (2019), and Byron York’s Obsession (2020), to name a few—have established a consistent foundation of facts: that the Trump–Russia collusion narrative originated with the Clinton campaign’s opposition research (the Steele dossier); that senior officials in the FBI, DOJ, and intelligence community knowingly used dubious evidence to justify surveillance of Trump’s campaign; and that the media acted as an echo chamber to legitimize the false story.

			Those authors could smell a rat long before official investigations caught up. They were persuasive, fact-driven, and grounded in what information was available. But ultimately, they were limited by inability to access classified material buried by the very bureaucrats who had orchestrated the hoax.

			Subsequent investigations, such as Inspector General Michael Horowitz’s 2019 report and Special Counsel John Durham’s 2023 findings, confirmed that the FBI relied on flimsy evidence, political bias, and unverified opposition research in pursuing the Trump–Russia collusion narrative. Most of these findings came only after a wave of books had already been published. In that sense, these authors were vindicated. But the investigations also buried the full extent of the corruption by classifying and withholding critical evidence.

			Long before I was an author and publicist, I was a college student in Florence, Italy, where I fell in love with the Renaissance. I’ve spent countless hours wandering museums across Europe, especially in Rome and Florence.

			A few years ago, I returned to the Uffizi in Florence with my wife, our six-month-old daughter strapped to my chest, and my mother-in-law in tow. Navigating the crowded galleries with nap schedules and the occasional waft from a poopy diaper was a far cry from the carefree visits of my youth. I was headed for the exit—gelato and a Negroni were calling my name—when a special exhibit stopped me cold.

			I was awestruck by an enormous painting on the wall. Only it wasn’t quite a painting. Leonardo Da Vinci's Adoration of the Magi shows the Virgin Mary with the infant Jesus surrounded by the Magi, but it remains at the underpainting stage—the monochrome first layer mapping light, shadow, and composition before color is added. After a six-year restoration cleared away centuries of yellowed varnish, grime, and even later overpainting, hidden details emerged: swirling crowds, rearing horses, and crumbling ruins, all in sharp relief.

			In its unfinished state, the work offers a rare, unobstructed view of Leonardo’s original brushstrokes and creative process—details that would have vanished beneath layers of paint. It was the blueprint for a masterpiece that never reached completion, preserving the raw architecture of his vision in a way no finished painting ever could.

			Just as Leonardo’s Adoration of the Magi lay hidden beneath centuries of varnish and overpainting, so too was the truth about the Trump–Russia collusion narrative obscured under layers of distortion. The complexity and breadth of the operation were disguised by a tangled web of agencies, actors, and acronyms that made it nearly impossible for the average American to follow. New fabrications and lies were layered on top of the old, each designed to cover the cracks as previous claims collapsed. A media eager to apply its own coatings manipulated and changed the image with endless propaganda, selective leaks, and breathless headlines. All this was intended to hide the reality beneath.

			Even the Horowitz and Durham investigations failed to restore the true image. Both reports confirmed the surface flaws—flimsy evidence, political bias, reliance on opposition research—but left the most damning details buried under layers of classification. What emerged was only a partial restoration, enough to vindicate those who had long suspected foul play but not enough to reveal the full extent of the crime.

			Had Donald Trump not been reelected in 2024, the truth would have remained buried, condemned to rot beneath layers of varnish and deception, its outlines fading further with each passing year.

			Thanks to Tulsi Gabbard, Trump’s Director of National Intelligence, a full restoration of the scheme is underway. Her declassification of the documents that Horowitz and Durham buried has stripped away the final layers of varnish and overpainting, allowing the original blueprint to emerge in full. And boy, is it ugly.

			A critical March 31, 2016 meeting marks one of the earliest signposts in the life of the hoax. On that day, senior FBI leadership—including Deputy Director Andrew McCabe—met with top DOJ officials to discuss fresh intelligence reports from the CIA. Those reports indicated that Hillary Clinton’s campaign was developing a plan to link Donald Trump to Russia to deflect attention from her own email scandal, and worse, as I will later explain. This was months before Crossfire Hurricane, the FBI’s investigation into alleged Trump–Russia ties, was officially launched. The very officials who would later greenlight surveillance of the Trump campaign already knew that the “Russia narrative” traced back to Clinton’s political strategy. Even as they dismissed the “raw intelligence” warning of Clinton’s plan, those same FBI and DOJ officials moved forward with building a case against Trump based on similar “raw intelligence.”

			So too did those same FBI and DOJ officials possess intelligence suggesting a backchannel between Attorney General Loretta Lynch and the Clinton campaign. That reporting indicated that Lynch was keeping Clinton’s team informed about the progress of the email investigation. Instead of treating this as evidence of a compromised Justice Department, officials buried it alongside the Clinton plan intelligence. The nation’s top law enforcement agency was tilting its scales, ignoring conflicts of interest at the very top, and shielding Clinton while simultaneously moving against Trump.

			We have also learned that President Obama personally ordered the Intelligence Community Assessment (ICA) on Russian interference in the 2016 election. That directive, issued in December 2016 after Trump had already won, ensured that the outgoing administration could sabotage and undermine the incoming Trump presidency. What should have been a dead hoax was suddenly revived, elevated with the weight of an “official” intelligence product, and weaponized against the incoming president.

			The ICA gave the collusion narrative a veneer of legitimacy, transforming it from campaign dirty trick into government certified “truth.” In doing so, Obama’s order breathed new life into the operation and advanced it into something far more dangerous: not just a hoax, but the opening salvo of a coup against a duly elected president. In short, the Clinton Hoax became an Obama coup.

			This book finally puts the pieces together. Now, with the full restoration nearing completion, the picture is plain to see—and it is far darker than anyone could have believed.

			The collusion operation required the participation of a sitting president, a presidential nominee, the directors of the FBI and CIA, the Director of National Intelligence, a partisan law firm (Perkins Coie), an opposition research firm (Fusion GPS), and a complicit media machine that worked not as watchdogs, but as propagandists. This attempted heist of our nation makes Ocean’s Eleven look like amateur hour.

			And while the operation was complex by design, my goal is to explain it so clearly that even a kindergartner can understand it. And kindergartners should understand it—because it’s the greatest threat to the American republic since the Civil War. Not in the past, but at present. The threat is still active.

			This is not a dry retelling of a political scandal. America has not recovered or moved on. Nor can we until every American knows the truth and those involved are held accountable.

			The poison of 2016 continues to course through our nation and our institutions. The rot began with Benghazi in 2012, metastasized in 2016, escalated in 2020, and nearly destroyed the country in the lead-up to 2024. But the focus of this book is on the series of events that took place immediately after September 11, 2012, which culminated in Trump–Russia collusion. The infection that started with Benghazi in 2012 spread nationwide four years later.

			And make no mistake: Crimes were committed. That’s not hyperbole or a conspiracy theory. That’s reality.

			Kevin Clinesmith, an FBI lawyer, pleaded guilty in 2020 to altering an email to justify renewing a Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA) warrant to spy on Carter Page, an American citizen and Trump campaign advisor.

			Someone illegally leaked the classified content of a phone call between General Michael Flynn and Russian Ambassador Sergey Kislyak. That was a felony. To this day, we don’t know who did it. The leaker is still out there.

			Andrew McCabe, former FBI Deputy Director, lied at least four times—three under oath—to federal investigators about authorizing leaks related to the Clinton Foundation probe. No consequences.

			James Comey, McCabe’s boss and then FBI Director, leaked classified memos of his conversations with President Trump, giving them to a friend to feed to the press, deliberately triggering the Mueller investigation. He was indicted by a Grand Jury on charges of lying to Congress and obstruction of Justice in late September 2025, a stunning reversal for the man once lionized by the press as a defender of democracy. 

			But in November 2025, a Clinton-appointed federal judge abruptly threw out the case—not because Comey was proven innocent, but on a procedural technicality. The court ruled that the acting U.S. Attorney who secured the indictment had been improperly appointed, rendering the entire prosecution an “unlawful exercise of executive power.” In other words, the charges evaporated not on the facts, but on a paperwork dispute. 

			It was a sharp reminder of the double standard that has defined this era. In a system that has bent over backward to shield Democratic elites, there is still no guarantee Comey will ever face the same consequences that Trump allies have endured for far less.

			John Brennan, CIA Director, testified under oath that the Steele dossier wasn’t used in the Intelligence Community Assessment on Russian interference. Evidence shows it was, indicating that Brennan lied to Congress.

			Are you getting the point?

			Years may have passed since you last gazed upon the galleries filled with snapshots of the Russia hoax—headlines, hearings, dossiers, and denials, each one framed and hung as if it revealed the truth. But now I invite you to return with fresh eyes. Grab a Negroni or a gelato and settle in, because I am going to take you to the special exhibit—one curated not by spin doctors or partisan reporters, but unveiled through the declassifications of Tulsi Gabbard, Trump’s Director of National Intelligence. 

			At last, the curtain has been pulled back, the varnish stripped away, and the raw underpainting revealed. What it shows is no masterpiece. This is the blueprint of a hoax turned coup.

			And it all started with Benghazi.

		

	
		
			CHAPTER ONE

			America’s First Muslim President

			A major pillar of Obama’s reelection effort was his alleged success against al-Qaeda. He had greenlit the raid that killed Osama bin Laden and ran ads declaring, “Bin Laden is dead. al-Qaeda is on the run.” The message was clear: Thanks to Obama, terrorism was in retreat.

			In his September 8, 2012 weekly address—just days before the eleventh anniversary of 9/11—Obama beamed with pride as he declared, “We took the fight to al Qaeda, decimated their leadership, and put them on a path to defeat.… Osama bin Laden will never threaten America again.”1

			But Obama’s self-congratulatory celebration was premature; worse, it was dangerously divorced from reality. It was true that Bin Laden—al-Qaeda’s leader and the mastermind of the deadliest terrorist attacks in US history—was dead. But it was delusional to suggest that the threat of global terrorism was in retreat.

			Al-Qaeda affiliates were rapidly expanding in strength, resources, and territory. These groups were gaining influence, control, and new footholds in regions that previously had no significant terrorist presence. One of those new regions that had been overrun by radical Islamist terrorist groups was the country of Libya.

			The Obama administration spearheaded the NATO-led intervention to overthrow Libyan strongman Muammar Gaddafi in 2011, providing critical airpower, logistical support, and the facilitation of arms to rebel forces—many of whom were radical Islamist fighters—to topple Gaddafi.

			Muammar Gaddafi—a brutal but secular dictator—was killed, and the power vacuum this created was quickly filled by warring militias and radical Islamist factions, including al-Qaeda affiliates. These affiliates operated independently of al-Qaeda but were committed to the same core mission: waging global jihad, overthrowing secular governments like Libya, and imposing Sharia law in its place.

			Sharia law is the legal code that terrorists like al-Qaeda, ISIS, and the Taliban enforce to justify murder, slavery, and oppression. Thieves have their hands cut off, adulterers are stoned to death, children are forced into marriage, women are flogged or veiled into silence, and “infidels” are slaughtered in the name of jihad.

			After Gaddafi’s fall, Libya’s unguarded weapons arsenals were ransacked by everyone from militias to civilians, turning the country into a jihadist arms bazaar, with Gaddafi’s stockpiles flooding into the hands of terrorists across North Africa and the Middle East.

			Obama’s foreign policy, especially as it related to the Middle East, was objectively a disaster. He hadn’t defeated the terrorists. Instead, he had helped facilitate the circumstances under which they could rapidly expand in both numbers and strength.

			It was disingenuous at best when Obama campaigned on and took credit for the weakening of al-Qaeda and a dead Bin Laden—not because it was untrue that al-Qaeda had been weakened or that Bin Laden had been killed under the Obama administration, but because the United States had been at war with al-Qaeda for almost eleven years on September 8, 2012.

			Bin Laden narrowly escaped capture by Delta Force operators at Tora Bora in December 2001. So, while Bin Laden’s death represented the culmination of a concerted effort that spanned two administrations and nearly a decade of relentless pursuit, those who hailed this as the end failed to recognize the present reality.

			Al-Qaeda may have been “on the run,” but Obama’s disastrous foreign policy—especially in Libya—created the perfect conditions for dozens of new jihadist groups and al-Qaeda affiliates to rise in its place. He had cut off the head of the hydra only to unleash a swarm of new heads and even new hydras, each more vicious than the last.

			Obama had always been unusually and reflexively defensive of the Islamic religion. During the same September 8, 2012 weekly address, after praising his administration for putting “al Qaeda on a path to defeat” and killing Osama bin Laden, he made sure to follow “Obama’s Golden rule”: Never mention Islamic terrorists without also defending Islam.2

			“I have always said that America is at war with al Qaeda and its affiliates,” he said, “and we will never be at war with Islam or any other religion.”

			The issue wasn’t so much that Obama was sympathetic towards the religion of Islam, even if he seemed to regard it with a favoritism he didn’t extend to any other faith. The issue was that his affection for the religion was so overpowering, it blinded him to the ideological motivations of the Islamic terrorists.

			It is irrelevant that there are more peaceful Muslims than radical jihadists. As a comparison, there are more than two hundred dog breeds. One study concluded that over a thirteen-year period between January 2005 and December 2017, 433 Americans were killed by dogs. Pit bulls were responsible for 66 percent of those deaths.3

			A special interest group of pit bull breeders or owners with a deep personal and emotionally driven interest in defending the breed might say the actions of a few violent pitbulls do not represent the many pit bulls that haven’t killed people. Obviously, not every pit bull is a killer. But the reality is that not every pit bull has to maul, maim, or kill for it to be true that this breed is disproportionately dangerous compared to others. Why aren’t golden retrievers, labradoodles, French bulldogs, or King Charles spaniels making the headlines for deadly attacks? A rational observer can see that something about the pit bull breed—whether rooted in breeding, temperament, or instinct—makes it uniquely predisposed to violence. Recognizing this fact doesn’t mean condemning every pit bull, especially those that have never attacked anyone. But if your worldview insists that all pit bulls are docile and nonviolent, then each attack is an inconvenient contradiction to your narrative.

			Obama’s thesis on Islam wasn’t that there were only “a few” violent Muslims carrying out terrorist attacks. It was that Islamic terrorism had nothing to do with Islam at all—a complete dissociation that ignored the ideological motivations the terrorists themselves openly claimed. Worse, Obama tried to create a false moral equivalence that other religions were equally prone to this kind of violence. But there is simply no modern comparison. No other major religion today produces a sustained, organized, transnational pattern of ideological violence on this scale.

			For example, Obama stood behind a podium in a room filled with American Christians at the National Prayer Breakfast in February 2015 and lectured, “During the Crusades and the Inquisition, people committed terrible deeds in the name of Christ. In our home country, slavery and Jim Crow were often justified in the name of Christ.”4

			The Crusades ended more than seven hundred years ago. Slavery in America was abolished over one hundred fifty years ago, and Jim Crow ended half a century ago. The Crusades themselves were largely territorial wars between Muslims and Christians over Jerusalem, not remotely comparable to jihadists waging a global holy war in the present day. Slavery and Jim Crow (both championed by Democrats) were not carried out in the name of Christianity or any other religion. Today, there are zero Christian theocracies, zero global Christian recruitment networks for holy war, zero Christian governments executing apostates, and zero Christian movements seeking to impose a worldwide dictatorship under a “successor of Jesus Christ,” as Islam aims to do with a Caliphate.

			On February 3, 2016—almost exactly one year after lecturing Christians at the National Prayer Breakfast and drawing a false moral equivalence between Christians and jihadists—Obama spoke at the Islamic Society of Baltimore. “This mosque,” he declared, “like so many in our country, is an all-American story.” What was he talking about? Mosques aren’t an all-American story. The pilgrims who fled religious persecution and landed at Plymouth Rock weren’t Muslims—they were English Protestants. And the document they signed upon arrival, the Mayflower Compact, made their purpose unmistakably clear: they undertook the voyage “for the glory of God and the advancement of the Christian faith.” America’s foundations were laid by Christians, built upon Christian conviction, and rooted in a distinctly Christian moral order—not imams and Islamic institutions.5

			The Founding Fathers who enshrined religious liberty in the Constitution weren’t Muslims, nor did they worship in mosques. America’s religious heritage, from the colonies through the Revolution, was overwhelmingly Christian, rooted in the Judeo-Christian values that shaped our laws, culture, and moral framework. To portray mosques as part of that heritage wasn’t inclusivity—it was historical revisionism.

			“You’ve been part of this city for nearly half a century,” Obama said. Yet the Pilgrims landed at Plymouth Rock in 1620, and the Declaration of Independence was signed in 1776. A mosque in Baltimore built less than fifty years ago is an “all-American story”? Why? Because the same American Christians Obama so often accused of Islamophobia after Islamic terrorist attacks actually upheld religious liberty, protecting Muslims’ right to worship instead of burning down mosques or attacking them in the streets?6

			Obama would then go on to lecture the room of Muslims about how they had racism in their DNA because of the Arab Muslim slave trade—which for over a thousand years transported millions of Africans across the Middle East and North Africa. He would remind them that this slave trade predated the transatlantic slave trade by centuries, lasted far longer, and was fueled by Islamic empires and merchants who captured, castrated, and sold African (and European) men, women, and children to buyers from India, China, North Africa, and the Ottoman Empire.

			I’m kidding, of course. He never gave that speech, because Obama’s “moral equivalence” sermons were reserved for Christians, never Muslims. Obama was the Billy Graham of Islam in America—the most powerful and influential champion of the religion in the nation’s history.

			Obama spent the rest of his speech at the Islamic Society of Baltimore lavishing praise on the Muslim audience—telling them how wonderful they were, how grateful he was for their contributions, and, of course, apologizing on behalf of America for the way those “nasty” Christians supposedly blamed them for “the violent acts of the few.”

			While Obama reflexively defended the institution of Islam and dismissed acts of terrorism as “the violent acts of the few,” he also attacked other institutions such as law enforcement, portraying deadly encounters between Blacks and police as evidence of “a systematic problem.”

			A single day of Islamic terrorism on 9/11 killed more Americans than ten years’ worth of police shootings of Black men combined. Yet Obama never concluded that was evidence of “a systematic problem” with Muslims or Islam. Nor did he reach that conclusion after repeated Islamist terror acts during his presidency.7

			Obama’s love of Islam might have been rooted in his idolization of his Kenyan, Muslim father, who abandoned him. Or it might have stemmed from the four years he spent immersed in Muslim culture in Jakarta, Indonesia, with his mother and her new Muslim, Indonesian husband, Barry Soetoro. I don’t know. Probably both experiences shaped his beliefs. What I do know is that Obama never took the threat of terrorism seriously. He couldn’t because his worldview prevented it. Islamic terrorism and Islam were not the same.

			Obama’s narrative about Islam—and one I think he sincerely believed—was that Islam is a peaceful religion to be revered. In the same way that Obama idolized the father he never knew, creating a flawless, heroic image in his mind that ignored inconvenient facts, he similarly romanticized Islam.

			The United States suffered a wave of deadly Islamist-inspired attacks during the Obama Administration. Each one contradicted and threatened to shatter Obama’s delusional worldview. But he was more invested in shielding Islam from criticism and maintaining his fictionalized narrative than he was in preventing Americans from being killed by Islamic terrorists.

			The upshot of this was a built-in conflict of interest that warped his approach to national security. Externally, Obama understood that the American public expected the president of the United States to address the increasing number of terrorist attacks within the country. Internally, he felt that doing so would damage the image of a religion he felt compelled to protect.

			Obama was America’s first Muslim president not because he was a Muslim (as he claimed to be a Christian), but because he governed as if defending the image of Islam was a central obligation of his presidency. The lengths he was willing to go in pursuit of this mission would alter the course of American history. He politicized the intelligence agencies, weaponized the Pentagon, and corrupted the machinery of government to shield Islam and prop up his own delusional worldview. In fact, before the Benghazi hoax and the Trump–Russia collusion hoax, there was another hoax: Obama’s “workplace violence” hoax.

			On November 5, 2009, licensed psychiatrist and US Army major Nidal Hasan entered the Soldier Readiness Center at Fort Hood in Killeen, Texas, armed with two pistols. He jumped up on a desk, shouted “Allahu Akbar!” (“God is great!”), and opened fire. Twelve soldiers and one Department of Defense employee were murdered. Thirty-two others were wounded.8

			When President Obama addressed the attack that evening at the Tribal Nations Conference at the Department of the Interior, it had been two and a half hours since the mass shooting had taken place around 2:30 p.m. eastern time. News of the attack had already been widely reported by the media.

			Reading from prepared remarks, Obama told the audience, “We will make sure that we get answers to every single question about this horrible incident.”9

			Even as reports emerged in the following weeks confirming that the attack was an act of Islamic terrorism, Obama couldn’t quite bring himself to admit it. “We cannot fully know what leads a man to do such a thing,” Obama said during his weekly address on November 7, 2009. Nevertheless, he remained fully committed to solving the mystery that wasn’t. He added reassuringly: “On Friday I met with FBI Director Robert Mueller, Defense Secretary Gates, and representatives of the relevant agencies to discuss their ongoing investigation into what led to this terrible crime.”10

			Crime? It was terrorist attack, and he knew it. They all knew it.

			Five days after the attack, on November 9, 2009, The New York Times published an article with the headline: “U.S. Knew of Suspect’s Tie to Radical Cleric.” The Times reported that intelligence agencies had intercepted as many as twenty emails sent between Army Major Nidal Hasan and Anwar al-Awlaki before the attack, dating all the way back to December of 2008—nearly a year before the shooting.11

			Anwar al-Awlaki, the US-born son of Yemeni parents, went from preaching in American mosques to becoming one of al-Qaeda’s most dangerous assets. While posing as a “moderate” imam in San Diego and later at the Dar al-Hijrah mosque in Virginia, he cultivated ties to at least three of the 9/11 hijackers and quietly embraced jihadist ideology.

			In March 2002, with the FBI circling and possible criminal charges looming due to passport fraud, he slipped out of the country to Yemen, where he quickly deepened his involvement with al-Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula. Over the next few years, he emerged as one of al-Qaeda’s top recruiters and English-language propagandists. His sermons and writings, especially in the terrorist-run Inspire magazine, didn’t just preach hate. They motivated Army Major Nidal Hasan—and others—to carry out terrorist attacks.12

			Hasan reached out to the al-Qaeda leader. In messages, Hasan asked Awlaki if it was permissible for a Muslim soldier to kill US soldiers if they are fighting Muslims and suggested that “suicide bombing is permissible in certain cases.”13

			Hasan forwarded anti-US surveys, offered to donate to al-Awlaki’s website, writing to al-Awlaki in an email—“Please have alternative to donate…assure privacy for some who are concerned,”—and even promoted a “$5,000.00 scholarship prize…entitled ‘Why is Anwar Al Awlaki a great activist and leader.’”14

			Al-Awlaki’s replies validated Hasan’s grievances without explicitly ordering violence. The FBI reviewed the exchanges but deemed them harmless “research” months before Hasan murdered thirteen people.

			On the same day that Hasan carried out the attack, al-Awlaki praised the shooting in a post on his English language website: “Nidal Hasan is a hero. He is a man of conscience who could not bear living the contradiction of being a Muslim and serving in an army that is fighting against his own people.”15

			Was there any doubt about what motivated the Ford Hood shooting?

			The New York Times reported on November 14, 2009, that in the days after the Fort Hood massacre, investigators searching Major Nidal Hasan’s apartment near the base discovered a box of his personal effects. Inside were business cards he had printed for himself. Alongside his name and Army rank, the cards bore the chilling self-designation “SoA”—shorthand for “Soldier of Allah.” Hasan had openly branded himself as a jihadist long before he opened fire.16

			A Muslim army major with business cards proclaiming himself a Soldier of Allah, who had been corresponding with a known al-Qaeda leader for the past year, entered a facility at a US Army post in central Texas, jumped onto a table shouting “Allahu Akbar,” and opened fire with two handguns, killing thirteen Americans. With the possible exception of the business cards that overtly described his new occupation as an Islamist terrorist, all of this was known to the FBI and President Obama immediately after the attack. Obama certainly knew before The New York Times reported it on November 9. By the time he delivered his Weekly Address on November 14, he already had all the evidence he needed to determine Hasan’s motives, worldview, and contacts. But he didn’t.

			“There is an ongoing investigation into this terrible tragedy,” Obama said instead. “That investigation will look at the motives of the alleged gunman, including his views and contacts.” These mysterious “views” were spelled out for all to see on his business cards.

			Nidal Hasan had given a class presentation in the spring of 2007 while serving as a psychiatry resident at the Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences (USUHS) in Bethesda, Maryland. According to multiple sources, including the Senate Homeland Security’s 2011 report A Ticking Time Bomb, Hasan used the opportunity not to present on a medical subject, but to justify violent jihad, going so far as to explain when killing civilians could be acceptable under Islamic law. Classmates and even an officer in the room reported his remarks to superiors, but instead of disciplinary action, the incident was quietly buried in an informal evaluation. This was two full years before the FBI began intercepting his emails with Anwar al-Awlaki, the al-Qaeda cleric.

			Obama admitted that, on the evening of the attack, he met in the Oval Office with Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs Admiral Mike Mullen, and FBI Director Robert Mueller—and then again the next morning with senior military and intelligence officials. Publicly, Obama claimed to be searching for motives. Privately, he was orchestrating the rebranding of an act of Islamic terrorism into mere “workplace violence.”

			The workplace violence hoax was already hiding in plain sight.

			Obama ordered his cabinet and FBI Director Robert Mueller “to review the immediate steps that were necessary to support the families and secure Fort Hood.”17 He also ordered the leadership of the military and intelligence community “to undertake a full review of the sequence of events that led up to the shootings.”18

			The Pentagon’s review was finished in January 2010. Titled “Protecting the Force: Lessons from Fort Hood,” the Department
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