THE MAKING OF A PRESIDENT
John Fitzgerald Kennedy Elected as the 35th
President of the United States of America

John F. Kennedy was the first Catholic President of the
United States
It was one of the most controversial issues in his campaign. People were concerned that his
Catholicism would over-ride his duty to uphold the Constitution. Many thought of the religion as
a cult.
It had been politically certain that a Roman Catholic would never be the President of the United
States.

This sudden reality would not sit well with those in the Government that historically have had a
international obligation to assist and strengthen the ideologies of certain and well recognized
secret Societies which have played a major role in the internal affairs of domestic and
international affairs. They opposed all matters of the Religious life of America and its citizens.
Powerful Men and Their Lodges
"By a secret society was formerly meant a society which was known to exist, but whose
members and places of meetings were not publicly known. Today, we understand by a secret
society, a society with secrets, having a ritual demanding an oath of allegiance and secrecy,
prescribing ceremonies of a religious character, such as the use of the Bible, either by extracts
there from, or by its being placed an altar within a lodge-room, by the use of prayers, of hymns,
of religious signs and symbols, special funeral services, etc: Secret societies are those

organizations which completely conceal their rules, corporate activity, the names of their
members, their signs, passwords and usages from outsiders or the 'profane.' As a rule, the
members of these societies are bound to the strictest secrecy concerning all the business of the
association by oath or promise or word of honour, and often under the threat of severe
punishment in case of its violation. If such secret society has higher and lower degrees, the
members of the higher degree must be equally careful to conceal their secrets from their brethren
of a lower degree. In certain secret societies, the members are not allowed to know even the
names of their highest officers. Secret societies were founded to promote certain ideal aims, to be
obtained not by violent but by moral measures. By this, they are distinguished from conspiracies
and secret plots which are formed to attain a particular object through violent means. Secret
societies may be religious, scientific, political or social" "
The Catholic Church has declared that she considers those societies illicit and forbidden which
unite their members for the purpose of conspiring against the State or Church; demand the
observance of secrecy to such an extent that it must be maintained even before the rightful
authority; and to exact an oath from their members or a promise of blind and absolute
obedience; make use of a ritual and ceremonies that constitute them sects."

Fratricide
Still, others are convinced that Internal Governmental Components are guilty of planning and
executing the Presidential Assassination of November 22, 1963
In 1961, the CIA wanted to get rid of Fidel Castro, and in pursuit of that goal, trained a force of
Cuban exiles to invade Cuba. President Kennedy refused to go along and was blamed for the
defeated ambitions of the invasion of The Bay of Pigs that was decisively defeated by Cuban
Defensive Forces..
Top secret documents uncovered in 2000 revealed that the CIA had discovered that the Soviets
had learned of the date of the invasion more than a week in advance, and had informed Castro.
This internal Central Intelligence Agency betrayal set the stage for future events to come.
President Kennedy remained in opposition to nearly all his advisers, being consistently opposed
to the use of military force in U.S. foreign policy.

In June 1963 Kennedy gave an astonishing speech at American University in which he called for
the total abolishment of nuclear weapons, the end of the Cold War and the “Pax Americana
enforced on the world by American weapons of “mass destruction”, and a movement toward and
a complete governmental program of disarmament.
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CIA Director under President Kennedy
Allen W. Dulles 1953–1961
The rapid expansion of the CIA, and a developed sense of independence under the Director of
Central Intelligence (DCI) Allen Dulles exacerbated the problem of the U.S. Intelligence
Community's freedom from independent review. After the armed landing of Cuban exiles in the
Bay of Pigs Invasion of Cuba in 1961, President Kennedy discharged and replaced Dulles.
Dulles had been an O.S.S. veteran from World War II. His autobiography is more noteworthy
for giving insight into the mindset of key people in the field than it is in giving a detailed
description of the CIA and its operations.

PRESIDENT JOHN KENNEDY AND AMERICA’S
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

President Kennedy, who took office in January 1961 as somewhat of a Cold
Warrior, was quickly set up by the CIA to take the blame for the Bay of Pigs
invasion of Cuba in April 1961. The CIA and generals wanted to oust Castro, and
in pursuit of that goal, trained a force of Cuban exiles to invade Cuba. Kennedy
refused to go along and the invasion was roundly defeated. The CIA, military, and
Cuban exiles bitterly blamed Kennedy. But it was all a sham.

Though Douglass doesn’t mention it, and few Americans know it, classified
documents uncovered in 2000 revealed that the CIA had discovered that the
Soviets had learned of the date of the invasion more than a week in advance, had
informed Castro, but – and here is a startling fact that should make people’s hair
stand on end – never told the President. The CIA knew the invasion was doomed
before the fact but went ahead with it anyway. Why? So they could and did
afterwards blame JFK for the failure.
This treachery set the stage for events to come. For his part, sensing but not
knowing the full extent of the set-up, Kennedy fired CIA Director Allen Dulles (as
in a bad joke, later to be named to the Warren Commission) and his assistant
General Charles Cabell (whose brother Earle Cabell, to make a bad joke absurd,
was the mayor of Dallas on the day Kennedy was killed) and said he wanted “to
splinter the CIA in a thousand pieces and scatter it to the winds.” Not the
sentiments to endear him to a secretive government within a government whose
power was growing exponentially.

The stage was now set for events to follow as JFK, in opposition
to nearly all his advisers, consistently opposed the use of force
in U.S. foreign policy.

Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty.

The destruction of Hiroshima and Nagasaki by atomic bombs marked the end of World War II
and the beginning of the nuclear age. As tensions between East and West settled into a Cold
War, scientists in the United States, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union conducted tests and
developed more powerful nuclear weapons.
On August 5, 1963, after more than eight years of difficult negotiations, the United States, the
United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union signed the Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty.
October 1963 President Kennedy signs the Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. L-R: William
Hopkins, Sen. Mike Mansfield, John J. McCloy, Adrian S. Fisher, Sen. John Pastore, W. Averell
Harriman, Sen. George Smathers, Sen. J.W. Fulbright, Sec. of State Dean Rusk, Sen. George
Aiken, President Kennedy, Sen. Hubert H. Humphrey, Sen. Everett Dirksen, William C. Foster,
Sen. Howard W. Cannon, Sen. Leverett Saltonstall, Sen. Thomas H. Kuchel, Vice President
Johnson. White House, Treaty Room.

THE MEASURE OF A GREAT MAN, AND A GREAT
AMERICAN PRESIDENT
The Reflections of JFK’s Closest Advisor, Ted Sorensen

(Interview)

Mr. Lindley is a Seattle writer and attorney. He writes about human rights, politics, history,
legal affairs, medicine, the arts, and more. He is a past chair of the World Peace through Law
Section of the Washington State Bar Association, and he has worked as an attorney in public
service and as a staff counsel for a Congressional investigating committee.
For the past four decades, Ted Sorensen has led a distinguished career in international law.
Despite his many achievements as an attorney, however, he is best known as the closest advisor
to Pres. John F. Kennedy—and is seen by many commentators as the greatest American
presidential speechwriter.
Kennedy called Sorensen his “intellectual blood bank.” And Sorensen was so close to JFK that
some dubbed him the “Deputy President.” In A Thousand Days, historian Arthur M.
Schlesinger, Jr., reported that both men “shared so much—the same quick tempo, detached
intelligence, deflationary wit, realistic judgment, candor in speech, coolness in crisis—that, when
it came to policy and speeches, they operated nearly as one.”
Now 80, and with the residuals of a stroke that damaged his vision, Sorensen remains active in
law and international affairs. He also advises presidential candidate Sen. Barack Obama—a
bright, young and hopeful politician whom Sorensen sees as JFK’s heir, and the person who can
end the present “hideous, dangerous, reckless chapter in our foreign policy.”
Sorensen’s acclaimed new autobiography, Counselor: A Life at the Edge of History (Harper
Collins, 2008), the product of six years of writing, reflects his idealism and hope for the future.
The book recounts Sorensen’s childhood nurtured by a progressive and idealistic family in
Lincoln, Nebraska; his historic JFK years as a senatorial aide and then as special counsel to
president with challenges such as the cold war, the civil rights struggle, and the space race; and
his subsequent law career advising governments, multinational organizations, and corporations,
and meeting with world leaders such as Nelson Mandela, Anwar Sadat, and Fidel Castro.
Sorensen also wrote Kennedy, his bestselling 1965 biography of JFK, as well as several other
books and numerous articles on law and politics. He lives in New York City with his wife,
Gillian.
In a recent interview by telephone, Sorensen discussed his new book, the coming election, his
background, his relationship with President Kennedy, and more.
Robin Lindley: Is your autobiography in part a response to the belligerent policies of the BushCheney administration?
Ted Sorensen: Very much so. I state in the preface I was spurred to write this book by the
dismal state of affairs in Washington and the fact that the Bush-Cheney-Rumsfeld administration
had repudiated and acted contrary to everything John F. Kennedy stood for and tried to do in
foreign policy.
John Kennedy believed in international law, international organizations like the United Nations,
international alliances, and therefore multi-lateral diplomacy. He did not think that in a world as
ugly and complicated as this one that the United States could go it alone. He never would have
dreamed of a unilateral, pre-emptive invasion of another country, particularly one that was not
posing any specific threat to the security and survival of the United States, the way Bush and
Cheney did with respect to Iraq.
RL: You point out that Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld wrongly compared the pre-emptive
war against Iraq with JFK’s approach to the Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962.
TS: He was totally wrong in using that analogy, and he or Bush or Condi Rice quoted language
that Kennedy said, “in the age of modern weapons, you didn’t need to wait until you got hit.”

Kennedy said that not to justify a pre-emptive strike, but the opposite. He was saying that to
justify the fact that he had opted against bombing the Soviet missiles in Cuba, and instead opted
for the quarantine or blockade, which struck some people as being too passive, but which, under
international law, was an act of war. He therefore wanted to point out that the United States was
taking that action because it didn’t make sense to wait until being struck by a modern weapon—
they are so destructive and quickly used—but that certainly were not an excuse for a pre-emptive
strike.
RL: The Republicans now stress their national security credentials even though they’ve arguably
left the world less safe than it was on September 10, 2001.
TS: Sounds like you’re quoting me. I’ve been saying exactly that. The Bush-Cheney
administration has persuaded 1.3 billion adherents of the Muslim faith that we are hostile toward
them, and even hostile toward the practice of their religion. That is a foolish and dangerous
posture for an American government because no matter how much we spend on homeland
security and make people take their shoes off at airports, we have in an open society no certain
defense against those who think suicide bombing is a legitimate tactic in war.
So yes, we are more threatened now, and we need a new team in Washington that will close this
hideous, dangerous, reckless chapter in our foreign policy, and a new administration that believes
not only in international law, but in communicating with those leaders of other countries who are
hostile toward us.
RL: You obviously share Sen. Obama’s view that we must talk to our enemies as well as our
friends.
TS: Yes. Kennedy resolved the Cuban missile crisis—the most dangerous 13 days in the history
of mankind, as historians call it, by his willingness to communicate with Soviet Chairman
Khrushchev, and through those communications, to negotiate with him.
RL: You’ve endorsed Sen. Barack Obama. Do you have a role in his campaign?
TS: Not officially. Last year, and earlier this year, they sent me out to be a surrogate to speak
for him in seven or eight states. I haven’t done that lately, but I’m in touch with them, and I
hope they call on me some more.
RL: Some say Sen. Obama is merely providing hope and words.
TS: People who say that are permitting partisanship to blind them to what the world and the
American presidency are all about. It was words that enabled Kennedy to respond to the missiles
in Cuba, first with the quarantine, and then with communications with Khrushchev that
persuaded him he could take those missiles out of Cuba without the United States firing a shot.
RL: What parallels do you see between Sen. Obama and Pres. Kennedy?
TS: One of the reasons I became interested some time ago in Sen. Obama was that people were
saying he had no chance of being elected president because he was born black in white America.
Forty-eight years ago they said Kennedy had no chance of being elected president because he’d
been baptized Catholic in Protestant America. And then people would say Obama is a young,
first-term senator. When Kennedy started out, he was an even younger first-term senator. But
Kennedy showed that it’s possible to transcend those ethnic and demographic limitations by
reaching out to all kinds of voters, including Independents and Republicans as well as
Democrats, and including minority and young voters who hadn’t turned out in large numbers in
the past, and that’s exactly what Obama has been doing. He’s been appealing to younger voters,
ethnic voters, as well as every other kind of voter, and he too, I believe, will transcend race and
religion and region in building a new political coalition in this country.
RL: It must be exciting for you to see the enthusiasm of his supporters, and it’s probably

reminiscent of the 1960 campaign.
TS: Yes, very much so. I just had my eightieth birthday, and I’m familiar with the words of
[Irish poet] Seamus Heaney about hope being questioned on this side of the grave, “but once in a
lifetime,” he said, there is a mighty surge of justice, and “hope and history rhyme.”
I’m only 80, but twice in my lifetime I’ve seen that mighty surge of justice, first with Kennedy,
now with Obama, and once again, “hope and history rhyme.”
RL: You said recently that Sen. Chuck Hagel, a Republican from your home state of Nebraska,
may be a good choice for Sen. Obama’s vice-presidential running mate—but wouldn’t that upset
mainstream Democrats?
TS: It would probably upset a lot of Republicans. And Abraham Lincoln [a Republican] chose a
Democrat as his running mate in 1864. I don’t think it would be a strike against a presidential
candidate who has promised a new kind of politics and reaches out to everybody in the country.
No one will be too upset if Obama selects a Republican. I advised presidential candidates on
more than one occasion to select a running mate who is strong among whatever group in the
American electorate that the [presidential candidate] is weakest among. Clearly, for Obama, that
is white male Republicans. I would think Chuck Hagel with his war record and his
understanding of international politics, would be a good running mate for Obama, even though
[with] his views on domestic policy, he might have to gulp a bit to run on the Democratic ticket.
RL: Do you have other favorites for a vice-presidential running mate?
TS: No. I hear good things about the lady senator from Missouri [Claire McCaskill], and about
Sen. James Webb [of Virginia] with his military record. I’m not expressing any favorite at this
time, but if the time comes that I express a favorite, I’ll do it in confidence to Sen. Obama if he
asks for it.
RL: You grew up in Nebraska in a progressive family, yet Nebraska seems very conservative.
You write that your dad was on Henry Ford’s Peace Ship, a failed effort to stop World War I.
TS: He even wanted to stop [the war] before it started. It was a noble, idealistic effort, and my
father was a noble idealist. Yes, we lived in a conservative state but it’s become much more
conservative since my father started out as an activist and in political office. Ironically, in part
it’s become conservative because all of the farmers were bailed out of the Depression by New
Deal farm programs that made them all happy with the subsidies they received for their crops—
sometimes for not growing crops. Once they were prosperous, they decided to be Republicans
for the sake of the status quo.
RL: Did you feel alienated as an idealist and a progressive in Lincoln, Nebraska as you grew
up?
TS: No. I didn’t feel alienated. I had plenty of people in my family—both my parents and my
four siblings who felt as I did. My brothers and I even organized an Americans for Democratic
Action branch in Lincoln, probably the only one between Chicago and Los Angeles. I had other
friends at school at the university and otherwise who felt as I did. As a lifetime member of the
Unitarian Church, there were certainly religious liberals as well as political liberals in the church.
RL: You went to law school in Nebraska, and then traveled to Washington. What sparked your
journey to Washington, DC, after law school? It seems you could have had the pick of jobs in
Nebraska.
TS: I probably could have, but I was interested in something Nebraska was less likely to offer:
a) public service at a level where I could help make this a better country; and b) public law
which interested me more in law school than private law. By public law, I mean administrative
law, trade regulation, legislation, international law, the kind of law that goes on in government in

the nation’s capitol. So it made sense for me to try to find a job in Washington.
RL: Both legendary Sen. Henry M. Jackson of Washington State and Sen. John F. Kennedy
offered you jobs at about the same time in 1952. How did you decide to serve with Sen.
Kennedy rather than Sen. Jackson, whose office later became a breeding ground for
neoconservatives?
TS: At the time, I knew nothing of Jackson’s hawkish inclinations or even that he would later be
known as “The Senator from Boeing.” Instead, I chose Kennedy because [he asked me] to work
on a legislative program to revive the sagging New England economy where unemployment was
high and new investment was low. Sen. Jackson said I had a good reputation as a lawyer and he
needed somebody like that to get his name in the papers. He also said he liked my Scandinavian
name because that would go over big back in Seattle. And I chose Kennedy without much
difficulty.
RL: It must have been reassuring to find a job with a humane senator who read books and knew
a lot about history.
TS: That’s Jack Kennedy. That’s exactly right. Despite all our surface differences—he was a
millionaire’s son, a Roman Catholic, a war hero, a Harvard graduate—and I was at the opposite
end of almost all of those. Nevertheless, we found that we wanted this to be a better country, we
both believed in public service, we both were interested in public policy, and we both wanted to
see a peaceful world.
RL: Did you have training as a speechwriter, or did that skill grow as you worked and wrote
with Sen. Kennedy?
TS: It was natural because I came from a family that cared about words and policy, and my
siblings and I were all on the debate team in high school and college, so I knew something about
writing speeches.
RL: Your book includes an excellent brief guide to writing speeches, and it seems your rules
could improve any writing.
TS: Thank you.
RL: Could you talk about your writing process with John F. Kennedy? It seems that you both
worked on his Pulitzer Prize winning book Profiles in Courage and many of his speeches, and
there’s no certainty about who created specific phrases or sections.
TS: Yes, it was a collaborative process, and I never forgot who was making decisions, which
was in charge of policy, whose values and beliefs those speeches and writings like Profiles in
Courage were to be represented on the page. Even though I helped with the words, the true
author of all of Jack Kennedy’s speeches and writings was Jack Kennedy.
RL: And he created the structure of the writings.
TS: Exactly. I had some influence, which became larger over the years as he depended on me
more, as he trusted me more and found he could rely on my own views, values and opinions, so
he and I influenced each other.
RL: The failed Bay of Pigs invasion of Cuba by anti-Castro forces in 1961 was an early blow to
the administration. Were you involved in the planning of that action?
TS: Not at all. I’m reluctant to say that because anybody who said that after the Bay of Pigs
fiasco was not in high favor with the Kennedy brothers because they didn’t like people who
pretended to be friends and supporters when things were good, but backed away when things
went bad and said, “I had nothing to do with that.” But the truth is my original assignment in the
White House was domestic policy and I had more than enough to do during those first hundred
days when Kennedy was sending dozens of messages to the Congress about domestic policy. I

simply did not have enough waking hours to know about much less be consulted on the Bay of
Pigs.
After is it was over, and failed, Kennedy asked me and his brother Bob thereafter to sit in on
national security council meetings not because we became overnight experts after the Bay of
Pigs, but because he knew we thought about policy and government the way he did, through his
eyes and with his interests, and not simply representing the interests of a particular agency or
department. We could ask tough questions.
RL: And that was a lesson Pres. Kennedy learned from the Bay of Pigs.
TS: Indeed, he learned a lot of valuable lessons from the Bay of Pigs. The authors of the plan
had assured him it would succeed and that the US role would not be known, and that the
invading army if it failed could fall back into the mountains—all of that was false. All the
assurances that caused him to give a green light were false. And he kicked himself for paying
too much attention to those holdovers from the military and intelligence communities—they had
experience and medals and ribbons, yes, but they didn’t have the same kind of common sense
that he thought Bobby and I might bring to that table. So, he didn’t make it worse when they
asked him to. They asked him, when it failed, to send in US bombers. He wasn’t going to do
that and precipitate World War III.
And he also became more skeptical about using military might to solve political problems. As a
result, when the joint chiefs gave him recommendations about sending troops to Indochina—not
merely advisors and instructors as Eisenhower had done before him, but combat troop
divisions—he never did it even though they urged him to throughout his administration. They
also urged him to bomb North Vietnam, and he never did that either. All that started under his
successor.
RL: In your view, Kennedy would not have escalated the US military involvement in Vietnam?
TS: That is definitely my view. In fact, in his last month he was talking about taking out most
of the advisors we had there by the end of the year [1963].
RL: And these lessons from the Bay of Pigs fiasco came to play in the Cuban Missile Crisis of
1962.
TS: Exactly. In some ways, the Bay of Pigs for all of its hurt and harm was a blessing because it
caused Kennedy to change his personnel, change his policies, and change his procedure by which
decisions were made. And when the Soviet Union secretly rushed nuclear missiles into Cuba,
Kennedy wanted to know all his options, not like George W. Bush being handed one option to
invade Iraq and he stuck with it.
Kennedy also wanted to know the pros and cons of every option. Not just unilateral military, but
multilateral diplomatic and military, and combinations of diplomatic and military. He even
wanted to hear the pros and cons of doing nothing at all. As a result, we came up with a very
different answer to Khrushchev’s missiles, and ultimately, that persuaded Khrushchev to
withdraw his missiles without firing a shot.
RL: He gave a powerful speech on foreign relations at the University of Washington in Seattle
in 1961 that showed a change after the Bay of Pigs disaster.
TS: That may have been the least reported speech he made, and the best foreign policy speech
he made. He said, among other things, that we’re not going to be appeasers or warmongers;
we’re going to be Americans. And we are six percent of the world and we have neither the right
nor ability to impose our will on or our system on the other 94 percent.
RL: And his June 1963 American University speech also reflected that view.
TS: Very much so. It was the first speech any president had made calling for a re-examination

of the cold war, a re-examination of our relations with the Soviet Union, and a re-examination of
what we meant by peace. He went on to prove it and put it into practice by proposing in that
speech a unilateral initiative for a moratorium on nuclear testing because of the harm that did to
our nation’s health and environment.
RL: That speech stands with Pres. Eisenhower’s prescient warning in his speech on the militaryindustrial complex.
TS: Yes, Eisenhower was correct in his analysis of the military-industrial complex, but
Eisenhower unfortunately did not do any of the things that Kennedy did, and the nuclear testing
under Eisenhower was not curbed at all. And the treaty that resulted from Kennedy’s speech was
the first step toward arms control in the nuclear age.
RL: Kennedy also began work on civil rights issues. Didn’t he prompt the release of Dr. Martin
Luther King, Jr., from jail during the 1960 campaign?
TS: Maybe. He called Dr. King’s wife to express his concern and sympathy. Rumor has it that
Bobby Kennedy may have called the judge, which is less regular. In any event, King had been
sent to prison at hard labor for a traffic technicality. He had been unjustly imprisoned, and by
calling attention to that unjust imprisonment, I have no doubt that the Kennedys did speed Dr.
King’s release.
RL: Critics charge that the Kennedy administration was silent on civil rights issues for the first
two years.
TS: As far as that silence goes, when Kennedy was elected, the Democrats lost over 20 members
of the House of Representatives, which in 1959 and 1960, had refused to pass any civil rights
legislations. And if the House with 20 more Democrats wouldn’t pass it, it was very clear that
the House in 1961 and ’62 wouldn’t pass it. The House majority leader warned Kennedy that if
he even sent legislation of that kind up to Capitol Hill, he would lose the support he had among
the so-called “Dixiecrats” who, with the Republicans, controlled both the House and the Senate,
and they would therefore defeat his legislative program aimed at helping those at the bottom of
the economic ladder: minimum wage, strengthening Social Security, help for economically
distressed areas, increased help for public housing. So Kennedy could have sent up symbolic
legislation that would go nowhere just as a political gesture, but instead of helping black citizens,
that would simply have hurt them by defeating the Kennedy legislative measures that were going
to pass, and that would not be a victory even though it would be a nice symbolic gesture.
RL: Then the Democrats gained seats in Congress in the 1962 midterm elections.
TS: And that’s what made it more possible for Kennedy to act on civil rights in his final year in
office, 1963. But it was also an issue he could no longer ignore as protests and demonstrations in
favor of civil rights and against unjust discrimination and segregation were raging throughout the
country, north and south, and becoming what Pres. Kennedy called “a moral issue as well as a
constitutional issue” nationally.
RL: Was there ever consideration of replacing J. Edgar Hoover as director of the FBI?
TS: I’m not that knowledgeable on that—but there were at least three considerations. First,
neutral political scientists said that the head of CIA and the head of FBI should be non-political
positions that continued year after year, presidential term after presidential term, instead of
changing them every time the party in the White House changed. Second, I have no doubt that
the president, who disagreed with his conservative father on so many recommendations, felt that
maybe there was a case for agreeing with his father—and he didn’t want to disagree with his
father all the time— when his father urged that Hoover be retained. Third, was JFK’s own quip
that “you don’t fire God.” Hoover thought he was God.

RL: In the touching epilogue of your JFK biography, Kennedy, you reflect on what might have
been if Kennedy had not been assassinated. You mention also that he talked with you about how
he could be shot by a sniper, and he was very aware of that.
TS: How true.
RL: Do agree with the conclusion of the Warren Commission that a lone assassin killed Pres.
Kennedy?
TS: I examine that question for the first time in my new book, and I conclude that as flawed as
the Warren Commission might have been to get a report out in time to calm and quiet the
country, there has never been any worthy, credible evidence that would stand up for me as a
lawyer in court proving that there was any conspiracy or anyone else behind the lone gunman
who turned out to be a lucky sharpshooter.
RL: You’re best known for your work as Pres. Kennedy's closest advisor, but you have an
enviable record in law and politics since then. Can you talk about your work with Robert
Kennedy and your role in his 1968 presidential campaign?
TS: Yes. Robert Kennedy and I became much closer after his brother’s death because we each
recognized that it was a terrible loss to the other. He became my client when I practiced law. I
became an informal advisor as he ventured more and more into national politics, and I ultimately
joined his brother Ted and his brother-in-law Steve Smith in directing his campaign for the
presidency. He would have been a great president had he not been killed.
RL: And you were at the hotel in Los Angeles when he was shot?
TS: Yes. Actually I was in his room because he and I had been discussing the campaign before
he went down to speak.
RL: Could you talk about some high points in your international law work?
TS: I worked with Nelson Mandela of South Africa, and helped with something we called the
South African Free Election Fund, SAFE, to finance voter education in South Africa because
blacks in South Africa had never voted and didn’t know the first thing—even about how to mark
a ballot. That had a little to do, I believe, with the enormous demonstration of democracy when
election day came and voters of all colors turned out for a peaceful, free, fair election that saw
Nelson Mandela become president.
That was certainly one of the high points of my international law practice.
RL: Were you involved in the South African Truth and Reconciliation Commission?
TS: No, but I know everyone who was. In fact, I’m now on the board of an organization based
in this country called the International Commission on Transitional Justice, founded by the
people who were the founders and leaders of the commission in South Africa. Transitional
justice [concerns] how, after terrible, traumatic conflicts, justice can be restored not only through
trials, but also through reconciliation, through open admission that deals with the truth and gets
people on both sides of former divisions to accept the truth.
RL: What’s your next project?
TS: I just spent six years writing this book, and I need a break in both senses of the word. The
next project is to get Obama elected president.

WAR LORDS AND THEIR MANY WARS
America In The Last Fifty Years
The ever increasing tempo of “State Sponsored Terrorism” is a modern day problem of immense
proportions that has its effects in every corner of our planet. Recent years have become a
labyrinth of fire and brimstone suffering for those nations unlucky enough to stand firm in the
path of the military fireworks of predatory nation’s intent on the fulfillment of their programs of
domination that introduces new foreign born universal arrangements of political, social, and
economic agendas for certain nations of the world.
The United States of America in its recent fifty year history of forcefully restructuring and
transforming nations of the world that they label as “problem or terrorists “states is also faced
with the need to eliminate millions of lives in order to achieve their global aims of domination
political and economic control. How many to date? No one is counting.
At present the Americans are bombing the hell out of the remote and sparsely populated Asian
country of Afghanistan. Canada and several European Nations are obligingly assisting the United
States of America with troops and equipment in this American led Reprisal Campaign termed
War On Terrorism — their participation in these war efforts which do not directly concern them,
has a far from subtle goal of being favorably listed as a friend of Washington. The United States
has
and wants only two fraternal friends who have the proper political organizations and global
ambitions and programs to which Washington can pledge allegiance. England and Israel are
these two comrades in arms.
The United States has a recent fifty year record of coercing, bombing and invading the
governments and peoples of Korea (1950-53), Guatemala (1954), Vietnam (1964-75), Libya
(1986), Iraq (1991-present), Granada (1983), Nicaragua (1982-1990), Panama (1989), Cuba
(1961-present), Dominican Republic ( 1965), Serbia (1994), Haiti (1915-1934). Not exactly a
roster of heavyweights or military giants. Their unauthorized and unsanctioned military
movements in these countries have gone on while the rest of the world sleeps.
Even the United Nations of States for international peace, security, and cooperation established
in 1945, the year that gave the world the new concept of Nuclear Warfare with the explosion of
Atomic Bombs over the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, has stood aside during these
American military
Escapades and were nowhere to be found when those victimized nations looked to someone for
help. The United States is the United Nations. Everything else is theater for the poor!

AMERICA
A NATION OF ANCIENT AND POLITICAL STATE
SECRETS
President Kennedy was free of all and any secret society. He believed in America. He was a
practicing Roman Catholic.
President John F. Kennedy was brutally assassinated, for the entire world to see, in Dallas Texas
November 22, 1963.
Was John Kennedy’s Presidential Office a major obstacle to a cadre of determined men that held
documented ideas of creating a new American Global Regime of military hegemony over the
defeated countries of Europe, the Far East, and the Middle East. They also had a long held
hostility of anything Catholic being part of American public life.

WHAT ELSE DIED IN AMERICA NOVEMBER 22, 1963
America’s New Frontiers
John F. Kennedy's New Frontier program was intended to boost the economy, provide
international aid, provide for national defense, and to boost the space program. Kennedy made
a point to control monopoly prices, and although this made him unpopular with large companies,
it prevented consumers from being forced to pay more than a product was worth. He also was an
advocate of civil rights, and although he was unsuccessful at passing legislation during his
lifetime, he paved the way for the reform that would come later. He also managed to increase the
minimum wage.
On the international scale he accomplished two major things. The first of these was the Peace
Corps. The Peace Corps sent teachers to poorer nations to help increase education levels and
bolster their economies. The second was the Alliance for Progress, which provided aid in health
and education in Latin America. John F. Kennedy also built up the armed forces ground troops
and signed the Partial Test Ban Treaty with the Soviet Union. This treaty agreed that both
countries would stop all nuclear testing in the atmosphere and limit it to underground. The space
program was another thing strongly advocated by Kennedy. After the Soviet Union launched a

cosmonaut into space in 1961, Kennedy challenged the US to put a man on the Moon by 1970.
Overall, Kennedy's New Frontier Program was successful in boosting the economy, as well as
paving the way for many political, international and social reforms.

A DICHOTOMY OF CULTURES
November 22, 1963
11:59 CMT
The assassination of John F. Kennedy in 1963 may now be seen fifty years later, as the salient
moment when fate and destiny gave the world a caesarean birth to an anthology of opposing,
social, economic, religious, and cultural traditions and values. On the one hand the tenets and
teachings of the Roman Catholic Faith and on the other The Constitution of The United States of
America, and the Nation’s ruling political parties and their governments.

THE DAWN OF THE AMERICAN EMPIRE
To conceive, plan, script, design, cast, and finally organize and generate a worldwide war
program requires an outstanding number of players in both major and minor roles and the
gathering of unlimited financial resources needed to produce and stage it. First someone or some
group must have an idea, a plan, a goal, an ambition, a reason to act. These ideologies only find
themselves satisfied when another nation or another people are attacked and dominated. These
are never natural acts of self preservation. They exist in history in order to satisfy a creed, an
urge, or a self proclaimed need.
The United States decided to launch the two Persian Gulf Wars of February 1991, and March,
2003, using a dishonest collection of falsehoods and political deceptions in order to justify
another unnecessary war. These same tactics were used successfully in 1939 in Europe and
worked once again in the Middle East.
The United States of America, in its recent fifty year history of forcefully restructuring and
transforming nations of the world that they label as a “problem or terrorist government,” is also
faced with the need to eliminate thousands of innocent lives in order to achieve the global goals
of their military, political, social, and economic programs of State domination.

The New American Empire
At present the Americans are bombing the hell out of the remote and sparsely populated Asian
country of Afghanistan. Canada and several European Nations are obligingly assisting the United
States of America with troops and equipment in this American led Reprisal Campaign termed
War On Terrorism — their participation in these war efforts which do not directly concern them,
has a far from subtle goal of being favorably listed as a friend of Washington. The United States
has and wants only two fraternal friends who have the proper political organizations and global
ambitions and programs to which Washington can pledge allegiance. England and Israel are
these two comrades in arms.
The United States has a recent fifty year record of coercing, bombing and invading the
governments and peoples of Korea (1950-53), Guatemala (1954), Vietnam (1964-75), Libya
(1986), Iraq (1991-present), Granada (1983), Nicaragua (1982-1990), Panama (1989), Cuba
(1961-present), Dominican Republic ( 1965), Serbia (1994), Haiti (1915-1934). Not exactly a
roster of heavyweights or military giants
. Their unauthorized and unsanctioned military movements in these countries have gone on while
the rest of the world sleeps. Even the United Nations of States for international peace, security,
and cooperation established in 1945, the year
that gave the world the new concept of Nuclear Warfare with the explosion of Atomic Bombs
over the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, has stood aside during these American
military escapades and were nowhere to be found when those victimized nations looked to
someone for help. The United States is the United Nations. Everything else is theater for the
poor!
The social and psychological fruits of these alarming military attacks on these hapless and
unfortunate countries, their civilians and their property are now ripe and manifest — terror, fear,
trembling, social and economic phobias, anxiety, destruction, fright, horror, hysteria, death,
bloodshed, enmity, nightmares, hate, savagery, atrocity, destruction, rage, ruins, havoc,
desolation, destruction. These marauding attackers are now and will be forever branded as
bullies,
tyrants, gangsters, barbarians, butchers, who must eventually “must pick on someone their own
size.”

PRESIDENT JOHN FITZGERALD KENNEDY
1961 - 1963

HE WAS THE YOUNGEST PRESIDENT EVER TO
ENTER OFFICE.
HE TOLD THE TRUTH.
THE TRUTH ABOUT AMERICA’S SECRET SOCIETIES
AND THEIR AGENDAS

