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ABSTRACT:  Knowing the bias of your news groups of choice is vital to maintaining an accurate 
understanding of current events.  Because disinformation and national propaganda movements have 
brazenly come to be the default form of media over the past several decades ~and~ because reason and 
logic have been so grotesquely under-endorsed, the need for public scrutiny of news sources has never 
been greater.  This paper covers the topic of propaganda and media bias.  It explicitly critiques /bbΩǎ 
ŎƻǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƻŦ ²ƛƪƛ[ŜŀƪǎΩ Iraq War Logs disclosure, in the hopes that what the reader learns here can be 
applied to preserve against future instances of selective reporting and aggressive tabloid panhandling.   
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CNN's Coverage Bias 

The purpose of this essay is to critically analyze /bbΩǎ ŎƻǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƻŦ ²ƛƪƛ[ŜŀƪǎΩ 2010 October 

release, Iraq War Logs.  I am going to expose what we shall consider to be a series of coincidences in 

/bbΩǎ ƘŀƴŘƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƧƻǳǊƴŀƭƛǎƳ with the underlying thesis:  Some of these coincidences had to be 

intentional, agenda based initiatives.  My findings regard five specific things, /bbΩǎ ƘƻƳŜǇŀƎŜΣ /bbΩǎ 

video interview, /bbΩǎ WikiLeaks related articlesΣ /bbΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ ǘǊŀŎƪƛƴƎ ǎƻŦǘǿŀǊŜΣ /bbΩǎ opinion 

poll.  You can see that CNN is by far not alone in the matter of biased coverageΣ LΩƭƭ ŎƛǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ by the 27th 

of October, WikiLeaks became a pretty scarce topic on the New York TimesΩ ƘƻƳŜ ǇŀƎŜ despite the 

sheer volume material leaked.  tŜǊƘŀǇǎ ǘƘŜȅΩve simply taken offense to AssangeΩs criticism of the article 

they wrote, reproduced in appendix A, and they are too jilted to continue covering the war leak.   

[ŜǘΩǎ ōŜƎƛƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ bias.  I was first taught what bias meant in a 4th grade history class.  I 

ŘƻƴΩǘ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŀŎǘ ǘƻǇƛŎ ǿŀǎΣ ōǳǘ L ƪƴƻǿ ƛǘ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ Řƻ ǿƛǘƘ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΧ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ǘƘŜ 

ǊŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ΨōƛŀǎΩ ǿŀǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŀ ōƛt tricky for me to wrap my head around at that young 

ŀƎŜΦ  .ƛŀǎ ƛǎƴΩǘ ŜȄŀŎǘƭȅ ŀ thing.  ̧ ƻǳ ŎŀƴΩǘ ƎǊŀō ŀ ōƛŀǎ ŀƴŘ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƛǘ ƻƴ ŀ ŎƻǳŎƘΦ  .ǳǘ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ have a bias and 

you can certainly spread it around.  A large, red dictionary on my desk makes a relevant definition of 

ōƛŀǎ ŀǎΣ άмΦ  !ƴ ƻōƭƛǉǳŜ ƻǊ ŘƛŀƎƻƴŀƭ ƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ ŜǎǇΦ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŀ ǿƻǾŜƴ ŦŀōǊƛŎΦ  нΦ  ! ǘŜƴŘŜƴŎȅ ƻǊ 

inclination of outlook; a subjective point of view.  3. Statistics.  A systematic distortion of a statistic as a 

result of sampling procedure.ΦΦέ  ό¢ƘŜ wŀƴŘƻƳ IƻǳǎŜ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜ 5ƛŎǘƛƻƴŀǊȅΣ мфтрύ  bƻǘƛŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ 

ǘǿƻ ƛǎƴΩǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ ōŀŘ ǘƘƛƴƎΦ  ²Ŝ ŀƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ ƻǳǘƭƻƻƪΣ ŀƴŘ ƻǳǊ ƻǳǘƭƻƻƪǎ ǇǊŜǎǳƳŀōƭȅ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ 

follow some consistent pattern or tendency.  It would be wise to hold all three of these definitions in 

your mind as you read this paper.   

Disclaimer of Intent ion  
¢ƘŜ ǊŜŀŘŜǊ ƳƛƎƘǘ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ōŜ ǿƻƴŘŜǊƛƴƎΣ άSince when is CNN such a big problem?έ  LΩǾŜ ŎƘƻǎŜƴ 

to scrutinize CNN in this case for two reasons, the first being that CNN has an air of balanced, unbiased 

news to their name.  Many consider CNN to be the raw & reliable, go-to news source of the U.S.  I myself 

used to believe CNN was in fact this generic 'news' news that didn't have a bias and pretty much gave 

you the facts, unadulterated.  I now see this was a misconception and a quite dangerous one at that.  

The United States of America is one of the freest countries in the world.  We have considerably more 

rights than do those in Japan, Italy, and even the UK.  In this freedom, we roam untamed by law, but still 

heavily oppressed by propaganda.  Social control is the primary means of controlling a gun owning, free 

speaking population.  bƻŀƳ /ƘƻƳǎƪȅ ƻƴŎŜ ǇǳǘΣ άLǘΩǎ ƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ Ŏŀƭƭ ǳǇƻƴ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŎǊǳǎƘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ 

ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ŦǊŜŜŘƻƳΣ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜΣ ǎƻ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜŘ ŜŀǊƭȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘΩǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ 

ōŜ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƳƛƴŘǎΦ  L ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ƴew incite either, you can read it in 

5ŀǾƛŘ IǳƳŜΧέ  όbƻŀƳ /ƘƻƳǎƪȅΣ tǊƻǇŀƎŀƴŘŀ ŀƴŘ /ƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻf the Public Mind).  All able minds have an 

ethical obligation to expose and resist all sources of propaganda and social control, to fully realize 

freedom and facilitate its growth in this very cruel and deceptive world (persuadingi propagandaii, neo-

genocideiii, recklessiv environmentalv devastationvi, unconscionablevii decisionviiiix makingx, etc.xi etc.xii) 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/tina-dupuy/let-our-fear-be-more-accu_b_693038.html
http://www.swans.com/library/art10/iraq/smith.html
http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article5749.htm
http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/wp-dyn?pagename=article&contentId=A46648-2001Dec31
http://www.scienceclarified.com/A-Al/Agent-Orange.html
http://worldfocus.org/blog/2009/01/15/agent-orange-devastates-generations-of-vietnamese/3625/
http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/feb/27/obama-signs-one-year-extension-patriot-act/
http://www.npr.org/programs/morning/features/2002/jul/tuskegee/
http://www.npr.org/programs/morning/features/2002/jul/tuskegee/
http://www.thegrio.com/news/ex-chicago-cop-convicted-of-lying-about-torture.php
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lcFDOWIl7Nw
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¢ƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ LΩǾŜ ŎƘƻǎen CNN to scrutinize is that they have a pretty bad (and for the most 

part secret) track record for pro Pentagon bias, most notably when it comes to WikiLeaks.  This second 

reason should not be taken as a very encouraging one.  I am essentially admitting to you that I went into 

this with a preconception.  This is the case, and it contributes to the bias of this paper, but I believe I 

have conducted myself openly in solving this CNN problem.  +Fravia, a contemporary philosopher and 

teacher of resonating influence once put,  

The very moment you meet somebody who preaches to have a άsolution" for all problems, you better try 

to remain some steps "behind" him, so that you have the time to sneak into a side-alley when the 

shooting starts and that moron gets what he jolly deserves --Fravia, HCU founder 

And so I ask that you stand behind me now, with alley aside, and see where we progress.   

#..ȭÓ Prior Incursions  
 After watching a very thorough and well done video analyzing CNN's coverage of the April 2010 

WikiLeaks release, it became obvious that CNN exhibited a pro Pentagon bias.  Lǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǘƘŀǘ L ǿŀǎ told 

CNN was participating in selective coverage and article hiding so much that I was shown /bbΩǎ ŎƻǾŜǊŀƎŜ 

on that day, which lead to my persuasion.  This truly is in the spirit of the transparency movement, and I 

hope it is able to spread to news distributers around the world in a cogent manor.  Seeing the evidence 

(and not chopped up bits and pieces of it) is far healthier than hearing someone ŜƭǎŜΩǎ conclusion based 

on undisclosed evidence.  L ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ŘǊŜŀƳ ƻŦ ŘƻƛƴƎ ŀ ōŜǘǘŜǊ Ƨƻō than did the Seattle citizen whose video 

should be seen (http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AGHH-t_2wsY).  The most damning highlights of the 

video are as follows.   

 In spite of /bbΩǎ popularity meter indicating that their Collateral Murder story was extremely 

popular, CNN withheld ǘƘŜ ǎǘƻǊȅΩǎ ƭƛƴƪ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƘƻƳŜ ǇŀƎŜ (it was on their page for less than an hour).  

This move, to keep the article out of site, would be considered quite counterproductive to the presumed 

motivation of any newsgroup: to disseminate interesting news articles to their readers.  Some of the 

commentary believed this to evince financial incentives being offered to CNN by the Pentagon.   

 The video also contains /bbΩǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻƭƭŀǘŜǊŀƭ aǳǊŘŜǊ ǾƛŘŜƻΦ  CNN was 

aggressively selective about what scenes they were willing to show from the leaked video.  They did not 

show the actual slaying of the civilians.  They justified this by claiming it was redacted άout of respect for 

the families.έ  This is an outraging justification for several reasons.  First /bbΩǎ selective clip served 

solely to portray the victims of the attack as ŀ ōǳƴŎƘ ƻŦ ΨŦƻǊŜƛƎƴŜǊǎΩ ǿŀƭƪƛƴƎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǿƛǘƘΣ Ψ!Y-птǎΩ and 

possibly an RPG (their camera).  The scene they did not show was of the civilians casually walking, 

ignorant of the apache helicopter, right before the chopper opened fire, slaughtering the assembly.  I 

consider this abridged version of the slaughter to be unconscionably disrespectful to the families.  I 

found the ƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ ǎǇƻƪŜǎǿƻƳŀƴΩǎ comment personally offensive for the fact that ǘƘŜǎŜ ΨŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎΩ she 

was referring to had spent years pleading for the military to explain to them why their loved ones were 

dead and how it happened, and it took the radical move of WikiLeaks to expose the answers to them.  

LǘΩǎ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜƭȅ ǎƘŀƳŜŦǳƭΦ   

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AGHH-t_2wsY
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 The video is also revealing of the level of control that the Pentagon has in regulating the 

exposure and detail of reporting conducted by CNN.  In the video it seemed that the Pentagon spokes 

person was more involved with the clip selection than was CNN.   

LǘΩǎ ŘŀƴƎŜǊƻǳǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ƴŜǿǎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ deferring their journalistic judgment to the Pentagon.  

In further investigating CNN, I ŘƛǎŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ /bbΩǎ bias was not limited to siding with the 

pentagon on issues of 'national security', rather, I found that CNN may have played an important part in 

the successful defamation of a Republican presidential candidate in order to favor another (relevance: 

U.S. party politics).  (http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9MCjVrDDzlo)  

One last mention, before 

we move on:   

 

  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9MCjVrDDzlo
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Procedure  
On, Oct. 22, 2010, around 4:00 PM (Central), WikiLeaks made the largest release of classified 

military documents in history.  At about 7:27PM (central) I began manually archiving records of the CNN 

homepage through screenshots, screen-casting and web archiving.  The summarized procedure follows 

if you care to read it (otherwise skip to next page):   

1)  Observation of the CNN homepage:  I took screenshots using a proxy server, as well as my 

usual American ISP line, under the hypothesis that CNN may spin news differently to Americans 

than it does to foreigners (Although I discovered no IP origin discrimination, I did discover 

differences between the U.S. homepage and the International homepage).   

2)  Critique of /bbΩǎ relevant video interview:  I made a recording of their online video regarding 

WikiLeaks, under the hypothesis that 'I could expect something fishing' (and with such a vague 

hypothesis, I was able to make an affirmative confirmation).   

3)  I followed and critiqued the stories that were accessible through following links on their 

homepage (i.e. not searched for) 

4)  I scrutinized the 'most popular' rating panel 

5)  I scrutinized a vote poll 'is WikiLeaks justifiable?'  The poll looked hokey... I don't have access 

to that much info on its legitimacy.  (The programmers and managers involved in that poll 

should leak the code for further scrutiny.)   

The specifics of my methods were quite primitive.  This was the first attempt I made in this sort 

of endeavor and I expected to encounter many problems in my pursuit which I could address at a later 

time.  My primary method of archiving the CNN homepage was ǘƘŜ ΨǇǊƛƴǘ ǎŎǊŜŜƴΩ ōǳǘǘƻƴ and mspaint.  I 

made the occasional web archive (.mht file) throughout my study in order to capture wording 

discrepancies.  A more sophisticated system should have been devised capable of making recordings and 

more frequent intervals.  A way of probing the ΨŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊƛǘȅΩ ƳƻŘǳƭes would have been beneficial 

to this project.   

I used Opera to navigate to CNN, using my domestic (U.S.) IP address.  I used Firefox to navigate 

there through the Tor anonymizer network.  In tor, I disconnected myself from U.S. proxies in an 

attempt to ensure that I would be connecting to CNN from a foreign IP address.  The drawback of this 

approach is that the tor network has been outed; it is entirely possible that CNN handles all tor exit node 

connections in the same fashion as it would domestic IP connections.   Another failing of my approach is 

the fact that I may have been reconnected to a domestic tor exit node without my noticing, which is 

very probableΦ  L ŀƳ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƭȅ ŀǎǎǳǊŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ /bb ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǘǊȅ ŀƴȅ Lt ŘƛǎŎǊƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ 

procedural nuances should be mentioned; they are not free of flaw.  If I were to do it again, I would ask 

someone in a Germany perhaps, to lend me their IP through a proxy daemon.  Someone in Australia 

should have been commissioned as well.   
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To archive the video interview, I had to use two programs.  L ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩt just use CamStudio.  Due 

to the advent of Windows Vista obsoleting thousands of digital devices, I was forced to use a multi-track 

recording application that was able to use ASIO sound drivers (Sony Acid pro) in order to record the 

audio as I streamed the media from CNN.com.  After I recorded the audio, I did my best to process it so 

the interview could be heard.   

Findings  

1)  Observation of the CNN homepage 
I could not detect an IP address discriminating policy at CNN όǎƻ ƛǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ L ǳǎŜŘ 

proxies).  CNN's rhetoric and wording did change across their international and U.S. pages.  On both 

pages, CNN's headline of the leak underwent a process of evolution as would be expected of important 

breaking news.   

International Page  Headlines :   

a.  WikiLeaks put classified Iraq files online ςInternational (2255GMT/ 5:55PM CNT)  

That's a fairly persuasive headline, assigning to the reader the premise "you can't just 'put' 

classified documents anywhere you want!"  But clearly, using the word put is a avoided (where space 

permits) due to its inarticulate nature.  I believe the sentence may have come off a little too tatt le-

tale'ish for them to stay with as well.  Unfortunately I may not have captured the first version of their 

headline.   

b.  WikiLeaks publishes classified Iraq papers ςInternational  (8:05PM CNT) 

I noted "drastic change in rhetoric," wondering if they changed their mind on the slant or if the 

original author was so blinded by patriotism that he didn't think consider the obviously failing neutral 

point of view?  I then wondered what the CNN corporate culture was like.  This headline isn't very 

descriptive either, using the phrase 'war papers' but it gets the point across at least.  There are worse 

things they could have said like, ΨtŜƴǘŀƎƻƴΩǎ sensitive information.Ω  That phrasing would have made me 

livid, but overall, what this revision is satisfactory to me.   

c.  same ςinternational (9:20PM CNT)  

The centerpiece on their home page ǿŀǎ ǳǇŘŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ά²ƛƪƛ[Ŝŀƪǎ ŦƻǳƴŘŜǊ 

walks out.έ  The picture is unflattering.  The picture used was unflattering.   
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*CNNτInternational  homepage course of change over 24 hours 

By Oct. 23  1722 GMT, you may have noticed in the screen shot above (the far right screenshot) 

the brief WikiLeaks centerpiece was replaced with football (yes, this is on the international page).  In 

that day 2 screenshot, you can see that the side articleΩǎ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ is very bland and uninteresting.  The 

picture of Assange is in the extreme lower left of the frame, and is 'unflattering' as they say (paleness, 

frown lines at lips' end, receding hair emphasis, that expression, i.e. unflattering).  The vanilla coloring 

ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ Řƻ ƳǳŎƘ ǘƻ ŘǊŀǿ attention ςin fact, it seems to repel the eye, similar to the way anti-smoking 

posters do ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ōȅ the tobacco ŦƛǊƳΩǎ visual artists.   
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U.S. Page Headlines : 

a.  WikiLeaks publishes classified Iraq War documents  --US (7:25 CNT) 

This is the first headline I was able to record for the US page. A juicy one may have been missed. 

b.  WikiLeaks puts classified Iraq War documents online  --US  (8:54 CNT) 

They brought back the 'puts online' method which is Interesting.  The space saved via this 

convention ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ Ψclassified LǊŀǉ ²ŀǊ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎΩ ǎƻ L ŎŀƴΩt criticize it too 

much.  The longer description mitigates that tattle-tale ring it had to it we saw in an earlier international 

ǇŀƎŜΩǎ iteration.   

 

They ran an annoying, yellow, distraction flier later in the night, drawing people to Breaking 

news:  The Texas Rangers defeat New York...  This flyer was positioned right above the WikiLeaks image.  

I noted that other images on the site seemed to 'draw the eye' away from the side article, irrelevant 

center stories with visuals that popped and advertisements (apparently, customarily obnoxious ones).   

It took CNN a very long time to post a center piece on their international home page of 

WikiLeaks (update occurred on Oct. 23 at 0220 GMT, so close to bed time for the US).  The centerpiece 

they eventually went with was the story "WikiLeaks Founder Walks Out (of interview)" an article 

accompanied by a perhaps poorly edited video interview of Julian Assange being questioned about the 

personal attacks made against him.  How they can justify creating a centerpiece on that story while 

leaving the story on the largest classified document release in U.S. History shuffled to the side is beyond 

me, but it happened.  If you follow up on the article, you will see that it, only cryptically, hinted at the 

Oct. 22nd leak once in the article and, even then, leveraged it to flair accusations about AssangeΩs 

person compelling him to eventually walk out of the interview, but I cover that story in the next section.    
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ςɊ  #ÒÉÔÉÑÕÅ ÏÆ #..ȭÓ relevant  ÖÉÄÅÏ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÉÅ× ÁÎÄ ÁÒÔÉÃÌÅȟ Ȭ!ÓÓÁÎÇÅ 7ÁÌËÓ /ÕÔȭ 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

--Here are notes on another article 

pushing the pro Washington agenda 

and trying to rally people behind 

their personal life exposé. 

 

CNN's zero day video interview is of the quality you would expect to find in student-made 

broadcasts at elementary schools.  The article they wrote, based on the interview, consisted of deceitful 

exaggerations and an aggressive, agenda-oriented story telling narrative style.  I'm truly taken back by 

ǿƘŀǘ LΩǾŜ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘ when I compare it to the interview clip.  I think it would be best to display the article 

with my own commentary at the same time, although the reader should note that, without my 

commentary, the story does take on a much more deceptively unbiased form, especially if the reader 

ƘŀǎƴΩǘ ǎŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŘŜƻ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ from which the article was produced.  In order to get the full ΨǎǳǊǇǊƛǎŜΩ 

effect, though, the reader might want to watch the video interview first, before reading the article and 

commentary.  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jZ7Yid7LBDY (this is an enhanced version with audio 

reprocessed to improve clarity)  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jZ7Yid7LBDY
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The article  

 

 I circled, in red, the things that are actually dishonest exaggerations.  I believe ƛǘΩǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ 

the WikiLeaks employee who quit may have made those claims, and they may be true, but Assange 

ƴŜǾŜǊ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ Ψa few disgruntled individuals,Ω or Ψa handfulΩ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ; he said there was 

one.  ̧ Ŝƭƭƻǿ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜ ǘƻ /bbΩǎ ŀƎŜƴŘŀ to use the personal attacks made against Assange as a red 

herring for the military.   
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My comments get a bit satirical there on the left.  I believe that phrasing is most illustrating 

however and stand by my use of satire/ mockery.  ¢ƘƻǳƎƘΣ LΩŘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ L ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƭȅ have the 

utmost respect for Daniel Domscheit-Berg, and fully understand and support his concerns about 

WikiLeaks failing to devote the proper diligence to smaller, non-U.S. military leaks.  Please keep 

advocating for financial sector leaks, we need those to accrue urgently!   

 



12 
 

 

  

 



13 
 

LΩƳ ƴƻǘ ŘƻƴŜ ŎǊƛǘƛǉǳƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜΣ ōǳǘ ƴƻǿ ƛǎ ŀ very good time to watch the video interview for 

yourself if ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜƴΩǘ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅΦ  LΩǾŜ manually fixed up the volume and made it available online.   

Enhanced Audio:  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jZ7Yid7LBDY  

Original Audio:  http://www.cnn.com/video/#/video/world/2010/10/22/intv.shubert.assange.end.cnn 

Original Mirror:  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iyPIc8ZmZbM   

 

Full:  http://www.cnn.com/video/#/video/world/2010/10/25/intv.shubert.assange.full.intv.cnn 

The last paragraph of the article bothers ƳŜΦ  LǘΩǎ ǘǊue that άaƻƳŜƴǘǎ ƭŀǘŜǊΣ !ǎǎŀƴƎŜ ǿŀƭƪŜŘέΧ 

but that only happened after Assange reiterated to the interviewerΣ άLΩƳ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǿŀƭƪ ƛŦ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ 

ŎƻƴǘŀƳƛƴŀǘŜΧ ǳǎ ǊŜǾŜŀƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀǘƘǎ ƻŦ млп ǘƘƻǳǎŀƴŘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ with attacks against my person--έ 

The interviewer cut him off sayingΣ άLΩm not.  WƘŀǘ LΩƳ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ƛǎ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ŦŜŜƭ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘΩǎ ŀƴ ŀǘǘŀŎƪ 

against WikiLeaks.έ  LǘΩǎ ƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǘƘƛǎ ƻǳǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŘŜƻ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘhey turned the volume 

down very, VERY low for this part, and added another mysterious background noise.   

 At this point in the actual interview, Assange got up to leave.  Meanwhile the host 

ŘƛǎŀǇǇǊƻǾƛƴƎƭȅ ǎŀȅǎΣ άJulianΣ LΩƳ ƘŀǇǇȅ ǘƻ Ǝƻ ƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŀ-th- όŜύ ƴŜȄǘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΦ  !ƭƭ LΩƳ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ƛǎ--έ  ¢ƘŜ 

interviewer said this with a visage and tone ǘƘŀǘ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘΣ ΨƘŜȅΣ ŘƻƴΩǘ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀ ōƛǘ rude 

ǘƻ ƳŜΚΩ  The posture the interviewer took was a little pretentious.  A more effective instigator may have 

been able to fool a more stressed out person to strike them, but fortunately for his PR, Assange did not 

show to be compelled, he just wanted to get back to his schedule.   

Audio tampering  

The audio on the interview appeared to have been doctored to make it difficult to hear what 

was being said ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴƛǇǳƭŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŜǿŜǊΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ǿas going on at the end.  The 

interviewer was micΩed at a comparatively low volumeΦ  !ǎǎŀƴƎŜΩǎ voice was loud in some places and 

extremely quiet in others.  They should have run the interview through an audio compression process (a 

very simple matter that would have substantially improved the quality of this almost unwatchable 

interview).  In some places, Assange actually 'clipped,' and in others Assange's words couldn't have been 

made out by someone exercising their prerogatives in the patriot act.  Towards the very end of the 

interview, it became apparent that at least some sort of audio editing occurred: they turned down the 

host's volume so you couldn't hear her doing exactly what Assange described as "just disgusting," i.e. 

wasting the interview with attacks on his person.   

It is possible that Assange may have intentionally varied his speaking volume throughout the 

interview as a way to prevent CNN from releasing the interview.  He does get rather quiet for parts of 

the video, and seems to be speaking under his breath (if you listen to the unedited version ƻƴ /bbΩǎ 

website it seems that way) ōǳǘ LΩƳ ƴƻǘ ŜƴǘƛǊŜƭȅ ŎƻƴǾƛƴŎŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ƻƴ.  If that were the 

ŎŀǎŜ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊΩǎ ƳƛŎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘƭȅ ŀǳŘƛōƭŜ (which it was not).  Lǘ ŀƭǎƻ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ 

explain the mysterious feedback that was present in the recording when Julian went off on that 

dispassionate tirade against tabloid journalism.  Of all the places that noise could have stuck, this is the 

least believable as mere coincidence.   

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jZ7Yid7LBDY
http://www.cnn.com/video/#/video/world/2010/10/22/intv.shubert.assange.end.cnn?iref=allsearch
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iyPIc8ZmZbM
http://www.cnn.com/video/#/video/world/2010/10/25/intv.shubert.assange.full.intv.cnn?iref=allsearch
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Julian Assange is skilled at handling interviews in my opinion.  ²ƘŜƴ ƘŜ ƎƛǾŜǎ ǘƘŜƳΣ LΩƳ ǳƴŘŜǊ 

ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜΩǎ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƳ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎŀƭƭȅΦ  ²ƘŜƴ ƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘǎ ǘƻ ŀƴ ƻǇŜƴƛƴƎ 

question, his response is usually highly quotable and shines a positive, informative light on him and his 

cause.  Likewise, when he responds to a question that could easily be taken out of context or quoted 

against him, his responses seem defusingly roundabout.   

For instance, when the interviewer slipped in the questionΣ άΧǿƻǳƭŘ ȅƻǳ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǎǘŜǇǇƛƴƎ 

ŀǎƛŘŜΚέ the implication is that any response to that question can be used to fuel the headline, άJULIAN: I 

AM NOT STEPPING DOWNέ or some derivative όŜΦƎΦ ά²ƛƪƛ[Ŝŀƪǎ ŦƻǳƴŘŜǊ ǎŀȅǎ ƘŜΩs not stepping downέ).  

WǳƭƛŀƴΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ƘŜǊ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎΣ άthis organization does not let anyone hang out to dryΦέ  You 

ŎŀƴΩǘ make a smear-headline out of that ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƘŜ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƎƛǾŜ ŀ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛǾŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƻ ƘŜǊ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ.  It is 

certainly agitating when politicians and critical figures make indistinct statements, but ƛǘΩǎ even more 

offensive to see the tabloid media coerces these figures into oratio obliqua to evade disingenuous, 

tarnishing headlines, e.g.: 

¶ άDem, Tea Partier agree on O'Donnellέ ςAn out of context headline attempting to distance the 

Teas from Republicans (relevance: U.S. party politics)  

¶ άMahmoud Ahmadinejad at UN: 911 was an inside job"  ςAlthough MA ƴŜǾŜǊ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǎŀƛŘ άфмм 

ǿŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴǎƛŘŜ ƧƻōέΣ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŘƛŀ still took some creative license with their headlines, masking the 

fact of more childish UN walkouts, and defeating the notion of investigating the victors.   

¶ άWikiLeaks founder denies rape chargesέ ςAssange desperately tried to keep this one out of 

/bbΩǎ grips because he knew they would run that story instead of the actual leak.  AlasΧ 

¶ άWikiLeaks Founder ²ŀƭƪǎ hǳǘέ traduttore traditore 

Apparently, around October 25, 2010 12:27 p.m. CST they swapped out the still image of 

Assange in front of a red striped backdrop with the whole interview he gave to CNN regarding the Iraq 

War Logs leak.  Seventy-five percent of this un-truncated interview is quite relevant and fair, but it was 

linked to as a side video (below the video titled ά²ƛƪƛ[ŜŀƪǎΩ founder leaves interviewέ).  You can see it in 

the second screenshot above (I have a hunch that the red stripe, among other things, dissuades1 the 

user from clicking the link).  It would seem2 that the fair video was for the most part hidden.  The audio 

on the fair video is processed properly and it sounds quite nice.  The end of the video, where Assange 

walked out remained difficult to hear, but it was processed the way the rest of the video was.   

  

                                                           
1
 If this concept is foreign to you, you can catch up on it here: http://www.searchlores.org/realicra   

2
 I never found out if the CNN home page linked to the legitimate, full length interview or the biased video of 

Assange walking out.  The video icon was on the homepage, but the article was linked to just below.  I think most 
ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƭƛŎƪ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ΨŦǳƭƭ ǎǘƻǊȅΩ ƭƛƴƪ ŦƛǊǎǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ǳǇ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŘŜƻΣ ŜȄǇŜŎǘƛƴƎ ƛǘ ǘƻ ōŜ 
the banner of the link they just clicked.  But since there was no video banner in the article (they just had a still shot 
up there) CNN viewers were no doubt guided to the thumbnail video whose caption most closely resembled the 
ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǘ όƛΦŜΦ Ψ²ƛƪƛ[Ŝŀƪǎ ŦƻǳƴŘŜǊ ǿŀƭƪǎ ƻǳǘΩ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƘŜŀŘƭƛƴŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǊŜŀŘ ƭŀǎǘ ŀŦǘŜǊ ŀƭƭ όƛǘ ƭŜŀŘ ǘo their link 
click), not necessarily what was printed at the top of the page!) 

http://www.searchlores.org/realicra
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>> ¢ƘŜ ŀǳŘƛƻ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨWalks OǳǘΩ ŎƭƛǇ ǿŀǎ unauthentic.  At the very end, the audio did not 

correspond to the video.  Foul play is plausibly deniable.  IŜǊŜΩǎ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŘŜƻǎ (just 

the  last utterances): 

 

Full Length Version (seemed to match with video and be groomed properly ) 

Assange:  OK, sorry.   

 

Matilda:  Julian, LΩƳ ƘŀǇǇȅ ǘƻ Ǝƻ ƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŀ-th- (e) next question.  !ƭƭ LΩƳ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ is-- 

Assange:                                                                                          hƪ {ƻǊǊȅΣ         {ƻǊǊȅΧ you blew it. 

 

Matilda:  In what sense?  Χ I have to ask that question Julian. 

Assange: I told you I was going to ǿŀƭƪΧ 

Chopped Version (distinctly did NOT match with video  at end/  volume made inaudible ) 

Assange:  OK, sorry.   

aŀǘƛƭŘŀΥ  WǳƭƛŀƴΣ LΩƳ ƘŀǇǇȅ ǘƻ Ǝƻ ƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŀ-th-- in what sense? 

 

Matilda:  I have to ask that question, Julian.   

Matilda:                                                In what sense?     ({ƘŜΩǎ speaking over herself) 

Assange:  I told you I was going to walkΧ 

Matilda:  I have to ask that question (even amplified, the ΨJulianΩ part was undetectable by my ears) 

  

{ƻ ǿƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƳŜŀƴΚ  ²ŜƭƭΣ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ млл҈ ŎƭŜŀǊΦ  My initial assumption was that the 

audio guys at CNN were told to doctor the ǾƛŘŜƻΩǎ ŀǳŘƛƻ in some way to give it a little extra effect.  I 

presumed that they eventually came to their senses and decided ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ Ǉǳƭƭ ƛǘ ƻŦŦ as well as they 

hoped, so instead of reverting to the original audio track, they just turned the volume way down at the 

end and hoped no one would pay too much attention to the elongated vocal dispute at the end, which 

was mostly inaudible.   

Another possibility is that they wanted to hide Julian ǎŀȅƛƴƎ άȅƻǳ ōƭŜǿ ƛǘέ at the perfect time 

and instead make it look like Assange made some wild accusation before he left which caused Matilda to 

ǎŀȅ άƛƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǎŜƴǎŜ?έ indignantly.  This would fall into the category of obfuscation, some of us are 

familiar with sorting out.   

¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ŎƘŀƴŎŜ that the recording equipment just did something odd when Assange took off 

the mic, and one mic fell out of sync with the other.  The mic was in sync and recording for the whole 

interview.  It seems remotely plausibly deniable in that the audio ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊǎ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ Řƻ ƘŜŀǾȅ Ŏǳǘting and 
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pasting as I originally thought.  Ultimately, CNN produced a video that had two audio tracks playing at 

the same time at the end, but one was out of sync with the video by about 5 seconds.  Given that the 

audio quality was clearly monkeyed with ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǇƭŀŎŜΣ LΩƳ inclined, myself, to assume foul play here 

as well.  LŦ L ōŜƎƛƴ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ŀ ǘǊŜƴŘ ƻŦ ƛƴŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ /bbΣ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ LΩƭƭ ǊŜŎŀƴǘ ǘƘƛǎ conclusion, but so 

far the only trend I see is that of hoax.   

3)  Critique  ÏÆ #..ȭÓ ÓÔÏÒÉÅÓ 
 The stories CNN linked from their homepage regarding WikiLeaks, presented the whistle 

blowing organization in a predominantly negative way at the expense of issue coverage3.  For the most 

part they were about Assange's character, about the possibility of the leak endangering U.S. troops, or 

about Assange walking out of an interview.  CNN took the 

sensationalist approach to the issue, but did relatively little to 

capitalize on the sensation of 100,000 undisclosed, secret deaths 

in Iraq.   

Imagery  

The image they chose for the U.S. page was the image of a 

crowd of foreign people 

holding up a wooden 

thing in the air.  The 

image looks to be of a 

generic foreign world 

scene.  Upon closer 

inspection, the people 

seem to be holding up a 

wooden casket, and that foreign flag blurred off in the 

distance might be able to set the locale.  I would consider the 

image, overall, less than interesting and obscure even.  The 

image they chose to use for their International site was a 

screenshot of the WikiLeaks home page.  It's actually kind of 

shabby; they took a real camera and photographed an LCD 

screen that had navigated to the WikiLeaks homepage.  The 

photographer didn't hold the camera perfectly level, so it's 

tilted upwards to the right ςnot in an attention grabbing slant, more so at an unprofessional, 

'disinteresting' slant I would say.   

 

 

 

                                                           
3
 If we are to assume bias is in some cases acceptable, we must assume that bias is not acceptable when it 

infringes on a journalists disclosure of occurrences (selective coverage).   
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Story Highlights  

Let us first ask ourselves what kinds of things should be highlighted in a news article?  One might 

consider balance, significance, relevance, and validity all to weigh.  We certainly see some form of 

balance in that both sides of the story are acknowledged, that of the Pentagon and its opposition, 

WikiLeaks.  However, we tend not to see relevance, significance or validity so much in their highlights, 

which illuminates a severe balance issue.  IŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ /bbΩǎ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘǎ of various articles, 

chronologically arranged: 
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These highlights are a vast improvement!   

 

 

If you were to search CNN.com on October 28th ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άWikiLeaks,έ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ Ƙƛǘ ǿŀǎ άBe in 

the know: Today's political bullet points.έ  The linked content contained only two instances of the term 

WikiLeaks (underlined in yellow).   
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A Bias through  Side-Taking Rhetoric 

First lŜǘΩǎ go over a relatively old news clip4 of a pentagon spokesman misleading Americans 

about the Afghanistan War Diary leak (the predecessor to the Iraq War Logs leak).  What the Pentagon 

spokesman says in this clip of a July 29th conference is a misrepresentation. On August 16th Gates wrote 

to congress, and in this confidential letter, he made it clear that the Pentagon could find no cases of any 

individuals who were compromised by the Afghan leak and needed additional protection.  This deceitful 

statement was first broadcast by the Pentagon at a news conference on July 29th and was then 

propagated by most news outlets.  If you listen up to сΥооΣ ȅƻǳΩƭƭ see Amy Goodman call out the lie, 

citing Associated Press ǿƘƻ ƘŀŘ ŜȄǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ tŜƴǘŀƎƻƴΩs misdealing at some point in October.  The 

ŜǎǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘƻǊȅ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘΩǎ ŘƻǳōǘŦǳƭ ǘƘŀǘ within the bounds of 16 days (from the day of the 

conference to the day the 180° letter was written) the Pentagon suddenly realized what they said in the 

news conference was a lie.  What if Julian Assange went ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ άǿŜƭƭΣ ǘƘŜ tŜƴǘŀƎƻƴ 

may ƘŀǾŜ ƳŀŘŜ ŀ ŘǊƻƴŜ ŀǘǘŀŎƪ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ LƴŘƛŀƴ ǇǊƛƳŜ ƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊΦέ  And then months later we find out 

he was speculating on research he was conducting, and when he found out his speculation was false, he 

just never told anyone about it.  ²ŜΩŘ feel pretty betrayed.  ²Ƙȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘŜ ΨǘǊƻƻǇ ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜǎΩ feel 

betrayed by Admiral Mullen on this issue?  Perhaps they never hear about itΧ 

/bbΩǎ original article5 

based on those statements 

amiably supported the 

misrepresentation, before 

said statements were proven 

to be false.  And now, after 

the lie is quite clear (and 

most of the harm already 

done) CNN declines 

comment, declines even 

ǳǇŘŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜΩǎ 

deceiving highlights.  

 

ςIf ȅƻǳΩƭƭ pardon that last expression in the figureΧ ItΩǎ a clear way to express the underlying 

idea, and capable of doing so at the expense of just one word.  It criticizes the whole bullet, but 

especially ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ΨǊŜŦǳǎŜǎΩ being tied to ǘƘŜ ²ƛƪƛ[ŜŀƪǎΩ ŦƻǳƴŘŜǊ.  ¢ƘŜȅ ŎƘƻǎŜ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ ά¢ƘŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ 

the leak has yet to be identified (10 words)έ or ά²ƛƪƛ[ŜŀƪǎΩ is maintaining their strict nondisclosure 

policy regarding the source of the leak (13 words)έ  LǘΩǎ valuable to understand that the issue is not at all 

about ǘƘŜ ²ƛƪƛ[ŜŀƪǎΩ ŦƻǳƴŘŜǊ refusing disclosure, rather ƛǘΩǎ ŀbout the WikiLeaks organization refusing 

disclosure.  This is a subtle difference but it is distinguished by those who study and practice journalism.    

                                                           
4 http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=z1pTl8KdREk#t=5m36s --Democracy Now 

5 http://www.cnn.com/2010/US/07/29/wikileaks.mullen.gates/index.html 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=z1pTl8KdREk#t=5m36s
http://www.cnn.com/2010/US/07/29/wikileaks.mullen.gates/index.html
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In another interview with CNN, Pentagon Press Secretary Geoff Morrell ǎŀƛŘ άWe vetted every 

single one of the documents, word by word, page by ǇŀƎŜΧ There is nothing in here which would 

indicate war crimes. If there were, we would have investigated it a long time ago.έ   

And so CNN's highlights included, "There is nothing in here which would indicate war crimes --

Pentagon" that claim is unsubstantiated, dubious to begin with after skimming the leaked documents, 

and all around untrue; the release strongly suggests war crimes were committed in several instances.     

 

CNN was actually able to correct its propagation of that lie, later in the evening as pictured 

aboveΦ  .ǳǘ ǿƘŜƴ L ǎŀȅ ΨŎƻǊǊŜŎǘΩΣ L ƳŜŀƴ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜ ƛǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǎƭŀƴǘŜŘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ at 

least true ςthis would seem to be /bbΩǎ target as they aim substantially low with their journalism, a 

target often missed in their initial attemptΧ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ![¢¦ or ALTE would make for a better acronym 

than CNN.  Regardless, CNN did not eventually issue any sort of correction pointing out that they were 

complicit with a Pentagon lie.   
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4)  )ÎÖÅÓÔÉÇÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ #..ȭÓ 4ÏÐ Stories (see Appendix B for more hints ) 
The article popularity modules are worth discussing ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ L ƘŀǾŜƴΩǘ ǘŀƪŜƴ the measurements 

needed to support a firm conclusion.  CNN apparently does not display the activity bar graph on the 

international page.  They instead show the ranking of the top 6 stories, but both modules were a little 

'hay-wire.Ω  They tended to load collapsed.  The FaceBook module failed to load in one screen shot.  CNN 

may have learned their lesson about displaying the top stories accurately after they were criticized so 

harshly for hiding their story on the Collateral Murder release from their homepage ςeven though it was 

the top ranked story on their page by a factor of five6.  Or perhaps ƛǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀƴ ƻŘŘΣ ōǳƎƎȅ ƛƴǘŜǊŦŀŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ 

CNN hosts, where modules load as either collapsed or expanded based on chance.   

5)  #..ȭs Suspicious Poll  

CNN ran a poll asking 'Do you believe WikiLeaks is justified in its release of classified Iraq War 

military documents?'  The question itself ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ŀǎ biased as I would have expected from CNN.  If I were 

asked to nitpick it, I would say that a better question would be 'Do you think WikiLeaks should continue 

leaking classified military documents?'  Asking whether you believe they're 'justified' is almost asking if 

they can legally do what they did or if the military did something to deserve having their documents 

leaked (which, to anyone who skimmed the documents, they did).   

The results of the poll are not trustworthy based on the source.  By that I mean two things 

actually.  I mean to first say the obvious, that CNN has established a conspicuous, pro-Washington bias 

and should not be trusted to conduct any kind of poll.  But I also mean that the people who get their 

news from CNN are not necessarily 'in the know' regarding knowledge of current events.  I am of course 

making the wrongful assumption that people getting their news from CNN don't also get their news 

from somewhere else.  But if we presume that only about half of the people who frequent the CNN 

website get their news solely from CNN, it would explain the results of the poll almost perfectly (and 

further justify the need for papers like this one).   

You can see that with 9 votes, the ratings were 5 ΨyesΩ and 4 ΨnoΩ.  And with 3789 votes, the 

ratings were 2000 ΨyesΩ and 1789 ΨnoΩ.  Interestingly, the sample size had little to do with the eventual 

ratio (3% change).  This is a statistical rarity.  I should also point out that I voted once on my proxy (not 

voting twice mind you), and did not see a change in total votes after ten seconds (though this can 

happen for many reasons).  The voting system may be legitimate, but I'm quite skeptical without 

probing the underlying code I presume to be hidden somewhere on a CNN leased server.   

                                                           
6
 http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AGHH-t_2wsY#t=0m59s  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AGHH-t_2wsY#t=0m59s
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Concluding Remar ks 
 Diversify your risks.  hǊ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ǇǊŜŦŜǊΣ άDonΩt put all your eggs in one basket.έ  ̧ ƻǳΩǾŜ ƘŜŀǊŘ ƛǘ 

with stocks and bondsΤ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ ƘŜŀǊŘ it with randomly storing eggs at farms.  I urge you to head this 

warning with regard to the media as well!  To take up an opinion is to expose yourself to risk ςand in 

aggregation, your entire country and planet.  For every ABC program you watch, be sure to catch an 

episode of Democracy Now to balance it out.  Are you a big fan of Colbert, or John Stewart?  Then tune 

into the onion and even perhaps the funny guys on Fox News/  MSNBC.  Balance WikiLeaks with a grain 

of Cryptome!  tŜǊƘŀǇǎ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ŀ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ CNN fan ςwŜƭƭ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀƴ Ŝǉǳŀƭƭȅ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜ Guardian 

newspaper, now with a quite enjoyable podcast to listen to.  Besides, how dry would life be to just have 

the Associated Press & the Economist as company to global affairs?  9ǾŜƴ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƭƛƪŜ it as much, 

listen to your ΨŘŀǊƪ ǎƛŘŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ apply logic to articulate in your mind, why you so much loath them.  You 

might learn a great deal, developing your own opinions and ǊŜŀǎƻƴƛƴƎΩǎ rather than being injected by 

those of your favorite keeper.7  I know who mine is, and I watch him closely, several steps behind, at all 

times.   

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                           
7
 1) a person who manages or looks after something or someone; a custodian of a museum or gallery collection;  

       an animal attendant employed in a zoo; short for [gamekeeper] 
   2)  short for goalkeeper or wicketkeeper (Oxford Dictionaries) 
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Appendix A  ɀ New York Times and their day at the circus  

 

The New York Times seem interested in covering the tabloid version of the story, too.  They 

were mostly responsible with their homepage on zero-day, in actually reporting the leak.  And I can't 

really blame John Burns for this story.  It's an interesting aside, and this style of journalism has become 

so second nature here in the states that the ethics of the matter probably never occurred to the man or 

his accomplice.  And the real questions remain unasked, guys, "What Did He Order?" and "Was a 'Dab of 

Dijon' Involved?"  (Relevance: U.S. politics/t abloids) 

άI heard a group called the S.U. propped up a very secretive sensation in natsinahgfa, and his 

friends stopped liking him because his new friends were into killing people and 'cutting off body parts as 

trophies.'  But what would we headline a story like that to make it really interesting?έ (In case you 

couldƴΩǘ ǊŜŀŘ ƛǘ in the shotΦ  LǘΩǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ ŎƭŜǾŜǊ in its reveal if you seek the right clauses at the right place.)   
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Appendix B ɀStory Popularity  

Popularity  ranking:  Is its very basis il legitimate  to begin with?  

 

IŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ǊŀƴŘƻƳƭȅ ǘŀƪŜƴ ǎƘƻǘ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ²ƛƪƛ[Ŝŀƪǎ ǎǘƻǊȅ ǘƻ Ƨǳǎǘ ōŀǊŜƭȅ ōŜ ōŜŀǘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ 

story currently being advertised on CNN.  They had been pushing this story, and I admit ƛǘΩǎ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ 

understandable that it would be collecting attention.  Not that the young girl pictured looks as though in 

pain, this appeals to most humans sense of urgency.  The bright colors serve to draw the eye near.  And 

ǘƘŜ ǎǘƻǊȅΩǎ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ the capitalized letters HIV are difficult to ignore.  Ψ²here were these dirty needles?  We 

ƘŀǾŜ ƪƛŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ǘƘŜƳ ŦǊƻƳ IL±Φ  όŎƭƛŎƪύΦέ 

LǘΩǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ bŜǿǎǇǳƭǎŜ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ƛǎ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ ǳǎ ŀŎŎǳǊate activity information.  Their servers 

and their ISP could out a rather condemning fact if their Newspulse module has no legitimate basis.   
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Evidence of Hidden Evidence  

 

 Eager to see if the international version of their site had always ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŀ ΨǇƻǇǳƭŀǊƛǘȅΩ ƳƻŘǳƭŜ 

ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ŀ ΨbŜǿǎǇǳƭǎŜΩ ƳƻŘǳƭŜΣ L ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŜŘ Web.Archive.org only to find that CNNΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎƛǘŜ 

is not being archived.  This is a troubling discovery.  The harder they make it for people to conduct 

research on their site, the harder it becomes to expose them.  I would ask that facilities be dedicated to 

archiving CNN ςand all mainstream news websites for that matterς in order to help protect the masses 

and facilitate the work of historians of posterity.   
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Appendix C ɀScreenshots of Articles, highlighting popularity  

(Extemporaneous)  
 The following section will contain screenshots of /bbΩǎ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎΦ  The screenshots to follow 

indicate that there were relatively un-slanted articles at CNN which ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

ƘƻƳŜǇŀƎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǿŜǊŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ǘǊƛŎƪȅ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ǿƘŜƴ ǎŜŀǊŎƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ΨWikiLŜŀƪǎΩ.   The 

question LΩƳ ƭŜŦǘ ǿƻƴŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ƛǎ how many people saw the non-slanted pages versus 

the slanted ones, and also how did they get there?  The next time I attempt this type of analysis, it will 

be very systematic, and I will have at my dispense a set of tools that will archive a series of pages at 

once, e.g. WikiLeaks (the topic), the homepage story and related stories, all stories linked to from there, 

google/yahoo news, google search results, and /bbΩǎ ǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ά²ƛƪƛ[Ŝŀƪǎέ.  For now, 

all I have is an Appendix C filled with more or less raw data and a few paragraphs of speculation here 

and there.  TheǊŜΩǎ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƘŜǊŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ LΩƳ ƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ƛǘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜ ƛǎ ǎƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ 

can see that there are agenda free articles on CNN mingling with the wolves in like skin.   
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 Lǘ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ōŜ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ /bb ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǘƘǊƻǿ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ occasional unbiased article.  It can be said that I 

could not review this particular article on zero day.  L Ƨǳǎǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊ ƛǘΦ  I wondered if I had simply 

overlooked a good article (btw, I only found this article while putting on some finishing touches to this 

essay on 10/30/2010).  It was buried on the third page of search results.  I decided to look for signs that 

might indicate that everyone missed the article (i.e. the article was retained by CNN).  And it seems that 

L ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴŜ ǿƘƻ missed the articleΣ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ƻǊ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘǎ.   

 By the way, LΩŘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ punch out some speculation in this appendix section about their claim of 

declining access to the material in advance for grounds other than that they were compensated for 

doing soΧ  They blithered like idiots on day one, and after day two they declared it the property of 

nostalgia and moved on.  LŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ǇŀƛŘ ǘƻ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ƴƻǿΣ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ 

simply the most foolish of the well-funded news agency in the industry. 

  
















