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THE  O. J. SIMPSON TRIAL
was  Faked

as were the murders

 

by Miles Mathis

As I have done with the other events I have recently unwound for you, I will present you with the clues 
you may have missed so far.    If they jog something in your head, great.  On the other hand, if you  
prefer the mainstream story, feel free to keep it.  I no longer have any use for it.

Instead of looking at this event through the eyes of the controlled media, here you will be forced to 
look at it through the eyes of a real investigator.  I will circle and highlight the things you may have 
missed the first thousand times.  I will show that you missed them because they were surrounded with 
noise and flashing lights.  You couldn't see them or hear them in the smoke and din.  Here we will  
ignore the circus and just look at the facts.

We will start at the very beginning.  Orenthal James Simpson was born in 1947.  What else was born in 
1947?  That's right, our old friend the CIA.  This early in the investigation, you will no doubt dismiss 
that as a coincidence.   Later, you won't.

After his famous career as a football running back, Simpson went to Hollywood to become an actor. 
Who runs Hollywood?  That's right, our old friend the CIA.   Consult my paper on the Manson murders 
for more on that: I won't cover all that evidence again here.  

In  1993,  Simpson  had  a  supporting  role  in  a  movie  called  CIA,  codename  Alexa.  Just  another 
coincidence, right?  Not really, as you will see.  And neither is the word “Alexa.”  A websearch on 
Alexa tells you the name means “defender of man,” or that the computer company Alexa founded in 
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1996 based the name on the Library of Alexandria.  Both are misdirections.   The right answer is that 
the CIA has long liked and used the name Alexa, and that the computer company of that name is a CIA 
front.  Remember, the web was originally created by Intelligence as a tool of Intelligence,  both to 
collect data and to disseminate it.  Alexa is now used as the basis for websearches as well as for the 
Wayback Machine, which has stored terabytes of information.  But the reason Intelligence likes the 
word is easy to see if you write it like this:

A— LEX—A

Lex means law in Latin, and Intelligence sees itself as A  LAW unto itself.   It does whatever it wants, 
including faking murders and faking trials.  If you don't believe that, I suggest you read my other recent 
papers  before  getting  any  further  into  this  one,  including  the  papers  on  Manson,  the  Zodiac,  the 
Unabomber,  Watergate,  Johnny  Hovey,  Lennon,  Lincoln,  Walt  Whitman,  the  Beat  poets,  and 
Hemingway.   This paper is just a continuation of those, and can't be fully appreciated without them.

Simpson also appeared in the 1978 movie  Capricorn One,  which is  about faking a Mars landing. 
Catalog that.  Do not let it slip by you.  It is about faking a major event.  The movie was based on 
theories  the  Moon landing was a  hoax.   Audiences  loved it,  since  after  Watergate  they liked  any 
confirmation they were being lied to by the government.  But there are curious things rarely mentioned 
about the movie.  One, NASA cooperated with the producers, lending them equipment.  Why would 
they do that?  We are told the movie was independent, but it was distributed by Warner Brothers and 
produced by ITC and Paul Lazarus.   Even weirder is what director  Peter Hyams later said about 
Capricorn One:

OJ Simpson was in it, and Robert Blake was in (Hyams' first feature) Busting.  I’ve said many times: some 
people have AFI Lifetime Achievement awards; some people have multiple Oscars; my bit of trivia is that  
I’ve made films with two leading men who were subsequently tried for the first degree murder of their wives.

Another strange coincidence, right?  Nope.  When you finish this paper, you can take another look at 
Robert Blake as well.

Keep reminding yourself that all these people are actors.  You are watching a play.  They were hired to 
fill a role, as in their other jobs.  The CIA hires pros just like anyone else would.   All the people in the 
Tate/Manson event were actors.  Remember what the assistant district attorney in the Manson trial said 
about Susan Atkins: “She's better than Sarah Bernhardt.”  Well, Simpson wasn't better than Lawrence 
Olivier, but he did his job.  He probably fooled you.

Before we move on, let me answer my own question.  Why did NASA cooperate with Capricorn One? 
Damage control.  The movie was conceived of and promoted by the government itself.  They weren't 
confirming the Moon landing was a hoax, of course.   No, they were taking an idea which they knew 
was already in the head of the nation and trying to turn it subtly away from its target.  They were  
planting this idea in the heads of those watching the film:

Yes, the government might be corrupt enough to plan something like this, but they could never get away with it  
because too many good and honest people (like Elliott Gould) would expose it.  It involves too many uncontrollable 
factors and unpredictable outcomes for any agency to get away it.  

At the end of Capricorn One, the hoax is exposed.  That is the crucial element of the film, not the hoax 
itself.   Just  as with Watergate,  these things eventually come out  of the dark.   Or this  is  what  the  
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audience of  Capricorn One was meant to conclude, and most of them did conclude just that.  They 
thought that they had gotten to the bottom of Watergate with Nixon's demise, and they were assured by 
Capricorn One that if something fishy had gone on with the Moon Landing, that would also come out 
eventually.   The fact that nothing did come out on the Moon Landing, either before or after 1978, 
seemed to confirm to most people that the Moon Landing was real.  

This is the go-to misdirection to this day, for all conspiracy theories.  After 911, they used the same 
misdirection, leading most debunkings with the idea that with so many people involved and so many 
intangibles, secrecy could never be maintained.  That's nonsense, of course, but it fools most people. 
Most  people  don't  want  to  believe  in  faked  events,  so  they  are  pretty  easy  to  deflect  with  false 
reasoning like this.   

The truth is, secrecy isn't maintained.  There are leaks, and many people know the truth.  Others find 
out the truth.  But that doesn't matter because total secrecy isn't necessary.  All that is necessary is that 
the leaks aren't reported by the mainstream press.  As long as the government and press stonewall and 
deny, the majority of people aren't going to move past a certain point.  The CIA learned a long time ago 
that a small percentage of activists can be ignored, because the masses won't follow them.  Most people 
will follow the majority, no matter where it goes.  That is why it is called the majority.  Because of that, 
Intelligence only needs to  manufacture the majority opinion.  In other words, the majority of people 
don't even need to believe something, they only need to be  told  that a majority believe it.  That is 
enough to stop them from acting on their own beliefs or suspicions.  The government doesn't poll the 
public to discover a majority opinion, at least not on important topics.  The government just creates a 
majority opinion and publishes it.  Most people then believe it—or at least believe it is the majority  
opinion—simply because they saw it published.  Even if they don't share the opinion, they believe they 
are in a minority, and therefore powerless.  

You see, in this way, the governors can cleverly stop majorities.   To stop a majority, all you have to do 
is prevent it from realizing it is a majority.  In a so-called democracy, this is enough to stall it, since 
people have been taught from childhood to bow to greater numbers.  If you get outvoted, you are  
supposed to back down.  So the governors simply tell a majority it is a minority, and it immediately  
loses steam.  

For example, I think a majority of real people now believe 911 was manufactured in some way, but 
even when the mainstream reports on this “conspiracy theory,” they report that some minority of kooks 
believes it.  The word “kook,” with any number under 50% is enough to stall most people.   Most 
people won't  even think of getting off  the couch until the number hits 51%, and even if  100% of 
everyone they have ever talked to indicates they believe it, they will still be stalled if the media tells 
them they are in a minority.  They will believe the media over their own eyes and ears.

But back to Simpson.  He was also in the last three Naked Gun movies, including Naked Gun 33 1/3 :  
the Final Insult.    That title alone should have always seemed curious to you, seeing that the previous 
movie was Naked Gun 2 ½.  To continue the logic of that joke, we should have gotten Naked Gun 3  
1/3.  We are told that the 33 1/3 is a reference to the speed of a vinyl LP, but I don't see the joke or the  
connection there.  What does a vinyl LP have to do with anything in the movie or the title?  The 
reference isn't  to a vinyl LP, it  is  a reference to numerology, which Intelligence loves for its own 
reasons.  We have seen the number 33 coming up over and over in these faked events.  And we find it 
coming up again in this one a bit later, when Simpson is finally sentenced to 33 years for assault and 
robbery in 2008.  



But  perhaps  the  biggest  pre-event  red  flag  is  Simpson's  last  movie  before  the  alleged  murders, 
Frogmen.   Completed just a few months before the murders and also produced by Warner Brothers, 
this was the pilot for an A-Team-type TV series featuring Navy SEALs.   Simpson played the character 
of John Bullfrog Burke, and he was a major character, sort of like Mr. T was in the A-Team.  Listen to 
what Wikipedia tells us about the link between Frogmen and the Simpson trial:

NBC executive  Warren Littlefield said in July 1994 that the network would probably never air the pilot if 
Simpson were convicted; if he were acquitted, however, one television journalist speculated that "Frogmen 
would probably be on the air before the NBC peacock could unfurl its plume.”

The opinion of this journalist Tom Jicha should be highly suggestive to you, and I suggest we linger on 
it  a  while.   It  is  the sort  of  thing you would expect  to  be  whitewashed off  of  Wikipedia,  so my  
assumption is someone is trying to give us a clue here.   It looks like it was inserted on Wiki more 
recently, when the Wiki police were no longer on full alert about the Simpson trial.  

First, who is Tom Jicha?  

22 years at the [South Florida]  Sun-Sentinel, 17 before that at the now defunct  Miami News, the last eight as 
TV/radio writer. I am a former president of the Television Critics Association and one of the senior members of the 
TV press corps. 

So Jicha isn't just some local nobody.  In the pre-trial article in which he said that from July of 1994, he 
is probably divulging the common opinion of media insiders.  In this case, it appears he simply said a 
bit too much.  I suggest to you that not only was that exactly what NBC had planned—before the event 
ballooned beyond their  expectations—but that the event  was created for that very purpose (among 
others).  In other words, it looks to me like one premeditated outcome of this event was the promotion 
of this TV series.  The plan was always for a televised trial and acquittal, which NBC hoped to use as 
extreme advertising for  Frogmen.  Had other (larger) players in the scheme not decided to blow the 
event up beyond initial plans, it would have achieved that purpose admirably.  Unfortunately for NBC, 
the event became so large and so long, it  couldn't  be used along those lines.   So that tack had to  
ultimately be abandoned.  Of course this was distressing to Simpson, since that probably is the only  
reason he agreed to it.  Frogmen was supposed to be the biggest thing on his resume, and although the 
trial turned out to be a big part for him, too, it didn't exactly endear him to America like Mr. T.   We 
may assume Intelligence paid him extremely well for his part, and continued to take care of him, but 
even so, we must imagine he would have preferred to become a household name for Frogmen.  Given 
the choice of beloved TV personality or hated Intelligence asset thought to be a murderer, most of us 
would choose the former.  

Before we move on, let's look quickly at Simpson's character in Frogmen.   His name was John Burke, 
as I already mentioned.  I encourage you to look up John Burke in the history encyclopedia.  He was a 
famous Confederate spy for General Lee during the Civil War.  He later became Adjutant General of 
Texas.  Knowing what we now know, it is curious that they decided to name Simpson's character after a 
famous spy.  The Frogman John Burke isn't a spy, he is a SEAL.  So the connection is to Simpson  
himself, not to his character.  

Now let us skip past the alleged murders for a moment and look at the lead-up to the trial.  This is 
where we get some of our most obvious evidence this was all faked.  A grand jury was called but then 
dismissed two days later due to excessive media coverage.  You have to be kidding me.  No lawyer 
would believe this, since this isn't how it works.  A grand jury is called only to determine if there is  
enough evidence to go to trial.   They don't  have to make any judgments of guilt  or innocence, so 
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dismissing a grand jury due to media coverage is both illogical and unprecedented.  

Grand juries are normally slow in major murder cases, since they have to study a lot of evidence.  They 
may sit for a month, six months, or even a year.  It is clear the Simpson grand jury was dismissed not 
for the reasons we are told, but because it was not moving quickly enough for the script and plot.  The 
producers needed to get Simpson to trial court as soon as possible and turn on the cameras.  

If you take that last link, you will see more strangeness.  I found it by searching on “grand jury.”  It is  
the second link that comes up after Wikipedia.  Although it  is  a university website,  notice how it  
mentions the Simpson trial many times, including a mention in the first sentence.  Very strange.  It also 
contains obvious misdirection.  Here is what the author says:

The prosecutors were going to ask a grand jury to charge Simpson with murdering Nicole Brown Simpson and  
Ronald Goldman, but the defense attorneys persuaded the court that the grand jurors had heard too much about  
the case to be able to make an impartial decision.  That is, the defense attorneys filed a motion saying the grand  
jurors were too prejudiced by what they had seen on television and read in the papers to be able to review the 
evidence against  Mr.  Simpson impartially,  the  way  a  trial  juror  should.   The judge agreed with  the  defense  
attorneys, which is very unusual.  Normally, defense attorneys fail when they try to claim that a grand jury is  
biased. Courts reject these claims on the theory that all the grand jury does is bring charges, so even if a grand  
jury is biased, the person they charge can still prove their innocence at trial.  But a California judge bought the  
defense's argument in the case of O.J. Simpson (perhaps because of the extraordinary publicity surrounding Mr.  
Simpson) and, instead of trying to start over with a new grand jury, the prosecutors used another method to charge  
Simpson with the murders.

I say that is misdirection rather than a lie, because although it is true, it isn't the whole truth and isn't  
nothing but the truth.  What he should say is that defense attorneys don't even try that motion, because 
it never works.   It doesn't work because the jurors were already screened for prejudice going in.  You 
have probably been selected for jury duty, so you know how it works.  Both attorneys screen potential  
jurors, and the defense is looking for jurors who haven't been watching TV 12 hours a day for the past 
few weeks.  They actually ask each juror what he or she knows about the case, whether they are biased, 
and so on.  So an attorney who then complained that the jurors were biased would be told by the judge 
that he should have selected different jurors.  That is the way it works in real life.  

Besides, how could a grand jury juror know too much?  The job of such a juror is to sort evidence, and 
in sorting evidence you can always throw out stuff that doesn't fit all the other evidence.  So you could 
hardly know too much.  Even if one or more jurors had been spun by media coverage, a good attorney  
should be able to despin him or her in short order, simply by presenting real evidence.  Jurors know that 
the press is one thing and that police and witnesses and attorneys are (supposed to be) another thing. 
Once you come to court, you put all the hearsay in the press aside.  People know that.  

But even if all that weren't true, the method for curing a biased jury is not permanently dismissing the 
grand jury and switching to a probable cause hearing.  You ask for a continuance or a change of venue.  
You then select another grand jury in a different precinct or city, and tighten the restrictions.  Since they 
were in California, we may assume California required a grand jury for a first-degree murder charge. 
Well, a judge can't simply waive such a requirement.  The requirement is statutory, not discretionary, so 
the judge can't just switch from grand jury to probable cause hearing because he finds it convenient.  
Probable cause hearings are used in States and Countries that don't require grand juries.  They are not 
used in States that do, as a convenient back-up method.  California either required grand juries in 1994 
or it didn't.  
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I looked for a weblink to give you to prove this, and finally found this.  See footnote 1, which sends us 
to California Penal Code 682 PC, which states the rule.  If that is still not clearly stated for you, try this 
link to a Florida attorney's site, which states it in plain English: All first-degree murder cases must be 
presented to a grand jury.  This is the norm in all US States, and the reason is that it goes back to the  
establishment of the grand jury by Henry II in 1166, and its codification by the Magna Carta in 1215.  
The grand jury was created specifically to prevent charges being brought by powerful individuals at 
their own discretion.  In the Simpson case, Superior Court Judge Kathleen Kennedy-Powell ruled after 
only one week that Simpson should be tried.  Since she is just one person, that conflicts with the Magna 
Carta and all law since then.  

I hope you see we have a red flag even with her.  It is in that name: Kennedy.  We know the Kennedys  
are powerful individuals in a powerful family.  Who is Kathleen Kennedy-Powell?  The fact that she 
has the same name as JFK's little sister and RFK's daughter is curious.   It is difficult to get any good 
information on her online, but I did find she was at Loyola Marymount—which of course indicates she 
is probably Catholic like the famous Kennedys.  She is said to have been admitted in 1977, which 
doesn't really jive with her reported age of 62.  She would have been 25 in 1977.  

[Addendum, January, 2016:  I found no pictures of Kathleen Kennedy-Powell online and no bios. 
The  first  time  I  ran  this  research,  I  did  find  Kathleen  Kennedy,  the  famed  Hollywood  producer. 
However, I thought at the time there was no way she and Kennedy-Powell could be the same person. 
Now, I am not so sure.  Kathleen Kennedy has been in the news recently for the Star Wars film that just 
came out—since she is now the president of LucasFilms—and I noticed something strange.  She is the  
same age as Kathleen Kennedy-Powell.   They both live in LA.  Her father is a retired Supreme Court 
judge in California.   She has a twin sister.  Her sister also works in Hollywood, as a location manager. 
And there is more.  What was she doing in 1994?  Well, she founded the Kennedy/Marshall Production 
company in 1992.  If you check the filmography of this company, you find a strange gap from 1995 to 
1999.  She and Marshall were very busy with that company up until 1994, and then did almost nothing 
with it until 1998.  You will notice I subtracted a year from both numbers: that is because they produce 
movies before they come out, of course.  A movie that is released in 1995 will have been produced in  
1994.  So Kathleen Kennedy did a lot less production work from 1994 to 1998 than before and after 
that period.  Strange, no?   We will see that the entire Simpson event was staged, including all the trials 
and pre-trials.  Was this event produced by Kennedy/Marshall  Production Company, with Kathleen 
Kennedy playing the part of fake judge Kathleen Kennedy-Powell?  Quite possibly.  Maybe she had her  
father giving her pointers.  We have seen again and again that these people don't find it necessary to 
change their names, even while running these hoaxes.  They think so little of your intelligence that they 
know they don't need to bother.]

You may be interested to know that Kennedy-Powell also presided in the  Sante Kimes conviction in 
Los Angeles in 2005.  Kimes was convicted for murder in both New York and LA in 2000 and 2005. 
Both convictions are full of red flags and appear to be more fake events.   For instance, in the New 
York conviction for murder of Irene Silverman, the jury found Kimes guilty on a first unanimous poll  
despite the fact that there was no body, despite the fact that Kimes had been gagged by the judge, and 
despite the fact that Kimes had been prevented from talking to her own attorneys by the judge.  The 
judge even told the jury that  Kimes was attempting to influence  them, and prevented legal cross-
examination.   Do you really think it is illegal for a defendant to influence her own jury?  Kennedy-
Powell also prevented Kimes from talking to the media after the jury had been sequestered, which is 
extremely unusual and likely unprecedented.   
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The LA trial for murder of David Kazdin was equally strange, the story being that “Kimes convinced a 
notary to forge Kazdin's signature on an application for a loan of $280,000.”    When Kazdin found out and 
threatened to turn them in, Kimes ordered her son to murder him.  This time there was no murder  
weapon, and the judge (Kennedy-Powell) again gagged Kimes.  In both trials Kimes was convicted 
when her son turned on her.  Both times his testimony was critical.  This is pertinent, since Kenneth  
Kimes' actions were highly suspicious in both events.  After his conviction for murder in New York, 
Kenneth did an interview with Court TV reporter Maria Zone.  During the interview he suddenly took 
her hostage, pressing a pen to her throat.  Guards eventually separated them.  But what you should ask 
is this: how did Zone get an interview with a convicted murderer?  Convicted murderers aren't allowed 
interviews, and this is why.  Murderers are allowed to talk to clergy, immediate family, attorneys, and 
law enforcement, and no one else.   Therefore, we have evidence the interview and hostage taking was 
staged.   If the interview was staged, all the rest probably was as well.

You should also remember that  Court TV came into prominence with the televised Menendez and 
Simpson trials.   So  it  was  a  major  player  in  these  faked trials  from the  beginning.   We see that  
Kennedy-Powell wasn't the only link between the Simpson trial and the Kimes trial.  Court TV was 
another link.  In 2008, Court TV was relaunched as TruTV, so you should also look on all programming 
from TruTV as compromised, including Conspiracy Theory with Jesse Ventura.   It would appear that 
Jesse is part of controlled opposition.   Court TV was started by TimeWarner and NBC.  It is still 
owned by TimeWarner.   Time has been closely allied to the government and military intelligence from 
its beginnings in 1923.   It was started by Henry Luce, a Yale Skull and Bones guy from an Intelligence 
family.  His father's front had been as a Presbyterian missionary in China, but he was really a spy.  He 
was later a professor at the Kennedy School of Missions in Connecticut, probably another front.  

Hmmm.   Kennedy  coming up again.   I  will  be  told  that  is  John Stewart  Kennedy,  Jekyll  Island 
billionaire who is no relation to the other Kennedys.  Then why couldn't I find any confirmation of 
that?  Why is John Stewart Kennedy's genealogy hidden?  Why aren't we told who his father or mother 
were, as is usual in encyclopedia entries?  For instance, Joseph Kennedy's father and grandfather are 
stated on Wikipedia, going all  the way back to 1823.  Since there is so much mystery about John 
Stewart  Kennedy's family,  as  well  as his  business before and during the Civil  War,  I  will  assume 
something important is being hidden on purpose.  Since Kathleen Kennedy-Powell's bio is also being 
hidden, I will assume the same of her.  I will assume all these people are related until shown proof they 
aren't.

But back to Kennedy-Powell's ruling in the Simpson case.  During the week she was deciding—as a 
non-statutory one-woman grand jury—whether to send the case to trial, Kennedy-Powell did some very 
strange things.  To start with, she “cited a 1989 California appeals court ruling she found in her research, a 
decision  that  was  not  mentioned  in  either  the  defense  or  prosecution's  briefs.”  A judge  is  normally 
expected to view and consider evidence, not investigate the crime herself.  It would be like a grand 
juror going to the law library and researching old rulings in his spare time.  In other words, it isn't done.  
Kennedy-Powell then used that ruling to allow the prosecution to enter evidence they had collected at  
Simpson's home without a warrant, apparently violating his 4th amendment rights.    Police investigators 
had gone to the Simpson home, telling the judge that they were just checking on Simpson's safety. 
While there, they “found” evidence which they then entered in the probable cause hearing.  

Since the ruling she cited,  People v.  Cain,  concerned police who decided there might be a further 
victim, it is difficult to see how she connected that case to the Simpson case.  Was she saying the 
officers believed there was another victim at the Simpson home?  Was there any reason for them to 
think  Simpson had killed  another  person there,  or  was about  to  kill  himself?   No.   Despite  that,  
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“Kennedy-Powell explained that evidence in the Simpson case showed that the search was legal because it  
had not exceeded the bounds necessitated by the emergency the officers reasonably perceived.”  How's 
that?  What emergency did the officers reasonably perceive, beyond their own emergency to plant and 
find fake evidence?   According to Kennedy-Powell, “Officers feared something was amiss at Simpson's 
home when no one answered the door there.  Had they not entered as they did, she argued, 'we would  
justifiably call  them derelict  in their  duty.'”  Come again?   Not answering the door qualifies as an 
emergency?  If not answering the door qualifies as an emergency, no officer will ever need a warrant 
again.  

Since I will prove this whole trial was faked, including this hearing, we have to wonder if Kennedy-
Powell's ruling can stand as precedent for future decisions?  Do fake trials count in the law books?  I 
suppose they must,  which means the Simpson trial  was not only dangerous for itself—as piece of 
propaganda—it was dangerous as a legal precedent.  This may have been one more premeditated plan 
by those behind the hoax.  Beyond creating racial tension, diverting attention away from real news, and 
advertising for Frogmen, it looks like this trial also served to help destroy the Constitution.  All these 
fake trials set precedent just like real trials, but because they are presided over by Hollywood judges, 
all law and logic can be ignored.  These manufactured judges can just insert whatever they like into 
future law books.  It would be like legal precedent being decided by episodes of Perry Mason.   “Your 
Honor, I would like to cite Perry Mason, year 2, episode 12.” 

This method is fairly brilliant, I have to admit, because it prevents any appeal.  You can't appeal a grand 
jury decision, since it isn't a court decision.  For the same reason, you can't appeal a judge's finding in a  
probable cause hearing like this, especially when the defendant is ultimately found not guilty.  You can't  
appeal a not-guilty verdict, or any part of it, for obvious reasons.  The defendant isn't going to appeal it,  
because he got off, and the prosecution can't appeal because that would be double jeopardy.  Therefore, 
any ruling by a judge will stand and can later be used as legal precedent.   It is all sneaky in the  
extreme, especially when used in a fake trial.

Please notice that Kennedy-Powell's decisions to allow the evidence to stand over the 4 th amendment 
clearly shows extreme prejudice.  It shows she wished Simpson to stand trial and that she would do  
anything to make sure that happened, including doing her own legal research and pushing of evidence. 
If they had been smart, they would have had one of the prosecuting attorneys enter People v. Cain as 
precedent, rather than have Kennedy-Powell do it.   But in the rush they goofed it, and some outside 
reporter noticed it.  So we now have it as evidence the judge was hired to guarantee the case went to  
trial.  

Some will say, “Since you have said that the script called for an acquittal of Simpson, why would the 
hearing  judge  be  pushing  for a  trial?   Isn't  she  pushing  in  the  opposite  direction  of  the  ultimate 
verdict?”  Well, yes, she is, but you have to understand they wanted an acquittal  after the trial, not a 
complete dismissal of the trial.  The whole point of the event was to create a big media circus that 
diverted the audience away from more important things, propagandizing them with racial hatred and 
many other things.  So they had to go to trial, and they had to go as soon as possible.  

I will then be asked, “If that is so, why allow this 4 th amendment controversy in the first place?  If the 
CIA or  whoever  was controlling both sides,  then all  they have to do is  prevent  the defense  from 
challenging the evidence.”   The problem with that is that since the proceedings were already being 
reported in the media, everyone knew the evidence had been collected in very curious circumstances. 
The newspapers had already reported it.  They needed to report the evidence collected at Simpson's 
house, for obvious reasons, and many people were bound to ask how that collection was legal given 



that no search warrant was issued.  The judge's finding answered that question.  “So why not just have 
a fake judge issue a fake search warrant?  Wouldn't that have solved this problem before it ever arose?” 
Yes, that would have been the logical thing to do, but it appears they were in a hurry to get this event to 
trial as quickly as possible, which is why they illegally ditched the grand jury and held the probable 
cause hearing in just a week.  So they were sloppy with this part of the script.  A few people in the local 
press who weren't controlled noticed some of the holes and they had to be filled later.  

Now let's move ahead to the trial itself.  We will start with the fact it was televised.  Remember above 
where we were told the grand jury was dismissed due to excessive media coverage.  Do you think the 
best  way  to  solve  that  problem  is  by  televising  the  trial  proceedings?   Don't  we  have  a  grand 
contradiction right there?   Do you really think the best way to stop a media circus is to create an even 
bigger media circus?  This one contradiction is enough to blow the entire event.  As soon as the trial 
was televised, everyone should have immediately known it was fake.  

Remember, there are statutes forbidding cameras in the courtroom.  That is why they have court artists,  
you know?  Again, this is statutory, meaning there are laws on the books.  It isn't discretionary.  It isn't  
something a judge can simply allow based on his or her own authority.   Therefore, anytime you see a 
televised trial for murder, you should know it is fake.  Basically, cameras are allowed in the courtroom 
in these events because the CIA allows it, and the CIA is above the law.  The statutes only apply to real 
trials.  The laws say nothing about trials that are faked by the CIA. 

If you want to see the mainstream misdirection on this subject, I recommend the Wikipedia page on 
courtroom broadcasting.  Here is what it says:

Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 53 states, "Except as otherwise provided by a statute or these rules, 
the court must not permit the taking of photographs in the courtroom during judicial proceedings or the 
broadcasting  of  judicial  proceedings  from  the  courtroom." [4]  However,  some  federal  courtrooms 
experimented with cameras from 1991 to 1994. [5] 

They experimented with it on whose authority?  They forget to tell you that, don't they?  To overturn 
this Federal Rule would require a new statute, voted on by Congress.  Did that happen?  No.  If you 
take footnote 5 above, it takes you to a broken link at Pew Charitable Trusts, which is yet another red 
flag.  You are supposed to be taken to page that tells you something about cameras in courtrooms, but 
you are taken instead to a page about emails.  And besides, the Pew Trusts are another big fake NGO 
fronting all the same billionaires and fascists.  I  won't  have time to get into that here,  but just be  
advised.  

I will be told that these rules are federal, but Simpson was tried in California Superior Court, which is a  
state court.  Still, state procedures are also statutory, which means they cannot be changed at someone's  
whim.  If California was “experimenting” with televised court proceedings, it had to change the statutes  
in legal ways.  It couldn't just ignore them because Governor Pete Wilson said it was OK or something.  
In fact, Wilson was against televising trials, including the Simpson trial:

Immediately after that trial,  California Governor Pete Wilson announced his opposition to televised trials, 
and he later  asked the  Judicial Council to consider re-instituting the ban on film and electronic media 
coverage of criminal trials.   

Of course that begs the question of how and when the ban was overturned, and by whom.  Online 
research indicates the ban was re-instituted in 1997, but discovering the rules in 1994 is not so easy. 

http://www.courts.ca.gov/cms/rules/index.cfm?title=one&linkid=rule1_150
http://www.courts.ca.gov/cms/rules/index.cfm?title=one&linkid=rule1_150
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Judicial_Council_of_California
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pete_Wilson
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/California_Governor
http://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/blogs/stateline
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sunshine_in_the_Courtroom_Act
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Courtroom_photography_and_broadcasting#cite_note-5
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Courtroom_photography_and_broadcasting#cite_note-4
http://www.law.cornell.edu/rules/frcrmp


The  website  of  the  California  courts tell  us  an  experimental  rule  was  adopted  in  1984  allowing 
broadcast of court proceedings, but again they forget to tell us who adopted this rule and by what  
statutory method.   A “Special Committee on Courts and the Media” doesn't have the legal authority to 
adopt  such  an  important  rule.   Since  to  amend  the  Federal  Rules  of  Court  proceedings  requires 
Congressional action, as we have seen in the attempt to pass a Sunshine Act, we must assume as similar 
procedure would be necessary at the state level.  Did the California legislature amend the state rules in 
1984?  Well, the bill search at www.legislature.ca.gov only goes back to 1993.  

Further research takes us to a paper by the North Carolina Broadcasters Association, which is obviously 
not an impartial party in this question.  They tell us that in North Carolina it was the State Supreme 
Court that allowed broadcasting from courts.  Curious that this conflicts with the federal method of 
amendment, which would appear to require Congressional action.  If the Federal Rules of Court were 
made and changed by the US Supreme Court, then why is the US Congress trying to pass a Sunshine  
Act to allow broadcasting in federal courts?  It seems that the authority would either reside in one body 
or the other, but not both.  Since the US Congress is in fact introducing bills on this issue, and since the 
US Supreme Court is not arguing one way or the other about the issue, we must assume the authority  
belongs  to  the  US Congress.   If  so,  then  the  authority  in  states  should  also  belong  to  the  state 
legislatures, not to the state supreme courts.  The whole question seems unnecessarily complicated and 
hidden,  which  leads  me  to  be  suspicious.   I  suspect  California  never  legally  amended  any  rules 
concerning broadcast, and that it was allowed only by the Intelligence agencies and their masters who 
actually run the country and all states.  Everyone should know by now that legislatures are basically  
defunct and obsolete, retaining no real power.  All they do is rubberstamp bills forced on them by the 
military, by Intelligence, and by major companies.  

But  regardless of how these rules changes came about,  broadcasting  from court  is  a  terrible  idea.  
Anyone can see that.  Anyone can see that Intelligence wishes to broadcast court proceedings for one 
reason and one reason only: to better propagandize America.   They decided it was the only thing that 
limited them in older trials like the Manson family trials.  Although they were able to create a circus 
there  even without TV cameras in the courtroom, it was thought an even brighter and louder circus 
could be created by broadcasting all the clowns and sword swallowers in their full Technicolor glory.  

We have already seen TV broadcasting conflicting with the fundamental procedures of trial.  When 
dismissing the grand jury for the Simpson case,  they admitted that excessive media coverage was 
prejudicing the jurors,  making it impossible for them to be impartial and reasonable.   Therefore, even 
if Judge Ito had discretion to allow cameras in the courtroom, the logical thing for him to do would be  
to refuse them in.  You don't limit media intrusion by allowing them full access, do you?  The trial  
contradicted all logical legal proceedings from the first day, so it is a mystery to me why anyone ever  
believed it was real.

We see the same problem in choice of venue.  We are told Santa Monica—the locus of the alleged 
crime—was too hot for the grand jury, so it was dismissed.  A change of venue was then requested  
based on excessive local media coverage.  So they moved the trial to Los Angeles?  How did that make 
any sense?  We assume the prosecutors wanted a conviction, correct?  So why would they allow the 
trial to move to Los Angeles, where they knew the jury pool would be less white than Santa Monica? 
Does the state of California—which we assume wants a conviction—move the trial to a place where it 
is less likely to get a conviction?  

And how is Los Angeles any less media saturated than Santa Monica?  Are we supposed to believe 
there are fewer TV's there, or fewer newsstands, or what?   Clearly, the trial was moved to make a 

http://www.nccourts.org/Courts/CRS/Councils/Forum/Documents/History.doc
http://www.legislature.ca.gov/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sunshine_in_the_Courtroom_Act
http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/camerasc.pdf


conviction  less likely  and easier  to  broadcast.   I'm just  surprised they didn't  change the  venue to 
Universal City or Television City.  That would have been the most convenient thing.  For all we know 
they did, and just built a set to look like LA Superior Court.  

Then we get the choice of Marcia Clark as lead prosecutor.  Let's see, Marcia Clark versus Johnnie 
Cochran, Robert Shapiro, F. Lee Bailey, Alan Dershowitz, Robert Kardashian, Gerald Uelmen, Robert 
Blasier, Carl Douglas, Barry Scheck, and Peter Neufeld.  I wonder why she didn't win?  

You realize Marcia Clark wasn't even the District Attorney.  She was the Deputy DA.   Deputy DA's 
don't normally prosecute major felonies.  If they lead a prosecution, it is normally for misdemeanors. 
So where was the DA?  Did he have something more important to do?  Gil Garcetti was the LA County 
DA from 1992 to 2000.  So where was he in 1994?  Sabbatical?  Leave of absence for shingles?  

Clark is said to have compiled 19 consecutive murder convictions, but I found no evidence to back that 
record up.  As just one example,  Lawbrain.com tells us that she convicted a Christopher Johnson in 
1991.  I found nothing on that.  That is the same year she is supposed to have convicted Robert John 
Bardo of murdering actress Rebecca Schaeffer.  Unfortunately, that conviction is also suspicious, since 
it was achieved in a bench trial.  That is, with no jury trial.  That is next to impossible, since a jury trial 
is required for all first-degree murder convictions.  Bardo would have to waive his right to a jury trial, 
which he wouldn't do unless he were insane.  If he were insane, his attorney would never allow him to  
plead or waive.  This is a huge red flag, and indicates that the entire story about Schaeffer's death was 
also faked.  

We have more proof of that if we take  the link to Ironwood prison, where Bardo is supposed to be 
serving a life sentence.  The names don't match.  The man convicted is named Robert John Bardo.  The 
name in the computer at Ironwood is Robert Allen Bardo.   You will say, “Close enough,” but that isn't 
how it works.  To see what I mean, remember we found a John Stewart Kennedy above, the billionaire 
from the Jekyll Island group.   Well, we also know of a John Fitzgerald Kennedy.  Are you going to tell  
me that is close enough: they are the same person?  Middle names don't count?

We have even more red flags in the Bardo case:  His public defender didn't even enter a plea in the trial,  
because we are told he was “in protest  of Bardo's  surprise extradition” from Arizona.   This same 
defender filed pleadings in the wrong Arizona court in fighting that extradition.  Given these major 
blunders, why didn't Bardo ever appeal? 

And for the cherry on top, Bardo was said to have been carrying  The Catcher in the Rye when he 
murdered Schaeffer.  Salinger must have really pissed off the CIA somehow, is all I can say, probably 
by refusing to continue working for them.   So they planted his book in all their fake events, trying to 
smear him by association with all these alleged murderers and psychos.  

You should also know that Marcia Clark “retired” right after the Simpson verdict,  being paid $4.2 
million for a book contract.  She then became a commentator for Entertainment Tonight.  This is not the 
normal career arc of a prosecutor.    

http://inmatelocator.cdcr.ca.gov/search.aspx
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bench_trial
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Robert_John_Bardo
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Robert_John_Bardo
http://lawbrain.com/wiki/Marcia_Rachel_Clark
http://da.lacounty.gov/history/garcetti.htm


                

Here are some pictures of Clark.  The first two are from the trial in 1995.  Then we get one from 2009, 
and finally one from 2011 (her Wikipedia photo).  See anything strange?   She's 40 in the first two, 56 
in the third, and 58 in the last one.  You will say she just got better plastic surgery and fattened up a bit,  
but they can't replace all the skin and underlying flesh on your face and neck, shorten your neck, and 
change all the measurements of your skull.  Pic three is about the best they can do.  Pic 4 is impossible. 
That simply isn't the same lady as the lady in the trial.  

If you don't yet believe strangeness is afoot here, let's compare a couple more:



 

That first picture is recent and may actually be her.  At least we get the big round eyes.  Do you really 
think those two women are the same person?  The mole isn't even the same size.  Speaking of which, 
you can remove moles, you know.  Why would Marcia have hundreds of thousands of dollars of plastic 
surgery—apparently many rounds of it—and leave that huge mole sitting there?  I would suggest the 
real Marcia Clark hasn't had that much surgery.  But we have at least one body double—and probably 
more—who have had considerably more surgery to look like Clark.  They just add the mole in later.  

But if we stick with pic 3, I can make a larger point here than any point about the abilities of plastic 
surgeons.  It is actresses that get year after year of plastic surgery, not prosecuting attorneys.  I suggest  
Marcia Clark was never an attorney; or if she was, she was an unknown attorney with almost no record 
and some experience as an actress (see below).  Intelligence created a background for her, making up a 
past and forging a record of other fake trials, like the Bardo bench trial.  This is why the real DA in Los  
Angeles wasn't involved in the trial: it was fake.  He had real work to do with real trials.  Marcia didn't  
because she wasn't  really  a  Deputy DA.  They simply planted her in the DA's office prior to the  
Simpson trial.  This is why she had to “retire” after the trial.  She wasn't a real attorney and couldn't  
very well begin working at the DA's office.  One, she wasn't qualified to do so; two, they wouldn't hire 
her; three, she had been promised acting jobs on TV and a book contract.  

We will return to Clark, but for now, let's move on to the jury.  Of twelve jurors, eight were black 
women.  One was a black man.  Two were white women.  One was a hispanic man.  Are we missing 
anyone?  How about a white man?  Not one.  The jury was 83% female and 75% black.  It was 83% 
non-white.  Strange that they didn't get a prosecution of a black man, right?  

We are told they moved the venue to LA, with some fearing this would increase the number of non-
whites in the jury pool.  But 83% non-white?  This jury was the blackest place in the US in 1995. 
Harlem wasn't that black.  They could have moved the trial to Harlem and gotten more whites on the 
jury.  Really.  Harlem is now only 40% black.  In 1994 it was about 60% black.  The percentage of  
blacks in the US is about 13%, and in California only 6%.  In LA the percentage is about 9%.  So the 
Simpson jury was nine times less white than Los Angeles as a whole.  Who thought this was a good 



way to get a conviction?  

If you were prosecuting a black man, would this be the jury you would seat?   We have been told that  
the prosecutors, including Clark, thought that black women would lean to conviction because they were 
women.  What novel theory of human psychology was that based on?  On the contrary, I would assume 
black women would have a soft spot for black men, and for an attractive black man most of all.  That's  
the way sex works, you know?  So this is actually the worst possible jury you could seat.  

Even Vincent Bugliosi,  the lead prosecutor from the Manson trial,  has criticized Clark along these 
lines.  However, Bugliosi is in no position to comment, for many reasons.  One, I have shown that his  
event was faked as well.  But his event was faked in the precise opposite way, with all the chips on the 
side of the prosecutors.  Manson had no defense.  They didn't call one witness.  Manson wasn't allowed 
to defend himself, either.  When he was finally given a chance to speak at the end of the trial, the jury 
was removed from the courtroom.   The Manson trial was even more of a joke than the Simpson trial,  
and that is saying a hell of a lot.   

But it is strange that Bugliosi is about the only attorney pointing out legal discrepancies in the Simpson 
trial.  Of course Bugliosi is doing it to misdirect you.   He has been hired to misdirect for decades.  But 
why aren't any other lawyers pointing out all the legal anomalies here?  All these red flags should have 
jumped out at any lawyer or student of the law.  Have you ever read serious critiques of these trials by a  
lawyer?  Have you ever had a lawyer friend whisper in your ear that all these trials were fake?  I  
haven't.  We can understand why we wouldn't see the critiques in the mainstream press: they wouldn't  
print them.  But why aren't lawyers and law students talking?  I suppose it must be because they all  
wish to get ahead, and blowing prominent stories isn't the way to do that.

You see,  Bugliosi  is trying to make you think the trial  was blown only because Marcia Clark and 
Christopher Darden were incompetent.  This makes you think these prosecutors were real and that they 
were actually trying to get a conviction.  But I have shown you that isn't the case.  Everything done by  
them, as well as by the judges and investigators, was done to guarantee an acquittal.  The outcome was  
pre-determined.  It was in the script. 

As more evidence of that, we can study Marcia Clark's very odd statements during trial.  One of them 
has become infamous.  As the Los Angeles Times admitted recently [June 13, 2014]:

In an exchange during the O.J. Simpson murder trial, prosecutor Marcia Clark insisted to Judge Lance Ito that  
there were no legal precedents to the matter they were discussing.

"So if my Pepperdine law clerks found some …"  Ito interrupted.

"Did they? Criminal cases?" asked Clark, caught flat-footed.  "And what did they say?"

This is the same Marcia Clark that LawBrain.com told us had built an “enviable legal reputation.”   So 
enviable that Judge Ito is simply toying with her?  It is clear that Ito can't even take the trial, or her,  
seriously.   The writer at the LATimes even sends us to a youtube video showing the exchange, telling 
us the blunder is dissected in law school classrooms.  Not from that video, it isn't, since the video has 
been removed by youtube censors.   We have to wonder, do the “dissections” in law school classrooms 
ever get to the point of questioning if all this is real?  Has a law student ever come to that conclusion?  

If not, I would send him or her to that LawBrain.com page I linked above and just mentioned again.  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QFOY0Glg0gU
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QFOY0Glg0gU
http://www.latimes.com/local/crime/la-me-simpson-legal-20140614-story.html#page=1


There we find these very curious facts:  

Clark's passion was drama: she studied ballet; took lead roles in high school plays; and later, as a student at the  
University of California, Los Angeles, briefly toured with a professional dance company. . . .  [She married] Gabriel 
Horowitz, a flamboyant backgammon gambler known for his high-stakes hustling of celebrities. . . .In 1980, she  
married Gordon Clark, a computer engineer and an executive in the Church of Scientology, and took his name.   

Red flags popping up all over the place!  Remember how we learned in my Manson paper that Susan 
Atkins and Lynette Fromm were also involved in drama in high school?  All these people are actors.

How many prosecuting attorneys do you know or know of that were professional dancers?  How many 
are married twice by the time they are 25, once to a backgammon hustler and once to a Scientology 
executive?  Scientology is a CIA front.  Marcia Clark has CIA markers all over her.  

Here's another clue.  Clark is said to have gained the conviction of four gang members in the murder of 
Michelle Ann Boyd and Brian Harris in 1985.  But she didn't graduate from law school until 1979 and 
didn't become a prosecutor until  1981.  So we are supposed to believe that four years later she is 
leading the prosecution in a famous double murder?  It doesn't work that way.  In fact, the  LATimes 
admitted that Harvey Giss was the prosecutor in the case.  And if we study the case, we find more red 
flags popping up, including this stunner:  

Over 900 mourners came to the funerals.  Harris, an English student at California State University, Northridge, and  
Miss Boyd, a freshman psychology major at UCLA, were buried side by side at a cemetery in Westlake Village.  

That is from the  LATimes, Oct. 11, 1985.  See a problem there?  Harris and Boyd weren't married. 
They were only “sweethearts.”  Boyd was just 18, on her first day of class at UCLA.  Let me ask you  
this: if you were 18—just graduated from high school—and you and your girlfriend were murdered, 
would your parents agree to bury you side by side?  This isn't a scene from Romeo and Juliet: this is 
real life.  Your parents would want you in the family plot, not buried next to “that girl.”  Would 900  
people come to your funeral?  I don't really think so, not unless the CIA promoted the funerals.  

We have looked at the prosecutor, now let's look briefly at one of the defenders: Robert Kardashian. 
Red flags all over this guy, not the least of which is the subsequent fame of his family  for doing 
nothing.  You should ask where these people came from and why they are so famous.  The answer: 
because they are promoted by Intelligence.  They are part of the current diversion.  Robert was part of  
the diversion in 1994, since at  the time he wasn't  even a practicing attorney.  From the published  
records, we can't figure out who he really was; but Wikipedia admits he hadn't practiced law since the 
1970's.  In 1973 he co-founded  Radio and Records,  a  music trade publication that competed with 
Billboard.   I assume it was a CIA front.  In 1979 Kardashian sold it, but we aren't told to whom.  It  
ended up going to Westwood One in 1987, which was owned by Viacom (CBS).  CBS has been run by 
Intelligence almost from the beginning.   From 1979 to 1994, Kardashian's history is a blank.  All we  
can glean from the mainstream story is that he and OJ were friends, sometimes living together and 
often chasing women together.  My guess is that Kardashian was Simpson's handler during the trial, 
and probably during the years prior.  In short, he was Simpson's CIA liaison and Simpson's brains.  Due 
to  his  fame  and  his  looks,  Simpson  was  a  very  useful  agent,  but  he  was  never  known  for  his 
intelligence.   Like  many other  famous personalities  in  the  LA scene,  Simpson needed a full-time 
handler.  Remember how we saw Kris Kristofferson acting as liaison and brains for Janis Joplin in the 
late 1960's in my paper on the Zodiac?  Well, Kardashian provided the same service for Simpson.    

http://mileswmathis.com/zodiac.pdf
http://articles.latimes.com/1985-10-10/local/me-15681_1_college-students


OK, so the trial was a sham.  What about the murders themselves?  Also a sham.  As we did in the 
Manson event, we just have to study the photos.   

It looks like the Moulage artist went a little overboard there.  How did so much blood get tracked down 
the paving stones?  Was Simpson supposed to have danced a half-hour jig down the walk afterwards?  
Here it is from the other side:

As with Sharon Tate's death photo, this one looks faked, and for the same reason.  This photo has 
enough resolution that we can see her skin tone.  Lots of natural color.  She is alive.  A corpse that had 



lost all its blood would not look like that.

This photo also reminds us of Cheri Jo Bates from the Zodiac events.  The hair is over the face in the  
same way, to prevent any sort of identification.   It also prevents us from seeing the wound, as well as 
from seeing her expression.  Like Sharon, she may be smiling under there.

The way her legs are fashionably arrayed is also curious.  It is convenient that someone with her throat 
gashed out would manage to fall into this lovely fluid pose, like in a studio art drawing class.  Then we  
come to the case of her feet.  See how they go under the railing?  

  
Some one collapsing in her death throes would be very unlikely to fall into that position.   It would take 
some intent to get your feet to go so neatly into that gap, keeping your knees so deftly together and 
your skirt from going up above your waist.  Although wearing almost nothing and having no straps on 
her dress, she managed to fight with Simpson for some moments, fall, thrash around squirting blood 
twenty feet away, and yet still never show the tiniest part of her breasts.  Miraculous, really.

Now study the blood.  The pattern makes no sense.  It is far too symmetrical.  Even if Nicole had 
walked backward for many feet before collapsing, the pattern would be much more random.  As it is,  
we can almost see the Moulage artist dripping it from the bag in those little x-patterns.  

Speaking of  blood,  I  guess  you remember that  “Detective Phillip Vanatter  had compromised the 
prosecution’s  position  when he  foolishly  transported  a  vial  of  Simpson’s  blood to  a  criminalist  
already at the crime scene sifting through the evidence.”  That quote is from  a recent All Things 

http://www.allthingscrimeblog.com/2014/06/12/o-j-simpson-trial-20-years-later-advanced-forensic-science-would-leave-little-doubt-as-to-simpsons-guilt/


Crime article [June 12,  2014], still trying to spin you on this  event.   The author there, Clarence 
Walker, says that Buccal swabbing would have led to a slamdunk conviction of Simpson if the trial 
were rerun now.  But that is to ignore everything we have looked at above.  We have seen that no 
forensic evidence would have made any difference to a jury of eight black women, especially when 
both the defense and prosecution were hired to guarantee an acquittal.  Walker also waltzes by the 
obvious here for the millionth time:  the prosecution was caught taking Simpson's blood to the crime  
scene.   Could that be any more stupid or illegal?  What's more, the defense found out about it.  How 
could the defense find out about it?   In real life, these things don't happen.  The fact that this came out 
in trial is just one more indication the whole thing was a set-up.  The “mistakes” of the prosecution  
weren't mistakes: they were part of the script.  

Another photo of Nicole all over the internet is this one:

Some have tagged that as from the murder, while others have tagged it from earlier abuse.  But we have 
no proof it is from either.  What we do know is that it is from the same set of photos as this photo:

http://www.allthingscrimeblog.com/2014/06/12/o-j-simpson-trial-20-years-later-advanced-forensic-science-would-leave-little-doubt-as-to-simpsons-guilt/


So again, as with Sharon Tate's photos, they have cheated and redded up the first one, to make it look  
much worse.  That is a red flag by itself.  If the real photo showed what it is said to show, you shouldn't  
need to manipulate it.   The first photo was originally black and white, but they took it into Photoshop 
and made it red all over.   They also jerked with the contrast, to increase all the anomalies.  But by 
studying the second one, we see almost nothing.  Actually, we can't tell what we are seeing, due to the 
lack of focus and resolution.  She could be showing off her bruises, or she could be showing how 
someone spilled coffee on her.    It  is  impossible to tell.   Regardless,  those photos aren't  proof of  
anything, even minor battery.  And now that her eyes are open, you can tell the photos aren't from the 
murder scene.    

Here's another one reproduced all over the web as proof of battery:

But that is clearly faked.  It is from the same set as this photo:



 

See how she is wearing the same grey dress, with the exact same hair, in a black background?  But we 
have even more weirdness, since another supposed to be from that set is this one:

Do you see it?  That is a man!  Look at the five o'clock shadow.  Look how wide the neck is.  I am not  
saying Nicole Brown was a man.  No, it looks to me like this photo is a composite, with a man's lower 
face pasted into a photo of Nicole.   The photo fakers at the CIA or wherever are messing with us again.  
They are laughing because Nicole does have a strong square chin.  So they have pasted a man's lower  
face in here, to see if anyone notices.  That photo was a test.  There are more tests below.  Let's look at  
a couple more:



 
 
That's almost the same pose as before, but you can see that it is not only Nicole's face that has been  
tampered with, it is the entire photo.  The whole thing is a paste-up.  Look at the line between his face 
and her hair.  That's really amateurish.   This photo isn't convincing either:

 

That is supposed to be her wedding photo, I guess, but you normally take a wedding photo with the 
groom in the picture.  She looks too mannish there and too old.  I would say the photo is a fake.   I don't  
think that is Nicole at all. 

More research on Nicole pulls up more interesting facts.  Did you know her father was a captain in the 
Air Force?  Did you know he died recently?  [July 5, 2014]    Did you know he had Alzhiemer's near 
the end, and died  believing Nicole was still alive?    Did you know that the article at  Websleuths 
reporting that has been removed?  

Did you know that Nicole has a sister Denise Brown who looks just like her?

http://3websleuths.blogspot.com/2014/07/father-of-nicole-brown-simpson-has-died.html
http://www.people.com/article/louis-brown-father-nicole-simpson-oj-dead-denise-tribute


Strangely enough, there are no pictures of Denise Brown from the 1990's or before.  All pictures of  
Denise Brown show her looking about 45 to 55, which would be Nicole's age today.   There is one 
photo claimed to be of the sisters together.   

That is faked.  The shadows don't match.  Look closely at the laugh lines (the lines running from nose 
to mouth).  Why would one sister have darker lines than the other, in the same light?  Or look at the 
tongues.  The right tongue is mostly greys.  The left tongue has a dark shadow in the middle and is  
white to the left.  That white line to the left conflicts with the white line on the right side of the right  
sister.  See how she is lit from the right?  There is a white line on the bottom of her chin and a white 
highlight running all along her right side.  Or look at the insides of the two mouths.  See how the left  
sister has a darker black inside her mouth?  That is called shadow analysis.  It can't be darker in one 
mouth than in the other, can it?   Even the skin tones don't match.  You have to look very closely, but 
the right sister has slightly warmer greys than the left sister.  Try this: save that photo to Photoshop.  



Cut the sisters apart into two photos.  Then put each part through a color analysis.  They won't match. 
This indicates the two heads were pasted together.  That is the way professionals analyze photos like  
this.  This photo is actually a pretty good fake, but it is still fake.  

[Addendum, February 2016: Here's another one, sent to me by a reader:  

Wow, what an awful fake!  Compare Nicole to the woman on the far right.  Why is Nicole so much 
smaller?   And why is Denise in a different light than everyone else?  See how dark she is?  She is also  
blurrier.  Look at the shadows on her cheeks.  This is just pathetic.  

That is a tip-off, and leads us to do a side by side on Nicole and Denise:

 
 

Looks like the same woman to me, at age 30 and then at age 50.  She just dyes her hair dark brown now 
instead of being a fake blonde.   The nose is the giveaway.  Study the end of the nose and the nostril.  

Still, I admit that comparison is inconclusive, since the pic of Nicole has been heavily retouched in 



studio.  So let's do another comparison:

Yes,  I  had  to  work to  find  two photos  from the  same angle,  so that  we can really  make  a  good  
comparison of all the facial lines.  Note the right cheek line (edge of the face to your right).  If I were 
drawing a portrait of this woman from these photos, that is where I would start.  An artist starts with the  
outline of the face.  As you can see, that line matches.  The outline of her face is the same.  Then note  
the exact match on the nose.  All the lines match, including the length of the nose, the curve at the 
bottom, the nostril holes, and the curve outside the nostril.  Note the smile lines around the mouth,  
especially those long lines on the right side of the mouth, toward the edge of the face.  Note the curve 
of the left cheek.  Even the highlight on the cheek hits on the exact same spot, which indicates we have 
not only the same woman but the same woman in the same light.  I got lucky there, since the odds of 
finding her at the same angle with the same smile in the same light twenty years apart are very low. 
Note the teeth, which all match.  There is simply no doubt this is the same woman.   All she had to do 
to fool you is change the color of her hair and her first name.  She didn't even have to change her last  
name.

Some will tell me Nicole and Denise must have been twins.  Not according to the story we are told.  
According to that story, they were born about a year and a half apart.  But even twins at fifty don't  
match this closely.  Twins live different lives, and their lives imprint differently on their faces.   The 
match above is so precise, it would be better than most twins.  

Case solved.  They faked Nicole's death and she lived on as her faux-sister Denise.  Denise is really 
Nicole.  If you have read my paper on Sharon Tate, you will remember they did the same thing with 
Sharon and her faux-sister Patti.   Since there are a lot of pictures of Denise on the internet (actually 
more than of Nicole), it was a lot easier to prove Denise was Nicole than to prove Patti was Sharon.  
But since the photographic evidence above is so strong, it actually serves to strengthen my claims about  
Sharon and Patti.  If they did it with Nicole and Denise, why should you doubt they would do it with 
Sharon and Patti?  Some have told me that Patti couldn't be Sharon, because if she were she would 
never be seen on TV.  But Denise is on TV all the time.  These people are incredibly bold, because they 
have no respect for your intelligence.  I assume most top people in Hollywood know Denise is Nicole  
and that therefore the whole Simpson trial was a charade, which explains a lot of things.  For a start, it  
explains why so many top actors go through a crisis, ending up at Betty Ford or something.  Think 
Chevy  Chase,  Matthew  Perry,  Robert  Downey,  Jr.,  Mel  Gibson,  Anthony  Hopkins,  and  literally 
hundreds of others.  At some point they find out what they are really a part of, and not all of them are 



happy about it.  

If you think my facial analysis sounds like several guys on the internet (WellAware1, DallasGoldBug 
etc.) now doing ear analysis and saying a lot of people are doubles, I encourage you to compare their 
analyses to mine.   They are claiming everyone is everyone else, based on ridiculous matches that don't 
even match.  They are doing this to muddy the waters, so that you don't take me seriously.  They saw  
me coming and rushed all these fake matches into print and onto youtube, to confuse you.  But again, I  
encourage you to compare their claims of a match to mine.  I am not saying Jimmy Carter is the same 
guy as JFK, or something like that, am I, based on an earlobe that doesn't match.   I mean, just look at  
the match above.  Have those guys ever shown you anything that approached that?  Have they ever  
backed it up with a complete theory that actually made sense?  No.

You may also want to remind yourself that I am a top portrait and figure painter.   I can see faces better  
than most people.  As an artist, I notice things other people don't, not only about faces and bodies, but 
about everything else physical as well.  

I could quit there, but we will look quickly at Ronald Goldman before I sum up.    

 

That photo is tagged by the Associated Press:

In this Feb. 5, 1997 fle photo, Fred Goldman and his wife, Patti, sit quietly at the grave of their son 
Ronald Goldman in Valley Oaks Memorial Park in Westlake Village, Calif.  

The problem?  Patti isn't Ronald's mother.  In other places, the mainstream tells us his mother is Sharon 
Rufo.  Wikipedia tells us that is her maiden name.  The problem?  It isn't.  Rufo is the last name of her  
husband after Fred Goldman.   She got a court order* against Stephen Rufo in 1997 for battery.  This is 
how much the mainstream press cares about accuracy in this event.  

This leads us to ask, where are the bios for these people?  Who are Fred Goldman and Sharon Rufo?  
What is her real maiden name?  What did Fred do for a living before he became rich from this fake  
event?   What was he doing in Chicago before coming to LA (I suspect Navy)?  What was he doing in 
LA (I suspect military intelligence)?  Why has all information about these people been scrubbed?  

In 1998, the  LATimes told us Fred left a job of 30 years in sales in 1996.  Sales?  That could mean 

https://www.questia.com/newspaper/1P2-33051028/ron-goldman-s-mother-gets-protective-order-ex-spouse
http://news.yahoo.com/photos/feb-5-1997-file-photo-fred-goldman-wife-photo-050251313.html


anything or nothing.   If  he worked for a  company, tell  us what  company.   If  he sold used books  
privately, tell us that.  These dodges like “sales” are just more red flags.

    

That's  the  only  photo  we  get  of  Ronald  Goldman.   You  can't  tell  much  from that,  including  an 
identification.  However, we once again get many anomalies.  He was said to have been stabbed in the 
right torso, which conveniently can't be seen here.  What can be seen doesn't corroborate that.  First, 
there is no pool of blood leaking from that lower torso.  The blood would be streaming near his visible 
hand, and we don't see that.  Remember how Nicole supposedly streamed blood halfway down to the 
street?  But Ronald's blood stays in his body, I guess.  Even more curious is that the torso wounds are  
supposed to be on the right side, but it is his left pants leg that has all the blood on it.  How did right 
torso wounds manage to soak the left pants leg?  The blood on that pants leg also looks strange, since it 
doesn't seem to move down the leg.  Say that leg had been soaked somehow by blood dripping down 
from his left side neck wounds, while he was still standing.  Well, the lines of blood would mainly go 
from high to low, due to gravity.  But what we see are lines that go from side to side, as if someone is 
dripping blood on him after he has already lain down in that position.  

In conclusion, we see that both the murders and the trial were faked.  To what ends?  I have already  
shown several, including planned promotion for Frogmen (which didn't happen) and further erosion of 
the Constitution—via destruction of the 4th Amendment (which did happen).  We also saw the creation 
of fake precedent in fake events by fake judges, further eroding the legal system as a whole.  We saw 
the creation of racial tension, to keep blacks and whites looking suspiciously at one another instead of 
at bankers or other billionaires.  But the main end of this event was misdirection.  There were a lot of  
things going on in 1994-95 that they wanted to keep your eyes off.  They manufacture big events to  
keep your eyes off the real history happening just beyond your line of sight.  If they can keep you 
watching this circus for more than a year (June 17, 1994 to October  2, 1995), you will have missed all  



of their real crimes during that time.   

Here is just a short list of much more important events that were happening in those sixteen months.  In 
January of 1994, NAFTA had been signed into law, and by the summer of that year the negative aspects 
of that agreement were already being seen in the US, with the loss of more jobs and the outsourcing of 
American jobs to Mexico.  In the same way, GATT was being updated in the World Trade Organization 
in 1994, with the new provisions kicking in in 1995.  These provisions mainly took control of trade out  
of the hands of localities and countries and gave them to multinational corporations and their “global” 
puppet organizations.  This had the same negative effect as NAFTA, except the damage wasn't limited 
to  North  America.   Both  NAFTA and  GATT laid  the  groundwork  for  the  forcing  of  genetically 
modified crops on the entire Western World, among other crimes against farming and humanity.  In the 
summer of 1994, genetically modified foods were first approved, and although this is not normally 
linked to NAFTA or GATT or the WTO, the timing was not an accident. 

And that just gets us started.  On May 6, 1994, Paula Jones filed suit against Bill Clinton for sexual  
harassment.   Also  in  May,  the  Whitewater  investigation  was  building  steam.   Fiske  delivered  a 
subpoena to the Clintons in that month, and by August Kenneth Starr's investigation had begun.  I 
suspect this was the proximate cause of the Simpson event.  Things had been seriously unraveling for  
the Clintons since the first of the year, and they desperately needed to divert attention away from the 
proceedings in Congress.  

But there were many other events to bury.  On the very day Simpson allegedly murdered Nicole, June 
13,  the  jury  in  Alaska  OK'ed  the  lawsuit  against  Exxon  for  the  Valdez  disaster.    Also  in  June, 
JPMorgan bankers were creating the derivatives market, the market that would ultimately lead to the 
financial collapse of 2007—a collapse that is still accelerating.  In September of 1994, Clinton signed 
the Federal Assault Weapons Ban, and of course the passing of that by Congress was helped by the  
publicity surrounding the Simpson case that summer, despite the fact that Simpson is said to have used 
a knife.    

Still more.  In February of 1994, a US jet shot down four Serbian jets in the Banja Luka incident.  This 
effectively brought the US into the war there, despite the fact that we continued to hide behind NATO. 
Very few of those watching the Simpson trials knew that the US was involved in a major war in central  
Europe in  1994-95.  The Clinton administration didn't  want the public following the Bosnian War 
because it didn't want us to know why we were there.  Obviously, we were there to assert US interests, 
not peace or protection of innocents.  What were those interests?  Financial.  The banks and investment 
groups (and their subsidiaries) that rule the world had plans for that part of Europe, and Serbia wasn't  
obeying fast enough.  As is still happening occasionally in parts of Eastern Europe, some local leaders  
were resisting the banks, the oil companies, the drug companies, or the food companies like Monsanto.  
This is not tolerated, and those entities find some excuse to send in the military.  

We saw the same thing in Africa, with Rwanda and Sudan.  Rwanda was basically taken over by US 
business interests in the 1990's, although no one on either side ever tells you that.  They also don't tell  
you what those interests are, although I assume they are mineral.  I assume we have taken over the 
country via our man Kagame in order to mine coltan and other minerals.  That was happening in 1994, 
and we even touched off a genocide there to help lay our tracks.**  In the same way, we took over  
Sudan, although that was mainly for oil.  They weren't playing along fast enough in the mid-90's, and  
Clinton finally bombed them in 1998, claiming it was for harboring terrorists.  

All these things were happening in 1994-95, while you were watching Simpson drive around in a white 

http://www.chomsky.info/interviews/20060425.htm


truck and try on bloody gloves.   While the real world passed you by, you were living in the MATRIX.

Finally, I will tie up a few loose ends.  I started out by reminding you that Simpson was born in 1947.  
Even now, you probably think that is just a coincidence.  It isn't.  Since these events are manufactured 
from the ground up, almost nothing in them is a coincidence.  They can choose their actors as well as 
their dates, and they do these things to signal eachother, play with numerology, and just to toy with 
your mind.  Intelligence always liked Simpson because he was born in 1947.  There were other reasons, 
of course, but that was one of them.  Either they considered it a fortuitous event—like a saint being 
born on a feast day—or they actually changed his birth year in the records to match their numerology. 
Either way, it is a signal to a researcher like me.  

In a similar way, they choose their event dates.  The murders were alleged to have happened on June 
13.  Exactly 23 years earlier, on June 13, 1971, the Pentagon Papers were published.  This was another 
manufactured event used to bury real events, since Daniel Ellsberg was always a top spook.  See my 
paper on Watergate for more on that.   

Exactly 28 years earlier, the Miranda rights had been established.   Intelligence probably saw it as a 
good joke to start a fake legal event on the anniversary of Miranda.  What one man can set up, other 
men can tear down.  June 13 was also the date of Lindbergh's ticker tape parade and of the poet Yeats'  
birthday.  I have linked Yeats to Intelligence in recent papers, and we may look at Lindbergh in the 
future.  Finally, June 13 is the feast day of St. Anthony, the saint of finding things or lost people.   Just 
as running a fake event on the anniversary of Miranda was seen as a good joke, running it on the day of 
St. Anthony was seen as just the right sort of counter-magic.   While St. Anthony was helping people 
find things, Intelligence was helping people hide things.  No doubt they were laughing, saying “our 
magic is stronger!”  Were they wrong?  

I would like to dedicate this paper to St. Anthony.

*St. Louis Post-Dispatch, March 4, 1997.
**Notice, for instance, that mainstream sources, including Wikipedia, tell you that the Hutus were powerful enough to 
order the slaughter of up to a million Tutsi, but in the next sentence the Tutsi “restart their offensive” and almost  
immediately take over the country.  The Tutsi run the country to this day.  Curious how the Tutsi are both so powerless 
and so powerful at the same time.    

http://mileswmathis.com/watergate.pdf

