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Editor Introduction

Source:
https://www.globalresearch.ca/the-911-reader-the-september-11-2001-terror-attacks/5303012

This is now the second posting of this of this effort.  I have traversed this construction from the
beginning to the end, and made many corrections and formatting changes, yet the book retains its
original information.  I have added italics, underline, bold, and paragraph indents to match the
original articles.  And I hope that I haven’t missed any.  I also checked many links to confirm
them operational, but I may have missed some of these.  Generally speaking, but not necessarily
accurate, those links that are blue are active, although ones not blue may be active but escaped
checking, so you’ll have to do that.  I have discovered that there are links within that are broken
and no longer work.  Unless someone points out to me glaring error(s), this will probably be the
last version.  But who knows.  If having the latest and greatest is of importance, you may wish to
check back from time to time.  The current version, 171013, is the date, YrMoDy.  Future
versions will carry the same format.

The font, point size, and line spacing of the main body of this document has been chosen to make
reading as comfortable as possible.  

This is a collection of Articles about 9-11, written over a period of years as more and more
information became available on this event.  It has take considerable time to collect the articles,
format them to their current condition, link them to a Table of Contents, and include the pictures
that were part of the articles as found. 

All articles appear in the source listed above and it is intended to be a reference source to those
looking into the events of September 11, 2001.  It has been evident to me for many years now
that our Leadership was complicit in the events of 9-11, if not directly responsible for them.  And
it is, oh so clear, that virtually everything Leadership has told us about 9-11 is a lie as the reader
will soon learn if he does not already know.  The reason it is so important to know and
understand the lies being told is because of the wars the United States has entered and the many
hundreds of thousands of innocent people we have murdered and continue to murder in the name
of this lie.  It is also monumentally important that the Pentagon was alleged to be attacked so
that the perpetrators of this event could justify a military response and keep the crime out of the
civilian courts and in the hands of the military, under direct control of Leadership.  In effect, this
event was a coup of United States Policy.

Michael Herbert Keehn

https://www.globalresearch.ca/the-911-reader-the-september-11-2001-terror-attacks/5303012
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VXBk8JqwFlw&feature=youtu.be
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The September 11, 2001 Terror Attacks
9/11 Truth: Revealing the Lies,  Commemorating the 9/11 Tragedy

Michel Chossudovsky (Editor)

INTRODUCTION

The tragic events of September 11, 2001 constitute a fundamental landmark in

American history. a decisive watershed, a breaking point. Millions of people

have been misled regarding the causes and consequences of 9/11.

September 11 2001 opens up an era of crisis, upheaval and militarization of

American society.

A far-reaching overhaul of US military doctrine was launched in the wake of

9/11.

Endless wars of aggression under the humanitarian cloak of

“counter-terrorism” were set in motion. 

9/11 was also a stepping stone towards the relentless repeal of civil liberties,

the militarization of law enforcement and the inauguration of “Police State

USA”.

September 11, 2001 marks the onslaught of the “Global War on Terrorism”

(GWOT), used as a pretext and a justification by the US and its NATO allies to

carry out a “war without borders”, a global war of conquest. 

At eleven o’clock, on the morning of September 11, the Bush administration

had already announced that Al Qaeda was responsible for the attacks on the

World Trade Center (WTC) and the Pentagon. This assertion was made prior to

the conduct of an indepth police investigation.

CIA Director George Tenet stated that same morning that Osama bin Laden

had the capacity to plan  “multiple attacks with little or no warning.”

Page 1 of  783 Table of Contents



Secretary of State Colin Powell called the attacks “an act of war” and President

Bush confirmed in an evening televised address to the Nation that he would

“make no distinction between the terrorists who committed these acts and

those who harbor them”.

Former CIA Director James Woolsey, without mentioning Afghanistan, pointed

his finger at “state sponsorship,” implying the complicity of one or more foreign

governments. In the words of former National Security Adviser, Lawrence

Eagleburger, “I think we will show when we get attacked like this, we are

terrible in our strength and in our retribution.”

That same evening at 9:30 pm, a “War Cabinet” was formed integrated by a

select number of top intelligence and military advisors. And at 11:00 pm, at the

end of that historic meeting at the White House, the “War on Terrorism” was

officially launched.

The tragic events of 9/11 provided the required justification to wage war on

Afghanistan on “humanitarian grounds”, with the full support of World public

opinion and the endorsement of the “international community”.  Several

prominent “progressive” intellectuals made a case for “retaliation against

terrorism”, on moral and ethical grounds. The “just cause” military doctrine

(jus ad bellum) was accepted and upheld at face value as a legitimate response

to 9/11. 

In the wake of 9/11, the antiwar movement was completely isolated. The trade

unions and civil society organizations had swallowed the media lies and

government propaganda. They had accepted a war of retribution against

Afghanistan, an impoverished country in Central Asia of 30 million people.

The myth of the “outside enemy” and the threat of “Islamic terrorists” was the

cornerstone of the Bush administration’s military doctrine, used as a pretext to

invade Afghanistan and Iraq, not to mention the repeal of civil liberties and

constitutional government in America.
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Amply documented but rarely mentioned by the mainstream media, Al Qaeda

is a creation of the CIA going back to the Soviet- Afghan war. This was a known

fact, corroborated by numerous sources including official documents of the US

Congress, which the mainstream media chose to either dismiss or ignore. The

intelligence community had time and again acknowledged that they had indeed

supported Osama bin Laden, but that in the wake of the Cold War: “he turned

against us”.

The 9/11 Commission Report has largely upheld the “outside enemy”

mythology, heralding Al Qaeda as the “mastermind” organization behind the

9/11 attacks.

The official 9/11 narrative has not only distorted the causes underling the

collapse of the World Trade Center buildings, it has also erased the historical

record of US covert support to international terrorism, while creating the

illusion that America and “Western Civilization” are threatened.

Without an “outside enemy”, there could be no “war on terrorism”. The entire

national security agenda would collapse “like a deck of cards”. The war

criminals in high office would have no leg to stand on.

After 9/11, the campaign of media disinformation served not only to drown the

truth but also to kill much of the historical evidence on how this illusive Al

Qaeda “outside enemy” had been fabricated and transformed into “Enemy

Number One”.

VIDEO: AFTER 9/11: TEN YEARS OF WAR

Special GRTV Feature Production

– by James Corbett – 2011-09-08

http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=26450

or alternatively: https://youtu.be/n4xtcn6-5yw

The 911 Reader is composed of a carefully selected collection of key articles

published by Global Research in the course of the last eleven years.
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9/11 was an important landmark for Global Research. Our website was

launched on September 9, 2001, two days prior to 9/11. Our coverage of 9/11

was initiated on September 12, 2001.

Within this collection of more than 60 chapters, we have included several

important reports from our archives, published by Global Research in the

immediate aftermath of the attacks. These articles provide a focus on issues

pertaining to the 9/11 Timeline, foreknowledge of the 9/11 attacks, the attack

on the Pentagon, the issue of insider trading on Wall Street in the days

preceding 9/11 pointing to foreknowledge of the attacks.

What prevails is a complex web of lies and fabrications, pertaining to various

dimensions of the 9/11 tragedy. The falsehoods contained in the official 9/11

narrative are manifold, extending from the affirmation that Osama bin Laden

was the mastermind, to the assertion by the National Institute of Standards

and Technology (NIST) that the WTC buildings collapsed due to the impacts of

fire. (see Part III).

Where was Osama bin Laden on September 11, 2001?

Is there any proof to the effect that Osama bin Laden, the bogeyman,

coordinated the 9/11 attacks as claimed in the official 9/11 narrative?

According to CBS news (Dan Rather, January 28, 2002), “Enemy Number One”

was admitted to the urology ward of a Pakistani military hospital in Rawalpindi

on September 10, 2001, courtesy of America’s indefectible ally Pakistan. He

could have been arrested at short notice which would have “saved us a lot of

trouble”, but then we would not have had an Osama Legend, which has fed the

news chain as well as presidential speeches in the course of the last eleven

years.

DAN RATHER. As the United states and its allies in the war on terrorism press

the hunt for Osama bin Laden, CBS News has exclusive information tonight

about where bin Laden was and what he was doing in the last hours before his

followers struck the United States September 11.
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This is the result of hard-nosed investigative reporting by a team of CBS news

journalists, and by one of the best foreign correspondents in the business,

CBS`s Barry Petersen. Here is his report.

    (BEGIN VIDEOTAPE) BARRY PETERSEN, CBS CORRESPONDENT

(voice-over): Everyone remembers what happened on September 11. Here`s the

story of what may have happened the night before. It is a tale as twisted as the

hunt for Osama bin Laden.

    CBS News has been told that the night before the September 11 terrorist

attack, Osama bin Laden was in Pakistan. He was getting medical treatment

with the support of the very military that days later pledged its backing for the

U.S. war on terror in Afghanistan.

(transcript of CBS report:  http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/CBS203A.html ), 

see also: http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2002/01/28/eveningnews/main325887.shtml

[Both links were active on September 26, 2017.]

The foregoing CBS report which  is of utmost relevance indicates two obvious

facts:

1. Osama bin Laden could not reasonably have coordinated the 9/11 attacks

from his hospital bed;

2. The hospital was under the jurisdiction of the Pakistani Armed Forces,

which has close links to the Pentagon. Osama bin Laden’s whereabouts

were known to both the Pakistani and US military.

 U.S. military and intelligence advisers based in Rawalpindi. were working

closely with their Pakistani counterparts. Again, no attempt was made to arrest

America’s best known fugitive. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld claimed, at

the time, that the whereabouts of Osama bin Laden were unknown. According

to Rumsfeld:  “Its like looking for a needle in a stack of hay”.
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October 7, 2001: Waging America’s 9/11 War of Retribution against Afghanistan

The immediate response of the US and its allies to the 9/11 attacks was to the

declare a war of retribution against Afghanistan on the grounds that the

Taliban government was protecting “terror mastermind” Osama bin Laden. By

allegedly harboring bin Laden, the Taliban were complicit, according to both

the US administration and NATO, for having waged an act of war against the

United States.

Parroting official statements, the Western media mantra on September 12,

2001 had already approved the launching of “punitive actions” directed against

civilian targets in Afghanistan. In the words of William Saffire writing in the

New York Times: “When we reasonably determine our attackers’ bases and

camps, we must pulverize them — minimizing but accepting the risk of

collateral damage” — and act overtly or covertly to destabilize terror’s national

hosts”.

This decision was taken by the Bush-Cheney war cabinet in the evening of

September 11, 2001. It was based on the presumption, “confirmed” by the

head of the CIA that Al Qaeda was behind the attacks.

On the following morning, September 12, 2001, NATO’s Atlantic Council

meeting in Brussels, endorsed the Bush administration’s declaration of war on

Afghanistan, invoking Article 5 of the Washington Treaty.

An act of war by a foreign nation (Afghanistan) against a member of the

Atlantic Alliance (the USA) is an act of war against all members under NATO’s

doctrine of collective security. Under any stretch of the imagination, the attack

on the World Trade Center and Pentagon cannot be categorized as an act of

war by a foreign country. But nobody seemed to have raised this issue.

Meanwhile, on two occasions in the course of September 2001, the Afghan

government –through diplomatic channels– offered to hand over Osama Bin

laden to US Justice. These overtures were turned down by president Bush, on

the grounds that America “does not negotiate with terrorists”.
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The war on Afghanistan was launched 26 days later on the morning of October

7, 2001. The timing of this war begs the question: how long does it take to plan

and implement a major theater war several thousand miles away. Military

analysts will confirm that a major theater war takes months and months, up to

a year or more of advanced preparations. The war on Afghanistan was already

in the advanced planning stages prior to September 11, 2001, which begs the

question of foreknowledge of the 9/11 attacks.

The repeal of civil liberties in America was launched in parallel with the

bombing and invasion of Afghanistan, almost immediately following 9/11 with

the adoption of the PATRIOT legislation and the setting up of a Homeland

Security apparatus, under the pretext of protecting Americans. This post-911

legal and institutional framework had been carefully crafted prior to the 9/11

attacks.

Al Qaeda is a US Intelligence Asset

Important to the understanding of 9/11, US intelligence is the unspoken

architect of “Islamic terrorism” going back to the heyday of the Soviet-Afghan

war.

Bin Laden was 22 years old and was trained in a CIA sponsored guerrilla

training camp. Education in Afghanistan in the years preceding the

Soviet-Afghan war was largely secular. With religious textbooks produced in

Nebraska, the number of CIA sponsored religious schools (madrasahs)

increased from 2,500 in 1980 to over 39,000.

“Advertisements, paid for from CIA funds, were placed in newspapers and

newsletters around the world offering inducements and motivations to join

the [Islamic] Jihad.” (Pervez Hoodbhoy, Peace Research, 1 May 2005)

“The United States spent millions of dollars to supply Afghan

schoolchildren with textbooks filled with violent images and militant

Islamic teachings….The primers, which were filled with talk of jihad and

featured drawings of guns, bullets, soldiers and mines, have served since
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then as the Afghan school system’s core curriculum. Even the Taliban

used the American-produced books,..”, (Washington Post, 23 March 2002)

Under the Reagan administration, US foreign policy evolved towards the

unconditional support and endorsement of the Islamic “freedom fighters”. This

endorsement has not in any way been modified.

In a twisted irony, throughout the post 911 era,  US intelligence in liaison with

Britain’s MI6, an Israel’s Mossad, continues to provide covert support to the

radical Islamist organization allegedly responsible for the 9/11 attacks. Al

Qaeda and its various affiliated groups including the Libya Islamic Fighting

Group (LIFG) and factions within the Free Syria Army (FSA) are directly

supported by the US and NATO.

In a bitter irony, the US and its allies claim to be waging a “war on terrorism”

against the alleged architects of 9/11, while also using Al Qaeda operatives as

their foot-soldiers.

Front row, from left: Major Gen. Hamid Gul, director general of Pakistan’s

Inter-Services Intelligence Directorate (ISI), Director of Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)

Willian Webster; Deputy Director for Operations Clair George; an ISI colonel; and senior CIA official,

Milt Bearden at a Mujahideen training camp in North-West Frontier Province of Pakistan in 1987.

(source RAWA)
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Ronald Reagan meets Afghan Mujahideen Commanders at the White House in 1985 (Reagan Archives)

The Collapse of the World Trade Center Buildings

Based on the findings of  Richard Gage of Architects and Engineers for 9/11

Truth, the collapse of the World Trade Center buildings was not caused by fire

resulting from the crash of the planes:

In more than 100 steel-framed, high-rise fires (most of them very hot,

very large and very long-lasting), not one has collapsed, ever. So it

behooves all of us, as your own former chief of NIST’s Fire Science

Division, Dr. James Quintiere, said, “to look at real alternatives that might

have been the cause of these collapses.”

Let’s start with temperatures – 1,340° F. temperatures, recorded in

thermal images of the surface of the World Trade Center rubble pile a week

after 9/11 by NASA’s AVIRIS equipment on USGS overflights. Such

temperatures cannot be achieved by oxygen-starved hydrocarbon fires.

Such fires burn at only 600 to 800° F. Remember, there was no fire on the

top of the pile. The source of this incredible heat was therefore below the
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surface of the rubble, where it must have been far hotter than 1,340

degrees.

Mark Loizeaux, president of Controlled Demolition, Inc., who was hired

for the Building 7 cleanup, said that “molten steel was found at 7 WTC.”

Leslie Robertson, World Trade Center structural engineer, stated that on

October 5, “21 days after the attacks, the fires were still burning and

molten steel was still running.” Fire department personnel, recorded on

video, reported seeing “molten steel running down the channel rails… like

you’re in a foundry – like lava from a volcano.” Joe O’Toole, a Bronx

firefighter, saw a crane lifting a steel beam vertically from deep within a

pile. He said “it was dripping from the molten steel.” Bart Voorsanger, an

architect hired to save “relics from the rubble,” stated about the multi-ton

“meteorite” that it was a “fused element of molten steel and concrete.”

Steel melts at about 2,850 degrees Fahrenheit, about twice the

temperature of the World Trade Center Tower 1 and 2 fires as estimated by

NIST. So what melted the steel?

Appendix C of FEMA’s BPAT Report documents steel samples showing

rapid oxidation, sulfidation, and intergranular melting. A liquid eutectic

mixture, including sulfur from an unknown source, caused intense

corrosion of the steel, gaping holes in wide flange beams, and the thinning

of half-inch-thick flanges to almost razor-sharpness in the World Trade

Center 7 steel. The New York Times called this “the deepest mystery

uncovered in the investigation.”

NIST left all of this crucial forensic evidence out of its report. Why?

Because it didn’t fit in with the official conspiracy theory.

Last year, physicist Steven Jones, two other physicists, and a geologist

analyzed the slag at the ends of the beams and in the samples of the

previously molten metal. They found iron, aluminum, sulfur, manganese

and fluorine – the chemical evidence of thermate, a high-tech incendiary

cutting charge used by the military to cut through steel like a hot knife
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through butter. The by-product of the thermate reaction is molten iron!

There’s no other possible source for all the molten iron that was found.

One of thermate’s key ingredients is sulfur, which can form the liquid

eutectic that FEMA found and lower the melting point of steel.

In addition, World Trade Center 7’s catastrophic structural failure

showed every characteristic of explosive, controlled demolition. … The

destruction began suddenly at the base of the building. Several first

responders reported explosions occurring about a second before the

collapse. There was the symmetrical, near-free-fall speed of collapse,

through the path of greatest resistance – with 40,000 tons of steel

designed to resist this load – straight down into its own footprint. This

requires that all the columns have to fail within a fraction of a second of

each other – perimeter columns as well as core columns. There was also

the appearance of mistimed explosions (squibs?) at the upper seven floors

on the network video recordings of the collapse. And we have expert

testimony from a European demolitions expert, Danny Jowenko, who said

“This is controlled demolition… a team of experts did this… This is

professional work, without any doubt.”

Fire cannot produce these effects. Fire produces large, gradual

deformations and asymmetrical collapses. Thermate can produce all of

these effects used in conjunction with linear shaped charges. If the

thermate is formed into ultra-fine particles, as has been accomplished at

Los Alamos National Laboratory, it is called super-thermate, and is very

explosive.(Richard Gage, January 2008)

The following AE911Truth Video provides evidence that the WTC center towers

were brought down through controlled demolition.

https://youtu.be/n4xtcn6-5yw

According to David Ray Griffin:

“The official theory of the collapse, therefore, is essentially a fire theory, so

it cannot be emphasized too much that fire has never caused large
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steel-frame buildings to collapse—never, whether before 9/11, or after

9/11, or anywhere in the world on 9/11 except allegedly New York

City—never.”  See David Ray Griffin).

According to Architects and Engineers for 9/11 Truth, based on solid scientific

analysis and evidence, the collapse of the WTC towers was engineered through

controlled demolition. While AE11Truth does not speculate on who might be

behind the conspiracy to bring down the WTC buildings, they nonetheless

suggest that the carrying out such an operation would require a carefully

planned course of action with prior access to the buildings as well as an

advanced level of expertise in the use of explosives, etc.

The Collapse of WTC Building Seven

The most grotesque lie pertains to the BBC and CNN announcement in the

afternoon of September 11, that WTC Building Seven (The Solomon Building)

had collapsed. The BBC report went live at 5.00pm, 21 minutes before the

actual occurrence of the collapse, indelibly pointing to foreknowledge of the

collapse of WTC 7.  CNN anchor Aaron Brown announced that the building

“has either collapsed or is collapsing” about an hour before the event.

(See WTC7.net the hidden story of Building 7: Foreknowledge of WTC 7’s

Collapse)

[This space left intentionally blank]
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CNN anchor Aaron Brown seems to

struggle to make sense of what he is seeing

one minute after announcing that WTC

Building 7, whose erect facade is clearly

visible in his view towards the Trade Center,

has or is collapsing.

Coverup and Complicity

The 911 Reader presents factual information and analysis which points to

cover-up and complicity at the highest levels of the US government.

This body of articles by prominent authors, scholars, architects, engineers,

largely refutes the official narrative of the 9/11 Commission Report, which is

reviewed in Part IV. It  dispels the notion that America was attacked on

September 11, 2001 on the orders of Osama bin Laden.

This is a central issue because US military doctrine since 9/11 has been

predicated on “defending the American Homeland” against Islamic terrorists as

well as waging pre-emptive wars against Al Qaeda and its various “state

sponsors”.  Afghanistan was bombed and invaded as part of the “war on

terrorism”. In March 2003, Iraq was also invaded.

War Propaganda

Fiction prevails over reality. For propaganda to be effective, public opinion

must firmly endorse the official 9/11 narrative to the effect that Al Qaeda was

behind the attacks. A well organized structure of media disinformation (Part XI)

is required to reach this objective. Perpetuating the 9/11 Legend also requires

defying as well smearing the 9/11 Truth Movement.
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Throughout the post 9/11 era, a panoply of Al Qaeda related events and

circumstances is presented to public opinion on a daily basis. These include

terrorist threats, warnings and attacks, police investigations, insurgencies and

counter-insurgencies, country-level regime change, social conflict, sectarian

violence, racism, religious divisions, Islamic thought, Western values, etc.

In turn, 9/11, Al Qaeda – War on Terrorism rhetoric permeates political

discourse at all levels of government, including bipartisan debate on Capitol

Hill, in committees of the House and the Senate, at the British House of

Commons, and, lest we forget, at the United Nations Security Council.

September 11 and Al Qaeda concepts, repeated ad nauseam have potentially

traumatic impacts on the human mind and the ability of normal human beings

to analyze and comprehend the “real outside World” of war, politics and the

economic crisis.

What is at stake is human consciousness and comprehension based on

concepts and facts.

With September 11 there are no verifiable “facts” and “concepts”, because 9/11

as well as Al Qaeda have evolved into a media mythology, a legend, an invented

ideological construct, used as an unsubtle tool of media disinformation and

war propaganda.

Al Qaeda constitutes a stylized, fake and almost folkloric abstraction of

terrorism, which permeates the inner consciousness of millions of people

around the World.

Reference to Al Qaeda has become a dogma, a belief, which most people

espouse unconditionally.

Is this political indoctrination? Is it brain-washing? If so what is the underlying

objective?

People’s capacity to independently analyse World events, as well as address

Page 14 of  783 Table of Contents



causal relationships pertaining to politics and society, is significantly impaired.

That is the objective!

The routine use of  9/11 and Al Qaeda to generate blanket explanations of

complex political events is meant to create confusion. It prevents people from

thinking.

All of these complex Al Qaeda related occurrences are explained –by politicians,

the corporate media, Hollywood and the Washington think tanks under a single

blanket “bad guys” heading, in which Al Qaeda is casually and repeatedly

pinpointed as “the cause” of numerous terror events around the World.

The Alleged Role of Iraq in the 9/11 Attacks

9/11 mythology has been a mainstay of war propaganda. In the course of

2002, leading up to the invasion of Iraq in March 2003,  “Osama bin Laden”

and “Weapons of Mass Destruction” statements circulated profusely in the

news chain. While Washington’s official position was that Saddam Hussein was

not behind the 9/11 attacks, insinuations abounded both in presidential

speeches as well as in the Western media. According to Bush,  in an October

2002 press conference:

The threat comes from Iraq. It arises directly from the Iraqi regime’s own

actions — its history of aggression, and its drive toward an arsenal of terror. .,.. 

We also must never forget the most vivid events of recent history. On

September the 11th, 2001, America felt its vulnerability — even to threats that

gather on the other side of the earth. We resolved then, and we are resolved

today, to confront every threat, from any source [Iraq], that could bring sudden

terror and suffering to America. President Bush Outlines Iraqi Threat, October

7, 2002)

Barely two weeks before the invasion of Iraq, September 11, 2001 was

mentioned abundantly by president Bush. In the weeks leading up to the

March invasion, 45 percent of  Americans believed Saddam Hussein was

“personally involved” in the Sept. 11, 2001 attacks. (See . The impact of Bush
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linking 9/11 and Iraq / The Christian Science Monitor – CSMonitor.com,

March 14, 2003)

Meanwhile, a new terrorist mastermind had emerged: Abu Musab Al-Zarqawi.

In Colin Powell’s historic address to the United Nations Security Council, in

February 2003, detailed “documentation” on a sinister relationship between

Saddam Hussein and Abu Musab Al-Zarqawi was presented, focussing on his

ability to produce deadly chemical, biological and radiological weapons, with

the full support and endorsement of the secular Baathist regime. The

implication of Colin’s Powell’s assertions, which were totally fabricated, was

that Saddam Hussein and an Al Qaeda affiliated organization had joined hands

in the production of WMD in Northern Iraq and that the Hussein government

was a “state sponsor” of terrorism.

The main thrust of the disinformation

campaign continued in the wake of the

March 2003 US-led invasion of Iraq. It

consisted in presenting the Iraqi

resistance movement as “terrorists”. The

image of “terrorists opposed to

democracy” fighting US “peacekeepers”

appeared on television screens and news

tabloids across the globe.

Iran: Alleged State Sponsor of 9/11

In the wake of the Iraq invasion, the same alleged “state sponsorship” of

terrorism accusations emerged in relation to Iran.

In December 2011, the Islamic Republic of Iran was condemned by a

Manhattan court, for its alleged role in supporting Al Qaeda in the 9/11

attacks.
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The investigation into Tehran’s alleged role was launched in 2004, pursuant to

a recommendation of the 9/11 Commission “regarding an apparent link

between Iran, Hezbollah, and the 9/11 hijackers”. The 91/11 Commission’s

recommendation was that the this “apparent link” required  “further

investigation by the U.S. government.” (9/11 Commission Report , p. 241). (See

Iran 911 Case ).

In the December 2011 court judgment (Havlish v. Iran)  “U.S. District Judge

George B. Daniels ruled  that Iran and Hezbollah materially and directly

supported al Qaeda in the September 11, 2001 attacks and are legally

responsible for damages to hundreds of family members of 9/11 victims who

are plaintiffs in the case”.

According to the plaintiffs attorneys “Iran, Hezbollah, and al Qaeda formed a

terror alliance in the early 1990s. Citing their national security and intelligence

experts, the attorneys explained “how the pragmatic terror leaders overcame

the Sunni-Shi’a divide in order to confront the U.S. (the “Great Satan”) and

Israel (the “Lesser Satan”)”. Iran and Hezbollah allegedly provided “training to

members of al Qaeda in, among other things, the use of explosives to destroy

large buildings.” (See Iran 911 Case ).

This judicial procedure is nothing more than another vicious weapon in the

fabricated “War on Terror” to be used against another Muslim country, with a

view to destabilizing Iran as well as justifying ongoing military threats. It also

says a lot more about the people behind the lawsuit than about the accused.

The expert witnesses who testified against Iran are very active in warmongering

neocon circles. They belong to a web of architects of the 21st century

Middle-Eastern wars, ranging from high profile propagandists to intelligence

and military officers, including former U.S. officials.

But what makes this case absurd is that in September 2011, a few months

before the judgment, Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, who has

questioned the official 9/11 narrative, was accused by Al-Qaeda leaders of 

“spreading conspiracy theories about the 9/11 attacks”. The semi-official

media outlet of Al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula, insisted that al-Qaeda “had
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been behind the attacks and criticised the Iranian president for discrediting the

terrorist group.” (See Julie Levesque, Iran Accused of being behind 9/11

Attacks. U.S. Court Judgment, December 2011 (Havlish v. Iran), Global

Research,  May 11, 2012)

Al Qaeda: US-NATO Foot-soldiers

Ironically, while Washington accuses Iran and Afghanistan of supporting

terrorism, the historical record and evidence indelibly point to the “state

sponsorship” of Al Qaeda by the CIA, MI6 and their counterparts in Pakistan,

Qatar and Saudi Arabia.

Al Qaeda death squads have been recruited to wage America’s humanitarian

wars throughout the Middle East and North Africa.

In Syria Al Qaeda units were recruited by NATO and the Turkish High

command: “Also discussed in Brussels and Ankara, our sources report, is a

campaign to enlist thousands of Muslim volunteers in Middle East countries

and the Muslim world to fight alongside the Syrian rebels.”

(http://www.debka.com/article/21255/  Debkafile, August 31, 2011) – [This

link inoperative as of September 26, 2017].

In Libya, jihadists from Afghanistan trained by the CIA were dispatched to fight

with the “pro-democracy” rebels under the helm of “former” Libya Islamic

Fighting Group (LIFG) Commander Abdel Hakim Belhadj:

Western policy makers admit that NATO’s operations in Libya have played the

primary role in emboldening Al Qaeda’s AQIM faction (Al Qaeda in the Islamic

Maghreb). The Fortune 500-funded Brookings Institution’s Bruce Riedel in his

article, “The New Al Qaeda Menace,” admits that AQIM is now heavily armed

thanks to NATO’s intervention in Libya, and that AQIM’s base in Mali, North

Africa, serves as a staging ground for terrorist activities across the region.

http://www.globalresearch.ca/al-qaeda-and-natos-pan-arab-terrorist-blitzkrieg/
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Table of Contents of the 9/11 Reader

In Part I, the 911 Reader provides a review of what happened on the morning

of 9/11, at the White House, on Capitol Hill, the Pentagon, at Strategic

Command Headquarters (USSTRATCOM), What was the response of the US Air

Force in the immediate wake of the attacks?  

Part II focusses on “What Happened on the Planes” as described in the 9/11

Commission Report.

Part III sheds light on what caused the collapse of the World Trade Center

buildings. It also challenges the official narrative with regard to the attack on

the Pentagon.

Part IV reviews and refutes the findings of the 9/11 Commission Report.

Part V focusses on the issue of foreknowledge by Western intelligence agencies.

Part VI examines the issue of how foreknowledge of the attacks was used as an

instrument of insider trading on airline stocks in the days preceding September

11, 2001. The bonanza financial gains resulting from insurance claims to the

leaseholders of the WTC buildings is also examined.

Part VII focusses on the history and central role of Al Qaeda as a US

intelligence asset. Since the Soviet-Afghan war, US intelligence has supported

the formation of various jihadist organizations. An understanding of this

history is crucial in refuting the official 9/11 narrative which claims that Al

Qaeda, was behind the attacks.

Part VIII centers on the life and death of 9/11 “Terror Mastermind” Osama bin

Laden, who was recruited by the CIA in the heyday of the Soviet Afghan war.

This section also includes an analysis of the mysterious death of Osama bin

Laden, allegedly executed by US Navy Seals in a suburb of Islamabad in May

2011.
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Part  IX  focusses on “False Flags” and the Pentagon’s “Second 9/11”.

Part X examines the issue of “Deep Events” with contributions by renowned

scholars Peter Dale Scott and Daniele Ganser.

Part XI  examines the structure of 9/11 propaganda which consists in

“creating” as well “perpetuating” a  “9/11 Legend”. How is this achieved?

Incessantly, on a daily basis, Al Qaeda, the alleged 9/11 Mastermind is

referred to by the Western media, government officials, members of the US

Congress, Wall Street analysts, etc. as an underlying cause of numerous World

events.

Part XII focusses on the practice of 9/11 Justice directed against the alleged

culprits of the 9/11 attacks.

The legitimacy of 9/11 propaganda requires fabricating “convincing evidence”

and “proof” that those who are accused actually carried out the attacks.

Sentencing of Muslims detained in Guantanamo is part of war propaganda. It

depicts innocent men who are accused of the 9/11 attacks, based on

confessions acquired through systematic torture throughout their detention.

Part  XIII focusses on 9/11 Truth.  The objective of 9/11 Truth is to ultimately

dismantle the propaganda apparatus which is manipulating the human

mindset. The 9/11 Reader concludes with a retrospective view of 9/11 ten

years later.

[The following are documents from the 9-11 Reader beginning with...]
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PART I - Timeline: What Happened on the Morning of September 11, 2001

“Nothing Urgent” on 9/11: The Curious Lack of Military Action on the

Morning of September 11, 2001

Source:

https://www.globalresearch.ca/nothing-urgent-on-9-11-the-curious-lack-of-military-action

-on-the-morning-of-september-11-2001/32322

Global Research Editor’s Note

As September approaches, we are reminded that the anniversary of the

tragic events of 9/11 will soon be upon us once again. 11 years laters, are

we any closer to the truth about what really happened on that fateful day?

For the next month until September 11, 2012, we will be posting on a daily

basis important articles from our early archives pertaining to the tragic

events of 9/11. 

George Szamuely’s incisive article published more than 10 years ago raises some

“uncomfortable questions” regarding Air Force Preparedness in the case of a national

emergency: “Why were no fighter planes launched until after the Pentagon was hit?”

“Talk about a lack of urgency! Assuming Otis Air National Guard Base is about 180 miles away

from Manhattan it should have taken the F-15s less than six minutes to get here. Moreover,

since Washington, DC, is little more than 200 miles from New York, the two F-15 fighters would

have had time to get to DC, intercept Flight 77 and grab breakfast on the way.”

  

Michel Chossudovsky, Global Research Editor, August 14, 2012

Nothing Urgent

by George Szamuely - 15 February 2002

New York Press, Vol. 15, No. 2 

Centre for Research on Globalisation (CRG),  globalresearch.ca, 15  February 2002

Let’s revisit the curious lack of military action on the morning of September 11. 
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That morning, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen. Richard B.

Myers, was having a routine meeting on Capitol Hill with Sen. Max Cleland.

While the two men chatted away, a hijacked jet plowed into the World Trade

Center’s north tower, another one plowed into the south tower and a third one

into the Pentagon. And still they went on with their meeting. “[W]hen we came

out,” Myers recounted to American Forces Radio and Television Service,

“somebody said the Pentagon had been hit.” Myers claims no one had bothered

to inform him about the attacks on the World Trade Center. Meanwhile, in

Florida, just as President Bush was about to leave his hotel he was told about

the attack on the first WTC tower. He was asked by a reporter if he knew what

was going on in New York. He said he did, and then went to an elementary

school in Sarasota to read to children.

No urgency. Why should there be? Who could possibly have realized then the

calamitous nature of the events of that day? Besides, the hijackers had

switched the transponders off. So how could anyone know what was going on?

Passenger jet hijackings are not uncommon and the U.S. government has

prepared detailed plans to handle them. On Sept. 11 these plans were ignored

in their entirety. According to The New York Times, air traffic controllers knew

at 8:20 a.m. “that American Airlines Flight 11, bound from Boston to Los

Angeles, had probably been hijacked. When the first news report was made at

8:48 a.m. that a plane might have hit the World Trade Center, they knew it was

Flight 11.” There was little ambiguity on the matter. The pilot had pushed a

button on the aircraft yoke that allowed controllers to hear the hijacker giving

orders. Here are the FAA regulations concerning hijackings: “The FAA hijack

coordinator…on duty at Washington headquarters will request the military to

provide an escort aircraft for a confirmed hijacked aircraft… The escort service

will be requested by the FAA hijack coordinator by direct contact with the

National Military Command Center (NMCC).” Here are the instructions issued

by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on June 1, 2001: “In the event of a

hijacking, the NMCC will be notified by the most expeditious means by the

FAA. The NMCC will…forward requests for DOD assistance to the Secretary of

Defense for approval.”
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In addition, as Vice President Cheney explained on Meet the Press on Sept. 16,

only the president has the authority to order the shooting down of a civilian

airliner.

The U.S. is supposed to scramble military aircraft the moment a hijacking is

confirmed. Myers’ revelation to the Senate Armed Services Committee on Sept.

13 that no fighter planes had been launched until after the Pentagon was hit

was therefore surprising. Senators and even some tv commentators were a little

incredulous. Dan Rather asked: “These hijacked aircraft were in the air for

quite a while… Why doesn’t the Pentagon have the kind of protection that they

can get a fighter-interceptor aircraft up, and if someone is going to plow an

aircraft into the Pentagon, that we have at least some…line of defense?”

Good question. Clearly another, more comforting, story was needed, and on the

evening of Sept. 14 CBS launched it by revealing that the FAA had indeed

alerted U.S. air defense units of a possible hijacking at 8:38 a.m. on Tuesday,

that six minutes later two F-15s received a scramble order at Otis Air National

Guard Base on Cape Cod and that by 8:56 the F-15s were racing toward New

York. Unfortunately, the fighters were still 70 miles away when the second jet

hit the south tower. Meanwhile, at 9:30 a.m., three F-16s were launched from

Langley Air Force base, 150 miles south of Washington. But just seven minutes

later, at 9:37 a.m., Flight 77 smashed into the Pentagon. The F-16s arrived in

Washington just before 10 a.m.

This story, which has now become the “official” version, raises more questions

than it answers. F-15s can travel at speeds of 1875 mph while F-16s can travel

at 1500 mph. If it took the F-16s half an hour to cover 150 miles, they could

not have been traveling at more than 300 mph–at 20 percent capability. Boeing

767s and 757s have cruising speeds of 530 mph. Talk about a lack of urgency!

Assuming Otis Air National Guard Base is about 180 miles away from

Manhattan it should have taken the F-15s less than six minutes to get here.

Moreover, since Washington, DC, is little more than 200 miles from New York,

the two F-15 fighters would have had time to get to DC, intercept Flight 77 and

grab breakfast on the way.
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Ah, but of course the transponders were turned off. So no one could keep track

of the planes. If it were true that the moment a transponder is turned off a

plane becomes invisible there would be no defense against enemy aircraft.

Normal radar echo return from the metal surface of an aircraft would still

identify it on the radar scope.

Luckily, we still have first-rate establishment media to make sure that we

retain confidence in our government.

Copyright  New York  Press, Vol 15, Issue 2, 2002. The original URL of this

article is: http://globalresearch.ca/articles/SZA202A.html  

Now you have the opportunity to watch the important testimonies from this

conference. Order your DVD of “The Toronto Hearings on 9/11: Uncovering Ten

Years of Deception” from Global Research and find out the latest research on

the event that launched 11 years of war and aggression.

Political Deception: The Missing Link behind 9-11

By Prof Michel Chossudovsky - Global Research, June 20, 2002

18 June 2005

Source:

https://www.globalresearch.ca/political-deception-the-missing-link-behind-9-11/371

NEW REVELATIONS ON 9-11

Was it an ‘intelligence failure’ to give red carpet treatment to the ‘money man’

behind the 9-11 terrorists, or was it simply ‘routine’?

On the morning of September 11, Pakistan’s Chief Spy General Mahmoud

Ahmad, the alleged “money-man” behind the 9-11 hijackers, was at  a

breakfast meeting on Capitol Hill hosted by Senator Bob Graham and Rep.

Porter Goss, the chairmen of the Senate and House Intelligence committees.
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“When the news [of the attacks on the World Trade Center] came, the two

Florida lawmakers who lead the House and Senate intelligence committees

were having breakfast with the head of the Pakistani intelligence service.

Rep. Porter Goss, R-Sanibel, Sen. Bob Graham and other members of the

House Intelligence Committee were talking about terrorism issues with the

Pakistani official when a member of Goss’ staff handed a note to Goss, who

handed it to Graham. “We were talking about terrorism, specifically terrorism

generated from Afghanistan,” Graham said.

(…) 

Mahmoud Ahmad, director general of Pakistan’s intelligence service, was

“very empathetic, sympathetic to the people of the United States,” Graham

said.

Political Deception: The Missing Link behind 9-11

by Michel Chossudovsky

The foreknowledge issue is a Red Herring: “A Red Herring is a fallacy in which

an irrelevant topic is presented in order to divert attention from the original issue.”

ON May 16th The New York Post dropped what appeared to be a bombshell:

“Bush Knew . . . ” Hoping to score politically, the Democrats jumped on the

bandwagon, pressuring the White House to come clean on two “top-secret

documents” made available to President Bush prior to September 11,

concerning “advance knowledge” of Al Qaeda attacks. Meanwhile, the U.S.

media had already coined a new set of buzzwords: “Yes, there were warnings”

and “clues” of possible terrorist attacks, but “there was no way President Bush

could have known” what was going to happen. The Democrats agreed to “keep

the cat inside the bag” by saying: “Osama is at war with the U.S.” and the FBI

and the CIA knew something was cooking but “failed to connect the dots.” In

the words of House Minority Leader, Richard Gephardt:

“This is not blame-placing. . . . We support the President on the war against

terrorism — have and will. But we’ve got to do better in preventing terrorist
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attacks.” 1

The media’s spotlight on ‘foreknowledge’ and so-called “FBI lapses” served to

distract public attention from the broader issue of political deception. Not a

word was mentioned concerning the role of the CIA, which throughout the

entire post-Cold War era, has aided and abetted Osama bin Laden’s Al Qaeda,

as part of its covert operations.

Of course they knew! The foreknowledge issue is a red herring. The “Islamic

Brigades” are a creation of the CIA. In standard CIA jargon, Al Qaeda is

categorized as an “intelligence asset”. Support to terrorist organizations is an

integral part of U.S. foreign policy. Al Qaeda continues to this date (2002) to

participate in CIA covert operations in different parts of the World.2 These

“CIA-Osama links” do not belong to a bygone era, as suggested by the

mainstream media.

The U.S. Congress has documented in detail, the links of Al Qaeda to agencies

of the U.S. government during the civil war in Bosnia-Herzegovina, as well as in

Kosovo.3 More recently in Macedonia, barely a few months before September

11, U.S. military advisers were mingling with Mujahideen mercenaries financed

by Al Qaeda. Both groups were fighting under the auspices of the Kosovo

Liberation Army (KLA), within the same terrorist paramilitary formation.4

The CIA keeps track of its “intelligence assets”. Amply documented, Osama bin

Laden’s whereabouts were always known.5 Al Qaeda is infiltrated by the CIA.6

In other words, there were no “intelligence failures”! In the nature of a well-led

intelligence operation, the “intelligence asset” operates (wittingly or unwittingly)

with some degree of autonomy, in relation to its U.S. government sponsors, but

ultimately it acts consistently, in the interests of Uncle Sam.

While individual FBI agents are often unaware of the CIA’s role, the

relationship between the CIA and Al Qaeda is known at the top levels of the

FBI. Members of the Bush Administration and the U.S. Congress are fully

cognizant of these links.
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 The foreknowledge issue focusing on “FBI lapses” is an obvious smokescreen.

While the whistleblowers serve to underscore the weaknesses of the FBI, the

role of successive U.S. administrations (since the presidency of Jimmy Carter)

in support of the “Islamic Militant Base”, is simply not mentioned.

Fear and Disinformation Campaign

The Bush Administration — through the personal initiative of Vice President

Dick Cheney — chose not only to foreclose the possibility of a public inquiry,

but also to trigger a fear and disinformation campaign:

“I think that the prospects of a future attack on the U.S. are almost a

certainty. . . . It could happen tomorrow, it could happen next week, it

could happen next year, but they will keep trying. And we have to be

prepared.” 7

What Cheney is really telling us is that our “intelligence asset”, which we

created, is going to strike again. Now, if this “CIA creature” were planning new

terrorist attacks, you would expect that the CIA would be first to know about it.

In all likelihood, the CIA also controls the so-called ‘warnings’ emanating from

CIA sources on “future terrorist attacks” on American soil.

Carefully Planned Intelligence Operation

The 9-11 terrorists did not act on their own volition. The suicide hijackers were

instruments in a carefully planned intelligence operation. The evidence

confirms that Al Qaeda is supported by Pakistan’s military intelligence, the

Inter-services Intelligence (ISI). Amply documented, the ISI owes its existence

to the CIA:

“With CIA backing and the funnelling of massive amounts of U.S. military

aid, the ISI developed [since the early 1980s] into a parallel structure

wielding enormous power over all aspects of government….The ISI had a

staff composed of military and intelligence officers, bureaucrats,

undercover agents and informers estimated at 150,000.” 8
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The ISI actively collaborates with the CIA. It continues to perform the role of a

‘go-between’ in numerous intelligence operations on behalf of the CIA. The ISI

directly supports and finances a number of terrorist organizations, including Al

Qaeda.

The Missing Link

The FBI confirmed in late September, in an interview with ABC News (which

went virtually unnoticed) that the 9-11 ring leader, Mohammed Atta, had been

financed from unnamed sources in Pakistan:

“As to September 11th, federal authorities have told ABC News they have

now tracked more than $100,000 from banks in Pakistan, to two banks in

Florida, to accounts held by suspected hijack ring leader, Mohammed

Atta. As well . . . “Time Magazine” is reporting that some of that money

came in the days just before the attack and can be traced directly to

people connected to Osama bin Laden. It’s all part of what has been a

successful FBI effort so far to close in on the hijacker’s high commander,

the money men, the planners and the mastermind.” 9

The FBI had information on the money trail. They knew exactly who was

financing the terrorists. Less than two weeks later, the findings of the FBI were

confirmed by Agence France Presse (AFP) and the Times of India, quoting an

official Indian intelligence report (which had been dispatched to Washington).

According to these two reports, the money used to finance the 9-11 attacks had

allegedly been “wired to WTC hijacker Mohammed Atta from Pakistan, by

Ahmad Umar Sheikh, at the instance of [ISI Chief] General Mahmoud

[Ahmad].” 10 According to the AFP (quoting the intelligence source):

“The evidence we have supplied to the U.S. is of a much wider range and

depth than just one piece of paper linking a rogue general to some

misplaced act of terrorism.” 11

Pakistan’s Chief Spy Visits Washington
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Now, it just so happens that General Mahmoud Ahmad, the alleged “money

man” behind 9-11, was in the U.S. when the attacks occurred. He arrived on

the 4th of September, one week before 9-11, on what was described as a

routine visit of consultations with his U.S. counterparts. According to Pakistani

journalist, Amir Mateen (in a prophetic article published on September 10):

“ISI Chief Lt-Gen. Mahmoud’s week-long presence in Washington has

triggered speculation about the agenda of his mysterious meetings at the

Pentagon and National Security Council. Officially, he is on a routine visit

in return to CIA Director George Tenet’s earlier visit to Islamabad. Official

sources confirm that he met Tenet this week. He also held long parleys

with unspecified officials at the White House and the Pentagon. But the

most important meeting was with Marc Grossman, U.S. Under Secretary of

State for Political Affairs. One can safely guess that the discussions must

have centred around Afghanistan . . . and Osama bin Laden. What added

interest to his visit is the history of such visits. Last time Ziauddin Butt,

Mahmoud’s predecessor, was here, during Nawaz Sharif’s government, the

domestic politics turned topsy-turvy within days.” 12

Nawaz Sharif was overthrown by General Pervez Musharaf. General Mahmoud

Ahmad, who became the head of the ISI, played a key role in the military coup.

Schedule of Pakistan’s Chief of Military Intelligence Lt. General Mahmoud

Ahmad, Washington, 4-13 September 2001

Summer 2001: ISI Chief Lt. General Mahmoud Ahmad transfers $100,000 to

9-11 Ringleader Mohamed Atta.

4 September: Ahmad arrives in the US on an official visit.

4-9 September: He meets his US counterparts including CIA Head George

Tenet.

9 September: Assassination of General Massood, leader of the Northern

Alliance. Official statement by Northern Alliance points to involvement of the
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ISI-Osama-Taliban axis.

11 September: Terrorist Attacks on the WTC and the Pentagon. At the time of

the attacks, Lt General Ahmad was at a breakfast meeting at the Capitol with

the chairmen of the House and Senate Intelligence Committees Sen Bob

Graham and  Rep Porter Goss.  Also present at the meeting were Sen. John Kyl

and  the Pakistani ambassador to the U.S., Maleeha Lodhi.

12-13 September: Meetings between Lt. General Ahmad and Deputy Secretary

of State Richard Armitage. Agreement on Pakistan’s  collaboration negotiated

between Ahmad and Armitage.  Meeting between General Ahmad and Secretary

of State Colin Powell

13 September: Ahmad meets Senator Joseph Biden, Chairman of the Senate

Foreign Relations Committee.

Condoleezza Rice’s Press Conference

In the course of Condoleezza Rice’s May 16 press conference (which took place

barely a few hours after the publication of the “Bush Knew” headlines in The

New York Post), an accredited Indian journalist asked a question on the role of

General Mahmoud Ahmad:

(…)

Q: Dr. Rice?

Ms RICE: Yes?

Q: Are you aware of the reports at the time that the ISI chief was in

Washington on September 11th, and on September 10th $100,000 was wired

from Pakistan to these groups here in this area? And why was he here? Was he

meeting with you or anybody in the Administration?

Ms RICE: I have not seen that report, and he was certainly not meeting with
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me.13

(…)

Although there is no official confirmation, in all likelihood General Mahmoud

Ahmad met Dr. Rice during the course of his official visit. Moreover, she must

have been fully aware of the $100,000 transfer to Mohammed Atta, which had

been confirmed by the FBI.

Lost in the barrage of media reports on ‘foreknowledge’, this crucial piece of

information on the ISI’s role in 9-11, implicates key members of the Bush

Administration including: CIA Director George Tenet, Secretary of State Colin

Powell, Deputy Secretary of State, Richard Armitage, Under-Secretary of State

Marc Grossman, as well Senator Joseph Biden (Democrat), Chairman of the

powerful Senate Foreign Relations Committee (who met General Ahmad on the

13th of September).”According to Biden, [Ahmad] pledged Pakistan’s

cooperation”. 14

Mysterious 9-11 Breakfast Meeting on Capitol Hill

On the morning of September 11, General Mahmoud Ahmad, the alleged

“money-man” behind the 9-11 hijackers was at  a breakfast meeting on Capitol

Hill hosted by  Senator Bob Graham (Democrat) and Representative Porter

Goss, respectively chairmen of the Senate and House Intelligence Committees.

Also present at this meeting was Pakistan’s ambassador to the U.S. Maleeha

Lodhi.  The report confirms that other members of the Senate and House

Intelligence committees were present.

“When the news [of the attacks on the World Trade Center] came, the two

Florida lawmakers who lead the House and Senate intelligence committees

were having breakfast with the head of the Pakistani intelligence service.

Rep. Porter Goss, R-Sanibel, Sen. Bob Graham and other members of the

House Intelligence Committee were talking about terrorism issues with the

Pakistani official when a member of Goss’ staff handed a note to Goss, who

handed it to Graham. “We were talking about terrorism, specifically
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terrorism generated from Afghanistan,” Graham said.

(…)

Mahmood Ahmed, director general of Pakistan’s intelligence service, was “very

empathetic, sympathetic to the people of the United States,” Graham said.

Goss could not be reached Tuesday. He was whisked away with much of the

House leadership to an undisclosed “secure location.” Graham, meanwhile,

participated in late-afternoon briefings with top officials from the CIA and FBI.”

15

While trivialising the importance of the 9-11 breakfast meeting, The Miami

Herald (16 September 2001) confirms that General Ahmad also met Secretary

of State Colin Powell in the wake of the 9-11 attacks. 

“Graham said the Pakistani intelligence official with whom he met, a top

general in the government, was forced to stay all week in Washington

because of the shutdown of air traffic “He was marooned here, and I think

that gave Secretary of State Powell and others in the administration a

chance to really talk with him,” Graham said. 16 

With the exception of the Florida press (and Salon.com, 14 September), not a

word was mentioned in the US media’s September coverage of 9-11 concerning

this mysterious breakfast reunion.

Eight months later on the 18th of May,  two days after the “BUSH KNEW”

headline hit  the tabloids,  the Washington Post published an article on Porter

Goss, entitled:  “A Cloak But No Dagger; An Ex-Spy Says He Seeks Solutions,

Not Scapegoats for 9/11”. Focussing on his career as a CIA agent, the article

largely served to underscore the integrity and commitment of Porter Goss to

waging a  “war on terrorism”. Yet in an isolated paragraph, the article

acknowledged the mysterious 9-11 breakfast meeting with ISI Chief Mahmoud

Ahmad, while also confirming that “Ahmad :ran a spy agency notoriously close

to Osama bin Laden and the Taliban”: 
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“Now the main question facing Goss, as he helps steer a joint

House-Senate investigation into the Sept. 11 attacks, is why nobody in the

far-flung intelligence bureaucracy — 13 agencies spending billions of

dollars — paid attention to the enemy among us. Until it was too late.

Goss says he is looking for solutions, not scapegoats. “A lot of nonsense,” he

calls this week’s uproar about a CIA briefing that alerted President Bush, five

weeks before Sept. 11, that Osama bin Laden’s associates might be planning

airline highjackings.

“None of this is news, but it’s all part of the finger-pointing,” Goss declared

yesterday in a rare display of pique. “It’s foolishness.” [This statement comes

from the man who was having breakfast with the alleged “money-man” behind

9-11 on the morning of September 11]

(…) Goss has repeatedly refused to blame an “intelligence failure” for the terror

attacks. As a 10-year veteran of the CIA’s clandestine operations wing, Goss

prefers to praise the agency’s “fine work.”

(…) On the morning of Sept. 11, Goss and Graham were having breakfast with

a Pakistani general named Mahmud Ahmed — the soon-to-be-sacked head of

Pakistan’s intelligence service. Ahmed ran a spy agency notoriously close to

Osama bin Laden and the Taliban. 17

While the Washington Post acknowledges the links between ISI Chief Mahmoud

Ahmad and Osama bin Laden, it fails to dwell on the more important question:

What was Mahmoud doing on Capitol Hill on the morning of September 11,

together with Rep. Porter Goss and Senator Bob Graham and other members of

the Senate and House intelligence committees?

Neither does it acknowledge the fact, amply documented by media reports that

“the money-man” behind the hijackers had been entrusted by the Pakistani

government to discuss the precise terms of Pakistan’s “collaboration” in the

“war on terrorism” in meetings held at the State department on the 12th and
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13th of September. 

When the “Foreknowledge” issue hit the street on May 16th, “Chairman Porter

Goss said an existing congressional inquiry has so far found ‘no smoking gun’

that would warrant another inquiry.” 18  This statement points to an obvious

“cover-up”. 

The Investigation and Public Hearings on “Intelligence Failures”

In a bitter irony, Rep. Porter Goss and Senator Bob Graham, –the men who

hosted the mysterious September 11 breakfast meeting with the alleged

“hijacker’s high commander” (to use the FBI’s expression), had been put in

charge of the investigation and public hearings on so-called “intelligence

failures”.

Meanwhile, Vice President Dick Cheney had expressed anger on a so-called

“leak” emanating from the intelligence committees regarding

“the disclosure of National Security Agency intercepts of messages in Arabic on

the eve of the attacks. The messages (…)  were in two separate conversations

on Sept. 10 and contained the phrases ‘Tomorrow is zero hour’ and ‘The match

is about to begin.’ The messages were not translated until Sept. 12? 19

Red Carpet Treatment to the Alleged “Money Man” behind 9-11.

The Bush Administration had not only provided red carpet treatment to the

alleged “money man” behind the 9-11 attacks, it also had sought his

‘cooperation’ in the “war on terrorism”. The precise terms of this ‘cooperation’

were agreed upon between General Mahmoud Ahmad, representing the

Pakistani government and Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage, in

meetings at the State Department on September 12 and 13. In other words, the

Administration decided in the immediate wake of 9-11, to seek the ‘cooperation’

of Pakistan’s ISI in “going after Osama”, despite the fact (documented by the

FBI) that the ISI was financing and abetting the 9-11 terrorists. Contradictory?

One might say that it’s like “asking the Devil to go after Dracula.”
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CIA Overshadows the Presidency

Dr. Rice’s statement regarding the ISI chief at her May 16 press conference, is

an obvious cover-up. While General Ahmad was talking to U.S. officials at the

CIA and the Pentagon, he had allegedly also been in contact (through a third

party) with the September 11 terrorists. What this suggests is that key

individuals within the U.S. military-intelligence establishment knew about

these ISI contacts with the September 11 terrorist ‘ring leader’, Mohammed

Atta, and failed to act. But this conclusion is, in fact, an understatement.

Everything indicates that CIA Director George Tenet and ISI Chief General

Mahmoud Ahmad, had established a close working relationship. General

Mahmoud had arrived a week prior to September 11 for consultations with

George Tenet. Bear in mind that the CIA’s George Tenet, also has a close

personal relationship with President Bush. Prior to September 11, Tenet would

meet the President nearly every morning at 8:00 a.m. sharp, for about half an

hour. 20 15 A document, known as the President’s Daily Briefing, or PDB, “is

prepared at Langley by the CIA’s analytical directorate, and a draft goes home

with Tenet each night. Tenet edits it personally and delivers it orally during his

early morning meeting with Bush.”21     This practice of “oral intelligence

Page 35 of  783 Table of Contents



briefings” is unprecedented. Bush’s predecessors at the White House, received

a written briefing:

“With Bush, who liked oral briefings and the CIA director in attendance, a

strong relationship had developed. Tenet could be direct, even irreverent and

earthy.”22 ‘

The Decision to go to War

At meetings of the National Security Council and in the so-called “War

Cabinet”, on September 11, 12 and 13, CIA Director George Tenet played a

central role in gaining the Commander-in-Chief’s approval to the launching of

the “war on terrorism.”

George W. Bush’s Timeline — September 11 (from 9.45am in the wake of the

WTC-Pentagon Attacks to midnight)

Circa 9:45 a.m.: Bush’s motorcade leaves the Booker Elementary School,

Sarasota, Florida.

9:55 a.m: President Bush boards “Air Force One” bound for Washington.23

Following what was as a “false report” that Air Force One would be attacked,

Vice-President Dick Cheney had urged Bush (10:32 a.m.) by telephone not to

land in Washington. Following this conversation, the plane was diverted (10:41

a.m.) (on orders emanating from Washington) to Barksdale Air Force Base in

Louisiana. A couple of hours later (1:30 p.m.), after a brief TV appearance, the

President was transported to Offut Air Force base in Nebraska at U.S. Strategic

Command Headquarters.

3:30 p.m.: A key meeting of the National Security Council (NSC) was convened,

with members of the NSC communicating with the President from Washington

by secure video.24 In the course of this NSC video-conference, CIA Director

George Tenet fed unconfirmed information to the President. Tenet stated that

“he was virtually certain that bin Laden and his network were behind the

attacks. …”25
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The President responded to these statements, quite spontaneously, off the cuff,

with little or no discussion and with an apparent misunderstanding of their

implications. In the course of this video-conference (which lasted for less than

an hour), the NSC was given the mandate by the Commander-in-Chief to

prepare for the “war on terrorism”. Very much on the spur of the moment, the

“green light” was given by video conference from Nebraska. In the words of

President Bush: “We will find these people. They will pay. And I don’t want you

to have any doubt about it.” 26

4:36 p.m.: (One hour and six minutes later . . .) Air Force One departed for

Washington. Back in the White House, that same evening (9:00 p.m.) a second

meeting of the full NSC took place, together with Secretary of State Colin Powell

who had returned to Washington from Peru. The NSC meeting (which lasted for

half an hour) was followed by the first meeting of the so-called “war cabinet”.

The latter was made up of a smaller group of top officials and key advisers.

9:30 p.m.: At the war cabinet: “Discussion turned around whether bin Laden’s

Al Qaeda and the Taliban were one and the same thing. Tenet said they were.”

27 By the end of that historic meeting of the war cabinet (11:00 p.m.), the Bush

Administration had decided to embark upon a military adventure which

threatens the collective future of humanity.

Did Bush Know?

Did Bush, with his minimal understanding of foreign policy issues, know all

the details regarding General Mahmoud and the “ISI connection”? Did Tenet

and Cheney distort the facts, so as to get the Commander-in-Chief’s “thumbs

up” for a military operation which was already in the pipeline? In a bitter irony,

a meeting between Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage and General

Mahmoud, the 9-11 “money man”, was scheduled at the State Department for

the morning after September 11 to discuss their strategy.

Notes

1. Quoted in AFP, 18 May 2002.
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2. There are numerous documents, which prove beyond doubt the links

between Al Qaeda and successive U.S. administrations. See Centre for
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 23 Washington Post, 27 January 2002.

 24 Ibid.

 25 Ibid.
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 27 Ibid.

CONFIRMED BY OFFICIAL SOURCES (QUOTED BY THE MAINSTREAM

MEDIA) PAKISTAN’S CHIEF SPY GENERAL MAHMOUD AHMAD MET THE

FOLLOWING MEMBERS OF THE BUSH ADMINISTRATION AND THE US

CONGRESS, DURING HIS VISIT TO WASHINGTON (4-13 September 2001).

(Dates of meeting indicated)

Secretary of State Colin Powell  (12-13 Sept)

Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage (12-13 Sept)

Under-Secretary of State Marc Grossman (before 11 Sept)

CIA Director George Tenet (before 11 Sept)

Senator Bob Graham, Chairman of Senate Intelligence Committee (11 Sept)

Senator John Kyl, member of the Senate Intelligence committee (11 Sept)

Representative Porter Goss, Chairman of the House Intelligence Committee (11

Sept)
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Senator Joseph Biden, Chairman of Foreign Relations Committee (13 Sept)

TRANSCRIPTS OF DR. CONDOLEEZZA RICE`S PRESS CONFERENCE OF 

MAY 16TH 2002

Below are the transcripts of the same Condoleezza Rice press conference

respectively from CNN, the White House (FDCH) and Federal News Service. The

latter is the source quoted in this article. The other two sources (CNN and the

White House) were manipulated

CNN: SHOW: CNN INSIDE POLITICS 16:00, May 16, 2002 Thursday,

Transcript # 051600CN.V15

(…)

QUESTION: Are you aware of the reports at the time that (inaudible) was in

Washington on September 11. And on September 10, $ 100,000 was wired

from Pakistan to these groups here in this area? And while he was here, was he

meeting with you or anybody in the administration?

RICE: I have not seen that report, and he was certainly not meeting with me.

Yes?

(…)

FDCH Federal Department and Agency Documents REGULATORY

INTELLIGENCE DATA, May 16, 2002 Thursday, AGENCY: WHITE HOUSE

(…)

Q Dr. Rice, are you aware of the reports at the time that — was in Washington

on September 11th, and on September 10th, $ 100,000 was wired to Pakistan

to this group here in this area? While he was here meeting with you or anybody

in the administration?
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DR. RICE: I have not seen that report, and he was certainly not meeting with

me.

(…)

Federal News Service May 16, 2002 Thursday, SECTION: WHITE HOUSE

BRIEFING, HEADLINE: SPECIAL WHITE HOUSE BRIEFING

(…)

Q Dr. Rice?

Q Dr. Rice?

MS. RICE: Yes?

Q Are you aware of the reports at the time that ISI chief was in Washington on

September 11th, and on September 10th, $ 100,000 was wired from Pakistan

to these groups here in this area? And why he was here? Was he meeting with

you or anybody in the administration?

MS. RICE: I have not seen that report, and he was certainly not meeting with

me.

Yes?

(…)

Notice the difference between the three transcripts. Both the White House and

CNN exclude the identity of the “ISI chief” to the extent that the transcripts are

totally unintelligible.

TO CONFIRM THAT THE CNN AND WHITE HOUSE TRANSCRIPTS WERE

MANIPULATED LISTEN TO THE ORIGINAL AUDIOVIDEO FILE  OF DR RICE’S

PRESS CONFERENCE 
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9/11 Contradictions: Bush in the Classroom on the Morning of September

11, 2001

Source: https://www.globalresearch.ca/9-11-contradictions-bush-in-the-classroom/8555

The official story of 9/11 is riddled with internal

contradictions. One of these contradictions involves the

question of how long President Bush remained in classroom

in Sarasota, Florida, on the morning of 9/11.

Bush was there to publicize his education policy by being photographed

listening to students read. He arrived at the school at 8:55 AM, at which time

he reportedly first learned that a plane had struck one of the Twin Towers.

Dismissing the crash as an accident, Bush said that they would go ahead and

“do the reading thing anyway.”

Bush entered the second-grade classroom of teacher Sandra Kay Daniels at

about 9:03. At about 9:06, the president’s chief of staff, Andrew Card, came in

and whispered in Bush’s ear, telling him, Card later reported, “A second plane

hit the second Tower. America is under attack.”

What Happened Next

Thanks to Michael Moore’s film Fahrenheit 9/11, which came out in 2004, the

world knows what happened next: Bush remained sitting there minute after

minute after minute.

Journalists, however, had reported Bush’s strange behavior much earlier. On

September 1, 2002, for example, Jennifer Barrs had reported in the Tampa

Tribune that, after Card whispered in Bush’s ear, the president picked up his

book and read with the children “for eight or nine minutes.” In his 2002 book

Fighting Back, Bill Sammon, the White House correspondent for the

Washington Times, said that even after the reading lesson was over, Bush

continued to linger, leading Sammon to dub him “the dawdler in chief.”
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The White House’s First Anniversary Account

On the first anniversary of 9/11, however, the White House, with Andrew Card

taking the lead, started giving a radically different account. On September 9,

2002, Card told Brian Williams on NBC News: “I pulled away from the

president, and not that many seconds later, the president excused himself from

the classroom, and we gathered in the holding room and talked about the

situation.” In an article in the San Francisco Chronicle on September 11, Card

said that, after he had informed Bush about the second attack, the president

“looked up—it was only a matter of seconds, but it seemed like minutes. . . .

And he just excused himself very politely to the teacher and to the students

and he left.”

That same day, Karl Rove told Campbell Brown of NBC News:

Andy Card walked in to tell the President, and you can remember the famous

photograph of him whispering in the President’s ear. And the President was a

little—you know, he didn’t want to alarm the children. He knew the drill was

coming to a close. So he waited for a few moments just to—literally—not very

long at all before he came to the close, and he came into the staff room.

Also that same day, Card and Rove got ABC News, during another program

that aired on the first anniversary of 9/11, to endorse their revisionist account.

This program contained the following segment:

Andrew Card: I think there was a, a moment of shock and he did stare off

maybe for just a second.

Charles Gibson: The President stays calm and lets the students finish.

Karl Rove: The President thought for a second or two about getting up and

walking out of the room. But the drill was coming to a close and he didn’t want

to alarm the children.

Gibson: Instead Bush pauses, thanks the children. . . and heads for the empty
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classroom next door.

Help from Mrs. Daniels

Besides putting out this revisionist account, the Bush-Cheney White House

also evidently enlisted support from Sandra Kay Daniels, the teacher of the

second grade class at the Sarasota school. In a Los Angeles Times story

published on September 11, 2002, she said:

I knew something was up when President Bush didn’t pick up the book and

participate in the lesson…. He said, ‘Mrs. Daniels, I have to leave now. I am

going to leave Lt. Gov. Frank Brogan here to do the speech for me.’ Looking at

his face, you knew something was wrong. I said a little prayer for him. He

shook my hand and left.

This account by Daniels was radically different from what she had said for the

aforementioned article by Jennifer Barrs, which had appeared only ten days

earlier. After saying that “Bush, obviously lost in thought, forgot about the

book in his lap,” Barrs quoted Daniels as saying: “I couldn’t gently kick him. . .

. I couldn’t say, ‘OK, Mr. President. Pick up your book, sir. The whole world is

watching.’”

Given the fact that Mrs. Daniels had given this account just ten days earlier,

her revisionist account cannot be explained in terms of a bad memory. The

only possible explanation appears to be that the White House had convinced

her to help spread its revisionist account. What would have been the White

House’s motive for spreading a false account and even convincing Mrs. Daniels

to help?

The Likely Motive

On the one hand, the Secret Service, which has the responsibility for protecting

the president from any possible threat to his life, should have assumed, once it

was clear that terrorists were going after high-value targets, that the president

might have been one of those targets. As one article put it, “Bush’s presence

made . . . the planned reading event a perceived target,” because “the
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well-publicized event at the school assured Bush’s location that day was no

secret.” On the other hand, people observed that the Secret Service had not

acted accordingly. The day after 9/11, Canada’s Globe and Mail commented:

“For some reason, Secret Service agents did not bustle [Bush] away.”

The background for this comment was explained by Philip Melanson, the

author of a book about the Secret Service. “With an unfolding terrorist attack,”

Melanson said, “the procedure should have been to get the president to the

closest secure location as quickly as possible.” That this indeed would have

been standard operating procedure is illustrated by the fact that, as soon as

the second strike on the World Trade Center was seen on television, one agent

said to Sarasota County Sheriff Bill Balkwill: “We’re out of here. Can you get

everybody ready?”

But this agent’s decision was obviously overridden by some higher-level Secret

Service agent, as Bush was allowed not only to remain in the classroom for

seven or more minutes, but also to remain at the school for another twenty

minutes. He was even allowed to deliver a television address to the nation,

thereby letting everyone know that he was still at the school.

This behavior seemed especially reckless in light of reports, issued at the time,

that as many as eleven planes had been hijacked. The Secret Service should

have feared that one of those planes was bearing down on the school at that

very moment. The Secret Service’s behavior, however, suggested that it had no

fear that the school would be attacked.

This behavior by the Secret Service contrasted strongly with the response, two

months earlier, to a report that Islamic terrorists might crash an airliner into

the summit of industrialized nations in Genoa, Italy, in an effort to kill

President Bush. The Italian government closed the airspace above Genoa and

installed anti-aircraft missiles at the airport (David Sanger, New York Times,

September 25, 2001). Even with all this protection, Bush stayed overnight on

an aircraft carrier, instead of staying, like the other leaders, on a luxury ship

(CNN, July 18, 2001). Why so much concern about merely possible terrorist

airplane attacks in Genoa in July but no such concern in Sarasota in
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September, when such attacks were actually in progress?

The Secret Service’s failure to hustle Bush away seemed even stranger in light

of the reports that Vice President Cheney, Condoleezza Rice, and several

congressional leaders were quickly taken to safe locations. Should not

protecting President Bush have been an even higher priority? As Susan Taylor

Martin of the St. Petersburg Times put it on July 4, 2004: “One of the many

unanswered questions about that day is why the Secret Service did not

immediately hustle Bush to a secure location, as it apparently did with Vice

President Dick Cheney.”

The fact that this question was raised immediately after 9/11, then continued

to be raised, could well have been perceived by the White House as dangerous.

This question did, in fact, have dangerous implications, because it could—and

in some circles did—lead to the inference that Bush was not evacuated from

the school because the Secret Service knew that he would not be targeted. The

desire to stop this kind of speculation was likely behind the White House’s

attempts at getting a revisionist account of Bush’s behavior instilled into the

public consciousness.

The 9/11 Commission’s Treatment of the Issue

The strange behavior of Bush and his Secret Service in Sarasota was of great

concern to families of the 9/11 victims. One of the central questions raised by

the Family Steering Committee for the 9/11 Commission was: “Why was

President Bush permitted by the Secret Service to remain in the Sarasota

elementary school where he was reading to children?” (That this question was

asked was admitted by Thomas Kean and Lee Hamilton, the chair and

vice-chair of the Commission, in their 2006 book, Without Precedent: The

Inside Story of the 9/11 Commission, p. 54.) The 9/11 Commission, however,

provided no answer. Its only response was to say: “The Secret Service told us

they were anxious to move the President to a safer location, but did not think it

imperative for him to run out the door” (The 9/11 Commission Report, p. 39).

That response, however, implied that the Secret Service had only two options:

(a) running the president out the door or (b) allowing him to remain at the
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school for another half hour. But there was a third option: The Secret Service

could have simply walked the president out the door, put him in the

presidential limo, and whisked him away.

The Treatment by Press

A Wall Street Journal story in March 2004, “Government Accounts of 9/11

Reveal Gaps, Inconsistencies,” was one of the few stories in the mainstream

press to report on contradictions in the official story of 9/11. When the Journal

asked the White House about the contradictions about the Sarasota event in

particular, spokesman Dan Bartlett, not trying to defend the White House’s

revisionist version, confirmed that Bush had remained in the classroom for at

least seven minutes after receiving the report of the second crash. Bush did not

leave immediately, Bartlett said, because his “instinct was not to frighten the

children by rushing out of the room.”

However, even if Bartlett’s statement were an acceptable explanation of why

Bush did not do what Card and Rove had claimed he did, the real question,

which the WSJ article did not address, was why the White House, through

Card, Rove, and Mrs. Daniels, had given a false account. Surely this is a

question that the press in general should have explored. Especially ABC News,

NBC News, the San Francisco Chronicle, and the Los Angeles Times, which had

been used to spread the White House’s false account, should have demanded

that the White House explain why it put out a completely false account. These

papers and networks owed their readers and viewers a correction and an

attempt to find out why the White House had used them to spread a lie.

While discovering why the White House lied, the press should also, of course,

seek to discover the answer to the original question: why the Secret Service did

not immediately rush Bush to a safe location.

This essay is an abbreviated version of Chapter 1 of David Ray Griffin, 9/11

Contradictions: An Open Letter to Congress and the Press (Northampton: Olive

Branch, March, 2008.
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9/11 Contradictions: When Did Cheney Enter the Underground Bunker?

By David Ray Griffin: Global Research, April 24, 2008

With regard to the morning of 9/11, everyone agrees

that at some time after 9:03 (when the South Tower of

the World Trade Center was struck) and before 10:00,

Vice President Dick Cheney went down to the

Presidential Emergency Operations Center (PEOC),

sometimes simply called the “bunker,” under the east

wing of the White House. Everyone also agrees that,

once there, Cheney was in charge—that he was either

making decisions or relaying decisions from President

Bush. But there is enormous disagreement as to exactly when Cheney entered

the PEOC. 

      According to The 9/11 Commission Report, Cheney arrived “shortly before

10:00, perhaps at 9:58” (The 9/11 Commission Report [henceforth 9/11CR],

40). This official time, however, contradicts almost all previous reports, some of

which had him there before 9:20. This difference is important because, if the

9/11 Commission’s time is correct, Cheney was not in charge in the PEOC

when the Pentagon was struck, or for most of the period during which United

Flight 93 was approaching Washington. But if the reports that have him there

by 9:20 are correct, he was in charge in the PEOC all that time.

Mineta’s Report of Cheney’s Early Arrival

The most well-known statement contradicting the 9/11 Commission was made

by Secretary of Transportation Norman Mineta during his public testimony to

the 9/11 Commission on May 23, 2003. Saying that he “arrived at the PEOC at

about 9:20 AM,” Mineta reported that he then overheard part of an ongoing

conversation, which had obviously begun before he arrived, between a young

man and Vice President Cheney. This conversation was about a plane coming

toward Washington and ended with Cheney confirming that “the orders still

stand.” When Commissioner Timothy Roemer later asked Mineta how long after
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his arrival he overheard this conversation about whether the orders still stood,

Mineta replied: “Probably about five or six minutes.” This would mean, Roemer

pointed out, “about 9:25 or 9:26.”

      This is a remarkable contradiction. Given the fact that Cheney, according

to Mineta, had been engaged in an ongoing exchange, he must have been in the

PEOC for several minutes before Mineta’s 9:20 arrival. If Cheney had been

there since 9:15, there would be a 43-minute contradiction between Mineta’s

testimony and The 9/11 Commission Report. Why would such an enormous

contradiction exist?

One possible explanation would be that Mineta was wrong. His story, however,

is in line with that of many other witnesses.

Other Reports Supporting Cheney’s Early Arrival

Richard Clarke reported that he, Cheney, and Condoleezza Rice had a brief

meeting shortly after 9:03, following which the Secret Service wanted Cheney

and Rice to go down to the PEOC. Rice, however, first went with Clarke to the

White House’s Video Teleconferencing Center, where Clarke was to set up a

video conference, which began at about 9:10. After spending a few minutes

there, Rice said, according to Clarke: “You’re going to need some decisions

quickly. I’m going to the PEOC to be with the Vice President. Tell us what you

need.” At about 9:15, Norman Mineta arrived and Clarke “suggested he join the

Vice President” (Against All Enemies, 2-5). Clarke thereby implied that Cheney

was in the PEOC several minutes prior to 9:15.

      In an ABC News program on the first anniversary of 9/11, Cheney’s White

House photographer David Bohrer reported that, shortly after 9:00, some

Secret Service agents came into Cheney’s office and said, “Sir, you have to

come with us.” During this same program, Rice said: “As I was trying to find all

of the principals, the Secret Service came in and said, ‘You have to leave now

for the bunker. The Vice President’s already there. There may be a plane

headed for the White House.’” ABC’s Charles Gibson then said: “In the bunker,

the Vice President is joined by Rice and Transportation Secretary Norman
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Mineta” (“9/11: Interviews by Peter Jennings,” ABC News, September 11,

2002).

The 9/11 Commission’s Late-Arrival Claim

The 9/11 Commission agreed that the vice president was hustled down to the

PEOC after word was received that a plane was headed towards the White

House. It claimed, however, that this word was not received until 9:33. But

even then, according to the Commission, the Secret Service agents immediately

received another message, telling them that the aircraft had turned away, so

“[n]o move was made to evacuate the Vice President at this time.” It was not

until “just before 9:36” that the Secret Service ordered Cheney to go below

(9/11CR 39). But even after he entered the underground corridor at 9:37,

Cheney did not immediately go to the PEOC. Rather:

Once inside, Vice President Cheney and the agents paused in an area of the

tunnel that had a secure phone, a bench, and television. The Vice President

asked to speak to the President, but it took time for the call to be connected.

He learned in the tunnel that the Pentagon had been hit, and he saw television

coverage of the smoke coming from the building. (9/11CR 40)

Next, after Lynne Cheney “joined her husband in the tunnel,” the Commission

claimed, “Mrs. Cheney and the Vice President moved from the tunnel to the

shelter conference room” after the call ended, which was not until after 9:55.

As for Rice, the Commission added, she “entered the conference room shortly

after the Vice President” (9/11CR 40).

      The contradiction could not be clearer. According to the Commission,

Cheney, far from entering the PEOC before 9:20, as Mineta and others said, did

not arrive there until about 9:58, 20 minutes after the 9:38 strike on the

Pentagon, about which he had learned in the corridor.

Cheney’s Account on Meet the Press

The 9/11 Commission’s account even contradicted that given by Cheney

himself in a well-known interview. Speaking to Tim Russert on NBC’s Meet the
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Press only five days after 9/11, Cheney said: “[A]fter I talked to the president, .

. . I went down into . . . the Presidential Emergency Operations Center. . . .

[W]hen I arrived there within a short order, we had word the Pentagon’s been

hit.” Cheney himself, therefore, indicated that he had entered the PEOC prior

to the (9:38) strike on the Pentagon, not 20 minutes after it, as the Commission

would later claim.

Dealing with the Contradictions

How did the 9/11 Commission deal with the fact that its claim about the time

of Cheney’s arrival in the PEOC had been contradicted by Bohrer, Clarke,

Mineta, Rice, several news reports, and even Cheney himself? It simply omitted

any mention of these contradictory reports.

      Of these omissions, the most important was the Commission’s failure to

mention Norman Mineta’s testimony, even though it was given to the

Commission in an open hearing—as can be seen by reading the transcript of

that session (May 23, 2003). This portion of Mineta’s testimony was also

deleted from the official version of the video record of the 9/11 Commission

hearings in the 9/11 Commission archives. (It can, however, be viewed on the

Internet.)

      During an interview for the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation in 2006,

Hamilton was asked what “Mineta told the Commission about where Dick

Cheney was prior to 10 AM.” Hamilton replied: “I do not recall” (“9/11: Truth,

Lies and Conspiracy: Interview: Lee Hamilton,” CBC News, 21 August 2006). It

was surprising that Hamilton could not recall, because he had been the one

doing the questioning when Mineta told the story of the young man’s

conversation with Cheney. Hamilton, moreover, had begun his questioning by

saying to Mineta: “You were there [in the PEOC] for a good part of the day. I

think you were there with the Vice President.” And Mineta’s exchange with

Timothy Roemer, during which it was established that Mineta had arrived at

about 9:20, came immediately after Hamilton’s interrogation. And yet

Hamilton, not being able to recall any of this, simply said, “we think that Vice

President Cheney entered the bunker shortly before 10 o’clock.”
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Obliterating Mineta’s Problematic Testimony

To see possible motives for the 9/11 Commission’s efforts to obliterate Mineta’s

story from the public record, we need to look at the conversation he reported to

the Commission. He said:

During the time that the airplane was coming in to the Pentagon, there was a

young man who would come in and say to the Vice President, “The plane is 50

miles out.” “The plane is 30 miles out.” And when it got down to “the plane is

10 miles out,” the young man also said to the Vice President, “Do the orders

still stand?” And the Vice President turned and whipped his neck around and

said, “Of course the orders still stand. Have you heard anything to the

contrary?”

      Mineta’s story had dangerous implications with regard to the strike on the

Pentagon, which occurred at 9:38. According to the 9/11 Commission, the

military did not know that an aircraft was approaching the Pentagon until

9:36, so that it “had at most one or two minutes to react to the unidentified

plane approaching Washington” (9/11CR 34). That claim was essential for

explaining, among other things, why the Pentagon had not been evacuated

before it was struck—a fact that resulted in 125 deaths. A spokesperson for

Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld, when asked why this evacuation had not

occurred, said: “The Pentagon was simply not aware that this aircraft was

coming our way” (Newsday, Sept. 23, 2001). Mineta’s testimony implied, by

contrast, that Cheney and others knew that an aircraft was approaching

Washington about 12 minutes before that strike.

      Even more problematic was the question of the nature of “the orders.”

Mineta assumed, he said, that they were orders to have the plane shot down.

But the aircraft was not shot down. Also, the expected orders, especially on a

day when two hijacked airliners had already crashed into buildings in New

York, would have been to shoot down any nonmilitary aircraft entering the

“prohibited” airspace over Washington, in which “civilian flying is prohibited at

all times” (“Pilots Notified of Restricted Airspace; Violators Face Military

Action,” FAA Press Release, September 28, 2001). If those orders had been
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given, there would have been no reason to ask if they still stood. The question

made sense only if the orders were to do something unusual—not to shoot the

aircraft down. It appeared, accordingly, that Mineta had inadvertently reported

Cheney’s confirmation of stand-down orders.

      That Mineta’s report was regarded as dangerous is suggested by the fact

that the 9/11 Commission, besides deleting Mineta’s testimony and delaying

Cheney’s entrance to the bunker by approximately 45 minutes, also replaced

Mineta’s story with a new story about an incoming aircraft. According to The

9/11 Commission Report, here is what really happened: 

At 10:02, the communicators in the shelter began receiving reports from the

Secret Service of an inbound aircraft. . . . At some time between 10:10 and

10:15, a military aide told the Vice President and others that the aircraft was

80 miles out. Vice President Cheney was asked for authority to engage the

aircraft. . . . The Vice President authorized fighter aircraft to engage the

inbound plane. . . . The military aide returned a few minutes later, probably

between 10:12 and 10:18, and said the aircraft was 60 miles out. He again

asked for authorization to engage. The Vice President again said yes. (9/11CR

41)

      The 9/11 Commission thereby presented the incoming aircraft story as one

that ended with an order for a shoot down, not a stand down. And by having it

occur after 10:10, the Commission not only disassociated it from the Pentagon

strike but also ruled out the possibility that Cheney’s shootdown authorization

might have led to the downing of United Flight 93 (which crashed, according to

the Commission, at 10:03).

      Given the fact that the 9/11 Commission’s account of Cheney’s descent to

the bunker contradicted the testimony of not only Norman Mineta but also

many other witnesses, including Cheney himself, Congress and the press need

to launch investigations to determine what really happened.

About the writer:

This essay is an abbreviated version of Chapters 2 and 3 of Dr. Griffin’s 9/11
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Contradictions: An Open Letter to Congress and the Press (Northampton: Olive

Branch, March, 2008).

The original source of this article is The Canadian

[This space left intentionally blank]
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PART II - What Happened on the Planes

“United 93”: What Happened on the Planes?

By Prof Michel Chossudovsky

Global Research, May 01, 2006

Source: https://www.globalresearch.ca/united-93-what-happened-on-the-planes/2356

This article was first published in August 2004, following the release of the

9/11 Commission Report.

Our findings cast doubt on the Commission’s  narrative regarding what

actually happened on board the planes. This narrative, which describes in

detail the 9/11 Arab hijackers, is almost entirely based on recorded cell phone

conversations.  The telecom industry is unequivocal. Given the wireless

technology available on September 11 2001, these cell calls could not have

been placed from high altitude.

What happened on the planes is now the object of an “an exhilarating, somber

and heroic” Hollywood  docu-drama entitled “United 93”. Directed by British

film-maker Paul Greengrass, the film  describes what happened on flight UA

93, using the “findings” of the 9/11 Commission: 

“At 10:00:03, Jarrah stabilized the airplane. Five seconds later, Jarrah asked,

“Is that it? Shall we finish it off?” A hijacker responded, “No. Not yet. When

they all come, we finish it off.” The sounds of fighting continued outside the

cockpit. Again, Jarrah pitched the nose of the aircraft up and down.At

10:00:26, a passenger in the background said, “In the cockpit. If we don’t we’ll

die!” Sixteen seconds later, a passenger yelled,“Roll it!” Jarrah stopped the

violent maneuvers at about 10:01:00 and said, “Allah is the greatest!”

The film braodly follows the Commission’s narrative. It describes how the

passengers heroically challenged the Arab hijackers in the cockpit, prior to its

crash in Pennsylvania: 

“United 93” respects the attempt by its passengers to take back the cockpit and

their group minded sacrifice. When the men and women attempt to tackle a
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hijacker and pummel the cockpit door, you want it to crack open, you want

that prospective passenger pilot to take the controls, and you want to see a

smooth landing a la the fictional “Airport” movies.

None of these deviations and hopes for a miracle lessen efforts of what the

heroic passengers attempted to execute; they merely inscribe the director’s

mastery of the material which reaches off the screen at least fleetingly into a

‘feel good,’ good guys prevail Hollywood climax.

(See http://www.huntingtonnews.net/columns/060429-rutheford-review.html )

[This link is inoperative as of September 26, 2017]

“United 93” replicates the official story of 9/11. It serves to galvanize public

opinion in support of the “war on terrorism”. It is important, therefore, that the

flaws contained both in the 911 Commission Report and the movie be the

object of serious debate and discussion.

“We have some planes” (quoting the alleged Arab hijackers) is the title of the

first chapter of the 9/11 Commission’s Report.  With the release of “United 93”,

what happened on the planes is rapidly becoming part of America’s pop fiction

culture.

The movie serves the interests of the Bush adminstration. It imprints in the

minds of millions of Americans that “the threat is real” and that “America is

under attack”. 

Michel Chossudovsky, Global Research, 1 May 2006

The article below was also published as a chapter in the author’s book: “America’s War on

Terrorism”

911 Commission Report:

More Holes in the Official Story: The 9/11 Cell Phone Calls

by Michel Chossudovsky

(original date of publication) www.globalresearch.ca 10 August 2004
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“We Have Some Planes”

The 9/11 Commission’s Report provides an almost visual description of the

Arab hijackers. It depicts in minute detail events occurring inside the cabin of

the four hijacked planes.

In the absence of surviving passengers, this “corroborating evidence”, was

based on passengers’ cell and air phone conversations with their loved ones.

According to the Report, the cockpit voice recorder (CVR) was only recovered in

the case of one of the flights (UAL 93).

Focusing on the personal drama of the passengers, the Commission has built

much of its narrative around the phone conversations. The Arabs are portrayed

with their knives and box cutters, scheming in the name of Allah, to bring

down the planes and turn them “into large guided missiles” (Report, Chapter 1,

http://www.9-11commission.gov/report/911Report_Ch1.pdf ).

The Technology of Wireless Transmission

The Report conveys the impression that cell phone ground-to-air

communication from high altitude was of reasonably good quality, and that

there was no major impediment or obstruction in wireless transmission.

Some of the conversations were with onboard air phones, which contrary to the

cell phones provide for good quality transmission. The report does not draw a

clear demarcation between the two types of calls.

More significantly, what this carefully drafted script fails to mention is that,

given the prevailing technology in September 2001, it was extremely difficult, if

not impossible, to place a wireless cell call from an aircraft traveling at high

speed above 8000 feet:

    “Wireless communications networks weren’t designed for ground-to-air

communication. Cellular experts privately admit that they’re surprised the

calls were able to be placed from the hijacked planes, and that they lasted
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as long as they did. They speculate that the only reason that the calls went

through in the first place is that the aircraft were flying so close to the

ground 

Expert opinion within the wireless telecom industry casts serious doubt on “the

findings” of the 9/11 Commission. According to Alexa Graf, a spokesman of

AT&T, commenting in the immediate wake of the 9/11 attacks:

    “it was almost a fluke that the [9/11] calls reached their destinations…

From high altitudes, the call quality is not very good, and most callers will

experience drops. Although calls are not reliable, callers can pick up and

hold calls for a little while below a certain altitude” (

http://wirelessreview.com/ar/wireless_final_contact/        )

New Wireless Technology

While serious doubts regarding the cell calls were expressed in the immediate

aftermath of 9/11, a new landmark in the wireless telecom industry has

further contributed to upsetting the Commission’s credibility. Within days of

the release of the 9/11 Commission Report in July, American Airlines and

Qualcomm, proudly announced the development of a new wireless technology

–which will at some future date allow airline passengers using their cell phones

to contact family and friends from a commercial aircraft (no doubt at a  special

rate aerial roaming charge)

    “Travelers could be talking on their personal cellphones as early as

2006. Earlier this month [July 2004], American Airlines conducted a trial

run on a modified aircraft that permitted cell phone calls.” (WP, July 27,

2004)

Aviation Week (07/20/04) described this new technology in an authoritative

report published in July 2004:

    “Qualcomm and American Airlines are exploring [July 2004] ways for

passengers to use commercial cell phones inflight for air-to-ground
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communication. In a recent 2-hr. proof-of-concept flight, representatives

from government and the media used commercial Code Division Multiple

Access (CDMA) third-generation cell phones to place and receive calls and

text messages from friends on the ground.

    For the test flight from Dallas-Fort Worth, the aircraft was equipped

with an antenna in the front and rear of the cabin to transmit cell phone

calls to a small in-cabin CDMA cellular base station. This “pico cell”

transmitted cell phone calls from the aircraft via a Globalstar satellite to

the worldwide terrestrial phone network”

Needless to say, neither the service, nor the “third generation” hardware, nor

the “Picco cell” CDMA base station inside the cabin (which so to speak mimics

a cell phone communication tower inside the plane) were available on the

morning of September 11, 2001.

The 911 Commission points to the clarity and detail of these telephone

conversations.  

In substance, the Aviation Week report creates yet another embarrassing hitch

in the official story.

The untimely July American Airlines / Qualcomm announcement acted as a

cold shower. Barely acknowledged in press reports, it confirms that the Bush

administration had embroidered the cell phone narrative (similar to what they

did with WMDs) and that the 9/11 Commission’s account was either flawed or

grossly exaggerated.   

Altitude and Cellphone Transmission

According to industry experts, the crucial link in wireless cell phone

transmission from an aircraft is altitude. Beyond a certain altitude which is

usually reached within a few minutes after takeoff, cell phone calls are no

longer possible.
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In other words, given the wireless technology available on September 11 2001,

these cell calls could not have been placed from high altitude.

The only way passengers could have got through to family and friends using

their cell phones, is if the planes were flying below 8000 feet. Yet even at low

altitude, below 8000 feet, cell phone communication is of poor quality.

The crucial question: at what altitude were the planes traveling, when the calls

were placed? 

While the information provided by the Commission is scanty, the Report’s

timeline does not suggest that the planes were consistently traveling at low

altitude. In fact the Report confirms that a fair number of the cell phone calls

were placed while the plane was traveling at altitudes above 8000 feet, which is

considered as the cutoff altitude for cell phone transmission.

Let us review the timeline of these calls in relation to the information provided

by the Report on flight paths and altitude.

United Airlines Flight 175

United Airlines Flight 175 departed for Los Angeles at 8:00:

     “It pushed back from its gate at 7:58 and departed Logan Airport at 8:14.”

The Report confirms that by 8:33, “it had reached its assigned cruising altitude

of 31,000 feet.” According to the Report, it maintained this cruising altitude

until 8.51, when it “deviated from its assigned altitude”:

    “The first operational evidence that something was abnormal on United

175 came at 8:47, when the aircraft changed beacon codes twice within a

minute. At 8:51, the flight deviated from its assigned altitude, and a

minute later New York air traffic controllers began repeatedly and

unsuccessfully trying to contact it.”
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And one minute later at 8.52, Lee Hanson receives a call from his son Peter.

    [Flight UAL 175] “At 8:52, in Easton, Connecticut, a man named Lee

Hanson received a phone call from his son Peter, a passenger on United

175. His son told him: “I think they’ve taken over the cockpit—An

attendant has been stabbed— and someone else up front may have been

killed. The plane is making strange moves. Call United Airlines—Tell them

it’s Flight 175, Boston to LA.

Press reports confirm that Peter Hanson was using his cell (i.e it was not an air

phone). Unless the plane had suddenly nose-dived, the plane was still at high

altitude at 8.52. (Moreover, Hanson’s call could have been initiated at least a

minute prior to his father Lee Hanson picking up the phone.)

Another call was received at 8.52 (one minute after it deviated from its assigned

altitude of 31,000 feet). The Report does not say whether this is an air phone or

a cell phone call:

    Also at 8:52, a male flight attendant called a United office in San

Francisco, reaching Marc Policastro. The flight attendant reported that the

flight had been hijacked, both pilots had been killed, a flight attendant had

been stabbed, and the hijackers were probably flying the plane. The call

lasted about two minutes, after which Policastro and a colleague tried

unsuccessfully to contact the flight.

It is not clear whether this was a call to Policastro’s cell phone or to the UAL

switchboard.

At 8:58, UAL 175 “took a heading toward New York City.”:

    “At 8:59, Flight 175 passenger Brian David Sweeney tried to call his

wife, Julie. He left a message on their home answering machine that the

plane had been hijacked. He then called his mother, Louise Sweeney, told

her the flight had been hijacked, and added that the passengers were

thinking about storming the cockpit to take control of the plane away from
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the hijackers.

At 9:00, Lee Hanson received a second call from his son Peter:

        It’s getting bad, Dad—A stewardess was stabbed—They seem to

have knives and Mace—They said they have a bomb—It’s getting very

bad on the plane—Passengers are throwing up and getting sick—The

plane is making jerky movements—I don’t think the pilot is flying the

plane—I think we are going down—I think they intend to go to Chicago

or someplace and fly into a building—Don’t worry, Dad— If it happens,

it’ll be very fast—My God, my God.

    The call ended abruptly. Lee Hanson had heard a woman scream just

before it cut off. He turned on a television, and in her home so did Louise

Sweeney. Both then saw the second aircraft hit the World Trade Center.50

At 9:03:11, United Airlines Flight 175 struck the South Tower of the World

Trade Center. All on board, along with an unknown number of people in

the tower, were killed instantly.”

American Airlines Flight 77

American Airlines Flight 77 was scheduled to depart from Washington Dulles

for Los Angeles at 8:10… “At 8:46, the flight reached its assigned cruising

altitude of 35,000 feet.”

    At 8:51, American 77 transmitted its last routine radio communication.

The hijacking began between 8:51 and 8:54. As on American 11 and

United 175, the hijackers used knives (reported by one passenger) and

moved all the passengers (and possibly crew) to the rear of the aircraft

(reported by one flight attendant and one passenger). Unlike the earlier

flights, the Flight 77 hijackers were reported by a passenger to have box

cutters. Finally, a passenger reported that an announcement had been

made by the “pilot” that the plane had been hijacked….
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On flight AA 77, which allegedly crashed into the Pentagon, the transponder

was turned off at 8:56am; the recorded altitude at the time the transponder

was turned off is not mentioned. According to the Commission’s Report, cell

calls started 16 minutes later, at 9:12am, twenty minutes before it (allegedly)

crashed into the Pentagon at 9.32am:

     “[at 9.12] Renee May called her mother, Nancy May, in Las Vegas. She

said her flight was being hijacked by six individuals who had moved them

to the rear of the plane.”

According to the Report, when the autopilot was disengaged at 9:29am, the

aircraft was at 7,000 feet and some 38 miles west of the Pentagon. This

happened two minutes before the crash.   

Most of the calls on Flight 77 were placed between 9.12am and 9.26am,  prior

to the disengagement of automatic piloting at 9.29am.  The plane could indeed

have been traveling at either a higher or a lower altitude to that reached at

9.29. Yet, at the same time there is no indication in the Report that the plane

had been traveling below the 7000 feet level, which it reached at 9.29am. 

At some point between 9:16 and 9:26, Barbara Olson called her husband, Ted

Olson, the solicitor general of the United States. [using an airphone]

(Report p 7, see http://www.9-11commission.gov/report/911Report_Ch1.pdf )

United  Airlines Flight 93

UAL flight 93 was the only one of the four planes that, according to the official

story, did not crash into a building. Flight 93 passengers, apparently: “alerted

through phone calls, attempted to subdue the hijackers. and the hijackers

crashed the plane [in Pennsylvania] to prevent the passengers gaining control.”

( http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_Airlines_flight_93 ). Another version of

events, was that UAL 93 was shot down.

According to the Commission’s account: 
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    “the first 46 minutes of Flight 93’s cross-country trip proceeded

routinely. Radio communications from the plane were normal. Heading,

speed, and altitude ran according to plan. At 9:24, Ballinger’s warning to

United 93 was received in the cockpit. Within two minutes, at 9:26, the

pilot, Jason Dahl, responded with a note of puzzlement: “Ed, confirm latest

mssg plz—Jason.”70 The hijackers attacked at 9:28. While traveling

35,000 feet above eastern Ohio, United 93 suddenly dropped 700 feet.

Eleven seconds into the descent, the FAA’s air traffic control center in

Cleveland received the first of two radio transmissions from the aircraft….”

At least ten cell calls are reported to have taken place on flight 93.

The Report confirms that passengers started placing calls with cell and air

phones shortly after 9.32am, four minutes after the Report’s confirmation of

the plane’s attitude of 35,000 feet. In other words, the calls started some 9

minutes before the Cleveland Center lost UAL 93’s transponder signal (9.41)

and approximately 30 minutes before the crash in Pennsylvania (10.03)

    “At 9:41, Cleveland Center lost United 93’s transponder signal. The

controller located it on primary radar, matched its position with visual

sightings from other aircraft, and tracked the flight as it turned east, then

south.164 “

This suggests that the altitude was known to air traffic control up until the

time when the transponder signal was lost by the Cleveland Center. (Radar and

visual sightings provided information on its flight path from 9.41 to 10.03.)

Moreover, there was no indication from the Report that the aircraft had

swooped down to a lower level of altitude, apart from the 700 feet drop

recorded at 9.28. from a cruising altitude of 35,000 feet:  

    “At 9:32, a hijacker, probably Jarrah, made or attempted to make the

following announcement to the passengers of Flight 93:“Ladies and

Gentlemen: Here the captain, please sit down keep remaining sitting.
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    We have a bomb on board. So, sit.” The flight data recorder (also

recovered) indicates that Jarrah then instructed the plane’s autopilot to

turn the aircraft around and head east. The cockpit voice recorder data

indicate that a woman, most likely a flight attendant, was being held

captive in the cockpit. She struggled with one of the hijackers who killed

or otherwise silenced her.

    Shortly thereafter, the passengers and flight crew began a series of calls

from GTE airphones and cellular phones. These calls between family,

friends, and colleagues took place until the end of the flight and provided

those on the ground with firsthand accounts. They enabled the passengers

to gain critical information, including the news that two aircraft had

slammed into the World Trade Center.77…At least two callers from the

flight reported that the hijackers knew that passengers were making calls

but did not seem to care.

    The hijackers were wearing red bandanas, and they forced the

passengers to the back of the aircraft.80 Callers reported that a passenger

had been stabbed and that two people were lying on the floor of the cabin,

injured or dead—possibly the captain and first officer. One caller reported

that a flight attendant had been killed.81 One of the callers from United

93 also reported that he thought the hijackers might possess a gun. But

none of the other callers reported the presence of a firearm. One recipient

of a call from the aircraft recounted specifically asking her caller whether

the hijackers had guns.

    The passenger replied that he did not see one. No evidence of firearms

or of their identifiable remains was found at the aircraft’s crash site, and

the cockpit voice recorder gives no indication of a gun being fired or

mentioned at any time.

    We believe that if the hijackers had possessed a gun, they would have

used it in the flight’s last minutes as the passengers fought back.82

Passengers on three flights reported the hijackers’ claim of having a bomb.

The FBI told us they found no trace of explosives at the crash sites. One of
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the passengers who mentioned a bomb expressed his belief that it was not

real. Lacking any evidence that the hijackers attempted to smuggle such

illegal items past the security screening checkpoints, we believe the bombs

were probably fake. During at least five of the passengers’ phone calls,

information was shared about the attacks that had occurred earlier that

morning at the World Trade Center. Five calls described the intent of

passengers and surviving crew members to revolt against the hijackers.

According to one call, they voted on whether to rush the terrorists in an

attempt to retake the plane. They decided, and acted. At 9:57, the

passenger assault began. Several passengers had terminated phone calls

with loved ones in order to join the revolt. One of the callers ended her

message as follows:

    “Everyone’s running up to first class. I’ve got to go. Bye.” The cockpit

voice recorder captured the sounds of the passenger assault muffled by

the intervening cockpit door. Some family members who listened to the

recording report that they can hear the voice of a loved one among the din.

    We cannot identify whose voices can be heard. But the assault was

sustained. In response, Jarrah immediately began to roll the airplane to

the left and right, attempting to knock the passengers off balance. At

9:58:57, Jarrah told another hijacker in the cockpit to block the door.

Jarrah continued to roll the airplane sharply left and right, but the assault

continued. At 9:59, Jarrah changed tactics and pitched the nose of the

airplane up and down to disrupt the assault. The recorder captured the

sounds of loud thumps, crashes, shouts, and breaking glasses and plates.

    At 10:00:03, Jarrah stabilized the airplane. Five seconds later, Jarrah

asked, “Is that it? Shall we finish it off?” A hijacker responded, “No. Not

yet. When they all come, we finish it off.” The sounds of fighting continued

outside the cockpit. Again, Jarrah pitched the nose of the aircraft up and

down.At 10:00:26, a passenger in the background said, “In the cockpit. If

we don’t we’ll die!” Sixteen seconds later, a passenger yelled,“Roll it!”

Jarrah stopped the violent maneuvers at about 10:01:00 and said, “Allah

is the greatest! Allah is the greatest!” He then asked another hijacker in
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the cockpit,“ Is that it? I mean, shall we put it down?” to which the other

replied, “Yes, put it in it, and pull it down.” The passengers continued their

assault and at 10:02:23, a hijacker said, “Pull it down! Pull it down!” The

hijackers remained at the controls but must have judged that the

passengers were only seconds from overcoming them. The airplane headed

down; the control wheel was turned hard to the right.

    The airplane rolled onto its back, and one of the hijackers began

shouting “Allah is the greatest. Allah is the greatest. ”With the sounds of

the passenger counterattack continuing, the aircraft plowed into an empty

field in Shanksville, Pennsylvania, at 580 miles per hour, about 20

minutes’ flying time from Washington D.C. Jarrah’s objective was to crash

his airliner into symbols of the American Republic, the Capitol or the

White House. He was defeated by the alerted, unarmed passengers of

United”

The Mysterious Call of Edward Felt from UAL 93

Earlier coverage of the fate of UAL 93 was based in part on a reported cell call

from a passenger named Edward Felt, who managed to reach an emergency

official in Pennsylvania. How he got the emergency supervisor’s number and

managed to reach him remains unclear.

The call was apparently received at 9.58 am, eight minutes before the reported

time of the crash at 10.06 am in Pennsylvania:

    “Local emergency officials said they received a cell phone call at 9.58 am

from a man who said he was a passenger aboard the flight. The man said

he had locked himself in the bathroom and told emergency dispatchers

that the plane had been hijacked. “We are being hijacked! We are being

hijacked!” he was quoted as saying. A California man identified as Tom

Burnett reportedly called his wife and told her that somebody on the plane

had been stabbed. “We’re all going to die, but three of us are going to do

something,” he told her. “I love you honey.”
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The alleged call by Edward Felt from the toilet of the aircraft of UAL 93 was

answered by Glenn Cramer, the emergency supervisor in Pennsylvania who

took the call.

It is worth noting that Glenn Cramer was subsequently gagged by the FBI.”

(See Robert Wallace`s incisive analysis published in Sept 2002 by the Daily

Mirror, (http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/WAL403A.html ).

Ironically, this high profile cell call by Ed Felt, which would have provided

crucial evidence to the 9/11 Commission was, for some reason, not mentioned

in the Report.

American Airlines Flight 11

Flight 11 took off at 7:59.  Just before 8:14. The Report outlines an airphone

conversation of flight attendant Betty Ong and much of the narrative hinges

upon this airphone conversation

There are no clear-cut reports on the use of cell phones on Flight AA11. 

According to the Report, American 11 crashed into the North Tower of the

World Trade Center at 8.46.

Concluding Remarks

A large part of the description, regarding the 19 hijackers relies on cell phone

conversations with family and friends.

While a few of these calls (placed at low altitude) could have got through, the

wireless technology was not available. On this issue, expert opinion within the

wireless telecom industry is unequivocal.

In other words, at least part of the Commission’s script in Chapter 1 on the cell

phone conversations, is fabricated. 

According to the American Airline / Qualcomm announcement, the technology
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for cell phone transmission at high altitude will only be available aboard

commercial aircraft in 2006. This is an inescapable fact.

In the eyes of public opinion, the cell phone conversations on the Arab

hijackers is needed to sustain the illusion that America is under attack.

The “war on terrorism” underlying the National Security doctrine relies on real

time “evidence” concerning the Arab hijackers. The latter personify, so to

speak, this illusive “outside enemy” (Al Qaeda), which is threatening the

homeland.

Embodied into the Commission’s “script” of 911, the narrative of what

happened on the plane with the Arab hijackers is therefore crucial. It is an

integral part of the Administration’s disinformation and propaganda program.

It constitutes a justification for the anti-terror legislation under the Patriot acts

and the waging of America’s pre-emptive wars against Afghanistan and Iraq. 

Note:

Emphasis added in bold font.

© Copyright MICHEL CHOSSUDOVSKY 2004 

Michel Chossudovsky is the author of War and Globalization, The Truth behind

September 11 , which can be ordered by mail or online from the CRG.

ANNEX - The 9/11 Report’s Footnotes on the Cell Phone Conversations

70. On FDR, see NTSB report,“Specialist’s Factual Report of

Investigation—Digital Flight Data Recorder” for United Airlines Flight 93,

Feb. 15, 2002; on CVR, see FBI report,“CVR from UA Flight #93,” Dec. 4,

2003; Commission review of Aircraft Communication and Reporting

System (ACARS) messages sent to and from Flight 93 (which indicate time

of message transmission and receipt); see UAL record, Ed Ballinger ACARS

log, Sept. 11, 2001. At 9:22, after learning of the events at the World Trade
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Center, Melody Homer, the wife of co-pilot Leroy Homer, had an ACARS

message sent to her husband in the cockpit asking if he was okay. See

UAL record,ACARS message, Sept. 11, 2001.

71. On FDR, see NTSB report,“Specialist’s Factual Report of

Investigation—Digital Flight Data Recorder” for United Airlines Flight 93,

Feb. 15, 2002; on CVR, see FBI report,“CVR from UA Flight #93,” Dec. 4,

2003; FAA report,“Summary of Air Traffic Hijack Events: September 11,

2001,” Sept. 17, 2001; NTSB report, Air Traffic Control Recording—United

Airlines Flight 93, Dec. 21, 2001.

72. The 37 passengers represented a load factor of 20.33 percent of the plane’s

seating capacity of 182, considerably below the 52.09 percent for Flight 93

on Tuesdays in the three-month period prior to September 11 (June

11–September 4, 2001). See UAL report, Flight 93 EWR-SFO load factors,

undated. Five passengers holding reservations for Flight 93 did not show

for the flight.All five were interviewed and cleared by the FBI. FBI

report,“Flight #93 ‘No Show’ Passengers from 9/11/01,” Sept. 18, 2001.

73. INS record,Withdrawal of Application for Admission for Mohamed al

Kahtani,Aug. 4, 2001.

74. See FAA regulations,Admission to flight deck, 14 C.F.R. § 121.547

(2001);UAL records, copies of boarding passes for United 93, Sept.

11,2001.One passenger reported that ten first-class passengers were

aboard the flight. If that number is accurate, it would include the four

hijackers. FBI report of investigation, interview of Lisa Jefferson, Sept. 11,

2001;UAL record, Flight 93 passenger manifest, Sept. 11, 2001.All but one

of the six passengers seated in the first-class cabin communicated with

the ground during the flight, and none mentioned anyone from their cabin

having gone into the cockpit before the hijacking.Moreover, it is unlikely

that the highly regarded and experienced pilot and co-pilot of Flight 93

would have allowed an observer into the cockpit before or after takeoff who

had not obtained the proper permission. See UAL records, personnel files

of Flight 93 pilots. For jumpseat information, see UAL record,Weight and
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Balance Information for Flight 93 and Flight 175, Sept. 11, 2001;AAL

records, Dispatch Environmental Control/Weekly Flight Summary for

Flight 11 and Flight 77, Sept. 11, 2001.

75. Like Atta on Flight 11, Jarrah apparently did not know how to operate the

communication radios; thus his attempts to communicate with the

passengers were broadcast on the ATC channel. See FBI report,“CVR from

UA Flight #93,” Dec. 4, 2003.Also, by 9:32 FAA notified United’s

headquarters that the flight was not responding to radio calls.According to

United, the flight’s nonresponse and its turn to the east led the airline to

believe by 9:36 that the plane was hijacked. See Rich Miles interview (Nov.

21, 2003); UAL report, “United dispatch SMFDO activities—terrorist

crisis,” Sept. 11, 2001.

76. In accordance with FAA regulations, United 93’s cockpit voice recorder

recorded the last 31 minutes of sounds from the cockpit via microphones

in the pilots’ headsets, as well as in the overhead panel of the flight deck.

This is the only recorder from the four hijacked airplanes to survive the

impact and ensuing fire.The CVRs and FDRs from American 11 and

United 175 were not found,and the CVR from American Flight 77 was

badly burned and not recoverable. See FBI report,“CVR from UA Flight

#93,”Dec. 4, 2003; see also FAA regulations, 14 C.F.R. §§ 25.1457, 91.609,

91.1045, 121.359; Flight 93 CVR data. A transcript of the CVR recording

was prepared by the NTSB and the FBI.

77. All calls placed on airphones were from the rear of the aircraft. There was

one airphone installed in each row of seats on both sides of the aisle.The

airphone system was capable of transmitting only eight calls at any one

time. See FBI report of investigation, airphone records for flights UAL 93

and UAL 175 on Sept. 11, 2001, Sept. 18, 2001.

78. FAA audio file, Cleveland Center, position Lorain Radar; Flight 93 CVR

data; FBI report, “CVR from UA Flight #93,” Dec. 4, 2003.
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79. FBI reports of investigation, interviews of recipients of calls from Todd

Beamer, Sept. 11, 2001, through June 11, 2002; FBI reports of

investigation, interviews of recipients of calls from Sandy Bradshaw, Sept.

11, 2001, through Oct. 4, 2001.Text messages warning the cockpit of

Flight 93 were sent to the aircraft by Ed Ballinger at 9:24. See UAL record,

Ed Ballinger’s ACARS log, Sept. 11, 2001.

80. We have relied mainly on the record of FBI interviews with the people who

received calls. The FBI interviews were conducted while memories were

still fresh and were less likely to have been affected by reading the

accounts of others or hearing stories in the media. In some cases we have

conducted our own interviews to supplement or verify the record. See FBI

reports of investigation, interviews of recipients of calls from Todd Beamer,

Mark Bingham,Sandy Bradshaw,Marion Britton,Thomas Burnett, Joseph

DeLuca,Edward Felt, Jeremy Glick,Lauren Grandcolas, Linda Gronlund,

CeeCee Lyles, Honor Wainio.

81. FBI reports of investigation, interviews of recipients of calls from Thomas

Burnett, Sept. 11, 2001; FBI reports of investigation, interviews of

recipients of calls from Marion Britton, Sept. 14, 2001, through Nov. 8,

2001; Lisa Jefferson interview (May 11, 2004); FBI report of investigation,

interview of Lisa Jefferson, Sept. 11, 2001; Richard Belme interview (Nov.

21, 2003).

82. See Jere Longman, Among the Heroes—United Flight 93 and the

Passengers and Crew Who Fought Back (Harper-Collins, 2002), p. 107;

Deena Burnett interview (Apr. 26, 2004); FBI reports of investigation,

interviews of recipients of calls from Jeremy Glick, Sept. 11, 2001, through

Sept. 12, 2001; Lyzbeth Glick interview (Apr. 22, 2004). Experts told us

that a gunshot would definitely be audible on the CVR. The FBI found no

evidence of a firearm at the crash site of Flight 93. See FBI response to

Commission briefing request no. 6, undated (topic 11).The FBI collected 14

knives or portions of knives at the Flight 93 crash site. FBI report, “Knives

Found at the UA Flight 93 Crash Site,” undated.
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83. FBI response to Commission briefing request no. 6, undated (topic 11); FBI

reports of investigation, interviews of recipients of calls from Jeremy Glick,

Sept. 11, 2001, through Sept. 12, 2001.

84. See FBI reports of investigation, interviews of recipients of calls from

United 93.

85. FBI reports of investigation, interviews of recipients of calls from United

93. For quote, see FBI report of investigation, interview of Philip

Bradshaw, Sept. 11, 2001; Philip Bradshaw interview (June 15, 2004);

Flight 93 FDR and CVR data.At 9:55:11 Jarrah dialed in the VHF

Omni-directional Range (VOR) frequency for the VOR navigational aid at

Washington Reagan National Airport, further indicating that the attack

was planned for the nation’s capital.

The original source of this article is Global Research

Phone Calls from the 9/11 Airliners

By David Ray Griffin

Global Research, January 12, 2010

Response to Questions Evoked by My Fifth Estate Interview by David Ray Griffin

On November 27, 2009, the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation’s Fifth Estate

program aired a show entitled “9/11: The Unofficial Story,”1 for which I, along

with a few other members of the 9/11 Truth Movement, was interviewed. In the

most important part of my interview, I pointed out that, according to the FBI’s

report on phone calls from the airliners provided in 2006 for the Moussaoui

trial, Barbara Olson’s only call from Flight 77 was “unconnected” and hence

lasted “0 seconds.” Although this Fifth Estate program showed only a brief

portion of my discussion of alleged phone calls from the 9/11 airliners, its

website subsequently made available a 22-minute video containing this

discussion.2
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Shortly thereafter, a portion of this video, under the title “David Ray Griffin on

the 9/11 Cell Phone Calls: Exclusive CBC Interview,” was posted on You

Tube,3 after which it was posted on 911 Blogger.4 This latter posting resulted

in considerable discussion, during which some claims contradicting my

position were made. In this essay, I respond to the most important of these

claims, namely:

1. The FBI has not admitted that cell phone calls from high-altitude

airliners on 9/11 were impossible.

2. There is no evidence that some of the reported 9/11 phone calls were

faked.

3. American Airlines’ Boeing 757s, and hence its Flight 77, had onboard

phones.

4. The FBI’s report on phone calls from the 9/11 airliners did not

undermine Ted Olson’s report about receiving phone calls from his

wife.

The four sections of this essay will respond to these four claims in order.

1. The FBI on the Possibility of High-Altitude Cell Phone Calls in 2001

I have suggested that the FBI’s report to the Moussaoui trial in 2006 implied its

acceptance of the argument, made by some members of the 9/11 Truth

Movement, that cell phone calls from high-altitude airliners would have been

impossible, or at least virtually so. One critic, however, said: “The FBI hasn’t

admitted anything about the possibility of making cell phone calls at 30,000

feet.”5  It is true that the FBI has never explicitly stated that such calls are

impossible, or at least too improbable to affirm. But its report for the

Moussaoui trial, I have argued, implies an acceptance of this view.

My argument for this claim involves three points: (1) Immediately after 9/11,

the FBI had described, or at least accepted the description of, about 15 of the
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reported calls from the airliners as cell phone calls. (2) In 2003, a prominent

member of the 9/11 Truth Movement argued persuasively that, given the cell

phone technology available in 2001, calls from high-altitude airliners would

have been impossible. (3) The FBI report for the Moussaoui trial affirmed only

two cell phone calls from the airliners, both of which were from United Flight

93 after it had descended to 5,000 feet. I will expand on each of these three

points.

Reported Calls Originally Described as Cell Phone Calls

Approximately 15 of the reported phone calls from the four airliners were

described at the time as cell phone calls. About 10 of those were from Flight

93. For example:

• A Washington Post story said: “[Passenger Jeremy] Glick’s cell phone

call from Flight 93 and others like it provide the most dramatic

accounts so far of events aboard the four hijacked aircraft during the

terrifying hours of Tuesday morning, and they offer clues about how

the hijackings occurred.”6

• A Newsweek story about United 93 said: “Elizabeth [Honor] Wainio, 27,

was speaking to her stepmother in Maryland. Another passenger, she

explains, had loaned her a cell phone and told her to call her family.”7

• According to the FBI’s interview of Fred Fiumano, a close friend of UA

93 passenger Marion Britton, she called to tell him about the hijacking

and then gave him the number of the phone she was using. Since this

was not the number of her own cell phone, Fiumano assumed that

Britton, who was traveling with a colleague from work, “had borrowed

a cell phone.”8

• Reporting that UA 93 flight attendant Sandy Bradshaw had called her

husband from United 93, the Greensboro News & Record, besides

speaking of their “cellular phone conversation,” also reported that she

had told her husband that “many passengers were making cell phone

calls.”9
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• A story about Deena Burnett, who reported receiving three to five calls

from her husband, Tom Burnett, said: “Deena Burnett clutched the

phone. … She was at once terrified, yet strangely calmed by her

husband’s steady voice over his cell phone.”10

Two calls from United Flight 175 were also originally described as cell phone

calls:

• A BBC story said: “Businessman Peter Hanson, who was with his wife

and baby on the United Airlines flight 175 that hit the World Trade

Center, called his father in Connecticut. Despite being cut off twice, he

managed to report how men armed with knives were stabbing flight

attendants.”11 An Associated Press story said that “a minister

confirmed the cell phone call to Lee Hanson.”12

• A Washington Post story said: “Brian Sweeney called his wife Julie: ‘Hi,

Jules,’ Brian Sweeney was saying into his cell phone. ‘It’s Brian. We’ve

been hijacked, and it doesn’t look too good.’”13

It was widely reported, likewise, that two people had made cell phone calls from

American Flight 77. One of these was flight attendant Renee May, about whom

a story’s headline read: “Flight Attendant Made Call on Cell Phone to Mom in

Las Vegas.”14

The other reported cell-phone caller from Flight 77 was CNN commentator

Barbara Olson, wife of Theodore “Ted” Olson, the US solicitor general. On the

afternoon of 9/11, CNN put out a story stating that, according to Ted Olson,

his wife had “called him twice on a cell phone from American Airlines Flight

77.”15 Olson, who reportedly told the FBI the same day that he did not know

“if the calls were made from her cell phone or the telephone on the plane,”16

went back and forth between these two positions in his public statements.17

He even endorsed the onboard phone version in what seem to have been his

two final public statements on the issue, made to the Federalist Society on

November 16, 2001, and to London’s Daily Telegraph on March 5, 2002.18 But

these statements of the alternative version went virtually unnoticed in the
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American press, as shown by the fact that, a year after 9/11, CNN was still

reporting, with no public contradiction from the FBI, that Barbara Olson had

used a cell phone.19

Finally, there were reportedly two connected cell phone calls from American

Flight 11, both made by flight attendant Madeline “Amy” Sweeney. The 9/11

Commission Report later stated:

    “[Flight attendant] Amy Sweeney got through to the American flight

Services Office in Boston but was cut off after she reported someone was

hurt aboard the flight. Three minutes later, Sweeney was reconnected to

the office and began relaying updates to the manager, Michael Woodward.

. . . The phone call between Sweeney and Woodward lasted about 12

minutes.”20

An affidavit from the FBI agent who interviewed Woodward that same day

stated that, according to Woodward, Sweeney had been “using a cellular

telephone.”21

It is likely that, except for the Olson case and one or two others, the

newspapers got the information for their stories primarily from the FBI, which

gave the impression of supporting the people’s claims that they had received

calls from cell phones. This was the case, as we have just seen, with regard to

the reported calls from Amy Sweeney. With regard to Deena Burnett, the FBI

report said:

    “Starting at approximately 6:39 a.m. (PST), Burnett received a series of

three to five cellular phone calls from her husband. . . . Approximately ten

minutes later Deena Burnett received another call from her husband. . . .

Approximately five minutes later she received another cell phone call from

her husband.”22

With regard to Lee Hanson, the FBI report said: “He believed his son was

calling from his cellular telephone.”23

Page 78 of  783 Table of Contents



It is clear, therefore, that the FBI was not publicly raising objections to – and

even appeared to be endorsing – the notion that there were several cell phone

calls from the 9/11 flights, even though these flights were reportedly at quite

high altitudes when the calls were received. In the report presented to the

Moussaoui trial by the FBI in 2006, however, this apparent endorsement would

disappear – probably because of limitations on what cell phones could do.

Cell Phone Limitations

Given the cell phone technology available in 2001, cell phone calls from

airliners at altitudes of more than a few thousand feet, especially calls lasting

more than a few seconds, were virtually – and perhaps completely – impossible.

And yet many of the reported cell phone calls occurred when the planes were

above 25,000 or even 40,000 feet24 and also lasted a minute or more – with

Amy Sweeney’s reported call even lasting for 12 minutes.25

Three problems have been pointed out: (1) The cell phone in those days had to

complete a “handshake” with a cellsite on the ground, which took several

seconds, so a cell phone in a high-speed plane would have had trouble staying

connected to a cellsite long enough to complete a call. (2) The signals were sent

out horizontally, from cellsite to cellsite, not vertically. Although there was

some leakage upward, the system was not designed to activate cell phones at

high altitudes.26 (3) Receiving a signal was made even more difficult by the

insulation provided by the large mass of an airliner.

Well-known Canadian scientist and mathematician A. K. Dewdney, who for

many years had written a column for Scientific American, reported early in

2003 on experiments showing that these difficulties would have rendered

impossible at least most of the reported cell phone calls from the 911

airliners.27 His experiments involved both single- and double-engine airplanes.

Dewdney found that, in a single-engine plane, successful calls could be

counted on only under 2,000 feet. Above that altitude, they became

increasingly unlikely. At 20,000 feet,
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“the chance of a typical cellphone call making it to ground and engaging a

cellsite there is less than one in a hundred…. [T]he probability that two

callers will succeed is less than one in ten thousand.”

The likelihood of 13 successful calls, Dewdney added, would be

“infinitesimal.”28  In later experiments using a twin-engine plane, which has

greater mass and hence provides greater insulation from electronic signals,

Dewdney found that the success rate decayed to 0 percent at 7,000 feet.29 A

large airliner, having much greater mass, would provide far more insulation – a

fact, Dewdney added, that “is very much in harmony with many anecdotal

reports …that in large passenger jets, one loses contact during takeoff,

frequently before the plane reaches 1000 feet altitude.”30 Dewdney concluded,

therefore, that numerous successful cell phone calls from airliners flying above

30,000 feet would have been “flat out impossible.”31

Such calls would become possible only several years later. In 2004, Qualcomm

announced a successful demonstration of a fundamentally new kind of cell

phone technology, involving a “picocell,” that would allow passengers “to place

and receive calls as if they were on the ground.” American Airlines announced

that this new technology was expected to be commercially available in 2006.32

This technology, in fact, first became available on commercial flights in March

2008.33

In light of the fact that the 9/11 attacks occurred many years before this

technology was available, the FBI faced a serious problem.

The FBI’s Revised Public Position

As will be shown later, the FBI by 2004 – the year after Dewdney reported his

results – had provided an account of the reported calls from the airliners that

did not affirm the occurrence of any high-altitude cell phone calls. But this

account was not made public.

This account first became publicly visible in 2006 in a report on phone calls

from the 9/11 airliners prepared by the FBI for the trial of Zacarias Moussaoui
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(who was accused of being the “20th-hijacker”). According to the McClatchy

reporter at the trial, the spokesman for the FBI said: “13 of the terrified

passengers and crew members made 35 air phone calls and two cell phone

calls.”34

Implicit in this matter-of-fact statement was a radical change in the FBI’s

public position: Previously, the FBI had supported the idea – at least by not

contradicting press reports spreading it – that there were over ten cell phone

calls from Flight 93 – three or four from Tom Burnett alone. Indeed, Dewdney,

observing that “more alleged cell phone calls were made [from Flight 93] than

from the other three flights combined,” dubbed it the “Cell phone Flight.”35 But

the FBI was now saying that this flight was the source of only two cell phone

calls.

This statement by the FBI spokesman accurately reflected the FBI’s report on

phone calls from the flights that was placed on the US government website for

the Moussaoui trial.36 This form of the FBI’s report consists of graphics that

summarize the information about the various reported calls. Only two of the

graphics for Flight 93 indicate calls made from cell phones. One of these says:

“9:58 AM: Passenger Edward Felt, using his cell phone, (732) 241-XXXX,

contacts John Shaw, a 911 Operator from Westmoreland County, PA.”37 The

other one, which is for flight attendant CeeCee Lyles, indicates that she made a

“cell phone call” to a residential number at 9:58 AM.38 The FBI clearly said,

therefore, that these two calls were the only ones from Flight 93 made on cell

phones.

Moreover, none of the graphics for the other three flights describe any of the

reported calls as cell phone calls. Can we safely infer from this fact that the

FBI’s report was indicating that the only cell phone calls from all the 9/11

airliners combined were those by Felt and Lyles? There are several indications

that we can.

First, the FBI clearly said this about Flight 93, as the FBI spokesman, in a

statement quoted above, said that “13 of the terrified passengers and crew

members made 35 air phone calls and two cell phone calls.” In other words,
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except for the two calls with graphics specifically indicating that they were cell

phone calls, all the calls were clearly stated to have been “air phone calls.”

Second, in spite of the fact that two women from American Flight 77 – Barbara

Olson and flight attendant Renee May – were generally reported to have made

cell phone calls, the graphics for them did not indicate that either of them had

used a cell phone. And when we look at a May 2004 FBI report on phone calls

from AA Flight 77, which “was conducted in support of the U.S. Justice

Department’s criminal case against Zacarias Moussaoui,” we find this

statement: “All of the calls from Flight 77 were made via the onboard airphone

system.”39

Third, the FBI evidently intended the same with regard to the other two flights.

The two people who had been reported as having made cell phone calls on

United 175 – Peter Hanson and Brian Sweeney – were said in the FBI’s

Moussaoui trial report to have used onboard phones. And the call from AA 11

flight attendant Amy Sweeney to fellow employee Michael Woodward, which

according to Woodward as quoted in the FBI affidavit had been made with a

“cellular telephone,” was said in the FBI’s Moussaoui trial report to have been

made using an onboard phone.40 In light of the fact that we have statements

from the FBI about Flights 77 and 93 showing that, unless a call is explicitly

designated to have been a cell phone call, it was made from an onboard phone,

we can safely assume that the FBI intended the same for Flights 11 and 175.

It seems, therefore, that according to the FBI’s report for the Moussaoui trial,

the only cell phone calls from the 9/11 airliners were the aforementioned calls

from Edward Felt and CeeCee Lyles.

Did these two calls have something in common that set them apart from the

rest of the reported calls that had originally been described as cell phone calls?

Yes, they were both, as we saw above, said to have been made from Flight 93 at

9:58, and by that time it had reportedly descended to 5,000 feet.41 In the light

of Dewdney’s reports, two successful cell phone calls from a high-speed airliner

at 5,000 feet would have still been very improbable, but they would at least

have been more likely than such calls from above 25,000 feet, so those two
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calls could not be so completely ruled out as impossible.

Given the fact that, of the approximately 15 calls from the 9/11 airliners that

were originally described as cell phone calls, the FBI accepted this description

for only the two that reportedly occurred at a relatively low altitude, it seems

reasonable to conclude that the FBI implicitly agreed, in its report to the

Moussaoui trial, that calls from high-altitude airliners were impossible – or at

least too improbable to affirm.

2. Evidence for Faked Phone Calls

In response to the claim – made in several of my writings and repeated during

my Fifth Estate interview – that at least some of the reported phone calls were

almost certainly fabricated, one critic wrote: “DRG has no evidence . . . that

phone calls were faked.”42 To the contrary, there is considerable evidence for

this conclusion.

The Number of People Who Reported Receiving Cell Phone Calls

As we saw, people on the ground reported receiving cell phone calls from UA 93

flight attendant Sandra Bradshaw; UA 93 passengers Marion Britton, Tom

Burnett, Jeremy Glick, and Elizabeth “Honor” Wainio; from UA 175 passengers

Peter Hanson and Brian Sweeney; from AA 77 flight attendant Renee May; and,

according to the best-known version of Ted Olson’s account, AA 77 passenger

Barbara Olson. However, the FBI, in its report to the Moussaoui trial, declared

that all of those calls were made from onboard phones. If that is true, how

would the FBI explain why so many people reported that they had been called

from cell phones?

People do, of course, make mistakes, especially in stressful situations. They

may misunderstand, or misremember, what they were told. But is it plausible

that so many people would have made the same mistake, wrongly thinking that

they had been told by the people calling them that they were using cell phones?

(Ted Olson, as we saw earlier, and Renee May’s parents, as we will see below,

both said they were uncertain what kind of phone had been used, so they can

be excluded from the list of people who would need to be accused of having
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made that mistake.) Should we not look for some more plausible explanation?

The FBI’s Amazing Treatment of Amy Sweeney’s Calls

What appears to be the FBI’s most elaborate effort to change a story occurred

in relation to the phone calls reportedly made by flight attendant Amy Sweeney

from American Flight 11. As we saw earlier, an FBI affidavit, dated September

11, said that AA employee Michael Woodward, who reportedly talked to

Sweeney for 12 minutes, said she had been using “a cellular telephone.”43

Strangely, the summary of an FBI interview with AA Vice President for Flight

Services Jane Allen, who reported that she had conducted a “flight service

system conference call” involving Woodward the day after the 9/11 attacks,

indicated that she said: “According to Woodward, Sweeny’s [sic] call came from

either a cell telephone or an airphone on the aircraft.”44 Surely, however,

Lechner’s affidavit, according to which Woodward said simply that Sweeney

used a “cellular telephone,” must be considered more authoritative than this

indirect quotation of Jane Allen, for four reasons: First, Lechner would have

been trained to be precise about such matters when writing affidavits, whereas

Allen’s focus during the conference call would have been on flight services;

second, Lechner had a one-on-one interview with Woodward, whereas Allen

talked to him during a conference call involving other people; third, Lechner’s

interview took place on 9/11 itself, whereas Allen’s conference call occurred the

following day; and fourth, Lechner received his information directly from

Woodward himself, whereas the FBI summary was reporting a second-hand

statement of what Woodward had said. The FBI’s summary of Allen’s summary

of Woodward’s statement provides, therefore, no reason to question FBI Special

Agent James Lechner’s affidavit, according to which Woodward said that Amy

Sweeney had been “using a cellular telephone.”

It appears, moreover, that this view was almost universally held for the first

two years after 9/11. Except for a New York Times editorial in December 2001

saying that Amy Sweeney had called “by air phone,”45 reports that mentioned

the kind of phone she used referred to it as a cell phone. For example, former

flight attendant Elizabeth Kilkenny wrote in a tribute to Sweeney: “I recognized
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her name from a newspaper account which said she was on a cell phone with

her scheduler in Boston.”46 A memoriam by the Association of Flight

Attendants said that Sweeney “relayed information about the hijacking to her

supervisor by cell phone.”47 A biography at the Astro Databank said that she

“was able to get through on her cell phone.”48

The fact that there was this near-unanimity about her having used a cell phone

is not surprising, given the fact that Lechner’s affidavit to this effect was, in

October 2001, made known in an Associated Press story entitled “Flight

Affidavit: Flight Attendant Made Call to Report Hijacking,” which said:

    “An American Airlines employee received a cell phone call from a flight

attendant aboard doomed Flight 11 shortly before it crashed into the

World Trade Center, according to newly unsealed court documents. . . .

The FBI cited its interview with the American Airlines employee in an

affidavit.”49

However, in spite of Lechner’s affidavit and the resulting near unanimity of

opinion that Sweeney had used a cell phone, the 9/11 Commission’s report,

which appeared in July 2004, said that she had used an onboard phone. It did

not state this in the text, where it would have been widely noticed, but an

endnote said:

    “Amy Sweeney attempted by airphone to contact the American Airlines

flight services desk at Logan. . . . The phone call between Sweeney and

Woodward lasted about 12 minutes (8:32-8:44).”50

What had happened to produce this change in the official story?

In August 2004, shortly after the appearance of the 9/11 Commission’s report,

New York Press journalist Alan Cabal, in an article entitled “Miracles and

Wonders,” wrote:

    “Last week, USA Today reported a joint effort between Qualcomm and

American Airlines to allow passengers to make cell phone calls from
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aircraft in flight. . . . [T]he satellite-based system employs a ‘Pico cell’ to act

as a small cellular tower. . . . Before this new ‘Pico cell,’ it was nigh on

impossible to make a call from a passenger aircraft in flight. Connection is

impossible at altitudes over 8000 feet or speeds in excess of 230 mph. Yet

despite this, passengers Todd Beamer [and] Jeremy Glick . . . managed to

place calls from Flight 93 on the morning of September 11. Peter Hanson .

. . phoned his dad from Flight 175. Madeline Amy Sweeney, a flight

attendant, made a very dramatic call from Flight 11. . . . Each call was

initially reported as coming from a cell phone. Later, when skepticism

reared its ugly head and the Grassy Knollers arrived, the narrative became

fuzzy; it was suggested that $10-a-minute Airfones were involved.”51

As this statement shows, Cabal, having realized by August 2004 that the

official story had been changed, suggested that this change had been made in

response to doubts about the possibility of the reported cell phone calls raised

by members of the 9/11 Truth Movement. (Although his reference to them as

“Grassy Knollers” might seem like ridicule, the rest of his story shows that it

was the official story that Cabal considered ridiculous.52) Since otherwise the

9/11 Commission’s report did not specify the type of phone used by any of the

people who had originally been described as cell phone callers, its endnote

statement about Amy Sweeney – that she had used an “airphone”53 – may

have been what led Cabal to say that the story had been changed.

In any case, the story had indeed been changed before the 9/11 Commission

wrote its final report. In a 9/11 Commission staff report of 2004 that was

reflected in the Commission’s final report, only the 9:58 calls by Edward Felt

and CeeCee Lyles were referred to as cell phone calls.54 This staff report also

indicated that the calls (supposedly) made from AA 11 by Amy Sweeney and

from UA Flight 175 by Peter Hanson and Brian Sweeney had employed onboard

phones – even though the 9/11 Commission’s report itself would not indicate

what kind of phone was supposedly used by these two men.55

With regard the description of the phone used by Amy Sweeney as an onboard

phone (“airphone”), the evidence said to support this description appears to

have emerged in May 2004. Amy Sweeney’s widowed husband, Mike Sweeney,
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was evidently informed two weeks prior to June 4 – when there was to be a

special presentation for family members of the victims – that a tape existed

containing the contents of his wife’s phone calls to Michael Woodward of

American Airlines. According to reporter Gail Sheehy, Mike Sweeney said:

    “I was shocked that I’m finding out, almost three years later, there was

a tape with information given by my wife that was very crucial to the

happenings of 9/11. Suddenly it miraculously appears and falls into the

hands of FBI? . . . Why did it surface now?”56

The answer to his question may have something to do with the fact that the

9/11 Commission was about to complete its report, combined with the fact

that this tape provided a basis for changing the story about the kind of phone

used by Amy Sweeney. According to Sheehy’s summary of this part of the tape:

    “The young blond mother of two had secreted herself in the next-to-last

passenger row and used an AirFone card, given to her by another flight

attendant, Sara Low, to call the airline’s flight-services office at Boston’s

Logan airport.”

Accordingly, the information that Amy Sweeney had used an “airphone” –

rather than a cell phone, as the FBI’s affidavit had said – was provided by this

tape, which had “miraculously appear[ed].” How had it been produced? Here is

the story, as summarized by Sheehy:

    “Since there was no tape machine in his office, Woodward began

repeating the flight attendant’s alarming account to a colleague, Nancy

Wyatt, the supervisor of pursers at Logan. On another phone, Ms. Wyatt

was simultaneously transmitting Ms. Sweeney’s words to the airline’s Fort

Worth headquarters [where Wyatt’s words were recorded]. It was that

relayed account that was played for the families.”57

This story is reflected in the aforementioned 9/11 Commission staff report,

which said:
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    “[A]t 8:40 AM, an American Airlines employee in Boston who was

standing next to Michael Woodward as he talked to Sweeney contacted an

employee in American Airlines’ SOC [Systems Operations Control]. She

reported the content of the ongoing call between Woodward and

Sweeney.”58

This new story is also reflected, albeit very opaquely, in The 9/11 Commission

Report itself, which in endnotes repeatedly cited, with no explanation: “AAL

transcript, telephone call from Nancy Wyatt to Ray Howland, Sept. 11,

2001.”59 This reference tells us that the SOC person at American Airlines’

headquarters who reportedly received the call from Nancy Wyatt was Ray

Howland.

The claim by the FBI and the 9/11 Commission that Sweeney had used an

onboard phone is evidently based entirely on this story. But this story is

completely unbelievable, for six reasons:

First, it appears that until May 2004, there had been no word of the existence

of this tape. Sheehy wrote:

    “David Novak, an assistant U.S. attorney involved in prosecuting the

Moussaoui case, told Mr. Sweeney [when he notified him about it in May

2004] that the existence of the tape was news to him. . . . ‘We, the

prosecution team and the F.B.I. agents that have been assigned to assist

us, were not aware of that tape,’ Mr. Novak told me. He says he only

learned of it two weeks ago while he was briefing 9/11 commissioners on

what he knows about the two hijacked American flights. He believes the

commission got the tape from the airline.”60

This widespread ignorance about the tape creates the suspicion that it did not

exist.

Second, this suspicion is increased by reflection on the question of why the

9/11 Commission had not received this tape from American Airlines until

2004. If that were true, then presumably someone at American headquarters in
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Fort Worth, Texas, where the recording was made, would have just discovered

it. But it is inconceivable that the existence of this tape had been forgotten by

Ray Howland and other people at American Headquarters, given the dramatic

way in which this tape had been produced – with Nancy Wyatt from Boston

relaying to Howland in Texas a virtually verbatim account of one of the first

phone calls from the hijacked airliners.

Third, the suspicion that the tape was not made in 2001 is further increased

by a Los Angeles Times story of September 20, 2001, which said:

    “FBI officials in Dallas [-Fort Worth], where American Airlines is based,

were able, on the day of the terrorist attacks, to piece together a partial

transcript and an account of the phone call. American Airlines officials

said such calls are not typically recorded, suggesting that the FBI may

have reconstructed the conversation from interviews.”61

Why would FBI officials have needed to “piece together a partial transcript” if

officials at AA headquarters had a recording of Wyatt’s virtually verbatim

account of Woodward’s virtually word-for-word account of what Sweeney had

said? Surely, even if these AA officials had somehow forgotten about the

existence of this recording over the years, they could not have already forgotten

about it later in the day on 9/11 itself. Also, why would AA officials have said

“such calls are not typically recorded” if, in this case, they did have a recording

– albeit an indirect one – of the call? Finally, it is also inconceivable that the AA

officials would, while knowing about this recording, have withheld it from the

FBI.62

Fourth, there is no indication that Michael Woodward mentioned the creation

of this recording when he was interviewed by FBI agent James Lechner on

9/11. Besides not being mentioned in Lechner’s affidavit, the existence of such

a tape is also not mentioned in the summary of the FBI interview with

Woodward the following day, which ends by saying: “Woodward took notes

while he was talking to Sweeney which he signed and dated and gave to the

interviewing Agent.”63 But surely, if Woodward had, only hours earlier,

repeated Sweeney’s report to Nancy Wyatt, who had in turn repeated it to Ray
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Howland down in Texas, Woodward would have said something like: “You don’t

need to rely entirely on my notes, because there is a recording of a virtually

verbatim repetition of Sweeney’s statements down in Texas at American

headquarters.”

Fifth, if Woodward had repeated to Nancy Wyatt Sweeney’s statement that she

had used “an AirFone card, given to her by another flight attendant,” he surely

would not have told Lechner, only a few hours later, that she had been “using a

cellular telephone.”

Finally, the new story is even internally inconsistent. The conversation between

Sweeney and Woodward, we were told, lasted from 8:32 until 8:44 AM. And yet,

according to the aforementioned staff report of the 9/11 Commission, Nancy

Wyatt did not start relaying the call to American headquarters in Texas until

8:40 AM.64 If she was on the phone with Ray Howland in Texas for only the

final 4 minutes of the 12-minute call, during which she was, as Gail Sheehy

reported, “simultaneously transmitting Ms. Sweeney’s words to the airline’s

Fort Worth headquarters,” how could this call have resulted in a virtually

verbatim transcript of the entire Sweeney-Woodward call – rather than simply

the final four minutes?

To sum up: We have six good reasons to conclude that the alleged recording of

Nancy Wyatt’s verbatim repetition of Amy Sweeney’s alleged phone call from

American Flight 11 is a late fabrication, which was created in order – perhaps

among other reasons – to change the description of this 12-minute call, so that

it would no longer be portrayed as a cell phone call. By thus implicitly

admitting that the call as portrayed in the FBI’s 2001 affidavit could not have

happened, the FBI in 2004 implicitly admitted, it seems to me, that the

reported call from Sweeney to Woodward was fabricated.

Cell Phone Numbers Recognized on Caller ID

In spite of what has been said above, some people may be able to accept the

idea that everyone who reported receiving cell phone calls from the 9/11

airliners – except perhaps for those who reported the 9:58 calls from Felt and
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Lyles – had misunderstood what they had been told. But even if so, they face a

still more difficult problem: If all the calls (except the two at 9:58) were made

from onboard phones, as the FBI’s report for the Moussaoui trial says, why did

some of the calls produce the supposed caller’s cell phone number on the

recipient’s Caller ID?

Tom Burnett: The best-known case of this type involves the reported calls from

Flight 93 passenger Tom Burnett to his wife, Deena Burnett. As we saw earlier,

she told the FBI agent that she had received three to five calls from her

husband that morning. The FBI report then added:

    “Burnett was able to determine that her husband was using his own

cellular telephone because the caller identification showed his number,

925 980-3360. Only one of the calls did not show on the caller

identification as she was on the line with another call.”65

According to the report presented to the Moussaoui trial, however, Tom Burnett

completed three calls, all of which were made using a passenger-seat phone

(the rows from which he allegedly made the calls are indicated).66

It is instructive to compare the FBI’s treatment of Deena Burnett’s testimony

with its treatment of the testimony of Lorne Lyles, the husband of CeeCee

Lyles. The FBI’s summary of its interview with him says: “At 9:58 AM, Lorne

Lyles received a call at home from her celular [sic] telephone. Lyles was in a

deep sleep at the time. . . . Lyles commented that CeCe [sic] Lyles’ telephone

number 941-823-2355 was the number on the caller ID.”67 When the FBI

turned in its telephone report for the Moussaoui trial, it reflected Lorne Lyles’s

testimony that his spouse had used a cell phone. But even though Deena

Burnett provided the same evidence – that her spouse’s cell phone number had

appeared on her phone’s Caller ID – the FBI’s report for the Moussaoui trial did

not reflect her testimony, but instead said that her husband had used a

seat-back phone. This contrast provides further evidence that the FBI’s report

was tailored to avoid affirming any high-altitude cell phone calls.
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In any case, how can anyone say that the FBI’s treatment of the reported calls

from Tom Burnett does not provide insuperable evidence against the truth of

the official story? If he had actually called from an onboard phone, as the FBI

now says, how could his home phone’s Caller ID have possibly indicated that

the calls came from his cell phone? Some people reject as “unwarranted

speculation” the suggestion that this shows that the calls were faked. But until

someone comes up with an alternative explanation, this is the only hypothesis

that accounts for the facts.

One cannot avoid the problem, moreover, by assuming that the FBI agent who

wrote the report of the interview misinterpreted her. She repeated her

statement about the Caller ID a year later to McClatchy reporter Greg

Gordon,68 and five years later she repeated it again in a book, in which she

said: “I looked at the caller ID and indeed it was Tom’s cell phone number.” She

said, incidentally, that she realized that this was problematic, writing: “I didn’t

understand how he could be calling me on his cell phone from the air.”69 She,

nevertheless, reported what she had seen.

Renee May: There was, furthermore, evidently another phone that registered

the cell phone number of a person onboard the 9/11 airliners, namely, AA 77

flight attendant Renee May. According to the FBI summary of its interview with

Renee’s mother, Nancy May, she “did not know whether her daughter was

utilizing an in-flight telephone or her own personal cellular telephone.”70 But

there was another reported call from Renee May, about which the public was

not told. The 9/11 Commission Report asserted that “all family members of the

Flight 77 passengers and crew were canvassed to see if they had received any

phone calls from the hijacked flight, and only Renee May’s parents and Ted

Olson indicated that they had received such calls.”71 However, if Renee May’s

fiancé should be considered one of her “family members,” then the Commission

should have mentioned his testimony.

According to FBI notes dated June 5, 2002, Renee May’s parents “advised that

Renee also had made a telephone call to [her fiancé] at his office, on the

morning of 09/11/2001, but did not speak to him.” Then, summarizing the

testimony of her fiancé (whose name was blocked out), the FBI notes said:
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    “May had attempted to contact [him] on the morning of 09/11/2001,

but did not talk to him. [He] advised that the caller identification (ID) of his

business telephone . . . had indicated May had called.”72

We cannot say for certain that we have here a parallel with the Burnett case,

because May’s fiancé, according to the FBI’s summary of its interview with him,

could not say at what time in the morning the call occurred. One might

suppose, therefore, that she had called early, before the flight departed.

However, the flight reportedly pushed back from the gate at 8:09 AM, so if she

had called before she was on duty, she would have needed to call pretty early,

surely no later than 7:15 AM. Accordingly, the fact that the call leaving her cell

phone number came to her fiancé’s office phone, rather than his home phone,

means that it was most likely dialed later, after Flight 77 would have been in

the air. This seems to be what May’s fiancé and parents assumed. Indeed, it

was likely this belief that convinced the Mays that their daughter’s call to them

had also been made from her cell phone, leading to the local headline, “Flight

Attendant Made Call on Cell Phone to Mom in Las Vegas.”73

In any case, the FBI’s report to the Moussaoui trial, not mentioning the call to

Renee May’s fiancé, indicated that her two calls to her parents – only one of

which was connected – were made from an onboard phone.74

Conclusion: On the one hand, the cell phone number of Tom Burnett and

probably that of Renee May showed up on Caller IDs while their planes were in

the air. On the other hand, the FBI’s Moussaoui trial report states that Burnett

and Renee May did not use cell phones. Unless one is willing to challenge the

FBI on this point, what alternative is there except to conclude that someone

fabricated at least one, and probably both, of these calls, using a device that,

besides replicating the impersonated persons’ voices, also caused their cell

phone numbers to appear?75 That is, to be sure, speculation. But if there is no

other plausible way to account for the facts, it cannot be called unwarranted

speculation.
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Moreover, if we can say with great confidence that the reported calls from Amy

Sweeney and Tom Burnett (and probably Renee May) were faked, what about

the reported calls from various other people – including Sandy Bradshaw,

Marion Britton, Honor Wainio, Jeremy Glick, Peter Hanson, and Brian Sweeney

– that were originally said to have been made on cell phones? The only way to

avoid the conclusion that they also were faked, it seems, would be to claim that

they were based on misunderstanding or faulty memory. However, the

accuracy of these reports is supported not only by the fact that so many people

gave them, but also by the fact that the Burnett calls, having been registered

on the recipient phone’s Caller ID as cell phone calls, cannot be explained with

speculations about misunderstanding or faulty memory. The calls to Deena

Burnett thereby support the accuracy of the claims of the other people who

said they had been called from cell phones. It would seem, therefore, that we

have good evidence, with regard to most of the reported calls originally said to

have been made on cell phones, that they were faked.

That conclusion leads to the further conclusion that all of the reported calls

from the airliners were faked, even those that were from the beginning said to

have been made from onboard phones. Why? Because if some of the calls had

been genuine, reporting real hijackings, why would several people have been all

set up with the equipment and information to fabricate cell phone calls from

some of the passengers? If people were ready to fabricate calls from Amy

Sweeney, Tom Burnett, and most of the other people who were originally said

to have made cell phone calls, then the airliners were not, as the official story

has it, hijacked in a surprise operation. If the most fundamental part of the

official story is false, then there is no reason to accept the reality of any of the

hijack-reporting phone calls from the planes.

3. Questions about Onboard Phones on American Flight 77

Prior to learning about the FBI 2006 report to the Moussaoui trial, which

indicated that Barbara Olson had attempted only one call and that it was

“unconnected” so that it lasted for “0 seconds,” members of the 9/11 Truth

Movement already had reasons for doubting the truth of Ted Olson’s claim that

she had made two calls to him from Flight 77, during each of which they had
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conversations. One of those reasons was that it seemed that the calls could not

have been made from either a cell phone or an onboard phone.

The possibility that Barbara Olson might have used a cell phone seemed ruled

out by the plane’s reported altitude: According to the 9/11 Commission, her

first call reportedly occurred “between 9:16 and 9:26 AM,” when Flight 77,

according to the NTSB’s official report, would have been somewhere between

25,000 and 14,000 feet.76 (The FBI later specified that her attempted call

occurred at 9:18:58, at which time the NTSB report says that Flight 77 would

still have been at about 25,000 feet.77) It was no big surprise to learn,

therefore, that the FBI said in a previously quoted 2004 statement – “All of the

calls from Flight 77 were made via the onboard airphone system”78 – that

there were no cell phone calls from this flight.

That statement did, however, indicate that there were onboard calls from this

flight. And, as we have seen, the FBI explicitly said that Renee May, using an

onboard phone, completed a call to her parents. But I have cited evidence that

neither she nor Barbara Olson could have made such calls, because American

Airlines’ 757s did not, in September 2001, have functioning onboard phones.

In response, one critic has written, “FACT: AA 757s had airfones on 9/11,”

even adding: “Griffin himself acknowledged as much in 2007 – but has

continued to promote the claim about no phone calls,” and other critics have

expressed agreement.79 I will address the two parts of this twofold claim – that

American’s 757s had onboard phones on 9/11, and that I have claimed

otherwise while knowing better – in reverse order.

My Evolving Position on whether Flight 77 Had Onboard Phones

When I published the first edition of Debunking 9/11 Debunking in 2007, I

argued that the claim on which Ted Olson had evidently settled – that his wife

had called him twice from Flight 77 using a passenger-seat phone – could not

be true, because this flight did not have such phones. I made this assertion

primarily on the basis of evidence provided by Rowland Morgan and Ian

Henshall in their co-authored book 9/11 Revealed that American’s 757s (unlike
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United’s) did not have onboard phones.80

Morgan and Henshall had based this claim on three facts: First, the American

Airlines website, while reporting that passengers could make telephone calls

from AA’s Boeing 767s and 777s, did not mention its 757s.81 Second, they had

learned from a representative of American Airlines in London that its 757s did

not have onboard phones. Third, having asked AA in an email letter, “Are 757s

fitted with phones that passengers can use?” they received a reply, signed “Tim

Wagner, AA Spokesman,” which said: “American Airlines 757s do not have

onboard phones for passenger use.” Then, realizing that Wagner’s reply left

open the possibility that American’s 757s might have had phones that, while

intended only for use by the crew, Barbara Olson might conceivably have

borrowed, Morgan and Henshall sent another letter, asking, “are there any

onboard phones at all on AA 757s, i.e., that could be used either by passengers

or cabin crew?” Wagner’s response said: “AA 757s do not have any onboard

phones, either for passenger or crew use. Crew have other means of

communication available.”82

On the basis of these three mutually supporting pieces of evidence, I said in

the first edition of Debunking 9/11 Debunking (which appeared early in 2007):

“[W]e have very good evidence that the call to Ted Olson, like the call to Renee

May’s parents, was fabricated – unless, of course, he simply made up the

story.”83

My Retraction of My “Error”: Shortly after the book appeared, however, I had

second thoughts, which were provoked by three facts. First, a trusted colleague

sent a 1998 photograph of the inside of an AA 757, showing that it had

seat-back phones. Second, a CNET News report from February 6, 2002, sent by

this same colleague, said:

    “American Airlines will discontinue its AT&T in-flight phone service by

March 31, a spokesman for the airline said Wednesday. . . . Passengers on

Boeing 777 and Boeing 767-300 aircraft, which mainly fly international

routes, will continue to offer an in-flight phone service.”84

Page 96 of  783 Table of Contents



At that time, I took this statement to mean that all Boeing airliners except the

767s and 777s would have had in-flight phone service until March 31, 2002.

Third, looking back at the statements from AA representatives quoted by

Morgan and Henshall, I saw that they were formulated in the present tense,

stating only that AA’s 757s “do not” have onboard phones. Those statements

left open the possibility that, although they did not have onboard phones at the

time these statements were made (2004), they had had have them back in

2001.

Having concluded that I had probably made an error, I wrote a retraction,

entitled “Barbara Olson’s Alleged Call from AA 77: A Correction About Onboard

Phones,” which was posted May 7, 2007. Having said that my earlier claim that

AA 757s did not have onboard phones was “wrong, at least probably,” I

concluded this essay by saying:

    “In this brief essay, I have tried to exemplify what I have always said

people should do when they find that they have made errors, especially

about issues of great importance: Correct them quickly, forthrightly, and

publicly. I assume that now NIST, Popular Mechanics, and the 9/11

Commission will correct the dozens of errors that have been pointed out in

their reports.”85

Retracting the Retraction: Although the second of these two sentences was

written with tongue in cheek, I was completely serious about the importance of

correcting errors. Six weeks later, that same policy led to retract my retraction

because of three new pieces of information: First, I learned of a 2004 news

report that said: “Several years ago, American installed seatback phones . . . on

many of its planes but ripped them out except in some Boeing 777s and 767s

on international routes.”86 The fact that American’s 757s had onboard phones

in 1998 did not, therefore, necessarily mean that it still had them in 2001.

The second new piece of information, supplied by Rob Balsamo of Pilots for

9/11 Truth, was a page from the Boeing 757 Aircraft Maintenance Manual (757

AMM), which was dated January 28, 2001. The first sentence of this page
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states: “The passenger telephone system was deactivated by ECO FO878.” This

page indicates, in other words, that by January 28, 2001, the passenger phone

system for the AA 757 fleet had already been deactivated.87

This information is relevant to the news report of February 6, 2002, which said

that, except for its 767s and 777s, American Airlines would “discontinue its

AT&T in-flight phone service by March 31.” There were two things I had not

earlier noticed about this report. First, it merely said that this service would be

discontinued (except for its 767s and 777s) “by March 31.” To say that it would

be discontinued by that date was not necessarily to imply that it would be

continued until that time on all of AA’s planes. Second, this report did not

mention 757s in particular, so it did not necessarily indicate that AA’s 757s

still had any in-flight phone service to be discontinued. This news report, in

other words, would be consistent with the idea that, although some AA planes

(in addition to the 767s and 777s) might continue in-flight phone service until

March 31, the service on its 757s had already been discontinued. And that is

precisely what the page from the 757 AAM indicated, namely, that the phones

on American’s 757s had already been deactivated by January 2001.

The third new piece of information, which I also learned from Balsamo, was

that another AA representative had made a statement about the absence of

phones on AA 757s, which, being more precise than the statements that

Morgan and Henshall had received, left no room for misinterpretation. This

statement, which had appeared on a German political forum, had been evoked

by a letter to American Airlines saying:

    “[O]n your website . . . there is mentioned that there are no seatback

satellite phones on a Boeing 757. Is that info correct? Were there any . . .

seatback satellite phones on any Boeing 757 . . . on September 11, 2001?”

The reply, which was signed “Chad W. Kinder, Customer Relations, American

Airlines,” said:

    “That is correct; we do not have phones on our Boeing 757. The

passengers on flight 77 used their own personal cellular phones to make
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out calls during the terrorist attack.”88

After confirming the authenticity of this reported exchange,89 Balsamo and I

co-authored an article entitled “Could Barbara Olson Have Made Those Calls?

An Analysis of New Evidence about Onboard Phones.” In a section entitled

“Correcting an ‘Error,’” we reviewed the reasons that had led me to conclude

that my claim about AA 77 – that it would have had no onboard phones – was

probably wrong.

That section was followed by one entitled “Correcting the Correction,” in which

we laid out the three above-mentioned “new pieces of evidence supporting the

contention that AA 77 did not have onboard phones.” We then also reported

that our conclusion about Barbara Olson’s alleged calls to her husband – that

they did not occur – was supported by the FBI’s report for the Moussaoui trial

(although this report did not support our contention that Flight 77 would have

had no onboard phones).90 Although we said that “we cannot yet claim to have

proof” that American’s 757s did not have functioning onboard phones in

September 2001, we called our evidence “very strong.”

This article was posted (on the Pilots for Truth website) on June 26, 2007. So

my retraction, in which I stated that Flight 77 probably did have onboard

phones, had stood as my public position for only the six weeks between May 7,

2007 – when I posted “Barbara Olson’s Alleged Call from AA 77: A Correction

About Onboard Phones” – and June 26, 2007.

The fact that I had retracted that retraction was also stated prominently in the

second edition of Debunking 9/11 Debunking, which, labeled “Revised and

Updated Edition,” appeared in August 2007. Indeed, the primary reason for

putting out this new edition was to update the book’s discussion of the alleged

phone calls from the airliners, using the new information contained in the

article co-authored with Balsamo. Besides reporting in this updated edition on

the FBI’s report for the Moussaoui trial, in which it failed to affirm any

high-altitude cell phone calls (including those purportedly made by Tom

Burnett),91 I also explained the reasons for my initial retraction of the claim,

made in the first edition, that there were no onboard phones on AA 77, and
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then the reasons for retracting this retraction. Although I did not have enough

space to explain these reasons in detail – because the second edition’s overall

pagination had to remain the same as the first edition’s – I referred readers to

the article co-authored with Balsamo for more detail.92

Finally, in October 2009, I published an article entitled “New Evidence that the

Official Story about 9/11 Is Indefensible,” in which I explained that “I was

motivated to put out the Revised and Updated Edition [of Debunking 9/11

Debunking] primarily because of new information about the alleged phone

calls.”93

In light of all this, I can perhaps be forgiven for being astonished to find people

claiming that I have agreed since 2007 that American’s 757s had onboard

phones.94

Did American 77 Have Onboard Phones?

Thus far in this section, I have merely discussed the fact of, and the reasons

for, the evolution of my own thinking on the question of whether American 77

had onboard phones. The important question, however, is whether the relevant

evidence, taken as a whole, supports the view that it probably did or did not.

As I see it, the relevant evidence supports the latter conclusion, with the most

important evidence consisting of the following four items:

Statements from various representatives of American Airlines that its

Boeing 757s did not have onboard phones, the most important of these

being Chad Kinder, who, in response to the question whether it was true

that there were no “seatback satellite phones on any [American] Boeing

757 on September 11, 2001,” said: “That is correct; we do not have phones

on our Boeing 757. The passengers on flight 77 used their own personal

cellular phones to make out calls during the terrorist attack.”95

A page, dated January 28, 2001, purportedly from the Boeing 757 Aircraft

Maintenance Manual (757 AMM), which states: “The passenger telephone

system was deactivated by ECO [Engineering Change Order] FO878.”96
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Although the phones were physically removed from the planes in 2002,

this document says that they were deactivated, so that they could not be

used, almost eight months before September 11, 2001. The authenticity of

this page is vouched for by an American Airlines employee who, although

he wishes to remain anonymous, is known to Rob Balsamo of Pilots for

9/11 Truth.

The following statement of American Airlines Public Relations

Representative John Hotard: “An Engineering Change Order to deactivate

the seatback phone system on the 757 fleet had been issued by that time

[9/11/2001].” Following this statement, Hotard emphasized that

photographs showing seatback phones in American 757s after 9/11 would

not prove anything, for this reason: “We did two things: issued the

engineering change orders to disconnect/disable the phones, but then did

not physically remove the phones until the aircraft went . . . in for a

complete overhaul.”97

The following statement by Captain Ralph Kolstad, who flew Boeing 757s

(as well as 767s) as captain from 1993 until he retired in 2005: “[T]he ‘air

phones,’ as they were called, were . . . deactivated in early or mid 2001.

They had been deactivated for quite some time prior to Sep 2001.” In

response to a question about this statement, he added: “I have no proof,

but I am absolutely certain that the phones were disconnected on the 757

long before Sep 2001. They were still physically installed in the aircraft,

but they were not operational.”98

Given the fact that these four mutually supporting pieces of evidence come

from completely different sources, they provide very strong evidence for the

view that American 757s in 2001, and hence American Flight 77, did not have

functioning onboard phones.

The opposite point of view appears to have the following support:

• The claim by the FBI that onboard phone calls were made from Flight

77: an unconnected call by Barbara Olson; a connected (as well as an
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unconnected) call by Renee May; four connected calls by unknown

persons to unknown numbers; and one unconnected call from an

unknown person to an unknown number.99

• The aforementioned CNET News report from February 6, 2002, which

quoted an AA spokesperson as saying: “American Airlines will

discontinue its AT&T in-flight phone service by March 31.”100

• A document, dated March 13, 2002, which was provided by someone

using the alias AMTMAN, and which purports to be an American

Airlines ECO (Engineering Change Order) for the deactivation of the

telephone circuit breaker and toggle switch for B757s.101

None of this evidence, however, is very strong:

• Given the fact that the FBI had the primary responsibility for

marshaling evidence to support the official story, the FBI’s own

testimony in support of this story cannot simply be assumed to be

accurate, especially since this testimony is not supported by any

clearly authentic, publicly available, documents.

• The evidence provided by the CNET News report of February 6, 2002,

is weak for the reasons pointed out earlier: It merely says that all

phone service on American Airliners, except for the 767s and 777s, will

be discontinued “by March 31.” It does not say that all phone service

will continue until that date, and it says nothing whatsoever about

757s in particular. It is compatible, therefore, with the evidence that

the service on American’s 757s was discontinued long before March

31, 2002.

• The document purported to be an American Airlines ECO dated March

13, 2002, was provided by the anonymous person using the alias

“AMTMAN” only after the publication of the Griffin-Balsamo article,

which included the citation of a page, apparently from the Boeing 757

AMM, stating that the telephone system had been deactivated prior to
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January 28, 2001. When AMTMAN was challenged by Balsamo to give

his real identity, so that his claim to be an AA employee could be

verified, he disappeared. This document is, therefore, in the same boat

as the purported page from the 757 AMM in one sense, namely, that

the authenticity of each is supported only by a person who has

remained anonymous. They differ, however, in a very important way:

Whereas the purported AMM page is consistent with the testimony of

Customer Service Representative Chad Kinder, pilot Ralph Kolstad,

and Public Relations Representative John Hotard, the purported ECO

provided by AMTMAN is contradicted by the testimony of all of these

past and present AA employees.

At the end of our joint article, Balsamo and I wrote: “Although we believe our

evidence that they did not have [functioning onboard] phones is very strong, we

cannot yet claim to have proof; evidence to the contrary might still emerge.”

While repeating that statement today, I would add that, given the new

statements by John Hotard and Ralph Kolstad, combined with the fact that in

the intervening years no proof to the contrary has emerged, the evidence is

even stronger now. The evidence is very strong, therefore, that Barbara Olson

could not possibly have made calls from Flight 77.

4. Did the FBI’s 2006 Report Confirm Ted Olson’s Testimony?

The question of whether American Flight 77 had onboard phones is important

primarily for the question of the reality of the reported calls from Barbara

Olson. However, if it should turn out that, contrary to what the presently

available evidence indicates, Flight 77 did have onboard phones, that fact by

itself would not settle the question about Olson’s reported calls, because there

are other reasons to doubt their reality.102 One of these reasons is that Ted

Olson’s account – according to which he received two calls from his wife that

morning, each of which lasted a minute or more – was undermined by the FBI’s

Moussaoui trial report on phone calls from the airliners. Or at least I so

claimed in my Fifth Estate interview, as well as in some of my writings. In this

section, I respond to challenges that have been made to this claim.
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The basic reason for my claim was the stark contrast between Ted Olson’s

testimony and the FBI’s report on phone calls from American Flight 77.

According to Olson’s testimony, he received two telephone calls from his wife

that morning, the first of which, he told the FBI, “lasted about one (1) minute,”

after which, a few minutes later, he received another call from her, during

which, he later told Larry King, they “spoke for another two or three or four

minutes.”103 The FBI’s report to the Moussaoui trial, by contrast, says that

Barbara Olson attempted one call, which was “unconnected” and (therefore)

lasted “0 seconds.”104 Could anyone possibly think that this report does not

undermine Ted Olson’s account?

The answer to this question, surprisingly, turns out to be Yes, because some

people suggest that Ted Olson’s account and the FBI report are not mutually

contradictory. These suggestions all revolve around the fact that the FBI’s

telephone report about American Flight 77, besides indicating that there was

an unconnected call from Barbara Olson and two calls from Renee May – one

unconnected, the other connected – also indicated that there were five calls

from this flight that were doubly unknown: Each was made by an “unknown

caller” to an “unknown number.” It also stated that four of these five calls were

connected.105

One attempt to reconcile the FBI’s Moussaoui trial phone report with the claim

made by Ted Olson, according to which his wife called him twice from Flight

77, has been to suggest that this FBI report was intended to confirm Olson’s

account, and successfully did so, by saying that all four of the connected calls

to unknown numbers were calls from Barbara Olson to her husband’s office. A

second attempt to reconcile the two would be to suggest that two of the four

connected calls were from her. I will look first at the four-call hypothesis, then

the two-call hypothesis.

Is the Four-Call Hypothesis Plausible?

In order for the four-call hypothesis to be persuasive, two conditions would

need to be fulfilled. First, the FBI, in presenting its phone report to the

Moussaoui trial, would have needed to be proposing, at least implicitly, the
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hypothesis that the four connected calls to unknown numbers were made by

Barbara Olson. Second, in order for this four-call hypothesis to reconcile the

FBI’s 2006 report with Olson’s account, it would need to be plausible. I will

look at these two questions in reverse order.

In the first chapter of The 9/11 Commission Report, we find this statement

about the reported calls from Barbara Olson:

    “At some point between 9:16 and 9:26, Barbara Olson called her

husband, Ted Olson, the solicitor general of the United States. . . . About a

minute into the conversation, the call was cut off. . . . Shortly after the

first call, Barbara Olson reached her husband again. She reported that the

pilot had announced that the flight had been hijacked.”106

That discussion suggested that there was no reason to question the reality of

these calls. The only hint that there might be something problematic was the

evident fact that no one could establish exactly, or even very approximately,

when the first call from her came. Surely, one would think, Ted Olson himself

and whoever in his office put the call through to him would have had a pretty

precise memory of when this shocking, traumatic call was received – more

precise, at least, than the 10-minute span of time “between 9:16 and 9:26.” So

why could it not be determined with more precision when this reported call

came?

Often, of course, puzzles raised by statements in the text of a book can be

solved by looking at the relevant notes. When one turns to the endnote for this

paragraph, however, one finds the following statement:

    “The records available for the phone calls from American 77 do not

allow for a determination of which of four ‘connected calls to unknown

numbers’ represent the two between Barbara and Ted Olson, although the

FBI and DOJ believe that all four represent communications between

Barbara Olson and her husband’s office. . . . The four calls were at 9:15:34

for 1 minute, 42 seconds; 9:20:15 for 4 minutes, 34 seconds; 9:25:48 for 2

minutes, 34 seconds; and 9:30:56 for 4 minutes, 20 seconds.”107
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So, we learn, there were apparently only two sources of information: purely oral

reports from people in the office (not backed up by any notes or logs), which

provide the account of two calls from Barbara Olson; and “records available for

the phone calls from American 77,” which provide no proof that Barbara Olson

made any calls whatsoever. The DOJ and the FBI merely “believe” that two, or

perhaps all four, of the connected calls to unknown numbers had been made

by her.

The other thing this statement seems to imply is that there were no DOJ phone

records showing the reception of any calls from Barbara Olson or from

American Flight 77 – and, in fact, no DOJ phone records indicating that any

calls were received at times corresponding to the times of any of the connected

calls to unknown numbers reportedly made from Flight 77. Does this fact not

undermine any attempt to try to correlate the phone calls reported by the two

sources?

In any case, the statement about what “the FBI and DOJ believe” did indeed

reflect a DOJ briefing (of May 2004), which said:

    “While there was no direct evidence with respect to the ‘unknown calls,’

interviews with recipients (especially Lori Keyton who was answering the

phone in Ted Olson’s office on 9/11), plus interviews of family members of

other Flight 77 passengers, has [sic] lead [sic] to the conclusion that all of

these unknown calls were from Barbara Olson to her husband Ted’s

office.”108

The question, however, is whether this “conclusion” is even remotely plausible.

In answering this question, it will be helpful to look at the FBI reports of its

interviews with the two people who reportedly received the calls: Ted Olson and

DOJ secretary Lori Keyton.

According to the FBI’s summary of the testimony of Keyton (who was working

in Olson’s office that morning to “cover the telephones”), she at approximately

9:00 AM received six to eight automated collect calls, from which nothing

resulted. Next she “received a collect call from a live operator,” who had “an
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emergency collect call from Barbara Olsen [sic] for Ted Olsen [sic].” Keyton

accepted the call and then put Barbara Olson’s call through to Ted. The FBI

summary next says:

    “There was a second telephone call a few to five (5) minutes later. This

time Barbara Olsen [sic] was on the line when she answered. She called

direct. It was not a collect call. . . . Keyton said, . . . ‘I’ll put you through.’

Keyton advised that there is no caller identification feature on the phone

she was using. Keyton didn’t know if Barbara Olson was calling from the

phone on the plane or from her cell phone.”109

This summary contains many noteworthy features. One of these is the fact

that, whereas Ted Olson had based some confused speculations about what

kind of phone his wife had used on the idea that both calls had been made

collect (he told Hannity & Colmes [see note 17] that, given the fact that she

called collect, she must have used the “airplane phone [because] she somehow

didn’t have access to her credit cards”), Lori Keyton, who reportedly received

the calls, said that one of them was a direct call. For our present purposes,

however, the relevant point is that the summary of Keyton’s testimony

concluded with the above-quoted words. There was no hint of any further calls

from Barbara Olson.

The same is true of the FBI’s summary of its interview with Ted Olson himself.

According to this summary, Olson said that, while he was watching television –

which was “rerunning film of the second plane hitting the WTC” – he, after

being told that Barbara was on the phone, “picked up the call from his wife and

spoke for about one (1) minute,” after which the call “was then cut off.” After

reporting this call to the DOJ Command Center, he was told that his wife was

on the phone again and, after they discussed several things, “[t]his call was

then cut off.” The FBI’s summary of Ted Olson’s testimony concludes by saying:

    “Olsen [sic] then went back to the television and learned of the crash at

the Pentagon… Olson doesn’t know if the calls were made from her cell

phone or the telephone on the plane. She always has her cell phone with

her.”110
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In the light of these two interview summaries, how could we suppose that the

four “connected calls to unknown numbers” could have been “from Barbara

Olson to her husband Ted’s office”?

We might, to be sure, find it plausible that the two calls reported by Lori

Keyton and Ted Olson were the first two of the connected calls to unknown

numbers, because their times and durations – 9:15:34 for 1 minute and 42

seconds; 9:20:15 for 4 minutes and 34 seconds – match up decently well with

the Keyton-Olson reports.

But what are we to suppose about the third call, which reportedly began at

9:25:48 and lasted for 2 minutes and 34 seconds, and the fourth call, which

reportedly began at 9:30:56 and lasted for 4 minutes and 20 seconds? Are we

to suppose that Keyton received these calls and transferred them to the

solicitor general, but then both of them failed, while being interviewed by the

FBI, to mention these two calls, which would have lasted a total of almost 7

minutes? The idea is too ludicrous to consider.

How, then, are we to suppose that these final two calls could have been “from

Barbara Olson to her husband Ted’s office”? Can we imagine that someone else

in that office – perhaps Ted Olson’s personal secretary, Helen Voss, or someone

else who took over telephone duty from Lori Keyton – received these two calls

and then, instead of transferring them to Ted, stayed on the line with Barbara

for almost seven minutes, and then never told him about these calls? Again,

the idea is too absurd to entertain.

Accordingly, the hypothesis that all four of the connected calls to unknown

numbers were actually calls from Barbara Olson to Ted Olson’s office is

completely implausible. As such, it cannot do anything to mitigate the

conclusion that the FBI’s report for the Moussaoui trial undermines Ted

Olson’s report that he received two calls from her.

Nevertheless, some critics of my views, looking aside from the question of

whether the four-call hypothesis is plausible, have argued that it shows the

falsity of my claim that the FBI, in issuing its Moussaoui trial report about
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Flight 77, in effect contradicted Ted Olson’s claim to have received two calls

from his wife. This argument depends on the assumption that the FBI, in

presenting its telephone call report to the Moussaoui trial in 2006, was

proposing the four-call hypothesis.

Did the FBI’s Moussaoui Trial Report Propose the Four-Call Hypothesis, At

Least Implicitly?

In a previous article, after quoting the FBI’s Moussaoui trial graphic about

Flight 77 – which says of Barbara Olson only that she made one call, which

was “unconnected” and (hence) lasted “0 seconds” – I wrote:

    “According to the FBI, therefore, Ted Olson did not receive a single call

from his wife using either a cell phone or an onboard phone This was an

amazing development: The FBI is part of the Department of Justice, and

yet its report undermined the well-publicized claim of the DOJ’s former

solicitor general that he had received two calls from his wife on 9/11.”111

One critic, having quoted this statement, wrote:

    “Yes, the FBI is part of the Department of Justice, and 2 years before

the Moussaoui trial all this info[rmation] was known to them, and the

Department of Justice confirmed Olson’s story. DRG claims the FBI’s

report ‘undermined’ Olson’s claim to have received two calls from his wife.”

Then, referring to the above-quoted DOJ briefing of May 20, 2004 – the work

for which, it says, “was conducted in support of the U.S. Justice Department’s

criminal case against Zacarias Moussaoui” – the critic says that “this document

seems to prove otherwise.”112

This critic’s claim is that, in light of the fact that the work for this 2004 briefing

was conducted by the FBI to support the DOJ’s case against Moussaoui, plus

the fact that this briefing said that interviews had “lead [sic] to the conclusion

that all of [the unknown connected] calls were from Barbara Olson to her

husband Ted’s office,” the FBI’s Moussaoui trial report, far from undermining
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Ted Olson’s story, had “confirmed” it. There are, however, two problems with

this assertion.

First, for that 2004 “conclusion” – namely, that all four connected calls to

unknown numbers had been calls from Barbara Olson to her husband’s office –

to serve to “confirm” the truth of Olson’s account, that conclusion would need

to be plausible. But, as we have seen, it is not, so it cannot confirm anything.

The second problem is that the FBI’s 2006 report to the Moussaoui trial did not

repeat the 2004 statement about the DOJ-FBI “conclusion” that the four

connected calls to unknown numbers were all made by Barbara Olson. One

cannot validly infer, simply from the fact that the 2004 DOJ briefing reflected

work that was “conducted in support of the U.S. Justice Department’s criminal

case against Zacarias Moussaoui,” that the FBI in 2006 meant to reaffirm

statements in that briefing that were not explicitly reaffirmed.113 A lot can

happen in two years. Also, making a patently indefensible statement in a court

of law is a much more serious matter than making such a statement in a press

briefing.

Therefore, all that we can say about the FBI’s report to the Moussaoui trial,

insofar as it bears on Ted Olson’s story, is that it indicates only that Barbara

Olson attempted one call, that this attempted call was unconnected, and that it

lasted “O seconds.” As such, this report clearly undermined Ted Olson’s

account, according to which his wife had called him twice from American Flight

77, sharing information about the hijacking with him in each call. We cannot

say that those presenting this report meant to undermine Olson’s testimony,

but we also cannot say that they did not mean to do this. What we can say is

that, as a matter of fact, the report did undermine his testimony.

The Two-Call Hypothesis As Less Problematic

Some critics, while granting the absurdity of the hypothesis that all four

connected calls to unknown numbers were from Barbara Olson to her

husband’s office, have suggested a two-call hypothesis. One off them wrote:
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    “[T]he FBI report on Flight 77 also contains several calls that could not

be identified. The FBI if pressured could say that Barbara Olson’s calls to

Ted were from two of those unidentified calls.”114

This hypothesis, according to which only two of the calls to unconnected

numbers were made by Barbara Olson – with these being the two calls reported

by Lori Keyton and Ted Olson – is certainly less obviously false than the

four-call hypothesis. Indeed, at first glance it seems promising, because the

times and durations of the first two unknown calls correspond roughly with

Olson’s account of the two calls he received.

As we saw earlier the first of the connected calls to unknown numbers

reportedly occurred at 9:15:34, whereas the first call to Olson’s office occurred

“between 9:16 and 9:26 AM.” These times apparently create a problem,

because the first of the connected calls to unknown numbers occurred 26

seconds before, according to the 9/11 Commission, the first call from Barbara

Olson was received at Ted Olson’s office. However, one might argue that,

allowing for human error, the times corresponded well enough.

Another apparent problem is that the reported durations might seem too

different to be referring to the same calls: the first unknown call reportedly

lasted for 102 seconds (one minute and 42 seconds), whereas Ted Olson told

the FBI on 9/11 that it “lasted about one (1) minute.” However, when Olson

was interviewed by Larry King a few days later, he said of the first call: “We

spoke for a minute or two, then the phone was cut off.”115 There is sufficient

correspondence, therefore, for a plausible identification of the first of Flight

77’s connected calls to unknown numbers with the first call from Barbara

Olson reported by Ted Olson’s office.

The same is true of the second calls reported by these sources. According to AA

records, the second call from Flight 77 began at 9:20:15, whereas Lori Keyton

reported that the second call from Barbara Olson came “a few to five (5)

minutes” after the first one (so if the first one had been at 9:15:34, a second

call at 9:20:15 would have been slightly less than five minutes later). Also,

whereas the second unknown call lasted for 4 minutes and 34 seconds (274
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seconds), Ted Olson told Larry King that he and his wife spoke in the second

call for “another two or three or four minutes”116 – so, again, one could argue

that this was close enough.

It might seem reasonable, therefore, to identify the first two of the reported

calls to unknown numbers with the two calls reportedly received from Barbara

Olson. If this is what the 9/11 Commission intended, however, it is puzzling

that it specified that the first call came “between 9:16 and 9:26,” thereby

seeming to rule out the possibility that the first of the unknown calls, said to

have begun at 9:15:34, was the first Olson call.

Could an advocate of that position fix this problem by identifying the Olson

calls with the second and third calls to unknown numbers, said to have begun

at 9:20:15 and 9:25:48, respectively? The time between them – about 5 and a

half minutes – fits the report provided by the Olson office closely enough. But

the duration of the second unknown call – over 4 and a half minutes, could not

correspond to Olson’s estimate to the FBI of the duration of the first call from

his wife – “about one (1) minute” – or even his estimate to Larry King – “a

minute or two.” So that attempted fix would not work.

The other possibility would be to equate the two Olson calls with the third and

fourth calls from Flight 77 to unknown numbers. But this possibility seems to

be ruled out by two facts: The third call lasted too long – over two and a half

minutes – for Olson to have estimated to the FBI that it lasted only about one

minute. And its beginning time of 9:25:48 seems far too late to fit the timeline

suggested by various accounts of the occurrences in Ted Olson’s office that

morning. For example, Olson and his secretary, Helen Voss, both reported that,

after the first call, he phoned the DOJ Command Center to ask that someone –

a security officer, Voss specified – be sent to his office.117 This security officer,

Allen Ferber, said that this call came “at approximately 9:00 AM.”118 He surely

would not have given this estimate if the call had not come until almost 9:26.

It would seem, then, that the most plausible way to portray the FBI phone

report as compatible with Ted Olson’s account would be to equate the reported

calls from his wife with the first two connected calls to unknown numbers.
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Problems Confronting the Two-Call Hypothesis

However, whereas this version of the two-call hypothesis is not as obviously

false as the four-call hypothesis, it is still afflicted with serious problems.

The Time of the First Call: One problem already discussed is that, according to

the 9/11 Commission, the first call came at some time after 9:16, whereas the

first of Flight 77’s calls to unknown numbers began earlier than that – at

9:15:34. There would need to be some explanation as to why this discrepancy

should not rule out the identification of the two reported calls. Such an

explanation might well be forthcoming, however, so this first problem is less

serious than the following ones.

The Sequence of the Calls: According to Olson’s telephone receptionist, Lori

Keyton, the first call from Barbara Olson was a collect call, made through an

operator, whereas the second call was different: “This time Barbara Olsen [sic]

was on the line when she answered. She called direct. It was not a collect

call.”119 If we regard these two reported calls as the first two connected calls to

unknown numbers that reportedly originated from Flight 77, and then add the

unconnected direct call at 9:18:58 indicated by the Barbara Olson graphic

provided in the FBI’s report to the Moussaoui trial, we need to say that Barbara

Olson attempted three calls: a successful collect call through an operator at

9:15:34; an unsuccessful (unconnected) direct call at 9:18:58 by means of an

onboard phone, which could have been activated only by means of a credit

card; and then a successful direct call at 9:20:15.

This sequence raises some questions: In the first place, if Barbara Olson had

her credit card (contrary to Ted Olson’s speculation) and also had access to an

onboard phone, so that she knew that she could call her husband’s office

direct, why did she first use an operator to call collect – a procedure that,

besides also requiring a credit card, would have taken extra time? In the

second place, having successfully reached the office through an operator, why

would she then have tried to dial direct? In the third place, having then found

that trying to call direct did not work, why would she have tried that method

again, rather than going back to her first method, which had worked?
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We cannot say for certain, of course, that she would not have made this

sequence of calls. But the seeming impossibility of answering these questions

does increase the problematic nature of the two-call hypothesis.

Why Were the Two Connected Calls “Unknown”? Articulating a still more severe

problem for the two-call hypothesis, one commentator wrote:

    “[I]t is very strange that the FBI did not have any confirmed calls from

Barbara Olson to Ted Olson. There were 4 connected calls with

unconfirmed numbers and unconfirmed callers. That is odd. If they were

able to confirm a call by Barbara Olson that was unconnected to the DOJ

and lasted zero seconds, why not calls that were actually connected and

lasted several minutes long?”120

This set of claims, correctly called by this writer “very strange,” appears to be

so bizarre as to be completely implausible. If the FBI was able to identify the

number dialed for a call that failed to connect – so that it did not endure for

even a hundredth of a second – could anyone give a plausible explanation as to

why the FBI could not identify the number reached by two calls that, besides

connecting, endured for over 1.5 and 4.5 minutes, respectively?

This problem becomes even more severe when we focus on the hypothesis that

two of the connected calls to unknown numbers were from Barbara Olson to

the Department of Justice, which was also reportedly the number reached by

an attempted call from her that failed to connect. If the FBI was able to

determine that Barbara Olson had at 9:18:58 unsuccessfully attempted to

reach the Department of Justice, why would it have been unable to determine

that the calls that she – according to the two-call hypothesis – made at 9:15:34

and 9:20:15 had reached that same Department of Justice?

Although to my knowledge no advocate of the hypothesis being considered –

that some of the connected calls to unknown numbers were from Barbara

Olson to the DOJ – has provided a plausible explanation of these seemingly

bizarre consequences of that hypothesis, one advocate has tried. According to

this individual:
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    “If you use a credit card and pay yourself you dial the number yourself

and a record from the airphone is then made. She did that once and it

didn’t go through…you have the one recorded call, and the number dialed

from the airphone. The others were made collect and therefor [sic] the

operator dialed the number not the person using the airphone therefor

[sic] the number called is unknown (not dialed on the airphone) but the

time the airphone was used is known and recorded.”

There are two problems with this explanation. First, as we already saw, only

one of the calls from Barbara Olson reportedly received by her husband’s office

came through an operator. The other one, Lori Keyton said, was a direct call.

Second, it is simply not the case that collect calls made through operators leave

no record. (Without a record, how would the phone company know whom to

charge for the calls?) So this explanation is about a wrong as an explanation

can be.

This doubly false explanation was offered by a critic on behalf of his central

thesis, which is: “Evidence shows the calls happened as Olson said, and there’s

no evidence they didn’t.” But good evidence is provided by the apparent fact

that, as this critic’s failed attempt illustrates, there is no plausible answer to

this question: If the system was able to determine that Barbara Olson

attempted a call to the DOJ that did not go through, why could this same

system not identify either the caller or the recipient of two calls by her that did

go through? If there is no plausible answer to that question, then this is good

evidence that she did not complete two calls to Ted Olson’s office from Flight

77.

In sum: Although the two-call hypothesis is not as obviously false as the

four-call hypothesis, it is still too problematic to be considered a way to

reconcile the FBI’s Moussaoui trial telephone report with Ted Olson’s claim that

he had received two calls from his wife while she was aboard American Flight

77. As far as I can see, therefore, my claim – that the FBI’s report to the

Moussaoui trial undermined Ted Olson’s account of his wife’s having called

him twice from aboard Flight 77 – stands.
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The conclusion that Ted Olson’s account was false does not necessarily imply

that he did not receive two calls, transferred to him from Lori Keyton, that were

purportedly from Barbara Olson aboard American Flight 77. It merely implies

that Lori Keyton and Ted Olson did not, in fact, receive two calls from Barbara

Olson from Flight 77. What really happened is another question, which could

probably be answered quite quickly by a genuine investigation into the matter.

Conclusion

Although this essay has focused on details, often minute, in merely one aspect

of the official account of 9/11, the implications are enormous. Without the

widespread assumption that the 9/11 attacks had been planned and carried

out by al-Qaeda, the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq would not have been

possible. With regard to the war in Afghanistan in particular, Michel

Chossudovsky has recently emphasized the fact that NATO’s decision to

support this US-led war was based on a briefing by Frank Taylor of the US

State Department, in which he provided what was called conclusive evidence of

al-Qaeda’s responsibility for the attacks.121 Although the contents of Taylor’s

briefing have never been made public, the main evidence provided to the

general public has consisted of the hijack-describing phone calls reportedly

received from passengers and flight attendants aboard the airliners. But when

subjected to a detailed analysis, these alleged phone calls, far from supporting

the war-justifying story, lead to a very different conclusion: that these alleged

calls were faked. This analysis thereby suggests that the entire 9/11 story used

to justify the US-led wars is a lie.

If asked which part of the official story can be most definitively shown to be

false, I would speak not of the alleged phone calls but of the destruction of the

World Trade Center, the official account of which says that the Twin Towers

and WTC 7 came down without the aid of pre-set explosives. Given the fact that

this theory involves massive violations of basic laws of physics, the evidence

against it is so strong as to be properly called proof – as I have recently

emphasized in a book-length critique of the official report on WTC 7 in

particular.122
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Nevertheless, the importance of the evidence against the official account

provided by analyzing the alleged phone calls should not be minimized. If the

official story is false, then we should expect every major dimension of it to be

false – which, as I have emphasized in another recent book, can be seen to be

the case.123 It is this cumulative argument that provides the strongest

disproof of the official, war-justifying account of 9/11. The evidence that the

alleged phone calls from the airliners were faked is an important part of this

cumulative argument.124
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move was “to immediately turn around and decide that this was too big of a

concession to reality and start trying to prove they didn’t exist again.” This was,

of course, his tendentious way of explaining why I retracted the retraction

(without mentioning the three new pieces of evidence, which provided the

reason). The important point, however, is that he did acknowledge this. So how
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could anyone point to this article as evidence that I have agreed since 2007

that Boeing 757s had onboard phones on 9/11? The third article, dated

October 10, 2007

(screwloosechange.blogspot.com/2007/10/david-ray-griffin-liar-or-just-sloppy.

html), is by Pat of SLC and has a title asking whether I am a “Liar or Just

Sloppy?” The basis for this loaded question was a brief article in which I had

said that the FBI’s report to the Moussaoui trial said “in effect that the two

calls that [Ted Olson] reported had never happened.” Pat replied: “No, that’s not

what they said,” because they “show five other phone calls for which they don’t

know who the caller was.” Pat’s point seemed to be that my failure to mention

these other five calls (four of which were described as “connected”) implied

dishonesty or sloppiness on my part. But if one turns to the article I had

co-authored with Balsamo, one will find, in the section headed “United States

v. Ted Olson,” our discussion of the fact that the FBI report referred to four

“connected calls to unknown numbers,” attributing each one to an “unknown

caller.” I also discussed these calls in the updated edition of Debunking 9/11

Debunking (267) and, most fully, in the Olson chapter of my 9/11

Contradictions (76-78). In the fourth article, dated April 3, 2008

(http://screwloosechange.blogspot.com/2008/04/griffin-and-barrett-suggest-o

lsons-were.html), James B, in an attempt to refute my claim that American

757s had no onboard phones in 2001 (which I had repeated during a radio

interview that week), actually quoted, against me, my retraction of May 2007,

even though he had previously – in his article of September 14, 2007, and also

in an article of June 26, 2007

(http://screwloosechange.blogspot.com/2007/06/mike-mechanic.html) –

acknowledged that I had shortly thereafter retracted that retraction. (This

continued use of my retraction, even after having acknowledged that I had

retracted it long ago, illustrates the dishonesty of the SLC site mentioned by

“loose nuke.”) In the fifth article, dated December 20, 2009

(screwloosechange.blogspot.com/2009/12/more-on-griffin.html), James B

points out – as if I had overlooked or deliberately failed to mention it –the fact

that the 9/11 Commission had reported the times of the four “connected calls

to unknown numbers,” adding that “the FBI and DOJ believe all four represent

communications between Barbara Olson and her husband’s office.” But I

quoted the times of these alleged calls in the Olson chapter of my 2008 book,
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9/11 Contradictions, and Balsamo and I, in our jointly authored essay, quoted

the Commission’s statement about what “the FBI and DOJ believe,” explaining

why we found this a very strange belief. In sum: I cannot understand how

anyone could cite the SCL articles as evidence that I have acknowledged since

2007 that American Flight 77 had onboard phones. (The other point for which

these articles at SLC were said to provide good evidence – the claim that AA 77

did have onboard phones – is discussed next in the text.)

95 “The Paradroid,” Politik Forum, February 17, 2006

(http://web.archive.org/web/20070713043551/http://www.politikforum.de/f

orum/archive/index.php/t-133356-p-24.html ).
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Ted Olson’s Report of Phone Calls from Barbara Olson on 9/11: Three

Official Denials

Source:

https://www.globalresearch.ca/the-911-reader-the-september-11-2001-terror-attacks/53

03012

by David Ray Griffin - April 01, 2008

Late in the day on 9/11, CNN put out a story that

began: “Barbara Olson, a conservative commentator

and attorney, alerted her husband, Solicitor General

Ted Olson, that the plane she was on was being

hijacked Tuesday morning, Ted Olson told CNN.”

According to this story, Olson reported that his wife

had “called him twice on a cell phone from American

Airlines Flight 77,” saying that “all passengers and

flight personnel, including the pilots, were herded to

the back of the plane by armed hijackers. The only

weapons she mentioned were knives and cardboard

cutters.”2

      Ted Olson’s report was very important. It provided

the only evidence that American 77, which was said to

have struck the Pentagon, had still been aloft after it

had disappeared from FAA radar around 9:00 AM

(there had been reports, after this disappearance, that an airliner had crashed

on the Ohio-Kentucky border). Also, Barbara Olson had been a very

well-known commentator on CNN. The report that she died in a plane that had

been hijacked by Arab Muslims was an important factor in getting the nation’s

support for the Bush administration’s “war on terror.” Ted Olson’s report was

important in still another way, being the sole source of the widely accepted idea

that the hijackers had box cutters.3

      However, although Ted Olson’s report of phone calls from his wife has been

a central pillar of the official account of 9/11, this report has been completely

undermined.
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Olson’s Self-Contradictions

Olson began this process of undermining by means of self-contradictions. He

first told CNN, as we have seen, that his wife had “called him twice on a cell

phone.” But he contradicted this claim on September 14, telling Hannity and

Colmes that she had reached him by calling the Department of Justice collect.

Therefore, she must have been using the “airplane phone,” he surmised,

because “she somehow didn’t have access to her credit cards.”4 However, this

version of Olson’s story, besides contradicting his first version, was even

self-contradictory, because a credit card is needed to activate a passenger-seat

phone.

      Later that same day, moreover, Olson told Larry King Live that the second

call from his wife suddenly went dead because “the signals from cell phones

coming from airplanes don’t work that well.”5 After that return to his first

version, he finally settled on the second version, saying that his wife had called

collect and hence must have used “the phone in the passengers’ seats” because

she did not have her purse.6

      By finally settling on this story, Olson avoided a technological pitfall. Given

the cell phone system employed in 2001, high-altitude cell phone calls from

airliners were impossible, or at least virtually so (Olson’s statement that “the

signals from cell phones coming from airplanes don’t work that well” was a

considerable understatement). The technology to enable cell phone calls from

high-altitude airline flights was not created until 2004.7

      However, Olson’s second story, besides being self-contradictory, was

contradicted by American Airlines.

American Airlines Contradicts Olson’s Second Version

A 9/11 researcher, knowing that AA Flight 77 was a Boeing 757, noticed that

AA’s website indicated that its 757s do not have passenger-seat phones. After

he wrote to ask if that had been the case on September 11, 2001, an AA

customer service representative replied: “That is correct; we do not have
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phones on our Boeing 757. The passengers on flight 77 used their own

personal cellular phones to make out calls during the terrorist attack.”8

      In response to this revelation, defenders of the official story might reply

that Ted Olson was evidently right the first time: she had used her cell phone.

However, besides the fact that this scenario is rendered unlikely by the cell

phone technology employed in 2001, it has also been contradicted by the FBI.

Olson’s Story Contradicted by the FBI

The most serious official contradiction of Ted Olson’s story came in 2006 at the

trial of Zacarias Moussaoui, the so-called 20th hijacker. The evidence

presented to this trial by the FBI included a report on phone calls from all four

9/11 flights. In its report on American Flight 77, the FBI report attributed only

one call to Barbara Olson and it was an “unconnected call,” which (of course)

lasted “0 seconds.”9 According to the FBI, therefore, Ted Olson did not receive

a single call from his wife using either a cell phone or an onboard phone.

      Back on 9/11, the FBI itself had interviewed Olson. A report of that

interview indicates that Olson told the FBI agents that his wife had called him

twice from Flight 77.10 And yet the FBI’s report on calls from Flight 77,

presented in 2006, indicated that no such calls occurred.

      This was an amazing development: The FBI is part of the Department of

Justice, and yet its report undermined the well-publicized claim of the DOJ’s

former solicitor general that he had received two calls from his wife on 9/11.

Olson’s Story Also Rejected by Pentagon Historians

Ted Olson’s story has also been quietly rejected by the historians who wrote

Pentagon 9/11, a treatment of the Pentagon attack put out by the Department

of Defense.11

      According to Olson, his wife had said that “all passengers and flight

personnel, including the pilots, were herded to the back of the plane by armed
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hijackers.”12 This is an inherently implausible scenario. We are supposed to

believe that 60-some people, including the two pilots, were held at bay by three

or four men (one or two of the hijackers would have been in the cockpit) with

knives and boxcutters. This scenario becomes even more absurd when we

realize that the alleged hijackers were all small, unathletic men (the 9/11

Commission pointed out that even “[t]he so-called muscle hijackers actually

were not physically imposing, as the majority of them were between 5’5” and

5’7” in height and slender in build”13), and that the pilot, Charles “Chic”

Burlingame, was a weightlifter and a boxer, who was described as “really

tough” by one of his erstwhile opponents.14 Also, the idea that Burlingame

would have turned over the plane to hijackers was rejected by his brother, who

said: “I don’t know what happened in that cockpit, but I’m sure that they

would have had to incapacitate him or kill him because he would have done

anything to prevent the kind of tragedy that befell that airplane.”15

      The Pentagon historians, in any case, did not accept the Olson story,

according to which Burlingame and his co-pilot did give up their plane and

were in the back with the passengers and other crew members. They instead

wrote that “the attackers either incapacitated or murdered the two pilots.”16

Conclusion

This rejection of Ted Olson’s story by American Airlines, the Pentagon, and

especially the FBI is a development of utmost importance. Without the alleged

calls from Barbara Olson, there is no evidence that Flight 77 returned to

Washington. Also, if Ted Olson’s claim was false, then there are only two

possibilities: Either he lied or he was duped by someone using voice-morphing

technology to pretend to be his wife.17 In either case, the official story about

the calls from Barbara Olson was based on deception. And if that part of the

official account of 9/11 was based on deception, should we not suspect that

other parts were as well?

      The fact that Ted Olson’s report has been contradicted by other defenders

of the official story about 9/11 provides grounds for demanding a new

investigation of 9/11. This internal contradiction is, moreover, only one of 25

such contradictions discussed in my most recent book, 9/11 Contradictions:
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An Open Letter to Congress and the Press. 
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This article is based on Chapter 8 of Dr. Griffin’s new book, “9/11

Contradictions:  An Open Letter to Congress and the Press,” (Northampton:

Olive Branch, 2008).

 

This book reframes the central events of 9/11 as a series of 25 internal

contradictions.  The only way that its readers will be able to continue to accept

the official story is to accept mutually contradictory accounts. 

 

“9/11 Contradictions” may have the best chance of any of DRG’s books (or

indeed any book) of opening up a new investigation into 9/11.

 

The original source of this article is Global Research

[THIS SPACE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK]
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PART III - What Caused the Collapse of The WTC Buildings and the

Pentagon?

The Destruction of the World Trade Center: Why the Official Account

Cannot Be True

By David Ray Griffin - Global Research, January 29, 2006

Source:

https://www.globalresearch.ca/the-destruction-of-the-world-trade-center-why-the-official-

account-cannot-be-true/1846

Authorized Version (with references & notes)

In The New Pearl Harbor: Disturbing Questions about the Bush Administration

and 9/11 (2004), I summarized dozens of facts and reports that cast doubt on

the official story about 9/11. Then in The 9/11 Commission Report: Omissions

and Distortions (2005a), I discussed the way these various facts and reports

were treated by the 9/11 Commission, namely, by distorting or simply omitting

them. I have also taken this big-picture approach, with its cumulative

argument, in my previous essays and lectures on 9/11 (Griffin, 2005b and

2005d).[1] This approach, which shows every aspect of the official story to be

problematic, provides the most effective challenge to the official story.

But this way of presenting the evidence has one great limitation, especially

when used in lectures and essays: It means that the treatment of every

particular issue must be quite brief, hence superficial. People can thereby be

led to suspect that a more thorough treatment of any particular issue might

show the official story to be plausible after all.

In the present essay, I focus on one question: why the Twin Towers and

building 7 of the World Trade Center collapsed. One advantage of this focus,

besides the fact that it allows us to go into considerable detail, is that the

destruction of the World Trade Center provides one of the best windows into

the truth about 9/11. Another advantage of this focus is that it will allow us to

look at revelations contained in the 9/11 oral histories, which were recorded by

the New York Fire Department shortly after 9/11 but released to the public

Page 143 of  783 Table of Contents

https://www.globalresearch.ca/the-destruction-of-the-world-trade-center-why-the-official-account-cannot-be-true/1846


only in August of 2005.

I will begin with the question of why the Twin Towers collapsed, then raise the

same question about building 7.

1. The Collapse of the Twin Towers

Shortly after 9/11, President Bush advised people not to tolerate “outrageous

conspiracy theories about the attacks of 11 September” (Bush, 2001).[2] Philip

Zelikow, who directed the work of the 9/11 Commission, has likewise warned

against “outrageous conspiracy theories” (Hansen, 2005). What do these men

mean by this expression? They cannot mean that we should reject all

conspiracy theories about 9/11, because the government’s own account is a

conspiracy theory, with the conspirators all being members of al-Qaeda. They

mean only that we should reject outrageous theories.

But what distinguishes an outrageous theory from a non-outrageous one? This

is one of the central questions in the philosophy of science. When confronted

by rival theories—let’s say Neo-Darwinian Evolution and Intelligent

Design—scientists and philosophers of science ask which theory is better and

why. The mark of a good theory is that it can explain, in a coherent way, all or

at least most of the relevant facts and is not contradicted by any of them. A bad

theory is one that is contradicted by some of the relevant facts. An outrageous

theory would be one that is contradicted by virtually all the relevant facts.

With this definition in mind, let us look at the official theory about the Twin

Towers, which says that they collapsed because of the combined effect of the

impact of the airplanes and the resulting fires. The report put out by FEMA

said: “The structural damage sustained by each tower from the impact,

combined with the ensuing fires, resulted in the total collapse of each building”

(FEMA, 2002).[3] This theory clearly belongs in the category of outrageous

theories, because is it is contradicted by virtually all the relevant facts.

Although this statement may seem extreme, I will explain why it is not.
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No Prior Collapse Induced by Fire

The official theory is rendered implausible by two major problems. The first is

the simple fact that fire has never—prior to or after 9/11—caused steel-frame

high-rise buildings to collapse. Defenders of the official story seldom if ever

mention this simple fact. Indeed, the supposedly definitive report put out by

NIST—the National Institute for Standards and Technology (2005)—even

implies that fire-induced collapses of large steel-frame buildings are normal

events (Hoffman, 2005).[4] Far from being normal, however, such collapses

have never occurred, except for the alleged cases of 9/11.

Defenders of the official theory, of course, say that the collapses were caused

not simply by the fire but the fire combined with the damage caused by the

airliners. The towers, however, were designed to withstand the impact of

airliners about the same size as Boeing 767s.[5] Hyman Brown, the

construction manager of the Twin Towers, said: “They were over-designed to

withstand almost anything, including hurricanes, . . . bombings and an

airplane hitting [them]” (Bollyn, 2001). And even Thomas Eagar, an MIT

professor of materials engineering who supports the official theory, says that

the impact of the airplanes would not have been significant, because “the

number of columns lost on the initial impact was not large and the loads were

shifted to remaining columns in this highly redundant structure” (Eagar and

Musso, 2001, pp. 8-11). Likewise, the NIST Report, in discussing how the

impact of the planes contributed to the collapse, focuses primarily on the claim

that the planes dislodged a lot of the fire-proofing from the steel.[6]

The official theory of the collapse, therefore, is essentially a fire theory, so it

cannot be emphasized too much that fire has never caused large steel-frame

buildings to collapse—never, whether before 9/11, or after 9/11, or anywhere

in the world on 9/11 except allegedly New York City—never.

One might say, of course, that there is a first time for everything, and that a

truly extraordinary fire might induce a collapse. Let us examine this idea. What

would count as an extraordinary fire? Given the properties of steel, a fire would

need to be very hot, very big, and very long-lasting. But the fires in the towers
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did not have even one of these characteristics, let alone all three.

There have been claims, to be sure, that the fires were very hot. Some television

specials claimed that the towers collapsed because the fire was hot enough to

melt the steel. For example, an early BBC News special quoted Hyman Brown

as saying: “steel melts, and 24,000 gallons of aviation fluid melted the steel.”

Another man, presented as a structural engineer, said: “It was the fire that

killed the buildings. There’s nothing on earth that could survive those

temperatures with that amount of fuel burning. . . . The columns would have

melted” (Barter, 2001).[7]

These claims, however, are absurd. Steel does not even begin to melt until it

reaches almost 2800° Fahrenheit.[8] And yet open fires fueled by

hydrocarbons, such as kerosene—which is what jet fuel is—can at most rise to

1700°F, which is almost 1100 degrees below the melting point of steel.[9] We

can, accordingly, dismiss the claim that the towers collapsed because their

steel columns melted.[10]

Most defenders of the official theory, in fact, do not make this absurd claim.

They say merely that the fire heated the steel up to the point where it lost so

much of its strength that it buckled.[11] For example, Thomas Eagar, saying

that steel loses 80 percent of its strength when it is heated to 1,300°F, argues

that this is what happened. But for even this claim to plausible, the fires would

have still had to be pretty hot.

But they were not. Claims have been made, as we have seen, about the jet fuel.

But much of it burned up very quickly in the enormous fireballs produced

when the planes hit the buildings, and rest was gone within 10 minutes,[12]

after which the flames died down. Photographs of the towers 15 minutes after

they were struck show few flames and lots of black smoke, a sign that the fires

were oxygen-starved. Thomas Eagar, recognizing this fact, says that the fires

were “probably only about 1,200 or 1,300°F” (Eagar, 2002).

There are reasons to believe, moreover, that the fires were not even that hot. As

photographs show, the fires did not break windows or even spread much
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beyond their points of origin (Hufschmid, 2002, p. 40). This photographic

evidence is supported by scientific studies carried out by NIST, which found

that of the 16 perimeter columns examined, “only three columns had evidence

that the steel reached temperatures above 250°C [482°F],” and no evidence that

any of the core columns had reached even those temperatures (2005, p. 88).

NIST (2005) says that it “did not generalize these results, since the examined

columns represented only 3 percent of the perimeter columns and 1 percent of

the core columns from the fire floors”. That only such a tiny percent of the

columns was available was due, of course, to the fact that government officials

had most of the steel immediately sold and shipped off. In any case, NIST’s

findings on the basis of this tiny percent of the columns are not irrelevant:

They mean that any speculations that some of the core columns reached much

higher temperatures would be just that—pure speculation not backed up by

any empirical evidence.

Moreover, even if the fire had reached 1,300°F, as Eagar supposes, that does

not mean that any of the steel would have reached that temperature. Steel is

an excellent conductor of heat. Put a fire to one part of a long bar of steel and

the heat will quickly diffuse to the other parts and to any other pieces of steel

to which that bar is connected.[13]

For fires to have heated up some of the steel columns to anywhere close to

their own temperature, they would have needed to be very big, relative to the

size of the buildings and the amount of steel in them. The towers, of course,

were huge and had an enormous amount of steel. A small, localized fire of

1,300°F would never have heated any of the steel columns even close to that

temperature, because the heat would have been quickly dispersed throughout

the building.

Some defenders of the official story have claimed that the fires were indeed very

big, turning the buildings into “towering infernos.” But all the evidence counts

against this claim, especially with regard to the south tower, which collapsed

first. This tower was struck between floors 78 and 84, so that region is where

the fire would have been the biggest. And yet Brian Clark, a survivor, said that
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when he got down to the 80th floor: “You could see through the wall and the

cracks and see flames . . . just licking up, not a roaring inferno, just quiet

flames licking up and smoke sort of eking through the wall.”[14] Likewise, one

of the fire chiefs who had reached the 78th floor found only “two isolated

pockets of fire.”[15]

The north tower, to be sure, did have fires that were big enough and hot

enough to cause many people to jump to their deaths. But as anyone with a

fireplace grate or a pot-belly stove knows, fire that will not harm steel or even

iron will burn human flesh. Also in many cases it may have been more the

smoke than the heat that led people to jump.

In any case, the fires, to weaken the steel columns, would have needed to be

not only very big and very hot but also very long-lasting.[16] The public was

told that the towers had such fires, with CNN saying that “very intense” fires

“burned for a long time.”[17] But they did not. The north tower collapsed an

hour and 42 minutes after it was struck; the south tower collapsed after only

56 minutes.

To see how ludicrous is the claim that the short-lived fires in the towers could

have induced structural collapse, we can compare them with some other fires.

In 1988, a fire in the First Interstate Bank Building in Los Angeles raged for 3.5

hours and gutted 5 of this building’s 62 floors, but there was no significant

structural damage (FEMA, 1988). In 1991, a huge fire in Philadelphia’s One

Meridian Plaza lasted for 18 hours and gutted 8 of the building’s 38 floors, but,

said the FEMA report, although “[b]eams and girders sagged and twisted . . .

under severe fire exposures. . . , the columns continued to support their loads

without obvious damage” (FEMA, 1991). In Caracas in 2004, a fire in a

50-story building raged for 17 hours, completely gutting the building’s top 20

floors, and yet it did not collapse (Nieto, 2004). And yet we are supposed to

believe that a 56-minute fire caused the south tower to collapse.

Unlike the fires in the towers, moreover, the fires in Los Angeles, Philadelphia,

and Caracas were hot enough to break windows.
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Another important comparison is afforded by a series of experiments run in

Great Britain in the mid-1990s to see what kind of damage could be done to

steel-frame buildings by subjecting them to extremely hot, all-consuming fires

that lasted for many hours. FEMA, having reviewed those experiments, said:

“Despite the temperature of the steel beams reaching 800-900°C

(1,500-1,700°F) in three of the tests. . . , no collapse was observed in any of the

six experiments” (1988, Appendix A).

These comparisons bring out the absurdity of NIST’s claim that the towers

collapsed because the planes knocked the fireproofing off the steel columns.

Fireproofing provides protection for only a few hours, so the steel in the

buildings in Philadelphia and Caracas would have been directly exposed to

raging fires for 14 or more hours, and yet this steel did not buckle. NIST

claims, nevertheless, that the steel in the south tower buckled because it was

directly exposed to flames for 56 minutes.[18]

A claim made by some defenders of the official theory is to speculate that there

was something about the Twin Towers that made them uniquely vulnerable to

fire. But these speculations are not backed up by any evidence. And, as

Norman Glover, has pointed out: “[A]lmost all large buildings will be the

location for a major fire in their useful life. No major high-rise building has ever

collapsed from fire. The WTC was the location for such a fire in 1975; however,

the building survived with minor damage and was repaired and returned to

service” (Glover, 2002).

Multiple Evidence of Controlled Demolition

There is a reverse truth to the fact that, aside from the alleged cases of 9/11,

fire has never caused large steel-frame buildings to collapse. This reverse truth

is that every previous total collapse has been caused by the procedure known

as “controlled demolition,” in which explosives capable of cutting steel have

been placed in crucial places throughout the building and then set off in a

particular order. Just from knowing that the towers collapsed, therefore, the

natural assumption would be that they were brought down by explosives.
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This a priori assumption is, moreover, supported by an empirical examination

of the particular nature of the collapses. Here we come to the second major

problem with the official theory, namely, that the collapses had at least eleven

features that would be expected if, and only if, explosives were used. I will

briefly describe these eleven features.

Sudden Onset: In controlled demolition, the onset of the collapse is sudden.

One moment, the building is perfectly motionless; the next moment, it

suddenly begins to collapse. But steel, when heated, does not suddenly buckle

or break. So in fire-induced collapses—if we had any examples of such—the

onset would be gradual. Horizontal beams and trusses would begin to sag;

vertical columns, if subjected to strong forces, would begin to bend. But as

videos of the towers show,[19] there were no signs of bending or sagging, even

on the floors just above the damage caused by the impact of the planes. The

buildings were perfectly motionless up to the moment they began their

collapse.

Straight Down: The most important thing in a controlled demolition of a tall

building close to other buildings is that it come straight down, into, or at least

close to, its own footprint, so that it does not harm the other buildings. The

whole art or science of controlled demolition is oriented primarily around this

goal. As Mark Loizeaux, the president of Controlled Demolition, Inc., has

explained, “to bring [a building] down as we want, so . . . no other structure is

harmed,” the demolition must be “completely planned,” using “the right

explosive [and] the right pattern of laying the charges” (Else, 2004).[20] If the

110-story Twin Towers had fallen over, they would have caused an enormous

amount of damage to buildings covering many city blocks. But the towers came

straight down. Accordingly, the official theory, by implying that fire produced

collapses that perfectly mimicked the collapses that have otherwise been

produced only by precisely placed explosives, requires a miracle.[21]

Almost Free-Fall Speed: Buildings brought down by controlled demolition

collapse at almost free-fall speed. This can occur because the supports for the

lower floors are destroyed, so that when the upper floors come down, they

encounter no resistance. The fact that the collapses of the towers mimicked
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this feature of controlled demolition was mentioned indirectly by The 9/11

Commission Report, which said that the “South Tower collapsed in 10 seconds”

(Kean and Hamilton, 2004, p. 305).[22] The authors of the report evidently

thought that the rapidity of this collapse did not conflict with the official

theory, known as the “pancake” theory. According to this theory, the floors

above the floors that were weakened by the impact of the airliner fell on the

floor below, which started a chain reaction, so that the floors “pancaked” all the

way down.

But if that is what happened, the lower floors, with all their steel and concrete,

would have provided resistance. The upper floors could not have fallen through

them at the same speed as they would fall through air. However, the videos of

the collapses show that the rubble falling inside the building’s profile falls at

the same speed as the rubble outside[23] (Jones, 2006). As architect and

physicist Dave Heller (2005) explains:

the floors could not have been pancaking. The buildings fell too quickly. The

floors must all have been falling simultaneously to reach the ground in such a

short amount of time. But how?. . . In [the method known as controlled

demolition], each floor of a building is destroyed at just the moment the floor

above is about to strike it. Thus, the floors fall simultaneously, and in virtual

freefall. (Garlic and Glass 6)

Total Collapse: The official theory is even more decisively ruled out by the fact

that the collapses were total: These 110-story buildings collapsed into piles of

rubble only a few stories high. How was that possible? The core of each tower

contained 47 massive steel box columns.[24] According to the pancake theory,

the horizontal steel supports broke free from the vertical columns. But if that is

what had happened, the 47 core columns would have still been standing. The

9/11 Commission came up with a bold solution to this problem. It simply

denied the existence of the 47 core columns, saying: “The interior core of the

buildings was a hollow steel shaft, in which elevators and stairwells were

grouped” (Kean and Hamilton, 2004, 541 note 1). Voila! With no 47 core

columns, the main problem is removed.
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The NIST Report handled this most difficult problem by claiming that when the

floors collapsed, they pulled on the columns, causing the perimeter columns to

become unstable. This instability then increased the gravity load on the core

columns, which had been weakened by tremendously hot fires in the core,

which, NIST claims, reached 1832°F, and this combination of factors somehow

produced “global collapse” (NIST, 2005, pp. 28, 143).

This theory faces two problems. First, NIST’s claim about tremendously hot

fires in the core is completely unsupported by evidence. As we saw earlier, its

own studies found no evidence that any of the core columns had reached

temperatures of even 482°F (250°C), so its theory involves a purely speculative

addition of over 1350°F.[25] Second, even if this sequence of events had

occurred, NIST provides no explanation as to why it would have produced

global—-that is, total–collapse. The NIST Report asserts that “column failure”

occurred in the core as well as the perimeter columns. But this remains a bare

assertion. There is no plausible explanation of why the columns would have

broken or even buckled, so as to produce global collapse at virtually free-fall

speed, even if they had reached such temperatures.[26]

Sliced Steel: In controlled demolitions of steel-frame buildings, explosives are

used to slice the steel columns and beams into pieces. A representative from

Controlled Demolition, Inc., has said of RDX, one of the commonly used high

explosives, that it slices steel like a “razor blade through a tomato.” The steel is,

moreover, not merely sliced; it is sliced into manageable lengths. As Controlled

Demolition, Inc., says in its publicity: “Our DREXSTM systems . . . segment

steel components into pieces matching the lifting capacity of the available

equipment.”[27]

The collapses of the Twin Towers, it seems, somehow managed to mimic this

feature of controlled demolitions as well. Jim Hoffman (2004), after studying

various photos of the collapse site, said that much of the steel seemed to be

“chopped up into . . . sections that could be easily loaded onto the equipment

that was cleaning up Ground Zero.”[28]
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Pulverization of Concrete and Other Materials: Another feature of controlled

demolition is the production of a lot of dust, because explosives powerful

enough to slice steel will pulverize concrete and most other non-metallic

substances into tiny particles. And, Hoffman (2003) reports, “nearly all of the

non-metallic constituents of the towers were pulverized into fine power.”[29]

That observation was also made by Colonel John O’Dowd of the U.S. Army

Corps of Engineers. “At the World Trade Center sites,” he told the History

Channel, “it seemed like everything was pulverized” (History Channel, 2002).

This fact creates a problem for the official theory, according to which the only

energy available was the gravitational energy. This energy would have been

sufficient to break most of the concrete into fairly small pieces. But it would

not have been anywhere close to the amount of energy needed to turn the

concrete and virtually all the non-metallic contents of the buildings into tiny

particles of dust.

Dust Clouds: Yet another common feature of controlled demolitions is the

production of dust clouds, which result when explosions eject the dust from

the building with great energy. And, as one can see by comparing videos on the

Web, the collapses of the towers produced clouds that are very similar to those

produced by controlled demolitions of other structures, such as Seattle’s

Kingdome. The only difference is that the clouds produced during the collapses

of the towers were proportionally much bigger.[30]

The question of the source of the needed energy again arises. Hoffman (2003),

focusing on the expansion of the North Tower’s dust cloud, calculates that the

energy required simply for this expansion—ignoring the energy needed to slice

the steel and pulverize the concrete and other materials—exceeded by at least

10 times the gravitational energy available.

The official account, therefore, involves a huge violation of the laws of

physics—a violation that becomes even more enormous once we factor in the

energy required to pulverize the concrete (let alone the energy required to break

the steel).
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Besides the sheer quantity of energy needed, another problem with the official

theory is that gravitational energy is wholly unsuited to explain the production

of these dust clouds. This is most obviously the case in the first few seconds. In

Hoffman’s words: “You can see thick clouds of pulverized concrete being ejected

within the first two seconds. That’s when the relative motion of the top of the

tower to the intact portion was only a few feet per second.”[31] Jeff King (2003),

in the same vein, says: “[A great amount of] very fine concrete dust is ejected

from the top of the building very early in the collapse. . . [when] concrete slabs

[would have been] bumping into each other at [only] 20 or 30 mph.”

The importance of King’s point can be appreciated by juxtaposing it with the

claim by Shyam Sunder, NIST’s lead investigator, that although the clouds of

dust created during the collapses of the Twin Towers may create the

impression of a controlled demolition, “it is the floor pancaking that leads to

that perception” (Popular Mechanics, 2005). The pancaking, according to the

official theory being defended by Sunder, began at the floor beneath the holes

created by the impact of the airliners. As King points out, this theory cannot

handle the fact, as revealed by the photographs and videos, that dust clouds

were created far above the impact zones.

Horizontal Ejections: Another common feature of controlled demolition is the

horizontal ejection of other materials, besides dust, from those areas of the

building in which explosives are set off. In the case of the Twin Towers, photos

and videos reveal that “[h]eavy pieces of steel were ejected in all directions for

distances up to 500 feet, while aluminum cladding was blown up to 700 feet

away from the towers” (Paul and Hoffman, 2004, p. 7). But gravitational energy

is, of course, vertical, so it cannot even begin to explain these horizontal

ejections.

Demolition Rings: Still another common feature of collapses induced by

explosions are demolition rings, in which series of small explosions run rapidly

around a building. This feature was also manifested by the collapses of the

towers.[32]
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Sounds Produced by Explosions: The use of explosives to induce collapses

produces, of course, sounds caused by the explosions. Like all the previous

features except the slicing of the steel columns inside the building, this one

could be observed by witnesses. And, as we will see below, there is abundant

testimony to the existence of such sounds before and during the collapses of

the towers.

Molten Steel: An eleventh feature that would be expected only if explosives were

used to slice the steel columns would be molten steel, and its existence at the

WTC site was indeed reported by several witnesses, including the two main

figures involved in the clean up, Peter Tully, president of Tully Construction,

and Mark Loizeaux, president of Controlled Demolition, Incorporated. Tully

said that he saw pools of “literally molten steel” at the site. Loizeaux said that

several weeks after 9/11, when the rubble was being removed, “hot spots of

molten steel” were found “at the bottoms of the elevator shafts of the main

towers, down seven [basement] levels” (both statements quoted in Bollyn,

2004).[33]

Also, Leslie Robertson, the chief structural engineer for the Twin Towers, said:

“As of 21 days after the attack, the fires were still burning and molten steel was

still running” (Williams, 2001). Knight-Ridder journalist Jennifer Lin,

discussing Joe “Toolie” O’Toole, a Bronx firefighter who worked for many

months on the rescue and clean-up efforts, wrote: “Underground fires raged for

months. O’Toole remembers in February seeing a crane lift a steel beam

vertically from deep within the catacombs of Ground Zero. ‘It was dripping from

the molten steel,” he said'” (Lin, 2002). Greg Fuchek, vice president of sales for

LinksPoint, Inc., which supplied some of the computer equipment used to

identify human remains at the site, described the working conditions as

“hellish,” partly because for six months, the ground temperature varied

between 600 degrees Fahrenheit and 1,500 degrees or higher. Fuchek added

that “sometimes when a worker would pull a steel beam from the wreckage, the

end of the beam would be dripping molten steel” (Walsh, 2002). And still more

witnesses spoke of molten steel.[34]
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This testimony is of great significance, since it would be hard to imagine what,

other than high explosives, could have caused some of the steel to melt.

The importance of the nature of the collapses, as summarized in these 11

features, is shown by the fact that attempts to defend the official theory

typically ignore most of them. For example, an article in Popular Mechanics

(2005), seeking to debunk what it calls some of the most prevalent myths about

9/11 fabricated by “conspiracy theorists,” completely ignores the suddenness,

verticality, rapidity, and totality of the collapses and also fails to mention the

testimonies about molten steel, demolition rings, and the sounds of

explosions.[35]

2. Testimonies about Explosions and Related Phenomena in the 9/11 Oral

Histories

Most of these 11 features—all but the slicing of the core columns and the

molten steel in the basements—are features that, if they occurred before or

during the collapses of the towers, could have been observed by people in the

area. And, in fact, testimonies about some of these phenomena have been

available, since shortly after 9/11, from reporters,[36] fire fighters,[37] police

officers,[38] people who worked in the towers,[39] and one prominent

explosives expert, Van Romero, [40] who said on that very day after viewing the

videotapes, that the collapses not only resembled those produced by controlled

implosions but must, in fact, have been caused by “some explosive devices

inside the buildings” because they were “too methodical” to have been chance

results of the airplane strikes (Uyttebrouck, 2001).[41] Some of these

testimonies were very impressive. There were, however, only a few of them and

they were scattered here and there. No big body of testimony was readily

accessible.

But this situation has dramatically changed. Shortly after 9/11, the New York

Fire Department recorded over 500 oral histories, in which firefighters and

emergency medical workers recounted their experiences of that day.

[Emergency Medical Services had become a division within the Fire

Department(Dwyer, 2005a).] Mayor Bloomberg’s administration, however,
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refused to release them. But then the New York Times, joined by several

families of 9/11 victims, filed suit and, after a long process, the New York

Court of Appeals ordered the city to release the bulk of these oral histories,

which it did in August 2005[42] (Dwyer, 2005b). The Times then made them

publicly available (NYT, 2005).[43]

These oral histories contain many dozens of testimonies that speak of

explosions and related phenomena characteristic of controlled demolition. I will

give some examples.

Explosions

Several individuals reported that they witnessed an explosion just before one of

the towers collapsed. Battalion Chief John Sudnik said: “we heard . . . what

sounded like a loud explosion and looked up and I saw tower two start coming

down” (NYT, Sudnick, p. 4).

Several people reported multiple explosions. Paramedic Kevin Darnowski said:

“I heard three explosions, and then . . . tower two started to come down” (NYT,

Darnowski, p. 8).

Firefighter Thomas Turilli said, “it almost sounded like bombs going off, like

boom, boom, boom, like seven or eight” (NYT, Turilli, p. 4).

Craig Carlsen said that he and other firefighters “heard explosions coming from

. . . the south tower. . . . There were about ten explosions. . . . We then realized

the building started to come down” (NYT, Carlsen, pp. 5-6).

Firefighter Joseph Meola said, “it looked like the building was blowing out on

all four sides. We actually heard the pops” (NYT, Meola, p. 5).

Paramedic Daniel Rivera also mentioned “pops.” Asked how he knew that the

south tower was coming down, he said:
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It was a frigging noise. At first I thought it was—do you ever see professional

demolition where they set the charges on certain floors and then you hear ‘Pop,

pop, pop, pop, pop’? . . . I thought it was that. (NYT, Rivera, p. 9)

Collapse Beginning below the Strike Zone and Fire According to the official

account, the “pancaking” began when the floors above the hole caused by the

airplane fell on the floors below. Some witnesses reported, however, that the

collapse of the south tower began somewhat lower.

Timothy Burke said that “the building popped, lower than the fire. . . . I was

going oh, my god, there is a secondary device because the way the building

popped. I thought it was an explosion” (NYT, Burke, pp. 8-9).

Firefighter Edward Cachia said: “It actually gave at a lower floor, not the floor

where the plane hit. . . . [W]e originally had thought there was like an internal

detonation, explosives, because it went in succession, boom, boom, boom,

boom, and then the tower came down” (NYT, Cachia, p. 5).

The importance of these observations is reinforced by the fact that the authors

of the NIST Report, after having released a draft to the public, felt the need to

add the following statement to the Executive Summary:

NIST found no corroborating evidence for alternative hypotheses suggesting

that the WTC towers were brought down by controlled demolition using

explosives planted prior to September 11, 2001. . . . Instead, photos and videos

from several angles clearly showed that the collapse initiated at the fire and

impact floors and that the collapse progressed from the initiating floors

downward.

Firefighters Burke and Cachia presumably now need to ask themselves: What

are you going to believe, your own eyes or an official government report?

Flashes and Demolition Rings

Some of the witnesses spoke of flashes and of phenomena suggestive of

demolition rings. Assistant Commissioner Stephen Gregory said: “I thought . . .
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before . . . No. 2 came down, that I saw low-level flashes. . . . I . . . saw a flash

flash flash . . . [at] the lower level of the building. You know like when they

demolish a building?” (NYT, Gregory, pp. 14-16).

Captain Karin Deshore said: “Somewhere around the middle . . . there was this

orange and red flash coming out. Initially it was just one flash. Then this flash

just kept popping all the way around the building and that building had

started to explode. . . . [W]ith each popping sound it was initially an orange and

then a red flash came out of the building and then it would just go all around

the building on both sides as far as I could see. These popping sounds and the

explosions were getting bigger, going both up and down and then all around

the building” (NYT, Deshore, p. 15).

Firefighter Richard Banaciski said: “[T]here was just an explosion. It seemed

like on television [when] they blow up these buildings. It seemed like it was

going all the way around like a belt, all these explosions” (NYT, Banaciski, pp.

3-4).

Deputy Commissioner Thomas Fitzpatrick said: “It looked like sparkling

around one specific layer of the building. . . . My initial reaction was that this

was exactly the way it looks when they show you those implosions on TV” (NYT,

Fitzpatrick, pp. 13-14).

Horizontal Ejections

A few witnesses spoke of horizontal ejections. Chief Frank Cruthers said:

“There was what appeared to be . . . an explosion. It appeared at the very top,

simultaneously from all four sides, materials shot out horizontally. And then

there seemed to be a momentary delay before you could see the beginning of

the collapse” (NYT, Cruthers, p. 4).

This testimony is important, because the official theory holds that the ejections

were produced by the floors collapsing. So listen to firefighter James Curran,

who said: “I looked back and . . . I heard like every floor went chu-chu-chu. I

looked back and from the pressure everything was getting blown out of the
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floors before it actually collapsed” (NYT, Curran, pp. 10-11).

Battalion Chief Brian Dixon said, “the lowest floor of fire in the south tower

actually looked like someone had planted explosives around it because . . .

everything blew out on the one floor” (NYT, Dixon, p. 15).[44]

Synchronized Explosions

Some witnesses said that the explosions seemed to be synchronized. For

example, firefighter Kenneth Rogers said, “there was an explosion in the south

tower. . . . I kept watching. Floor after floor after floor. One floor under another

after another . . . [I]t looked like a synchronized deliberate kind of thing” (NYT,

Rogers, pp. 3-4).[45]

Why Does the Public Not Know of These Reports? If all these firefighters and

medical workers witnessed all these phenomena suggestive of controlled

demolition, it might be wondered why the public does not know this. Part of the

answer is provided by Auxiliary Lieutenant Fireman Paul Isaac. Having said

that “there were definitely bombs in those buildings,” Isaac added that “many

other firemen know there were bombs in the buildings, but they’re afraid for

their jobs to admit it because the ‘higher-ups’ forbid discussion of this fact”

(Lavello, n.d.). Another part of the answer is that when a few people, like Isaac

and William Rodriguez, have spoken out, the mainstream press has failed to

report their statements.

3. Implications

The official theory about the collapse of the towers, I have suggested, is

rendered extremely implausible by two main facts. First, aside from the alleged

exception of 9/11, steel-frame high-rise buildings have never been caused to

collapse by fire; all such collapses have all been produced by carefully placed

explosives. Second, the collapses of the Twin Towers manifested at least 11

characteristic features of controlled demolitions. The probability that any of

these features would occur in the absence of explosives is extremely low. The

probability that all 11 of them would occur is essentially zero.[46]
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We can say, therefore, that the official theory about the towers is disproved

about as thoroughly as such a theory possibly could be, whereas all the

evidence can be explained by the alternative theory, according to which the

towers were brought down by explosives. The official theory is, accordingly, an

outrageous theory, whereas the alternative theory is, from a scientific point of

view, the only reasonable theory available.[47]

4. Other Suspicious Facts

Moreover, although we have already considered sufficient evidence for the

theory that the towers were brought down by explosives, there is still more.

Removal of the Steel: For one thing, the steel from the buildings was quickly

removed before it could be properly examined,[48] with virtually all of it being

sold to scrap dealers, who put most of it on ships to Asia.[49] Generally,

removing any evidence from the scene of a crime is a federal offense. But in

this case, federal officials facilitated the removal.[50]

This removal evoked protest. On Christmas day, 2001, the New York Times

said: “The decision to rapidly recycle the steel columns, beams and trusses

from the WTC in the days immediately after 9/11 means definitive answers

may never be known.”[51] The next week, Fire Engineering magazine said: “We

are literally treating the steel removed from the site like garbage, not like

crucial fire scene evidence (Brannigan, Corbett, and Dunn, 2002). . . . The

destruction and removal of evidence must stop immediately” (Manning, 2002).

However, Mayor Bloomberg, defending the decision to dispose of the steel, said:

“If you want to take a look at the construction methods and the design, that’s

in this day and age what computers do.[52] Just looking at a piece of metal

generally doesn’t tell you anything.”[53] But that is not true. An examination of

the steel could have revealed whether it had been cut by explosives.

This removal of an unprecedented amount of material from a crime scene

suggests that an unprecedented crime was being covered up.[54]
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Evidence that this cover-up was continued by NIST is provided by its treatment

of a provocative finding reported by FEMA, which was that some of the

specimens of steel were “rapidly corroded by sulfidation” (FEMA 2002,

Appendix C). This report is significant, because sulfidation is an effect of

explosives. FEMA appropriately called for further investigation of this finding,

which the New York Times called “perhaps the deepest mystery uncovered in

the investigation” (Killough-Miller, 2002). A closely related problem, expressed

shortly after 9/11 by Dr. Jonathan Barnett, Professor of Fire Protection

Engineering at Worcester Polytechnic Institute, is that “[f]ire and the structural

damage . . . would not explain steel members in the debris pile that appear to

have been partly evaporated” (Glanz, 2001). But the NIST report, in its section

headed “Learning from the Recovered Steel,” fails even to mention either

evaporation or sulfidation.[55] Why would the NIST scientists apparently share

Mayor Bloomberg’s disdain for empirical studies of recovered steel?

North Tower Antenna Drop: Another problem noted by FEMA is that videos

show that, in the words of the FEMA Report, “the transmission tower on top of

the [north tower] began to move downward and laterally slightly before

movement was evident at the exterior wall. This suggests that collapse began

with one or more failures in the central core area of the building” (FEMA 2002,

ch. 2).[56] This drop was also mentioned in a New York Times story by James

Glanz and Eric Lipton, which said: “Videos of the north tower’s collapse appear

to show that its television antenna began to drop a fraction of a second before

the rest of the building. The observations suggest that the building’s steel core

somehow gave way first” (Glanz and Lipton, 2002). In the supposedly definitive

NIST Report, however, we find no mention of this fact. This is another

convenient omission, since the most plausible, and perhaps only possible,

explanation would be that the core columns were cut by explosives—an

explanation that would fit with the testimony of several witnesses.

South Tower Tipping and Disintegration: If the north tower’s antenna drop was

anomalous (from the perspective of the official theory), the south tower’s

collapse contained an even stranger anomaly. The uppermost floors—above the

level struck by the airplane—began tipping toward the corner most damaged by

the impact. According to conservation-of-momentum laws, this block of
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approximately 34 floors should have fallen to the ground far outside the

building’s footprint. “However,” observe Paul and Hoffman, “as the top then

began to fall, the rotation decelerated. Then it reversed direction [even though

the] law of conservation of angular momentum states that a solid object in

rotation will continue to rotate at the same speed unless acted on by a torque”

(Paul and Hoffman, 2004, p. 34).

And then, in the words of Steven Jones, a physics professor at BYU, “this block

turned mostly to powder in mid-air!” This disintegration stopped the tipping

and allowed the uppermost floors to fall straight down into, or at least close to,

the building’s footprint. As Jones notes, this extremely strange behavior was

one of many things that NIST was able to ignore by virtue of the fact that its

analysis, in its own words, “does not actually include the structural behavior of

the tower after the conditions for collapse initiation were reached” (NIST 2005,

p. 80, n. 12). This is convenient because it means that NIST did not have to

answer Jones’s question: “How can we understand this strange behavior,

without explosives?” (Jones, 2006).

This behavior is, however, not strange to experts in controlled demolition. Mark

Loizeaux, the head of Controlled Demolition, Inc., has said:

[B]y differentially controlling the velocity of failure in different parts of the

structure, you can make it walk, you can make it spin, you can make it dance .

. . . We’ll have structures start facing north and end up going to the

north-west. (Else, 2004)

Once again, something that is inexplicable in terms of the official theory

becomes a matter of course if the theory of controlled demolition is adopted.

WTC Security: The suggestion that explosives might have been used raises the

question of how anyone wanting to place explosives in the towers could have

gotten through the security checks. This question brings us to a possibly

relevant fact about a company—now called Stratesec but then called

Securacom—that was in charge of security for the World Trade Center. From

1993 to 2000, during which Securacom installed a new security system,
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Marvin Bush, the president’s brother, was one of the company’s directors. And

from 1999 until January of 2002, their cousin Wirt Walker III was the CEO

(Burns, 2003).[57] One would think these facts should have made the evening

news—or at least The 9/11 Commission Report.

These facts, in any case, may be relevant to some reports given by people who

had worked in the World Trade Center. Some of them reportedly said that

although in the weeks before 9/11 there had been a security alert that

mandated the use of bomb-sniffing dogs, that alert was lifted five days before

9/11 (Taylor and Gardiner, 2001).

Also, a man named Scott Forbes, who worked for Fiduciary Trust—the

company for which Kristen Breitweiser’s husband worked—has written:

On the weekend of [September 8-9, 2001], there was a “power down” condition

in . . . the south tower. This power down condition meant there was no

electrical supply for approximately 36 hours from floor 50 up. . . . The reason

given by the WTC for the power down was that cabling in the tower was being

upgraded . . . . Of course without power there were no security cameras, no

security locks on doors [while] many, many “engineers” [were] coming in and

out of the tower.[58]

Also, a man named Ben Fountain, who was a financial analyst with Fireman’s

Fund in the south tower, was quoted in People Magazine as saying that during

the weeks before 9/11, the towers were evacuated “a number of times” (People

Magazine, 2001).

Foreknowledge of the Collapse: One more possibly relevant fact is that then

Mayor Rudy Giuliani, talking on ABC News about his temporary emergency

command center at 75 Barkley Street, said:

We were operating out of there when we were told that the World Trade Center

was gonna collapse, and it did collapse before we could get out of the

building.[59]
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This is an amazing statement. Prior to 9/11, fire had never brought down a

steel-frame high-rise. The firemen who reached the 78th floor of the south

tower certainly did not believe it was going to collapse. Even the 9/11

Commission reported that to its knowledge, “none of the [fire] chiefs present

believed that a total collapse of either tower was possible” (Kean and Hamilton,

2004, p. 302). So why would anyone have told Giuliani that at least one of the

towers was about to collapse?

The most reasonable answer, especially in light of the new evidence, is that

someone knew that explosives had been set in the south tower and were about

to be discharged. It is even possible that the explosives were going to be

discharged earlier than originally planned because the fires in the south tower

were dying down more quickly than expected, because so much of the plane’s

jet fuel had burned up in the fireball outside the building.[60] This could

explain why although the south tower was struck second, suffered less

structural damage, and had smaller fires, it collapsed first—after only 56

minutes. That is, if the official story was going to be that the fire caused the

collapse, the building had to be brought down before the fire went completely

out.[61]

We now learn from the oral histories, moreover, that Giuliani is not the only

one who was told that a collapse was coming. At least four of the testimonies

indicate that shortly before the collapse of the south tower, the Office of

Emergency Management (OEM) had predicted the collapse of at least one

tower.[62] The director of OEM reported directly to Giuliani.[63] So although

Giuliani said that he and others “were told” that the towers were going to

collapse, it was his own people who were doing the telling.

As New York Times reporter Jim Dwyer has pointed out, the 9/11 Commission

had access to the oral histories.[64] It should have discussed these facts, but it

did not.

The neglect of most of the relevant facts about the collapses, manifested by The

9/11 Commission Report, was continued by the NIST Report, which said,

amazingly:
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The focus of the Investigation was on the sequence of events from the instant of

aircraft impact to the initiation of collapse for each tower. For brevity in this

report, this sequence is referred to as the “probable collapse sequence,”

although it does not actually include the structural behavior of the tower after

the conditions for collapse initiation were reached. . . . [Our simulation treats

only] the structural deterioration of each tower from the time of aircraft impact

to the time at which the building . . . was poised for collapse (80n, 140).

Steven Jones comments, appropriately:

What about the subsequent complete, rapid and symmetrical collapse of the

buildings? . . . What about the antenna dropping first in the North Tower?

What about the molten metal observed in the basement areas . . . ? Never mind

all that: NIST did not discuss at all any data after the buildings were “poised

for collapse.” Well, some of us want to look at all the data, without computer

simulations that are “adjusted” to make them fit the desired outcome. (Jones,

2006)

Summary: When we add these five additional suspicious facts to the eleven

features that that the collapses of the Twin Towers had in common with

controlled demolitions, we have a total of sixteen facts about the collapses of

these buildings that, while being inexplicable in terms of the official theory, are

fully understandable on the theory that the destruction of the towers was an

inside job.

5. The Collapse of Building 7

As we have seen, the 9/11 Commission simply ignored the facts discussed

above. Still another matter not discussed by the Commission was the collapse

of building 7. And yet the official story about it is, if anything, even more

problematic than the official story about the towers—as suggested by the title

of a New York Times story, “Engineers Are Baffled over the Collapse of 7 WTC”

(Glanz, 2001).[65]
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Even More Difficult to Explain

The collapse of building 7 is even more difficult to explain than the collapse of

the towers in part because it was not struck by an airliner, so none of the

theories about how the impacts of the airliners contributed to the collapses of

the towers can be employed in relation to it.

Also, all the photographic evidence suggests that the fires in this building were

small, not very hot, and limited to a few floors. Photographs of the north side of

the building show fires only on the 7th and 12th floors of this 47-floor building.

So if the south side, which faced the towers, had fires on many other floors, as

defenders of the official account claim, they were not big enough to be seen

from the other side of the building.[66]

It would not be surprising, of course, if the fires in this building were even

smaller than those in the towers, because there was no jet fuel to get a big fire

started. Some defenders of the official story have claimed, to be sure, that the

diesel fuel stored in this building somehow caught fire and created a towering

inferno. But if building 7 had become engulfed in flames, why did none of the

many photographers and TV camera crews on the scene capture this sight?

The extreme difficulty of explaining the collapse of building 7—-assuming that

it is not permissible to mention controlled demolition—has been recognized by

the official bodies. The report prepared under FEMA’s supervision came up

with a scenario employing the diesel fuel, then admitted that this scenario had

“only a low probability of occurrence.”[67] Even that statement is generous,

because the probability that some version of the official story of building 7 is

true is the same as it is for the towers, essentially zero, because it would violate

several laws of physics. In any case, the 9/11 Commission, perhaps because of

this admission by FEMA, avoided the problem by simply not even mentioning

the fact that this building collapsed.

This was one of the Commission’s most amazing omissions. According to the

official theory, building 7 demonstrated, contrary to the universal conviction

prior to 9/11, that large steel-frame buildings could collapse from fire alone,
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even without having been hit by an airplane. This demonstration should have

meant that building codes and insurance premiums for all steel-frame

buildings in the world needed to be changed. And yet the 9/11 Commission, in

preparing its 571-page report, did not devote a single sentence to this historic

event.

Even More Similar to Controlled Implosions

Yet another reason why the collapse of building 7 is especially problematic is

that it was even more like the best-known type of conventional

demolition—-namely, an implosion, which begins at the bottom (whereas the

collapse of each tower originated high up, near the region struck by the plane).

As Eric Hufschmid has written:

Building 7 collapsed at its bottom. . . . [T]he interior fell first. . . . The result

was a very tiny pile of rubble, with the outside of the building collapsing on top

of the pile.[68]

Implosion World.com, a website about the demolition industry, states that an

implosion is “by far the trickiest type of explosive project, and there are only a

handful of blasting companies in the world that possess enough experience . . .

to perform these true building implosions.”[69] Can anyone really believe that

fire would have just happened to produce the kind of collapse that can be

reliably produced by only a few demolition companies in the world? The

building had 24 core columns and 57 perimeter columns. To hold that fire

caused this building to collapse straight down would mean believing that the

fire caused all 81 columns to fail at exactly the same time. To accept the official

story is, in other words, to accept a miracle. Physicist Steven Jones agrees,

saying:

The likelihood of near-symmetrical collapse of WTC7 due to random fires

(the “official” theory)—requiring as it does near-simultaneous failure of

many support columns—is infinitesimal. I conclude that the evidence for

the 9/11 use of pre-positioned explosives in WTC 7 (also in Towers 1 and

2) is truly compelling.[70]
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Much More Extensive Foreknowledge

Another reason why the collapse of building 7 creates special problems involves

foreknowledge of its collapse. We know of only a few people with advance

knowledge that the Twin Towers were going to collapse, and the information we

have would be consistent with the supposition that this knowledge was

acquired only a few minutes before the south tower collapsed. People can

imagine, therefore, that someone saw something suggesting that the building

was going to collapse. But the foreknowledge of building 7’s collapse was more

widespread and of longer duration. This has been known for a long time, at

least by people who read firefighters’ magazines.[71] But now the oral histories

have provided a fuller picture.

Widespread Notification: At least 25 of the firefighters and medical workers

reported that, at some time that day, they learned that building 7 was going to

collapse. Firefighters who had been fighting the fires in the building said they

were ordered to leave the building, after which a collapse zone was established.

As medical worker Decosta Wright put it: “they measured out how far the

building was going to come, so we knew exactly where we could stand,” which

was “5 blocks away” (NYT, Wright, pp. 11-12).

Early Warning: As to exactly when the expectation of the collapse began

circulating, the testimonies differ. But most of the evidence suggests that the

expectation of collapse was communicated 4 or 5 hours in advance.[72]

The Alleged Reason for the Expectation: But why would this expectation

have arisen? The fires in building 7 were, according to all the photographic

evidence, few and small. So why would the decision-makers in the department

have decided to pull firefighters out of building 7 and have them simply stand

around waiting for it to collapse?

The chiefs gave a twofold explanation: damage plus fire. Chief Frank Fellini

said: “When [the north tower] fell, it ripped steel out from between the third

and sixth floors across the facade on Vesey Street. We were concerned that the

fires on several floors and the missing steel would result in the building
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collapsing” (NYT, Fellini, p. 3).

There are at least two problems with each part of this explanation. One

problem with the accounts of the structural damage is that they vary greatly.

According to Fellini’s testimony, there was a four-floor hole between the third

and sixth floors. In the telling of Captain Chris Boyle, however, the hole was

“20 stories tall” (2002). It would appear that Shyam Sunder, the lead

investigator for NIST, settled on somewhat of a compromise between these two

views, telling Popular Mechanics that, “On about a third of the face to the

center and to the bottom–approximately 10 stories–about 25 percent of the

depth of the building was scooped out” (Popular Mechanics, March 2005).

The different accounts of the problem on the building’s south side are not,

moreover, limited to the issue of the size of the hole. According to Deputy Chief

Peter Hayden, the problem was not a hole at all but a “bulge,” and it was

“between floors 10 and 13? (Hayden, 2002).

The second problem with these accounts of the damage is if there was a hole

that was 10 or 20 floors high, or even a hole (or a budge) that was 4 floors high,

why was this fact not captured on film by any of the photographers or

videographers in the area that day?

With regard to the claims about the fire, the accounts again vary greatly. Chief

Daniel Nigro spoke of “very heavy fire on many floors” (NYT, Nigro, p. 10).

According to Harry Meyers, an assistant chief, “When the building came down

it was completely involved in fire, all forty-seven stories” (quoted in Smith,

2002, p. 160). That obvious exaggeration was also stated by a firefighter who

said: “[Building 7] was fully engulfed. . . . [Y]ou could see the flames going

straight through from one side of the building to the other” (NYT, Cassidy, p.

22).

Several of the testimonies, however, did not support the official line. For

example, medical technician Decosta Wright said: “I think the fourth floor was

on fire. . . . [W]e were like, are you guys going to put that fire out?” (NYT,

Wright, p. 11). Chief Thomas McCarthy said: “[T]hey were waiting for 7 World
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Trade to come down. . . . They had . . . fire on three separate floors . . . , just

burning merrily. It was pretty amazing, you know, it’s the afternoon in lower

Manhattan, a major high-rise is burning, and they said ‘we know’” (NYT,

McCarthy, pp. 10-11).

The second problem with the official account here is that if there was “very

heavy fire on many floors,” why is this fact not captured on any film? The

photograph that we have of the north side of the building supports Chief

McCarthy’s view that there was fire on three floors. Even if there were fires on

additional floors on the south side of the building, there is no photographic

support for the claim that “the flames [on these additional floors went] straight

through from one side of the building to the other.”

Moreover, even if the department’s official story about the collapse of building 7

were not contradicted by physical evidence and some of the oral histories, it

would not explain why the building collapsed, because no amount of fire and

structural damage, unless caused by explosives, had ever caused the total

collapse of a large steel-frame building.[73] And it certainly would not explain

the particular nature of the collapse—that the building imploded and fell

straight down rather than falling over in some direction, as purportedly

expected by those who gave the order to create a large collapse zone. Battalion

Chief John Norman, for example, said: “We expected it to fall to the south”

(Norman 2002). Nor would the damage-plus-fire theory explain this building’s

collapse at virtually free-fall speed or the creation of an enormous amount of

dust—additional features of the collapses that are typically ignored by

defenders of the official account.

The great difficulty presented to the official theory about the WTC by the

collapse of building 7 is illustrated by a recent book, 102 Minutes: The Untold

Story of the Fight to Survive Inside the Twin Towers, one of the authors of

which is New York Times reporter Jim Dwyer, who wrote the stories in the

Times about the release of the 9/11 oral histories. With regard to the Twin

Towers, Dwyer and his co-author, Kevin Flynn, support the theory put out by

NIST, according to which the towers collapsed because the airplanes knocked

the fire-proofing off the steel columns, making them vulnerable to the “intense
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heat” of the ensuing fires.[74] When they come to building 7, however, Dwyer

and Flynn do not ask why it collapsed, given the fact that it was not hit by a

plane. They simply say: “The firefighters had decided to let the fire there burn

itself out” (Dwyer and Flynn, 2005, p. 258). But that, of course, is not what

happened. Rather, shortly after 5:20 that day, building 7 suddenly collapsed,

in essentially the same way as did the Twin Towers.

Should this fact not have led Dryer and Flynn to question NIST’s theory that

the Twin Towers collapsed because their fireproofing had been knocked loose? I

would especially think that Dwyer, who reported on the release of the 9/11 oral

histories, should re-assess NIST’s theory in light of the abundant evidence of

explosions in the towers provided in those testimonies.[75]

Another Explanation: There is, in any case, only one theory that explains both

the nature and the expectation of the collapse of building 7: Explosives had

been set, and someone who knew this spread the word to the fire chiefs.

Amazingly enough, a version of this theory was publicly stated by an insider,

Larry Silverstein, who owned building 7. In a PBS documentary aired in

September of 2002, Silverstein, discussing building 7, said:

I remember getting a call from the, er, fire department commander, telling me

that they were not sure they were gonna be able to contain the fire, and I said,

“We’ve had such terrible loss of life, maybe the smartest thing to do is pull

it.”[76] And they made that decision to pull and we watched the building

collapse. (PBS, 2002) [77]

It is very puzzling, to be sure, that Silverstein, who was ready to receive billions

of dollars in insurance payments for building 7 and the rest of the World Trade

Center complex, on the assumption that they had been destroyed by acts of

terrorism, would have made such a statement in public, especially with TV

cameras running. But his assertion that building 7 was brought down by

explosives, whatever the motive behind it, explains why and how it collapsed.
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We still, however, have the question of why the fire department came to expect

the building to collapse. It would be interesting, of course, if that information

came from the same agency, the Office of Emergency Management, that had

earlier informed the department that one of the towers was going to collapse.

And we have it on good authority that it did. Captain Michael Currid, the

president of the Uniformed Fire Officers Association, said that some time after

the collapse of the Twin Towers, “Someone from the city’s Office of Emergency

Management” told him that building 7 was “basically a lost cause and we

should not lose anyone else trying to save it,” after which the firefighters in the

building were told to get out (Murphy, 2002, pp. 175-76).[78]

But that answer, assuming it to be correct, leaves us with more questions,

beginning with: Who in the Office of Emergency Management knew in advance

that the towers and building 7 were going to collapse? How did they know this?

And so on. These questions could be answered only by a real investigation,

which has yet to begin.

6. Conclusion

It is, in any case, already possible to know, beyond a reasonable doubt, one

very important thing: the destruction of the World Trade Center was an inside

job, orchestrated by domestic terrorists. Foreign terrorists could not have

gotten access to the buildings to plant the explosives. They probably would not

have had the courtesy to make sure that the buildings collapsed straight down,

rather than falling over onto surrounding buildings. And they could not have

orchestrated a cover-up, from the quick disposal of the steel to the FEMA

Report to The 9/11 Commission Report to the NIST Report. All of these things

could have been orchestrated only by forces within our own government.

The evidence for this conclusion has thus far been largely ignored by the

mainstream press, perhaps under the guise of obeying President Bush’s advice

not to tolerate “outrageous conspiracy theories.” We have seen, however, that it

is the Bush administration’s conspiracy theory that is the outrageous one,

because it is violently contradicted by numerous facts, including some basic

laws of physics.
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There is, of course, another reason why the mainstream press has not pointed

out these contradictions. As a recent letter to the Los Angeles Times said:

The number of contradictions in the official version of . . . 9/11 is so

overwhelming that . . . it simply cannot be believed. Yet . . . the official version

cannot be abandoned because the implication of rejecting it is far too

disturbing: that we are subject to a government conspiracy of ‘X-Files’

proportions and insidiousness.[79]

The implications are indeed disturbing. Many people who know or at least

suspect the truth about 9/11 probably believe that revealing it would be so

disturbing to the American psyche, the American form of government, and

global stability that it is better to pretend to believe the official version. I would

suggest, however, that any merit this argument may have had earlier has been

overcome by more recent events and realizations. Far more devastating to the

American psyche, the American form of government, and the world as a whole

will be the continued rule of those who brought us 9/11, because the values

reflected in that horrendous event have been reflected in the Bush

administration’s lies to justify the attack on Iraq, its disregard for

environmental science and the Bill of Rights, its criminal negligence both

before and after Katrina, and now its apparent plan not only to weaponize

space but also to authorize the use of nuclear weapons in a preemptive strike.

In light of this situation and the facts discussed in this essay—as well as

dozens of more problems in the official account of 9/11 discussed in my

books—I call on the New York Times to take the lead in finally exposing to the

American people and the world the truth about 9/11. Taking the lead on such

a story will, of course, involve enormous risks. But if there is any news

organization with the power, the prestige, and the credibility to break this

story, it is the Times. It performed yeoman service in getting the 9/11 oral

histories released. But now the welfare of our republic and perhaps even the

survival of our civilization depend on getting the truth about 9/11 exposed. I

am calling on the Times to rise to the occasion. 
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ENDNOTES

[1] Both lectures are also available on DVDs edited by Ken Jenkins

(kenjenkins@aol.com). See also Griffin, 2005c.

[2] Bush’s more complete statement was: “We must speak the truth about

terror. Let us never tolerate outrageous conspiracy theories concerning the

attacks of 11 September—malicious lies that attempt to shift the blame away

from the terrorists themselves, away from the guilty.” Excellent advice.

[3] This report was carried out by the American Society of Civil Engineers

(ASCE) on behalf of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). The

public was exposed to this theory early on, with CNN saying shortly after 9/11:

“The collapse, when it came, was caused by fire. . . . The fire weakened that

portion of the structure which remained after the impact. . . to the point where

it could no longer sustain the load” (CNN, September 24, 2001).

[4] NIST describes the collapses of the towers as instances of “progressive

collapse,” which happens when “a building or portion of a building collapses

due to disproportionate spread of an initial local failure” (NIST Report, p. 200).

NIST thereby falsely implies that the total collapses of the three WTC buildings

were specific instances of a general category with other instances. NIST even

claims that the collapses were “inevitable.”

[5] The chief structural engineer, Leslie Robertson, said that the Twin Towers

were designed to withstand the impact of a Boeing 707, at that time (1966) the

largest airliner. See “The Fall of the World Trade Center,” BBC 2, March 7,

2002

(http://www.bbc.co.uk/science/horizon/2001/worldtradecentertrans.shtml ).

For a comparison of the 707 and the 767, see “Boeing 707-767 Comparison,”

What Really Happened

(http://www.whatreallyhappened.com/boeing_707_767.html). Also relevant is

the fact that in 1945, a B-25 bomber struck the Empire State Building at the

79th floor, creating a hole 20 feet high. But there was never the slightest

indication that this accident would cause the building to collapse (see Glover,
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2002).

[6] The NIST Report (2005, pp. xliii and 171) says: “the towers withstood the

impacts and would have remained standing were it not for the dislodged

insulation (fireproofing) and the subsequent multifloor fires.”

[7] Supported by these authorities, the show went on to claim that “as fires

raged in the towers, driven by aviation fuel, the steel cores in each building

would have eventually reached 800°C [1472°F]—hot enough to start buckling

and collapsing.”

[8]In Griffin, 2004, pp. 12-13, I cite Professor Thomas Eagar’s acknowledgment

of this fact.

[9] Given the fact that the claim that the fires in the towers melted its steel is

about as absurd, from a scientific point of view, as a claim could be, it is

amazing to see that some scientific journals seemed eager to rush into print

with this claim. On the day after 9/11, for example, New Scientist published an

article that said: “Each tower [after it was struck] remained upright for nearly

an hour. Eventually raging fires melted the supporting steel struts” (Samuel

and Carrington, 2001). The article’s title, “Design Choice for Towers Saved

Lives”, reflects the equally absurd claim—attributed to “John Hooper, principal

engineer in the company that provided engineering advice when the World

Trade Center was designed”—that “[m]ost buildings would have come down

immediately.”

[10] Stating this obvious point could, however, be costly to employees of

companies with close ties to the government. On November 11, 2004, Kevin

Ryan, the Site Manager of the Environmental Health Laboratories, which is a

division of Underwriters Laboratories, wrote an e-mail letter to Dr. Frank Gayle,

Deputy Chief of the Metallurgy Division, Material Science and Engineering

Laboratory, at the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). In

this letter, Ryan stated: “We know that the steel components were certified to

ASTM E119. The time temperature curves for this standard require the

samples to be exposed to temperatures around 2000°F for several hours. And
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as we all agree, the steel applied met those specifications. Additionally, I think

we can all agree that even un-fireproofed steel will not melt until reaching

red-hot temperatures of nearly 3000°F. Why Dr. Brown would imply that

2000°F would melt the high-grade steel used in those buildings makes no

sense at all.” After Ryan allowed his letter to become public, he was fired. His

letter is available at

http://www.septembereleventh.org/newsarchive/2004-11-11-ryan.php .

[11] One well-known attempt to defend the official account has tried to use the

absurdity of the steel-melting claim against those who reject the official

account. In its March issue of 2005, Popular Mechanics magazine published a

piece entitled “9/11: Debunking the Myths”

(http://www.popularmechanics.com/science/defense/1227842.html?page=1&

c=y). This article sets out to debunk what it alleges to be “16 of the most

prevalent claims made by conspiracy theorists.” One of these “poisonous

claims,” according to Popular Mechanics, results from the fact that that these

“conspiracy theorists” have created a straw-man argument—pretending that

the official theory claims that the buildings came down because their steel

melted—which the conspiracy theorists could then knock down. Popular

Mechanics “refutes” this straw-man argument by instructing us that “[j]et fuel

burns at 800° to 1500°F, not hot enough to melt steel (2750°F). However,

experts agree that for the towers to collapse, their steel frames didn’t need to

melt, they just had to lose some of their structural strength.” As we have seen,

however, the idea that the towers collapsed because their steel melted was put

into the public consciousness by some early defenders of the official theory. For

critics of this theory to show the absurdity of this claim is not, therefore, to

attack a straw man. The idea that the official theory is based on this absurd

claim is, in any case, not one of “the most prevalent claims” of those who reject

the official theory.

[12] Even Shyam Sunder, the lead investigator for the NIST study, said: “The

jet fuel probably burned out in less than 10 minutes” (Field, 2004). The NIST

Report itself says (p. 179): “The initial jet fuel fires themselves lasted at most a

few minutes.”
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[13] The NIST Report (2005, p. 68), trying to argue that steel is very vulnerable

unless it is protected by insulation, says: “Bare structural steel components

can heat quickly when exposed to a fire of even moderate intensity. Therefore,

some sort of thermal protection, or insulation, is necessary”. As Hoffman (2005)

points out, however: “These statements are meaningless, because they ignore

the effect of steel’s thermal conductivity, which draws away heat, and the

considerable thermal mass of the 90,000 tons of steel in each Tower.” Also, I

can only wonder if the authors of the NIST Report reflected on the implications

of their theory for the iron or steel grating in their fireplaces. Do they spray on

new fireproofing after enjoying a blazing hot fire for a few hours?

[14]Quoted in “WTC 2: There Was No Inferno,” What Really Happened

(http://www.whatreallyhappened.com/wtc2_fire.html).

[15] Quoted in “Tape Sheds Light on WTC Rescuers,” CNN, August 4, 2002

(http://archives.cnn.com/2002/US/08/04/wtc.firefighters/ ). The voices of

the firefighters reportedly “showed no panic, no sense that events were racing

beyond their control.” (Dwyer and Fessenden, 2002)

[16] As Eric Hufschmid (2002, p. 33) says: “A fire will not affect steel unless the

steel is exposed to it for a long . . . period of time”.

[17] CNN, September 24, 2001.

[18] Kevin Ryan, in his letter to Frank Gayle (see note 10, above), wrote in

criticism of NIST’s preliminary report: “This story just does not add up. If steel

from those buildings did soften or melt, I’m sure we can all agree that this was

certainly not due to jet fuel fires of any kind, let alone the briefly burning fires

in those towers. . . . Please do what you can to quickly eliminate the confusion

regarding the ability of jet fuel fires to soften or melt structural steel.”

[19] See, for example, Eric Hufschmid’s “Painful Deceptions” (available at

www.EricHufschmid.Net); Jim Hoffman’s website

(http://911research.wtc7.net/index.html); and Jeff King’s website

(http://home.comcast.net/~jeffrey.king2/wsb/html/view.cgi-home.html-.html
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), especially “The World Trade Center Collapse: How Strong is the Evidence for

a Controlled Demolition?”

[20] Incredibly, after explaining how precisely explosives must be set to ensure

that a building comes straight down, Loizeaux said that upon seeing the fires

in the Twin Towers, he knew that the towers were “going to pancake down,

almost vertically. It was the only way they could fail. It was inevitable.” Given

the fact that fire had never before caused steel-frame buildings to collapse, let

alone in a way that perfectly mimicked controlled demolition, Loizeaux’s

statement is a cause for wonder. His company, incidentally, was hired to

remove the steel from the WTC site after 9/11.

[21] The fire theory is rendered even more unlikely if the first two

characteristics are taken together. For fire to have induced a collapse that

began suddenly and was entirely symmetrical, so that it went straight down,

the fires would have needed to cause all the crucial parts of the building to fail

simultaneously, even though the fires were not spread evenly throughout the

buildings. As Jim Hoffman has written: “All 287 columns would have to have

weakened to the point of collapse at the same instant” (“The Twin Towers

Demolition,” 9-11 Research.wtc7.net, n.d.,

http://911research.wtc7.net/talks/towers/slides.html ).

[22] That statement is probably a slight exaggeration, as the videos, according

to most students, seem to suggest that the collapses took somewhere between

11 and 16 seconds. But this would still be close to free-fall speed through the

air.

[23] As physicist Steven Jones puts it, “the Towers fall very rapidly to the

ground, with the upper part falling nearly as rapidly as ejected debris which

provide free-fall references . . . . Where is the delay that must be expected due

to conservation of momentum—one of the foundational Laws of Physics? That

is, as upper-falling floors strike lower floors—and intact steel support

columns—the fall must be significantly impeded by the impacted mass. . . .

[B]ut this is not the case. . . . How do the upper floors fall so quickly, then, and

still conserve momentum in the collapsing buildings? The contradiction is
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ignored by FEMA, NIST and 9/11 Commission reports where conservation of

momentum and the fall times were not analyzed” (Jones, 2006; until then

available at http://www.physics.byu.edu/research/energy/htm7.html).

[24] Each box column, besides being at least 36 by 16 inches, had walls that

were at least 4 inches thick at the base, then tapered off in the upper floors,

which had less weight to support. Pictures of columns can be seen on page 23

of Hufschmid, 2002. The reason for the qualification “at least” in these

statements is that Jim Hoffman has recently concluded that some of them were

even bigger. With reference to his article “The Core Structures: The Structural

System of the Twin Towers,” 9-11 Research.wtc7.net, n.d.

[http://911research.wtc7.net/wtc/arch/core.html], he has written (e-mail

letter of October 26, 2005): “Previously I’ve been saying that the core columns

had outside dimensions of 36? X 16?, but I now think that at least 1/3 of them

had dimensions of 54? X 22?, based on early articles in the Engineering News

Record and photographs I took of close-up construction photos on display at

the Skyscraper Museum in Manhattan. . . . Also, according to the illustration

in the Engineering News Record, the thickness of the steel at the bases was 5?,

not 4?.”

[25] And, as Hoffman (2005) says, NIST’s claim about these tremendously hot

fires in the core is especially absurd given the fact that the core “had very little

fuel; was far from any source of fresh air; had huge steel columns to wick away

the heat; [and] does not show evidence of fires in any of the photographs or

videos.” All the evidence, in other words, suggests that none of the core

columns would have (from the fire) reached the highest temperatures reached

by some of the perimeter columns.

[26] NIST rests its theory largely on the idea that collapse began with the

failure of the trusses. Being much smaller and also less interconnected, trusses

would have been much easier to heat up, so it is not surprising that the NIST

Report focuses on them. To try to make its theory work, however, NIST claims

that the trusses became hotter than their own evidence supports. That is,

although NIST found no evidence that any of the steel had gotten hotter than

1112°F (600°C), it claims that some of the steel trusses were heated up to
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1,292°F (700°C) (2005, pp. 96, 176-77). A supposedly scientific argument

cannot arbitrarily add 180°F just because it happens to need it. In any case,

besides the fact that this figure is entirely unsupported by any evidence, NIST’s

theory finally depends on the claim that the core columns failed as “a result of

both splice connection failures and fracture of the columns themselves,”

because they were “weakened significantly by . . . thermal effects” (2005, pp.

88, 180). But there is no explanation of how these massive columns would

have been caused to “fracture,” even if the temperatures had gotten to those

heights. As a study issued in the UK put it: “Thermal expansion and the

response of the whole frame to this effect has not been described [by NIST] as

yet” (Lane and Lamont, 2005).

[27] The RDX quotation is in Tom Held, ‘Hoan Bridge Blast Set Back to Friday,’

www.jsonline.com (Milwaukee Journal Sentinel), Updated Dec. 19, 2000

(http://www.jsonline.com/news/metro/dec00/hoan20121900a.asp ). The

DREXS quotation is in Hufschmid’s video, “Painful Deceptions”

(www.EricHufschmid.Net).

[28] In that statement, Hoffman said that most of the sections seemed to be no

more than 30-feet long. He later revised this, saying that, judging from an

aerial image taken 12 days after the attacks, most of the pieces seemed to be

between 24 and 48 feet long, with only a few over 50 feet. He also noted that

“the lengths of the pieces bears little resemblance to the lengths of the steel

parts known to have gone into the construction,” which means that one could

not reasonably infer that the pieces simply broke at their joints (e-mail letter,

September 27, 2005).

[29] The available evidence, says Hoffman (2003), suggests that the dust

particles were very small indeed—on the order of 10 microns.

[30] Hoffman (“The Twin Towers Demolition”) says that the clouds expanded to

five times the diameter of the towers in the first ten seconds. The Demolition of

the Kingdome can be viewed at the website of Controlled Demolition, Inc.

(http://www.controlled-demolition.com/default.asp?reqLocId=7&reqItemId=20

030317140323). The demolition of the Reading Grain Facility can be seen at
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ImplosionWorld.com (http://implosionworld.com/reading.html).

[31]Jim Hoffman, “The Twin Towers Demolition.”

[32]For visual evidence of this and the preceding characteristics (except sliced

steel), see Hufschmid’s Painful Questions; Hufschmid’s video “Painful

Deceptions” (available at www.EricHufschmid.Net); Jim Hoffman’s website

(http://911research.wtc7.net/index.html); and Jeff King’s website

(http://home.comcast.net/~jeffrey.king2/wsb/html/view.cgi-home.html-.html)

, especially “The World Trade Center Collapse: How Strong is the Evidence for a

Controlled Demolition?”

[33] Bollyn says (e-mail letter of October 27, 2005) that these statements were

made to him personally during telephone interviews with Tully and Loizeaux,

probably in the summer of 2002. Bollyn added that although he is not positive

about the date of the telephone interviews, he is always “very precise about

quotes”

(http://www.americanfreepress.net/09_03_02/NEW_SEISMIC_/new_seismic_.

html).

[34]Professor Allison Geyh (2001) of Johns Hopkins, who was part of a team of

public health investigators who visited the site shortly after 9/11, wrote: “In

some pockets now being uncovered they are finding molten steel”. Dr. Keith

Eaton, who somewhat later toured the site with an engineer, said that he was

shown slides of “molten metal, which was still red hot weeks after the event”

(Structural Engineer, 2002, p. 6). Herb Trimpe (2002), an Episcopalian deacon

who served as a chaplain at Ground Zero, said: “[I]t was actually warmer on

site. The fires burned, up to 2,000 degrees, underground for quite a while. . . . I

talked to many contractors and they said . . . beams had just totally had been

melted because of the heat.”

[35] This article in Popular Mechanics is, to be blunt, spectacularly bad.

Besides the problems pointed out here and in note 11, above, and note 39,

below, the article makes this amazing claim: “In the decade before 9/11,

NORAD intercepted only one civilian plane over North America: golfer Payne

Page 182 of  783 Table of Contents



Stewart’s Learjet, in October 1999.” In reality, as genuine 9/11 researchers

know, the FAA reported in a news release on Aug. 9, 2002, that it had

scrambled fighters 67 times between September 2000 and June 2001, and the

Calgary Herald (Oct. 13, 2001) reported that NORAD scrambled fighters 129

times in 2000. By extrapolation, we can infer that NORAD had scrambled

fighters over 1000 times in the decade prior to 9/11. The claim by Popular

Mechanics could be true only if in all of these cases, except for the Payne

Stewart incident, the fighters were called back to base before they actually

intercepted the aircraft in question. This is a most unlikely possibility,

especially in light of the fact that Major Mike Snyder, a NORAD spokesperson,

reportedly told the Boston Globe a few days after 9/11 that “[NORAD’S] fighters

routinely intercept aircraft” (Johnson, 2001).

As to why Popular Mechanics would have published such a bad article, one

clue is perhaps provided by the fact that the article’s “senior researcher” was

25-year old Benjamin Chertoff, cousin of Michael Chertoff, the new head of the

Department of Homeland Security (see Bollyn, 2005a). Another relevant fact is

that this article was published shortly after a coup at this Hearst-owned

magazine, in which the editor-in-chief was replaced (see Bollyn, 2005b). Young

Chertoff’s debunking article has itself been effectively debunked by many

genuine 9/11 researchers, such as Jim Hoffman, “Popular Mechanics’ Assault

on 9/11 Truth,” Global Outlook 10 (Spring-Summer 2005), 21-42 (which was

based on Hoffman, “Popular Mechanics’ Deceptive Smear Against 9/11 Truth,”

911Review.com, February 15, 2005

[http://911review.com/pm/markup/index.html]), and Peter Meyer, “Reply to

Popular Mechanics re 9/11,”

http://www.serendipity.li/wot/pop_mech/reply_to_popular_mechanics.htm.

To be sure, these articles by Hoffman and Meyer, while agreeing on many

points, take different approaches in response to some of the issues raised. But

both articles demonstrate that Popular Mechanics owes its readers an apology

for publishing such a massively flawed article on such an important subject.

[36] NBC’s Pat Dawson reported from the WTC on the morning of 9/11 that he

had been told by Albert Turi, the Fire Department’s Deputy Assistant Chief of

Safety, that “another explosion . . . took place . . . an hour after the first crash .
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. . in one of the towers here. So obviously . . . he thinks that there were actually

devices that were planted in the building” (Watson and Perez, 2004). A Wall

Street Journal reporter said: “I heard this metallic roar, looked up and saw

what I thought was just a peculiar site of individual floors, one after the other

exploding outward. I thought to myself, “My God, they’re going to bring the

building down.” And they, whoever they are, HAD SET CHARGES . . . . I saw

the explosions” (Shepard and Trost, 2002). BBC reporter Steve Evans said: “I

was at the base of the second tower . . . that was hit. . . . There was an

explosion. . . . [T]he base of the building shook. . . . [T]hen when we were

outside, the second explosion happened and then there was a series of

explosions” (BBC, Sept. 11, 2001; quoted in Bollyn, 2002).

[37] In June of 2002, NBC television played a segment from tapes recorded on

9/11 that contained the following exchange involving firefighters in the south

tower:

Official: Battalion 3 to dispatch, we’ve just had another explosion.

Official: Battalion 3 to dispatch, we’ve had additional explosion.

Dispatcher: Received battalion command. Additional explosion (“911 Tapes Tell

Horror Of 9/11,” Part 2, “Tapes Released For First Time”, NBC, June 17, 2002

[www.wnbc.com/news/1315651/detail.html ]).

Firefighter Louie Cacchioli reported that upon entering the north tower’s lobby,

he saw elevator doors completely blown out and people being hit with debris. “I

remember thinking . . . how could this be happening so quickly if a plane hit

way above?” When he reached the 24th floor, he encountered heavy dust and

smoke, which he found puzzling in light of the fact that the plane had struck

the building over 50 stories higher. Shortly thereafter, he and another fireman

“heard this huge explosion that sounded like a bomb. It was such a loud noise,

it knocked off the lights and stalled the elevator.” After they pried themselves

out of the elevator, he reported, “another huge explosion like the first one hits.

This one hits about two minutes later . . . [and] I’m thinking, ‘Oh. My God,

these bastards put bombs in here like they did in 1993!’ . . . Then as soon as
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we get in the stairwell, I hear another huge explosion like the other two. Then I

heard bang, bang, bang—huge bangs” (Szymanski, 2005a). A briefer account of

Cacchioli’s testimony was made available in the Sept. 24, 2001, issue of People

magazine, some of which is quoted in Griffin, 2004, Ch. 1, note 74.

[38] Terri Tobin, a lieutenant with the NYPD public information office, said that

during or just after the collapse of the south tower, “all I heard were extremely

loud explosions. I thought we were being bombed” (Fink and Mathias, 2002, p.

82). A story in the Guardian said: “In New York, police and fire officials were

carrying out the first wave of evacuations when the first of the World Trade

Centre towers collapsed. Some eyewitnesses reported hearing another

explosion just before the structure crumbled. Police said that it looked almost

like a ‘planned implosion’” (Borger, Campbell, Porter, and Millar, 2001).

[39] Teresa Veliz, who worked for a software development company, was on the

47th floor of the north tower when suddenly “the whole building shook. . . .

[Shortly thereafter] the building shook again, this time even more violently.”

Veliz then made it downstairs and outside. During this period, she says: “There

were explosions going off everywhere. I was convinced that there were bombs

planted all over the place and someone was sitting at a control panel pushing

detonator buttons” (Murphy, 2002).

William Rodriguez worked as a janitor in the north tower. While he was

checking in for work in the office on sub-level 1 at 9:00 AM, he reports, he and

the other 14 people in the office heard and felt a massive explosion below them.

“When I heard the sound of the explosion,” he says, “the floor beneath my feet

vibrated, the walls started cracking and everything started shaking. . . .

Seconds [later], I hear another explosion from way above. . . . Although I was

unaware at the time, this was the airplane hitting the tower.” Then co-worker

Felipe David, who had been in front of a nearby freight elevator, came into the

office with severe burns on his face and arms yelling “explosion! explosion!

explosion!” According to Rodriguez: “He was burned terribly. The skin was

hanging off his hands and arms. His injuries couldn’t have come from the

airplane above, but only from a massive explosion below” (Szymanski, 2005b).
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Stationary engineer Mike Pecoraro, who was working in the north tower’s sixth

sub-basement, stated that after his co-worker reported seeing lights flicker,

they called upstairs to find out what happened. They were told that there had

been a loud explosion and the whole building seemed to shake. Pecoraro and

Chino then went up to the C level, where there was a small machine shop, but

it was gone. “There was nothing there but rubble,” said Pecoraro. “We’re talking

about a 50 ton hydraulic press–gone!” They then went to the parking garage,

but found that it, too, was gone. “There were no walls.” Then on the B Level,

they found that a steel-and-concrete fire door, which weighed about 300

pounds, was wrinkled up “like a piece of aluminum foil.” Finally, when they

went up to the ground floor: “The whole lobby was soot and black, elevator

doors were missing. The marble was missing off some of the walls” (Chief

Engineer, 2002).

One of the “prevalent claims” of 9/11 skeptics that Popular Mechanics tries to

debunk (see note 11, above) is the claim that explosives were detonated in the

lower levels of the tower. The magazine, however, conveniently ignores the

testimonies of Veliz, Rodriguez, and Pecoraro.

[40] This expert is Van Romero, vice president for research at the New Mexico

Institute of Mining and Technology. Romero had previously been the director of

this institute’s Energetic Materials Research and Testing Center, which studies

the effects of explosions on buildings.

[41] Romero, it is true, changed his public stance 10 days later, as announced

in Fleck, 2001. But this is not a convincing retraction. “Subsequent

conversations with structural engineers and more detailed looks at the tape,”

according to this article, led Romero to conclude that “the intense heat of the

jet fuel fires weakened the skyscrapers’ steel structural beams to the point that

they gave way under the weight of the floors above.” But there is no indication

as to what any structural engineer said, or what Romero saw in his “more

detailed looks at the tape,” that led him to change his earlier view that the

collapses were “too methodical” to have been produced by anything except

explosives. There is no suggestion as to how weakened beams would have led

to a total collapse that began suddenly and occurred at virtually free-fall speed.
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Romero has subsequently claimed that he did not change his stance. Rather,

he claimed that he had been misquoted in the first story. “I was misquoted in

saying that I thought it was explosives that brought down the building. I only

said that that’s what it looked like” (Popular Mechanics, 2005). But if that is

the truth, it is strange that the second story, written by Fleck, did not say this

but instead said that Romero had changed his mind. Romero clearly did

change his mind—or, to be more precise, his public stance.

A clue to the reason for this change may be provided by another statement in

the original article, which said that when the Pentagon was struck, “[Romero]

and Denny Peterson, vice president for administration and finance [at New

Mexico Tech], were en route to an office building near the Pentagon to discuss

defense-funded research programs at Tech” (Uyttebrouck, 2001). Indeed, as

pointed out in a later story on the New Mexico Tech website (“Tech Receives

$15 M for Anti-Terrorism Program”

[http://infohost.nmt.edu/mainpage/news/2002/25sept03.html ]), the

December 2003 issue of Influence magazine named Romero one of “six

lobbyists who made an impact in 2003,” adding that “[a] major chunk of

[Romero’s] job involves lobbying for federal government funding, and if the

2003 fiscal year was any indication, Romero was a superstar,” having obtained

about $56 million for New Mexico Tech in that year alone. In light of the fact

that Romero gave no scientific reasons for his change of stance, it does not

seem unwarranted to infer that the real reason was his realization, perhaps

forced upon him by government officials, that unless he publicly retracted his

initial statements, his effectiveness in lobbying the federal government for

funds would be greatly reduced. Romero, to be sure, denies this, saying:

“Conspiracy theorists came out saying that the government got to me. That is

the farthest thing from the truth” (Popular Mechanics, 2005). But that, of

course, is what we would expect Romero to say in either case. He could have

avoided the charge only by giving a persuasive account of how the buildings

could have come down, in the manner they did, without explosives.

[42] As Dwyer explained, the oral histories “were originally gathered on the

order of Thomas Von Essen, who was the city fire commissioner on Sept. 11,

who said he wanted to preserve those accounts before they became reshaped
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by a collective memory.”

[43] The 9/11 oral histories are available at a New York Times website

(http://graphics8.nytimes.com/packages/html/nyregion/20050812_WTC_GR

APHIC/ met_WTC_histories_full_01.html). I am heavily indebted to Matthew

Everett, who located and passed on to me virtually all the statements I have

quoted from these oral histories.

[44] Like many others, Dixon indicated that he later came to accept the official

interpretation, adding: “Then I guess in some sense of time we looked at it and

realized, no, actually it just collapsed. That’s what blew out the windows, not

that there was an explosion there but that windows blew out.” I have here,

however, focused on what the witnesses said they first experienced and

thought, as distinct from any interpretation they may have later accepted.

[45] Some of the testimonies also mentioned the creation of a dust cloud after

the explosions. One firefighter said: “You heard like loud booms . . . and then

we got covered with rubble and dust” (NYT, Viola, p. 3). Another said: “That’s

when hell came down. It was like a huge, enormous explosion. . . . The wind

rushed. . . , all the dust. . . and everything went dark” (NYT, Rivera, p. 7).

Lieutenant William Wall said: “[W]e heard an explosion. We looked up and the

building was coming down . . . . We ran a little bit and then we were overtaken

by the cloud” (NYT, Wall, p. 9). Paramedic Louis Cook, having said that there

was “an incredible amount of dust and smoke,” added that there was, “without

exaggerating, a foot and a half of dust on my car” (NYT, Cook, pp. 8, 35).

[46] Even if we were generous to a fault and allowed that there might be as

high as a 1-in-10 chance (a chance much higher than 1-in-100, or 1-in-500)

that any one of the 11 features could occur without explosives, the chance that

all 11 of them would occur together would be one in 100 billion. (This

calculation with its very generous assumption of 1-in-10 does assume the 11

are independent of each other. For more completeness, if only 6 were

independent while 5 were correlated to others, we would still have one chance

in a million. Yet, if the chance were 1-in-100 and each is independent, we

would have one chance in ten-to-the-22nd-power.)
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Were we to also add in the probability that all these features would occur in

three buildings on the same day, the probability would become so vanishingly

small that it would be hardly distinguishable from zero.

On the other hand, if explosives were used in the buildings, there would be a

high probability that all 11 features would have occurred in all three buildings.

For this argument, I am indebted to James Fetzer, who—through his essay

“‘Conspiracy Theories’: The Case of 9/11”—inspired it, and to Paul Zarembka,

who helped with the final formulation.

[47] A nice summary of the argument for this conclusion has been provided by

Nila Sagadevan (e-mail communication of November 8, 2005) in response to a

person who asked: “Are you saying all the floors simply fell down as though

there were nothing supporting them?” Stating that this is precisely what he

was saying, he then suggested the following thought-experiment:

Imagine a massive steel cable, lowered from a tall crane, firmly secured to the

middle of the uppermost (110th) floor of one of the towers.

Now, imagine that this floor were somehow decoupled from the rest of the

structure beneath it.

Summon your personal genie and have him make all 109 floors and supporting

structures beneath this now-supported slab magically disappear.

What we now have is our concrete floor slab dangling 1,350 feet up in the sky,

suspended by a cable from our imaginary crane.

Now, have your genie cut the cable.

Your 110th floor would now freefall through the air and impact the ground in

about 9 seconds (which is about how long it took for the top floors of both

towers to reach the ground).
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Now, imagine a variation of this scenario: We will not decouple the top floor nor

dabble with a crane.

Instead, we shall ask our genial genie to magically “soften” all the supporting

columns of the lower 109 floors.

Wouldn’t every one of these floors and their now-softened supporting

structures immediately begin to buckle under the weight of the 110th floor?

Wouldn’t this buckling significantly slow down the descent of the top floor by

continuing to offer a degree of resistance to its descent?

Wouldn’t these progressive viscous “arrests”—-the sagging steel aided by

ripping rivets, shearing bolts and tearing welds—-slow down the top floor’s fall

significantly?

Wouldn’t this cause the top floor to take a lot longer than 9 seconds to

eventually reach the end of its descent and come to rest atop the crushed pile

of floors beneath it?

But on September 11, 2001, every floor, of every tower, fell as though nothing

existed below it but air.

For that to happen, every supporting (i.e., resisting) column beneath every

collapsing floor would have had to have been taken out of the way.

Only well-placed explosives can do that.

This is what happens in a controlled demolition.

Sagadevan’s point is not significantly affected if we say that the collapse time

was closer to 15 seconds, since that is still very close to free-fall speed through

the air.

[48]The official investigators found that they had less authority than the
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clean-up crews, a fact that led the Science Committee of the House of

Representatives to report that “the lack of authority of investigators to impound

pieces of steel for examination before they were recycled led to the loss of

important pieces of evidence”

(http://www.house.gov/science/hot/wtc/wtc-report/WTC_ch5.pdf).

[49] “Baosteel Will Recycle World Trade Center Debris,” Eastday.com, January

24, 2002 (http://www.china.org.cn/english/2002/Jan/25776.htm ).

[50] This removal was, moreover, carried out with the utmost care, because

“the loads consisted of highly sensitive material.” Each truck was equipped

with a Vehicle Location Device, connected to GPS. “The software recorded every

trip and location, sending out alerts if the vehicle traveled off course, arrived

late at its destination, or deviated from expectations in any other way. . . . One

driver . . . took an extended lunch break of an hour and a half. . . . [H]e was

dismissed” (Emigh, 2002).

[51] New York Times, December 25, 2001. This protest was echoed by Professor

Abolhassan Astaneh-Asl, Professor of Civil Engineering at the University of

California at Berkeley, who said: “Where there is a car accident and two people

are killed, you keep the car until the trial is over. If a plane crashes, not only

do you keep the plane, but you assemble all the pieces, take it to a hangar, and

put it together. That’s only for 200, 300 people, when they die. In this case, you

had 3,000 people dead. You had a major . . . manmade structure. My wish was

that we had spent whatever it takes. . . . Get all this steel, carry it to a lot.

Instead of recycling it. . . . After all, this is a crime scene and you have to figure

out exactly what happened“ (CBS News, March 12, 2002).

[52] Bloomberg was thereby recommending precisely what Bill Manning, the

editor of Fire Engineering, had warned against when he wrote: “As things now

stand . . . , the investigation into the World Trade Center fire and collapse will

amount to paper-and computer-generated hypotheticals” (Manning, 2002).

What Bloomberg desired and Manning feared is exactly what we got with the

NIST Report. It is, in fact, even worse. Physicist Steven Jones, after pointing

out that there are “zero examples of fire-caused high-rise collapses” and that
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even NIST’s “actual [computer] models fail to collapse,” asks: “So how does the

NIST team justify the WTC collapses?” He answers: “Easy, NIST concocted

computer-generated hypotheticals for very ‘severe’ cases,” and then these cases

were further modified to get the desired result. The NIST Report, Jones adds,

admits this, saying on page 142: “The more severe case . . . was used for the

global analysis of each tower. Complete sets of simulations were then

performed for [these cases]. To the extent that the simulations deviated from

the photographic evidence or eyewitness reports [e.g., complete collapse

occurred], the investigators adjusted the input” (Jones, 2006).

[53] “Baosteel Will Recycle World Trade Center Debris.”

[54] Bill Manning wrote: “The structural damage from the planes and the

explosive ignition of jet fuel in themselves were not enough to bring down the

towers. Fire Engineering has good reason to believe that the ‘official

investigation’ blessed by FEMA . . . is a half-baked farce that may already have

been commandeered by political forces whose primary interests, to put it

mildly, lie far afield of full disclosure. Except for the marginal benefit obtained

from a three-day, visual walk-through of evidence sites conducted by ASCE

investigation committee members—described by one close source as a ‘tourist

trip’—no one’s checking the evidence for anything” (Manning, 2002).

[55] See the section headed “The ASCE’s Disclosures of Steel Sulfidation” in

Hoffman, 2005.

[56] For visual evidence, see Hoffman, “North Tower Collapse Video Frames:

Video Evidence of the North Tower Collapse,” 9-11 Research.wtc7.net, n.d.

(http://911research.wtc7.net/wtc/evidence/videos/wtc1_close_frames.html ).

[57] Marvin Bush’s role in the company is mentioned in Craig Unger, 2004, p.

249.

[58]Forbes’ statement is posted at www.apfn.org/apfn/patriotic.htm.
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[59] For Giuliani’s complete statement, see “Who told Giuliani the WTC Was

Going to Collapse on 9/11?”, What Really Happened, n.d.

(http://www.whatreallyhappened.com/wtc_giuliani.html); it can be heard at

www.wireonfire.com/donpaul .

[60] As Hufschmid points out, “photos show the spectacular flames vanished

quickly, and then the fire . . . slowly diminished” (2002, p. 38).

[61] “If the . . . intention was to blame the collapse on the fires,” Peter Meyer

has written, “then the latest time at which the towers could be collapsed would

be just as the fires were dying down. Since the fire in the South Tower resulted

from the combustion of less fuel. . . , the fire in the South Tower began to go

out earlier. . . . Those controlling the demolition thus had to collapse the South

Tower before they collapsed the North Tower” (Peter Meyer, n.d.).

[62] Emergency Medical Services (EMS) Division Chief John Peruggia said that

he was told that the “north tower was in danger of a near imminent collapse.”

Medical technician Richard Zarrillo, evidently a liaison between the OEM and

EMS, said that he was told that “the buildings are going to collapse.” Fire

Marshal Stephen Mosiello and Deputy Assistant Chief of Safety Albert Turi also

used the plural (“buildings”) in reporting what they heard from Zarrillo. Turi

reported that when Zarrillo was asked “where are we getting these reports?”,

his reply was: “you know, we’re not sure, OEM is just reporting this” (NYT, Oral

Histories of Peruggia, Zarrillo, Mosiello, and Turi).

[63] In “A Brief History of New York City’s Office of Emergency Management,”

we read: “1996: By executive order, the Mayor’s Office of Emergency

Management is created. The Director reports directly to the Mayor, and serves

as the local Director of Civil Defense” ( 

http://www.nyc.gov/html/oem/html/other/oem_history.html  ).

[64] “The city . . . initially refused access to the records to investigators from . .

. the 9/11 Commission” but “relented when legal action was threatened”

(Dwyer, 2005b).
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[65] Glanz (2001) wrote that “[e]xperts said no building like it, a modern,

steel-reinforced high-rise, had ever collapsed because of an uncontrolled fire.”

[66]For photographs and discussion, see Hufschmid, 2002, pp. 62-65, and the

section entitled “The ‘Raging’ Fires at WTC Tower Seven” in “The World Trade

Center Fires (Not So Hot Eh?),” Global Research, September 27, 2004

(http://globalresearch.ca.myforums.net/viewtopic.php?t=523 ).

[67]FEMA, 2002, Ch. 5, Sect. 6.2, “Probable Collapse Sequence,” discussed in

Griffin, 2004, p. 22.

[68] Hufschmid, 2002, p. 64. The collapse of building 7 also had all the other

features of conventional demolitions, such as beginning suddenly and then

going down at virtually free-fall speed—which in this case meant under 7

seconds. This similarity to conventional implosions was commented on by Dan

Rather. Showing a video of the collapse of building 7 on CBS that very evening,

Rather said that it was “reminiscent of those pictures we’ve all seen too much

on television before when a building was deliberately destroyed by well-placed

dynamite to knock it down” (CBS News, September 11, 2001). Videos of the

collapse of building 7, which have seldom appeared on mainstream television,

can be viewed at various websites, including 

www.geocities.com/killtown/wtc7.html

 and www.whatreallyhappened.com/wtc7.html. Particularly good for this

purpose is Eric Hufschmid’s DVD, “Painful Deceptions” (available at

www.EricHufschmid.Net).

[69] Implosion World.com ( http://www.implosionworld.com/dyk2.html  ).

[70] Steven Jones, e-mail letter, October 10, 2005.

[71] See Norman, 2002, and Firehouse Magazine, 2002a and 2002b.

[72] Chief Frank Fellini said that the collapse zone was established “five or six

hours” before the building came down, which would have been around noon

(NYT, Fellini, p. 3). This time fits with the testimony of a firefighter who said he
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“heard reports all day long of 7 World Trade possibly coming down” and of

another who said: “We hung out for hours waiting for seven to come down”

(NYT, Murray, p. 12, and Massa, pp. 17-18).

[73] Even earthquakes, which have produced some partial collapses, have

never produced total collapses.

[74] “[F]ederal investigators concluded that it had been primarily the impact of

the planes and, more specifically, the extreme fires that spread in their wake,

that had caused the buildings to fall. . . . After the planes hit, . . . [m]uch of the

spray-on fireproofing in the impact zone was dislodged, leaving the structural

steel exposed and mortally vulnerable to the intense heat” (Dwyer and Flynn,

2005, p. 252). These co-authors (p. 253) even endorse NIST’s claim—-which is

totally unsupported (Hoffman, 2005)–that the collapses became “inevitable.”

[75] Dwyer, in fact, wrote an article entitled “Vast Archive Yields New View of

9/11,” New York Times, August 13, 2005 (

http://www.nytimes.com/2005/08/13/nyregion/nyregionspecial3/13records.

html?ex=1131339600&en=e619ef623287178f&ei=5070

  ). But he did not mention the “new view” that would be suggested by the

testimonies about explosions.

[76] Silverstein’s statement has been quoted in many places, including Morgan

and Henshall (2005). A critique of this book entitled “9/11 Revealed? New Book

Repeats False Conspiracy Theories,” put out by the U.S. State Department

(http://usinfo.state.gov/media/Archive/2005/Sep/16-241966.html ), claims

that “[t]he property owner was referring to pulling a contingent of firefighters

out of the building in order to save lives because it appeared unstable.” But

that is hardly a plausible interpretation, especially given the following sentence

and the fact that elsewhere during the documentary (PBS, 2002), we hear the

expression clearly used to mean “bring the building down.”

[77] Silverstein’s statement can be viewed

(http://www.infowars.com/Video/911/wtc7_pbs.WMV) or heard on audio file

(http://VestigialConscience.com/PullIt.mp3). For a discussion, see Baker, n.d.
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[78] Currid, incidentally, was re-elected president in 2002

(http://www.uniondemocracy.com/UDR/34-NYC%20Public%20Employees.ht

m ).

[79] Letter to the LA Times Magazine, September 18, 2005, by William Yarchin

of Huntington Beach, California, in response to an interview with me in that

magazine, conducted by Mark Ehrman, entitled “Getting Agnostic about 9/11,”

published August 28, 2005.
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Evidence Refutes the Official 9/11 Investigation: The Scientific Forensic

Facts

By Richard Gage and Gregg Roberts - Global Research, October 13, 2010

Source:

https://www.globalresearch.ca/evidence-refutes-the-official-9-11-investigation-the-scient

ific-forensic-facts/21436

AE911Truth Delivers the Evidence to the Media: Press Conference – National

Press Club – Washington DC

Ed. – This is the actual 10-minute statement read by Richard Gage, AIA, to the

media at the AE911Truth press conference at the National Press Club in

Washington DC on September 9, 2010.

Good afternoon, my name is Richard Gage, AIA. I’m a member of the American

Institute of Architects; I’ve been a licensed architect for 22 years; And I’m the

founder of the non-profit organization, Architects & Engineers for 9/11 Truth

(AE911Truth).

As a group, we now have more than 1,270 architect and engineer petition

signers.  Collectively, we have more than 25,000 years of building and

technical experience. This press conference is being given by our petition

signers and supporters today in 65 [it turned out to be 67] locations around

the world, including 30 states and 4 countries.

Today, we’re here to inform you that we

have uncovered evidence that the official

investigations into what happened to the

World Trade Center skyscrapers on 9/11

were deeply flawed, or worse.  The

scientific forensic facts we have

discovered have very troubling

implications.
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For example, a technologically advanced, highly energetic material has been

discovered in World Trade Center dust from the 9/11 catastrophe.

This follows the discovery, by the United States Geological Survey and others,

of high concentrations of unusual previously molten iron-rich microspheres in

the WTC dust. These microspheres can only have been formed during the

destruction of the World Trade Center at temperatures far higher than can be

explained by the jet fuel and office fires. Those fires, we are told by engineers

employed by NIST, the National Institute of Standards and Technology, were

allegedly the cause of the World Trade Center’s destruction. The discovery of

this advanced energetic material, in the form of red/gray chips distributed

throughout the dust, both explains the iron-rich microspheres and confirms

the inadequacy of the official account of what happened that tragic day.

Even before the microspheres and red/gray chips had been identified and

brought to our attention, we were deeply concerned about other aspects of the

destruction of these iconic buildings, and how they were investigated. More

than two dozen firefighters, engineers, and other witnesses reported seeing

substantial quantities of molten iron or steel, flowing like lava in the debris

under all three World Trade Center high-rises. Office fires and jet fuel cannot

possibly reach the temperatures necessary to liquefy iron or steel.  A mixture

called thermite, consisting of pulverized iron oxide and aluminum, CAN

generate temperatures above 4000°F — far more than is needed to melt iron or

steel, which melts at about 2750°F.

The energetic material that was found in the WTC dust by an international

team of scientists (led by Niels Harrit of the University of Copenhagen in

Denmark)  was reported in the peer-reviewed Bentham Open Journal of

Chemical Physics. It consists of nano-engineered iron oxide and aluminum

particles 1000th the size of a human hair, embedded in another substance

consisting of carbon, oxygen, and silicon. The sizes of the iron oxide particles

are extremely uniform, and neither they nor the ultra-fine-grain aluminum

platelets could possibly have been created by a natural process such as a

gravitational collapse or the impact of jetliners. The red/gray chips in which

these particles were found exhibit the same characteristics as advanced
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energetic materials developed in US national laboratories in the years leading

up to 9/11. They have no reason to be in this dust. Given all the horrific costs

in human lives, lost civil liberties, and trillions of tax dollars spent in response

to the official account of 9/11, there can be no more urgent need than for our

country and the world to find out who put those materials in the World Trade

Center – and why.

This need makes it all the more

disturbing that top engineers in

charge of the government’s

investigation would avoid dealing

straightforwardly with ALL the

evidence that AE911Truth and

others have repeatedly brought to

their attention, much of which

has been available in the public

record since the beginning. John

Gross, NIST co-project leader,

has denied the existence of – or

even any reports of – molten iron

or steel at the World Trade Center.

They stopped their analysis of the towers’ complete and highly energetic

destruction at the very point when the destruction began. And they have

dismissed or avoided serious analysis of the additional evidence with which we

are concerned, such as:

1. Both Twin Towers were completely dismembered and destroyed in just 10

to 14 seconds – which occurs at near free-fall acceleration. For this to

happen, all 47 of their massive core columns as well as a large fraction of

their external columns would have to be compromised with explosives

beforehand.

2. More than 100 first responders reported hearing explosions and seeing

flashes of light at the onset of destruction.  Light flashes indicate explosive
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detonations.  These witnesses are documented in NYC’s “Oral Histories” by

City Fire Commissioner Thomas Von Essen

3. Multi-ton steel perimeter wall sections were ejected laterally at 60 mph to

a distance of 600 ft.  That speed and distance indicates that a

high-pressure explosion initiated the ejection.

4. 90,000 tons of concrete and metal decking was pulverized in mid-air,

again indicating explosions.

5. World Trade Center 7, a 47-story building which was not hit by an aircraft,

fell at free-fall acceleration for more than 100 feet – a significant fact that

NIST’s Shyam Sunder was forced to admit after being presented with our

research. Yet NIST has failed to review or acknowledge the obvious

implications of this fact, which is that the columns must have been

explosively severed within fractions of a second of each other.

6. The complete destruction and dismemberment of Building 7, collapsing in

just 6 ½ seconds—which is near freefall acceleration—through the path of

what was greatest resistance, symmetrically vertical, including 2 ½

seconds of pure free-fall (zero resistance), is an occurrence only possible

with expertly-placed explosives.

There are other falsehoods and omissions in NIST’s official report:

1. NIST overstated the severity and duration of the fires in all three

skyscrapers, apparently in order to more credibly attribute the destruction

to the fires, yet without exaggerating them enough to account for molten
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iron or steel.

2. NIST and FEMA did not follow the National Fire Protection Association’s

standard procedures for fire and explosion investigations and test building

debris for explosive residues.

3. NIST did not test for explosives when explosive demolition was the most

likely hypothesis.

4. NIST’s animated computer model of Building 7’s destruction, showing the

outer walls crumpling inward like a piece of foil, bears no resemblance to

the actual collapse as seen in the videos.

5. NIST claims that the falling section of each of the Twin Towers, above the

jetliner impact zones, crushed the much larger and more massive intact

lower section. But [in the case of the North tower,] video analysis reveals

clearly that the upper [section] disintegrated in waves of explosions prior

to any crushing of the lower [section]. This indicates that the top sections

could not have been the cause of the destruction of the lower [section].

6. NIST’s technical analysis into the twin towers’ collapses stops at the

“initiation of collapse.” There is no technical analysis of the structural

behavior of the building during the collapse itself. In response to our

Request for Correction on this matter, NIST acknowledged that they were

“unable to provide a full explanation of the total collapse.”

In short, NIST’s official technical explanation is fraudulent and inconsistent

with the basic laws of physics.  By contrast, the hypothesis of controlled

demolition is consistent with all of the available technical evidence.

This week, here in Washington, DC, we personally delivered our DVD “9/11:

Blueprint for Truth – The SF Press Conference Edition,” which included

highlights of the forensic evidence, into the hands of staffers for the science

advisors of every elected representative on Capitol Hill.  In addition, we have

sat down with over a dozen of them and presented in detail the overwhelming
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evidence of explosive controlled demolition.  We have personally invited over

400 of them to today’s event.  How many Congressional science advisors are

here today?  [None].

I urge you to go to our website AE911Truth.org for more information, including

comments by our members on the problems with the official investigation.  At

this point, we are calling for Attorney General Eric Holder to ask a federal

grand jury to investigate those responsible for the NIST report, including Lead

Investigator Shyam Sunder and Co-Project Leader John Gross.

We’d like any and all reporters who will be covering this story to know that

Architects & Engineers for 9/11 Truth are here to give you any technical

support you need.

Finally, I’d like to thank the thousands of scientists, senior level members of

the military, intelligence and other government officials, pilots and aviation

professionals, firefighters, scholars and university professionals, 9/11

survivors and their family members and concerned citizens here and around

the world for their continuing support.

We also want to thank our growing family of more than three hundred

sustaining financial supporters.  We could not do this without you.

Now, I will answer any quick questions you may have. Keep in mind that most

of your questions will probably be answered during the Mock Debate – which

will be starting in just a minute.  Also, more detailed information is available in

our DVD, 9/11: Blueprint for Truth – The Architecture of Destruction, which is

available on our website AE911Truth.org.

The original source of this article is Architects & Engineers for 9/11 Truth

Copyright © Richard Gage and Gregg Roberts, Architects & Engineers for 9/11

Truth, 2010

Page 210 of  783 Table of Contents



Undisputed Facts Point to the Controlled Demolition of WTC 7

By Richard Gage - Global Research, March 28, 2008

Source:

https://www.globalresearch.ca/undisputed-facts-point-to-the-controlled-demolition-of-wtc

-7/8472

Response to NIST’s Invitation for Written Comments

Documentation of spoken remarks presented on December

18 conference call with the NCST Advisory Committee

Emailed to NIST on January 3, 2008

Richard Gage, AIA – Architects & Engineers for 9/11 Truth

I’m Richard Gage, AIA, a licensed architect of 20 years. I represent Architects

and Engineers for 9/11 Truth, a fast-growing body of more than 230 architects

and engineers dedicated solely to bringing out the truth about all three

high-rise building collapses on 9/11. We believe that we have answers to your

questions about the puzzling collapse of World Trade Center 7.

In more than 100 steel-framed, high-rise fires (most of them very hot, very

large and very long-lasting), not one has collapsed, ever. So it behooves all of

us, as your own former chief of NIST’s Fire Science Division, Dr. James

Quintiere, said, “to look at real alternatives that might have been the cause of

these collapses.”

Let’s start with temperatures – 1,340° F. temperatures, recorded in thermal

images of the surface of the World Trade Center rubble pile a week after 9/11

by NASA’s AVIRIS equipment on USGS overflights. Such temperatures cannot

be achieved by oxygen-starved hydrocarbon fires. Such fires burn at only 600

to 800° F. Remember, there was no fire on the top of the pile. The source of this

incredible heat was therefore below the surface of the rubble, where it must

have been far hotter than 1,340 degrees.
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Mark Loizeaux, president of Controlled Demolition, Inc., who was hired for the

Building 7 cleanup, said that “molten steel was found at 7 WTC.” Leslie

Robertson, World Trade Center structural engineer, stated that on October 5,

“21 days after the attacks, the fires were still burning and molten steel was still

running.” Fire department personnel, recorded on video, reported seeing

“molten steel running down the channel rails… like you’re in a foundry – like

lava from a volcano.” Joe O’Toole, a Bronx firefighter, saw a crane lifting a steel

beam vertically from deep within a pile. He said “it was dripping from the

molten steel.” Bart Voorsanger, an architect hired to save “relics from the

rubble,” stated about the multi-ton “meteorite” that it was a “fused element of

molten steel and concrete.”

The knowledge that this evidence even exists was denied by one of your top

engineers, John Gross, in his appearance at the University of Texas in April of

this year.

Steel melts at about 2,850 degrees Fahrenheit, about twice the temperature of

the World Trade Center Tower 1 and 2 fires as estimated by NIST. So what

melted the steel?

Appendix C of FEMA’s BPAT Report (attached to this email) documents steel

samples showing rapid oxidation, sulfidation, and intergranular melting. A

liquid eutectic mixture, including sulfur from an unknown source, caused

intense corrosion of the steel, gaping holes in wide flange beams, and the

thinning of half-inch-thick flanges to almost razor-sharpness in the World

Trade Center 7 steel. The New York Times called this “the deepest mystery

uncovered in the investigation.”

NIST left all of this crucial forensic evidence out of its report. Why? Because it

didn’t fit in with the official conspiracy theory.

Last year, physicist Steven Jones, two other physicists, and a geologist

analyzed the slag at the ends of the beams and in the samples of the previously

molten metal. They found iron, aluminum, sulfur, manganese and fluorine –

the chemical evidence of thermate, a high-tech incendiary cutting charge used
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by the military to cut through steel like a hot knife through butter. The

by-product of the thermate reaction is molten iron! There’s no other possible

source for all the molten iron that was found. One of thermate’s key ingredients

is sulfur, which can form the liquid eutectic that FEMA found and lower the

melting point of steel.

In addition, World Trade Center 7’s catastrophic structural failure showed

every characteristic of explosive, controlled demolition. You can see all these

characteristics at our website www.AE911truth.org. The destruction began

suddenly at the base of the building. Several first responders reported

explosions occurring about a second before the collapse. There was the

symmetrical, near-free-fall speed of collapse, through the path of greatest

resistance – with 40,000 tons of steel designed to resist this load – straight

down into its own footprint. This requires that all the columns have to fail

within a fraction of a second of each other – perimeter columns as well as core

columns. There was also the appearance of mistimed explosions (squibs?) at

the upper seven floors on the network video recordings of the collapse. And we

have expert testimony from a European demolitions expert, Danny Jowenko,

who said “This is controlled demolition… a team of experts did this… This is

professional work, without any doubt.”

Fire cannot produce these effects. Fire produces large, gradual deformations

and asymmetrical collapses. Thermate can produce all of these effects used in

conjunction with linear shaped charges. If the thermate is formed into

ultra-fine particles, as has been accomplished at Los Alamos National

Laboratory, it is called super-thermate, and is very explosive.

The National Fire Protection Association’s NFPA 921 Guide for Fire and

Explosion Investigations (1998 Edition) dictates in fire investigations that

certain residues should be tested for. Thermate would leave behind signs of

sulfidation/corrosion by sulfur. Such residues were in fact noted in Appendix C

of the FEMA BPAT report (see note 11). “If the physical evidence establishes

one factor, such as the presence of an accelerant, that may be sufficient to

establish the cause even where other factors such as ignition source cannot be

determined.” Thermate and sulfur obviously qualify as accelerants in this case
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(with regard to the destruction of steel which in turn could have caused the

near-free-fall-speed collapse). (The fires were not particularly suspicious, but

Building 7’s collapse was, because of its symmetry and speed.)

Because NIST seems to have forgotten or neglected to apply key features of the

scientific method, I am including as an attachment to this submission Steven

E. Jones, “Revisiting 9/11/2001 — Applying the Scientific Method”, Journal of

911 Studies, April 2007, Journal of 9/11 Studies:

JonesWTC911SciMethod.pdf.

How much longer must we endure NIST’s cover-up of how Building 7 was

actually destroyed? Millions of Americans, including the 230+ architects and

engineers and 600 others of AE911Truth.org, demand that NIST come clean

with a full-throttle, fully resourced and transparent forensic investigation of the

evidence of the controlled demolition of Building 7.

The original source of this article is Architects and Engineers for 9/11 Truth

Copyright © Richard Gage, Architects and Engineers for 9/11 Truth, 2008

9/11: “Honest Mistake” or BBC Foreknowledge of Collapse of WTC 7?

Jane Standley Breaks Her Silence

By James Higham - Global Research, August 18, 2011

Source:

https://www.globalresearch.ca/9-11-honest-mistake-or-bbc-foreknowledge-of-collapse-o

f-wtc-7-jane-standley-breaks-her-silence/26050

The BBC’s Jane Standley  said, in a later interview [below]:

“It’s very unfortunate that this whole conspiracy – kind of –

ridiculous situation has grown out of what’s really a very

small and very honest mistake.”

And what was that very small and very honest mistake, do you remember? She

was filmed by the BBC at 5:00 p.m. on 911 in NY, reporting that the Solomon

building had collapsed, while it actually remained standing in the live shot

behind her head. The BBC cut the feed and the building promptly collapsed
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twenty minutes later, at 5:20 p.m.

The BBC said that the reason the interview had ended abruptly was that the

satellite feed had cut out at 5:15 p.m. exactly.

Clairvoyance?

Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jane_Standley [Link inoperative]

Transferring the discussion here from the comments thread below, what strikes

me is the chronology for the BBC World segment:

1. Anchor opens with specific question about the Salomon, even saying it

has “also” collapsed;

2. She’s standing on the wrong side of the camera for such a shot

because she’s obscuring the Salomon;

3. She answers in general about the WTC and how it’s been completely

sealed off etc. but never really addresses the Salomon directly, which

is clearly the intent of BBCW in this segment.  So Dearieme’s

contention that she just didn’t know which building was which holds

water;

4. The anchor comes back to this specific building having collapsed and

still she doesn’t address that;

5. The ticker though repeats that it has collapsed;

6. They then suddenly lose the feed;

7. Five minutes later, the building collapses, off-air.

So she appears not to know one building from another but those who prepared

the report do and it’s repeated and repeated.  Actually, in my own little bit of
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going into the future, today’s 13:00 post:

http://nourishingobscurity.com/2011/07/27/whatever-happened-to-jane-sta

ndley-2/

… which clearly you can’t view because 13:00 hasn’t yet come at the point of

writing this, quotes an interview with the owner of that building who said he

was bringing it down that afternoon.  In the clip, you hear explosions at the

base.

I’ll continue this at 13:00.

The original source of this article is nourishingobscurity.com

Copyright © James Higham, nourishingobscurity.com, 2011

The Collapse of WTC Building Seven

Interview. Comment by Elizabeth Woodworth

A compelling interview with Professor

David Ray Griffin by George Kenney of

Electronic Politics is now available for

downloading (or streaming).

The interview concerns Dr. Griffin’s new

book on the NIST report on WTC 7, is 1

hour and 8 minutes long, and should be

heard by everyone interested in the state

of democracy in America:

“The Mysterious Collapse of World Trade Center 7“

The 9/11 truth movement keeps getting stronger. And the movement’s assault

on the establishment’s preferred narrative, after eight years, has reduced it to a

risible absurdity. An abundance of irrefutable scientific evidence exists. The

problem remains, however, of getting people to turn their attention from special

effects to reality. Many people, for many reasons, really want to believe that the 
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   Building Seven

wrong things are true. To help reawaken their critical

faculties we have David Ray Griffin’s latest book, The

Mysterious Collapse of World Trade Center 7, which rips

out the foundation, so to speak, of official dogma. I’m

always delighted to talk with David and I always learn a

lot. Total runtime an hour and eight minutes.

Imprimisque hominis est propria veri inquisitio atque

investigatio.

WimpyButton (An audio link)

(“http://www.electricpolitics.com/media/mp3/EP2009.1

0.16.mp3”);

The fact that “Seven”, a 47-story building with a base the size of a football field,

was in free fall collapse for 2.25 seconds, has now been admitted by NIST, the

U.S. National Institute for Standards and Technology. This admission has

enormous implications for the whole official story about September 11, 2001.

This new information invalidates all the work NIST presented in its Final Report to

prove that the building collapsed from fire alone.

In his new book, “The Mysterious Collapse of World Trade Center 7: Why the

Final Official Report about 9/11 is Unscientific and False,” Dr. Griffin has

systematically established that NIST was guilty of fraud.

As a result, he recommends that scientists across the United States report this

fraud to the appropriate scientific agencies which monitor fraud in the scientific

community, in order to expose the underlying truth about September 11th.

Elizabeth Woodworth

The original source of this article is Global Research

Copyright © David Ray Griffin, Global Research, 2009
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Building What? How SCADs Can Be Hidden in Plain Sight: The 9/11

“Official Story” and the Collapse of WTC Building Seven

By David Ray Griffin - Global Research, May 30, 2010

At 5:21 PM on 9/11, Building 7 of the World

Trade Center collapsed, even though it had not

been hit by a plane – a fact that is important

because of the widespread acceptance of the

idea, in spite of its scientific absurdity, that the

Twin Towers collapsed because of the combined

effect of the impact of the airliners plus the

ensuing jet-fuel-fed fires. The collapse of World

Trade Center 7 (WTC 7) thereby challenges the

official account of the destruction of the World

Trade Center, according to which it was

accomplished by al-Qaeda hijackers, even if one

accepts the government’s scientifically impossible account of the Twin Towers.

This fact was recently emphasized in the title of a review article based on my

2009 book, The Mysterious Collapse of World Trade Center 7,[1] by National

Medal of Science-winner Lynn Margulis: “Two Hit, Three Down – The Biggest

Lie.”[2]

1. Why the Collapse of WTC 7 Created an Extraordinary Problem

The collapse of WTC 7 created an extraordinary problem for the official account

of 9/11 for several reasons.

An Unprecedented Occurrence

One reason is that, because of the collapse of WTC 7, the official account of

9/11 includes the dubious claim that, for the first time in the known universe,

a steel-frame high-rise building was brought down by fire, and science looks

askance at claims of unprecedented occurrences regarding physical

phenomena. New York Times writer James Glanz, who himself has a Ph.D. in

physics, wrote: “[E]xperts said no building like it, a modern, steel-reinforced
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high-rise, had ever collapsed because of an uncontrolled fire.” Glanz then

quoted a structural engineer as saying: “[W]ithin the structural engineering

community, [WTC 7] is considered to be much more important to understand

[than the Twin Towers],” because engineers had no answer to the question,

“why did 7 come down?”[3]

Visual Evidence of Implosion

Equally remarkable, besides the mere fact that this building came down, was

the way it collapsed: straight down, in virtual free fall, making the destruction

of this building appear to be an example of the type of controlled demolition

known as “implosion,” in which explosives and/or incendiaries are used to slice

the building’s steel support columns in such a way as to cause the building to

collapse into its own footprint. CBS anchor Dan Rather, not one to let a

remarkable fact go unremarked, said:

    “[I]t’s reminiscent of those pictures we’ve all seen . . . on television . . . ,

where a building was deliberately destroyed by well-placed dynamite to

knock it down.”[4]

Dan Rather, moreover, was not the only reporter to make such a comment. Al

Jones, a reporter for WINS NYC News Radio, said: “I turned in time to see what

looked like a skyscraper implosion – looked like it had been done by a

demolition crew.”[5]

Moreover, whereas Jones and Rather, being laymen in these matters, merely

said that the collapse of Building 7 looked like a controlled demolition, experts,

upon seeing the video, could tell immediately that it actually was a controlled

demolition. In 2006, for example, a Dutch filmmaker asked Danny Jowenko,

the owner of a controlled demolition company in the Netherlands, to comment

on a video of the collapse of WTC 7, without telling him what it was. (Jowenko

had been unaware that a third building had collapsed on 9/11.) After viewing

the video, Jowenko said: “They simply blew up columns, and the rest caved in

afterwards. . . . This is controlled demolition.” When asked if he was certain, he

replied: “Absolutely, it’s been imploded. This was a hired job. A team of experts
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did this.”[6]

 

Testimonies about Explosions

Besides the obviousness from the very appearance of the collapse of Building 7

that it was a product of controlled demotion, there were testimonies about

explosions in this building. 

One of these was provided by Michael Hess, New York City’s corporation

counsel and a close friend of Mayor Rudy Giuliani. While on his way back to

City Hall, Hess was stopped for an interview at 11:57 that morning, during

which he said:

    “I was up in the emergency management center on the twenty-third

floor [of WTC 7], and when all the power went out in the building, another

gentleman and I walked down to the eighth floor [sic] where there was an

explosion and we were trapped on the eighth floor with smoke, thick

smoke, all around us, for about an hour and a half. But the New York Fire

Department . . . just came and got us out.”[7]

Hess thereby reported a mid-morning explosion in WTC 7.

The other gentleman, Barry Jennings of the New York City Housing Authority,

reported the same thing during another on-the-street interview, reporting that

he and “Mr. Hess” had been walking down the stairs when they became

trapped by a “big explosion.”[8] Jennings, in fact, said that explosions

continued going off while they were waiting to be rescued.[9]

There were also reports of explosions in the late afternoon, just as WTC 7

started coming down. Reporter Peter Demarco of the New York Daily News said:

    “[T]here was a rumble. The building’s top row of windows popped out.

Then all the windows on the thirty-ninth floor popped out. Then the

thirty-eighth floor. Pop! Pop! Pop! was all you heard until the building

sunk into a rising cloud of gray.”[10]
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NYPD officer Craig Bartmer gave the following report:

    “I was real close to Building 7 when it fell down. . . . That didn’t sound

like just a building falling down to me . . . . There’s a lot of eyewitness

testimony down there of hearing explosions. . . . [A]ll of a sudden. . . I

looked up, and . . . [t]he thing started pealing in on itself. . . . I started

running . . . and the whole time you’re hearing ‘boom, boom, boom, boom,

boom.’”[11]

A New York University medical student, who had been serving as an emergency

medical worker that day, gave this report:

    “[W]e heard this sound that sounded like a clap of thunder. . . . [T]urned

around – we were shocked. . . . [I]t looked like there was a shockwave

ripping through the building and the windows all busted out. . . . [A]bout a

second later the bottom floor caved out and the building followed after

that.”[12]

Physical Evidence

In addition to the visual and testimonial evidence, there was clear physical

evidence that explosives and incendiaries were used to bring down WTC 7.

Swiss-Cheese Steel: Within a few months of 9/11, three professors from

Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) had issued a report about a piece of steel

from Building 7 that was described in a New York Times story by James Glanz

and Eric Lipton as “[p]erhaps the deepest mystery uncovered in the

investigation.”13 Part of the mystery was the fact that the steel was “extremely

thin,” indicating that the steel had “melted away,” even though “no fire in any

of the buildings was believed to be hot enough to melt steel outright.” Another

part of the mystery was that atoms in the steel seemed to have combined with

sulfur “to form compounds that melt at lower temperatures,” but as to the

source of the sulfur, “no one knows.”[14]
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Describing this mysterious piece of steel more fully, an article entitled “The

‘Deep Mystery’ of Melted Steel” in WPI’s magazine, said:

    “[S]teel – which has a melting point of 2,800 degrees Fahrenheit – may

weaken and bend, but does not melt during an ordinary office fire. Yet

metallurgical studies . . . reveal that . . . a eutectic reaction . . . caus[ed]

intergranular melting capable of turning a solid steel girder into Swiss

cheese . . .. A one-inch column has been reduced to half-inch thickness.

Its edges – which are curled like a paper scroll – have been thinned to

almost razor sharpness. Gaping holes – some larger than a silver dollar –

let light shine through a formerly solid steel flange. This Swiss cheese

appearance shocked all of the fire-wise professors, who expected to see

distortion and bending – but not holes. A eutectic compound is a mixture

[involving sulfur]. . . . ‘The important questions,” says [one of the

professors], ‘are how much sulfur do you need, and where did it come

from?’”[15]

The thinning and the holes even suggested that the steel had vaporized.

Explaining as early as November 2001 why fire could not account for this

mysterious steel, Glanz paraphrased one of the three WPI professors, Jonathan

Barnett, as saying that it “appear[ed] to have been partly evaporated in

extraordinarily high temperatures.”[16]

Another New York Times story reported that the same phenomenon was

described by Professor Abolhassan Astaneh-Asl of the University of California

at Berkeley, who had received a National Science Foundation grant to spend

two weeks at Ground Zero studying steel from the buildings. According to

reporter Kenneth Change, Professor Astaneh-Asl, speaking of a horizontal

I-beam from WTC 7, said: “Parts of the flat top of the I, once five-eighths of an

inch thick, had vaporized.”[17]

These reports clearly showed that something other than fire had been making

things happen in the buildings, because the fires could not possibly have been

higher than 1800 degrees Fahrenheit, while the boiling point of steel is roughly

the same as that of iron, which is 5182°F. But even if the steel had not
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evaporated but had simply melted, that by itself would have proved the point,

because the melting point of steel is only a little less than that of iron, which is

2800°F. (An obvious source of both the melting and the sulfidation would be a

well-known incendiary, thermate – a “mixture of thermite and sulfur . . . which

lowers the melting point of iron it contacts when reacting by forming a eutectic

system,” which is “useful in cutting through steel.”)[18]

Evidence in Plain Sight

Therefore, clear evidence against the official account of Building 7, according to

which it was brought down by fire, existed in plain sight in the form of videos of

its collapse, published testimonies about explosions in the building, and

physical evidence reported in the New York Times. The reasonable inference to

draw from this evidence – namely, that the official account is false – was

reinforced by the first official report on this building’s collapse, which was

issued in 2002 by FEMA. Besides including as an appendix the paper by the

WPI professors containing the study of the Swiss-cheese piece of steel

recovered from WTC 7 – a study that attributed the erosion to “oxidation and

sulfidation” while adding: “No clear explanation for the source of the sulfur has

been identified”[19] – the engineers who wrote the FEMA report admitted that

their “best hypothesis” about why WTC 7 collapsed had “only a low probability

of occurrence.”[20]

 

Failure to Become Well Known

In addition to all these facts, WTC 7 was a very big building, being 47 stories

high and having a base about the size of a football field. Although it was

dwarfed by the 110-story Twin Towers, it would have been the tallest building

in half of the states in the nation. For all of these reasons, the collapse of this

building should have become one of the best-known facts about 9/11. But it

did not.

2. Widespread Ignorance about WTC 7

A Zogby poll in May 2006 found that 43 percent of the American people were

unaware that WTC 7 had collapsed,[21] and that same year, as mentioned
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earlier, Danny Jowenko of the Netherlands still did not know about it, even

though controlled demolition was his field.

A dramatic example of the fact that this building’s collapse has not been

prominent in the public consciousness was provided in a New York City

courtroom in September 2009. Judge Edward Lehner was hearing arguments

about a petition sponsored by NYC CAN to allow residents to vote on whether

New York City should have its own investigation of the World Trade Center

attacks. After Judge Lehner had observed that the 9/11 Commission had

carried out an investigation and issued a report, Dennis McMahon, a lawyer for

NYC CAN, said that this report left many unanswered questions. “One of the

biggest questions,” he added, “is why did Building 7 come down” – at which

point Judge Lehner asked: “Building what?” McMahon replied: “World Trade

Center Seven. There were three buildings that came down.” When the judge,

continuing to illustrate his ignorance about this building, asked if it was owned

by the Port Authority, McMahon replied that it was owned by Larry

Silverstein.[22]

Judge Lehner, it should be emphasized, was not simply an ordinary American

citizen. Besides being a judge presiding in New York City, he had been assigned

to a case involving the 9/11 attacks in this city. So his ignorance about this

building was surprising. And yet it was typical. With his query – “Building

what?” – he expressed the ignorance manifested in 2006 by controlled

demolition expert Danny Jowenko and almost half of the American people. How

can we account for this ignorance?

 

Abnormal Circumstances

In a New York Times story in November 2001, James Glanz wrote that the

collapse of WTC 7 was “a mystery that under normal circumstances would

probably have captured the attention of the city and the world.”[23] Clearly

these were not normal circumstances.

Part of the abnormality was the fact that Building 7, while huge, was

overshadowed by the Twin Towers, which were over twice as tall. This fact by
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itself, however, would not account for the enormous ignorance of this third

building’s collapse. Knowledgeable people had said right away, as Glanz

pointed out, that there was a sense in which the collapse of Building 7 should

have been the bigger story. Why was it not?

Deliberate Suppression

The answer seems to be that it was a deliberately suppressed story. This

conclusion is supported by the following facts:

First, after 9/11 itself, our television networks played videos of the Twin Towers

being hit by planes, then coming down, over and over, but the collapse of

Building 7 was seldom if ever shown.

Second, when The 9/11 Commission Report was issued in 2004, it did not

even mention that Building 7 came down.

Third, after NIST – the National Institute of Standards and Technology – took

over from FEMA the task of explaining the destruction of the World Trade

Center, it repeatedly delayed its report on WTC 7. In 2003, NIST said that this

report would be issued along with its report on the Twin Towers, the draft of

which was to appear in September 2004.[24] However, even though NIST’s

report on the Twin Towers did not actually appear until 2005, the promised

report on WTC 7 was not included: NIST said that it would appear in 2006. But

when August of 2006 came, NIST said: “It is anticipated that a draft report [on

WTC 7] will be released by early 2007.”[25] But it was not released in 2007 –

either early or late. Instead, NIST in December 2007 “projected” that it would

release draft reports on July 8, 2008, followed by final reports on August 8,

2008.[26] Instead, the draft report did not appear until August, and the final

report not until November of that year – when the Bush-Cheney administration

was about to leave office. 

Moreover, when in 2008 NIST was accused of having deliberately delayed its

report on WTC 7 (which the 9/11 Truth Movement had long considered the

“Achilles Heel” or “Smoking Gun” of the official account of 9/11[27]), NIST lied,
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saying that it had worked on this report only since 2005 and hence for only

three years – the same length of time it had worked on its Twin Towers report.

Actually, however, NIST had filed progress reports on WTC 7 in December 2002

and May 2003;[28] in June 2004, it published an Interim Report on WTC 7;[29]

and in April 2005, NIST released another preliminary report on WTC

7.[30]Then, after ceasing work on this building until after the report on the

Twin Towers was issued in October 2005, NIST reported, “the investigation of

the WTC 7 collapse resumed.”[31] In truth, therefore, NIST had worked on its

report on WTC 7 for almost six years, not merely three. So there was good

reason to suspect that this report had been deliberately delayed for as long as

possible.

3. NIST’s Draft for Public Comment: Mystery Solved?

Be that as it may, when the Draft for Public Comment did finally appear in

August 2008, it was announced at a press conference with much bravado.

Shyam Sunder, NIST’s lead investigator for its World Trade Center projects,

said:

    “Our take-home message today is that the reason for the collapse of

World Trade Center 7 is no longer a mystery. WTC 7 collapsed because of

fires fueled by office furnishings. It did not collapse from explosives.”[32]

The mainstream media for the most part simply repeated Sunder’s claims. For

example, an Associated Press story entitled “Report: Fire, Not Bombs, Leveled

WTC 7 Building,” began by saying: “Federal investigators said Thursday they

have solved a mystery of the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks: the collapse of World

Trade Center building 7, a source of long-running conspiracy theories.” Then,

after reinforcing this message by quoting Sunder’s assurance that “the reason

for the collapse of World Trade Center 7 is no longer a mystery,” this story

concluded by quoting his claim that the science behind NIST’s findings is

“incredibly conclusive,” so that “[t]he public should really recognize that

science is really behind what we have said.”[33]
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Reporters, however, could easily have discovered that this was not so. They

could have seen, in fact, that NIST’s WTC 7 report repeatedly committed

scientific fraud in the technical sense, as defined by the National Science

Foundation.

4. NIST’s Falsification of Evidence

One type of fraud is falsification, which includes “omitting data.”[34] While

claiming that it “found no evidence of a . . . controlled demolition event,”[35]

NIST simply omitted an enormous amount of evidencefor that conclusion.

Omitting Testimonial Evidence

NIST failed, for one thing, to mention any of the testimonial evidence for

explosions. Besides claiming that the event described as a mid-morning

explosion by Michael Hess and Barry Jennings was simply the impact of debris

from the collapse of the North Tower – which occurred at 10:28 and hence

about an hour later than the explosion they had described – NIST failed to

mention any of the reports of explosions just as the building started to come

down.

Omitting Physical Evidence:

NIST’s report on this building also omitted various types of physical evidence.

The Swiss-Cheese Steel: One of these was the piece of Swiss-cheese steel

reported by the three WPI professors in a paper that was, as mentioned earlier,

included as an appendix to the 2002 FEMA report. After describing the erosion

of this piece of steel, the professors had said: “A detailed study into the

mechanisms of this phenomenon is needed.”[36] When NIST took over from

FEMA the responsibility of issuing the official reports on the World Trade

Center, NIST’s director promised that its reports would address “all major

recommendations contained in the [FEMA] report.”[37] However, when NIST’s

report on Building 7 appeared in 2008, it did not even mention this mysterious

piece of steel, let alone explain how it had been produced. NIST even claimed
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that no recovered steel from WTC 7 had been identified, because the steel used

in this building, unlike the steel used in the Twin Towers, “did not contain . . .

identifying characteristics.”[38]

NIST made this claim, incidentally, even though it had previously published a

document in which it had referred to steel recovered from WTC 7, including the

piece discussed by the WPI professors in the appendix to the FEMA report. This

claim about not identifying any steel was made by NIST (in August 2008),

moreover, even though one of these professors, Dr. Jonathan Barnett, had

during a BBC program on WTC 7 (in July 2008) discussed an “eroded and

deformed” piece of steel that he and his colleagues had studied in 2001,

explaining that they knew “its pedigree” because “this particular kind of steel”

had been used only in WTC 7, not in the Twin Towers.[39]

Melted Iron: Deutsche Bank, which had a building close to the World Trade

Center that had been contaminated with dust, hired the RJ Lee Group, a

scientific research organization, to prove to its insurance company that the

dust contaminating its building was not ordinary building dust, as its

insurance company claimed, but had resulted from the destruction of the

World Trade Center. Reports issued by the RJ Lee Group in 2003 and 2004

proved that the dust was indeed WTC dust, having its unique chemical

signature. Part of this signature, the RJ Lee Group said in its final (2004)

report, was “[s]pherical iron . . . particles,” and this meant, it had pointed out

in its 2003 report, that iron had “melted during the WTC Event, producing

spherical metallic particles.”[40]

The RJ Lee reports thereby provided additional evidence that temperatures had

been reached that significantly exceeded those that could have been produced

by fire. These reports, which were made known in an article published in

January 2008 by a group of scientists led by physicist Steven Jones,[41] were

simply ignored by NIST.

Melted Molybdenum: Another study was carried out by scientists at the US

Geological Survey. Besides also finding the spherical iron particles, these

scientists found that something had melted molybdenum[42] – which has an
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extremely high melting point: 4,753°F (2,623°C).[43] Although these USGS

scientists failed to mention this discovery in the published version of their

report, a group of scientists led by Steven Jones, having obtained the USGS

team’s data through a FOIA request, reported evidence that this team had

devoted serious study to “a molybdenum-rich spherule.”[44] NIST, however,

failed to mention this discovery by the US Geological Survey, although it is

another federal agency.

Nanothermite: A peer-reviewed report by University of Copenhagen chemist

Niels Harrit and several co-authors, including physicist Steven Jones and

chemist Kevin Ryan, showed that the WTC dust contained unreacted

nanothermite. Unlike ordinary thermite, which is an incendiary, nanothermite

is a high explosive.

This report by Harrit, Jones, Ryan, and their colleagues did not appear until

2009,45 so it could not have been mentioned in NIST’s final report, which came

out at the end of November 2008. However, given the standard guidelines for

the investigation of building fires, NIST should have tested the WTC dust for

signs of incendiaries, such as ordinary thermite (including thermate), and

explosives, such as nanothermite.[46]

When asked whether it had carried out such tests, NIST said it had not.[47]

When a reporter asked NIST spokesman Michael Newman why not, he replied:

“[B]ecause there was no evidence of that.” When the reporter asked the obvious

follow-up question, “[H]ow can you know there’s no evidence if you don’t look

for it first?” Newman replied: “If you’re looking for something that isn’t there,

you’re wasting your time . . . and the taxpayers’ money.”[48]

5. NIST’s Fabrication of Evidence

Besides omitting and otherwise falsifying evidence, NIST also committed the

type of scientific fraud called fabrication, which means simply “making up

results.”[49]
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No Girder Shear Studs

For example, in offering its explanation as to how fire caused Building 7 to

collapse, NIST said that the culprit was thermal expansion, meaning that the

fire heated up the steel, thereby causing it to expand. Expanding steel beams

on the 13th floor, NIST claims, caused a steel girder connecting columns 44

and 79 to break loose. Having lost its support, column 79 failed, starting a

chain reaction in which all the other columns failed.[50]

Leaving aside the question of whether this is even remotely possible, let us

simply ask: Why did that girder fail? NIST’s answer was that it was not

connected to the floor slab with sheer studs. NIST wrote: “In WTC 7, no studs

were installed on the girders.”[51] In another passage, NIST said: “Floor beams

. . . had shear studs, but the girders that supported the floor beams did not

have shear studs.”[52]

However, NIST’s Interim Report on WTC 7, which it published in 2004 before it

had developed its girder-failure theory, said shear studs were used to anchor

“[m]ost of the beams and girders,” including the girder in question.[53]

A Raging 12th Floor Fire at 5:00

Although in its 2004 Interim Report on WTC 7, NIST said that by 4:45 PM, “the

fire on Floor 12 was burned out,”[54] it claimed in its 2008 report that at 5:00,

just 21 minutes before the building collapsed, the fire on this floor was still

going strong.[55]

6. NIST’s Final Report: Affirming a Miracle

NIST’s final report on WTC 7, which appeared in November 2008, was for the

most part identical with its draft report, which had appeared in August. But

NIST did add a new element: the affirmation of a miracle, meaning a violation

of a fundamental law of physics.
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This issue is treated in a cartoon in which a professor has written a proof on a

chalkboard. Most of the steps consist of mathematical equations, but one of

them simply says: “Then a miracle happens.”[56] This is humorous because

one thing scientists absolutely cannot do in their scientific work is appeal to

miracles, even implicitly. And yet that is what NIST does. I will explain.

NIST’s August 2008 Denial of Free Fall

Members of the 9/11 Truth Movement had long been pointing out that

Building 7 came down at the same rate as a free-falling object, or at least

virtually so. But in NIST’s Draft for Public Comment, issued in August 2008, it

denied this, saying that the time it took for the upper floors – the only floors

that are visible on the videos – to come down “was approximately 40 percent

longer than the computed free fall time and was consistent with physical

principles.”[57]

As this statement implies, any assertion that the building did come down in

free fall would not be consistent with physical principles – meaning the laws of

physics. Explaining why not, during a “WTC 7 Technical Briefing” on August

26, 2008, Shyam Sunder said: 

    “[A] free fall time would be [the fall time of] an object that has no

structural components below it. . . . [T]he . . . time that it took . . . for

those 17 floors to disappear [was roughly 40 percent longer than free fall].

And that is not at all unusual, because there was structural resistance

that was provided in this particular case. And you had a sequence of

structural failures that had to take place. Everything was not

instantaneous.”[58]

In saying this, Sunder was, of course, presupposing NIST’s rejection of

controlled demolition – which could have produced a free-fall collapse by

causing all 82 columns to fail simultaneously – in favor of NIST’s fire theory,

which necessitated a theory of progressive collapse.
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Chandler’s Challenge and NIST’s November Admission of Free Fall

In response, high-school physics teacher David Chandler, who was able to

speak at this briefing, challenged Sunder’s denial of free fall, stating that

Sunder’s “40 percent” claim contradicted “a publicly visible, easily measurable

quantity.”[59] Chandler then placed a video on the Internet showing that, by

measuring this publicly visible quantity, anyone knowing elementary physics

could see that “for about two and a half seconds. . . , the acceleration of the

building is indistinguishable from freefall.”[60]

Amazingly, in NIST’s final report, which came out in November 2008, it

admitted free fall. Dividing the building’s descent into three stages, NIST

described the second phase as “a freefall descent over approximately eight

stories at gravitational acceleration for approximately 2.25 s[econds].”[61] So,

after presenting over 600 pages of descriptions, photographs, testimonies,

graphs, analyses, explanations, and mathematical formulae, NIST says, in

effect: “Then a miracle happens.”

Why this would be a miracle was explained by Chandler, who said: “Free fall

can only be achieved if there is zero resistance to the motion.”[62] In other

words, the upper portion of Building 7 could have come down in free fall only if

something had suddenly removed all the steel and concrete in the lower part of

the building, which would have otherwise provided resistance. If everything

had not been removed and the upper floors had come down in free fall anyway,

even for only a second, a miracle – meaning a violation of laws of physics –

would have happened.

That was what Sunder himself had explained the previous August, saying that

a free-falling object would be one “that has no structural components below it”

to offer resistance. But then in November, while still defending its fire theory of

collapse, NIST agreed that, as an empirical fact, free fall happened. For a period

of 2.25 seconds, NIST admitted, the descent of WTC 7 was characterized by

“gravitational acceleration (free fall).”[63]
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Knowing that it had thereby affirmed a miracle, NIST no longer claimed that its

analysis was consistent with the laws of physics. In its August draft, in which

it said that the collapse occurred 40 percent slower than free fall, NIST had

repeatedly said that its analysis was “consistent with physical principles.” One

encountered this phrase at least three times.[64] In the final report, however,

every instance of this phrase had been removed. NIST thereby almost explicitly

admitted that its report on WTC 7, by admitting free fall while continuing to

deny that explosives and incendiaries were used, is not consistent with the

principles of physics.

Implications

NIST thereby implicitly acknowledged that Building 7 was intentionally

demolished. It also thereby implicitly admitted the same about the Twin

Towers, because the collapses of these buildings manifested many of the same

tell-tale signs of controlled demolition as did WTC 7, plus some additional ones,

including the horizontal ejection of sections of steel columns, weighing many

thousands of pounds, more than 500 feet from the towers. (These ejections

occurred at the outset of the collapses, after which the Towers came straight

down.).[65]

And with this implicit admission that the collapses were examples of controlled

demolition, NIST undermined the al-Qaeda theory of 9/11. Why?

For one thing, the straight-down nature of the collapses of the Twin Towers and

Building 7 means that the buildings were subjected to the type of controlled

demolition known as “implosion,” which is, in the words of a controlled

demolition website, “by far the trickiest type of explosive project,” which “only a

handful of blasting companies in the world . . . possess enough experience . . .

to perform.”[66] Al-Qaeda terrorists would not have had this kind of expertise.

Second, the only reason to go to the trouble of bringing a building straight

down is to avoid damaging nearby buildings. Had the World Trade Center

buildings toppled over sideways, they would have caused massive destruction

in Lower Manhattan, crushing dozens of other buildings and killing tens of
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thousands of people. Does anyone believe that, even if al-Qaeda operatives had

had the expertise to make the buildings come straight down, they would have

had the courtesy?

A third problem is that foreign terrorists could not have obtained access to the

buildings for all the hours it would have taken to plant incendiaries and

explosives. Only insiders could have done this.[67]

7. Explaining the Ignorance about WTC 7

NIST’s admission that Building 7 came down in free fall for over two seconds

should, therefore, have been front-page news. The same is true, moreover, of

the various other things I have reported – NIST’s fabrications; NIST’s omission

and distortion of testimonial evidence; NIST’s omissions of physical evidence,

such as the Swiss-cheese steel and the particles showing that iron and

molybdenum had been melted; and the later discovery of nanothermite

particles in the WTC dust. Especially given the fact that the collapse of

Building 7 had been declared a mystery from the outset, the world should have

been waiting with bated breath for every new clue as to why this 47-story

building had come down. Upon hearing Building 7 mentioned, nobody in the

world with access to CNN should have asked, “Building what?” How do we

explain the fact that five and even nine years after the mysterious collapse of

this building, ignorance about it was still widespread?

To begin answering this question, let us return to James Glanz’s statement

that the collapse of WTC 7 was “a mystery that under normal circumstances

would probably have captured the attention of the city and the world.”[68] As I

stated before, the abnormality seems to have been such that videos and even

the very fact of this building’s collapse were deliberately suppressed. What was

this abnormality?

SCADs [State Crimes Against Democracy]

A symposium in the February 2010 issue of American Behavioral Scientist, one

of our leading social science journals, argues that social scientists need to
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develop a scientific approach to studying an increasingly important type of

criminality: State Crimes Against Democracy, abbreviated SCADs,[69]

understood as “concerted actions . . . by government insiders intended to

manipulate democratic processes and undermine popular sovereignty.” Having

the “potential to subvert political institutions and entire governments . . .

[SCADs] are high crimes that attack democracy itself.”[70]

Distinguishing between SCADs that have been officially proven, such as “the

Watergate break-ins and cover-up . . . , the secret wars in Laos and Cambodia .

. . , the illegal arms sales and covert operations in Iran-Contra . . . , and the

effort to discredit Joseph Wilson by revealing his wife’s status as an intelligence

agent,” on the one hand, and suspected SCADs for which there is good

evidence, on the other, the symposium authors include in the latter category

“the fabricated attacks on U.S. ships in the Gulf of Tonkin in 1964 . . . , the

“October Surprises” in the presidential elections of 1968 . . . and 1980 . . . , the

assassinations of John Kennedy and Robert Kennedy . . . , the election

breakdowns in 2000 and 2004 . . . , the numerous defense failures on

September 11, 2001 . . . , and the misrepresentation of intelligence to justify

the invasion and occupation of Iraq.”[71]

Besides regarding 9/11 as one of the suspected SCADs for which there is good

evidence, this symposium treats it as its primary example. The abstract for the

introductory essay begins by asserting: “The ellipses of due diligence riddling

the official account of the 9/11 incidents continue being ignored by scholars of

policy and public administration.”[72] The symposium’s final essay, criticizing

the majority of the academic world for its “blithe dismissal of more than one

law of thermodynamics” that is violated by the official theory of the World Trade

Center collapses,[73] also criticizes the academy for its failure to protest when

“Professor Steven Jones found himself forced out of a tenured position for

merely reminding the world that physical laws, about which there is no dissent

whatsoever, contradict the official theory of the World Trade Center Towers’

collapse.”[74]

The authors of this symposium point out, moreover, that the official theory of

the destruction of the three World Trade Center towers has serious
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implications for science and engineering. If NIST’s explanation “provides the

most robust account of the Towers’ collapse, based on known science,” then

some previously accepted physical laws would need to be revised:

    “[These laws] would have to succumb, at some point, to the theoretical

claims purported to explain the Towers’ collapse: New laws determining

when steel melts and the phases at which such material loses its tensile

strength would have at some point to replace existing science-based

presumptions.”[75]

This revision of physical laws would also have practical implications for

building codes: “[T]he specifications of design for all skyscrapers ought, in the

public interest, to be subjected to major review.” The acceptance of NIST’s

account, therefore, creates an “obvious crisis,” which should be evoking

scientific and practical responses.[76]

The practical crisis that should have been caused by NIST’s report on WTC 7

had previously been addressed by four of the “Jersey Girls,” who had been

instrumental in getting the 9/11 Commission created. In a statement released

in September 2008, they wrote:

    “Over the past seven years, the Families of the 9/11 Victims have been

repeatedly told by fire experts, engineers and architects that we should

NOT FOCUS our efforts on advocating for building and fire code changes

based on the collapse of the WTC 1 and 2 towers. We were continuously

reminded that the crashing of airplanes into buildings was a unique event.

Additionally, we were told that the design and construction of WTC Towers

1 and 2 was unique and that there were no other buildings of that

particular height or design in the world. We were repeatedly told that the

key was WTC 7 since this building was of conventional design and height,

yet it too collapsed without the unique event of an airplane striking it. . . .

    “Dr. Shyam Sunder of NIST . . . stated that WTC 7 met all New York City

codes. Yet, WTC 7 is the first steel high-rise building of traditional

construction in the United States — and the world, to completely collapse
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as a result of fire. According to . . . Dr. Sunder, “there were no flaws with

the construction of the building.” 

    “We don’t how the rest of the country is feeling about this news, but we

are very scared! These findings suggest that ANY EXISTING building is

prone to a progressive collapse if a fire should start and the sprinkler

system fails for whatever reason. . . .

    “The ultimate purpose of advocating for the $16 million to have NIST

study this event was to determine how to make buildings safer in the

future. If we are now to believe that any skyscraper is subject to total

collapse from fire, why isn’t NIST emphasizing the impact on EXISTING

buildings? . . . NIST needs to . . . provide guidance for EXISTING buildings. 

    “NIST should put the most important conclusion in plain English and

announce it to the entire country: UNCONTROLLED FIRES IN HIGH-RISE

BUILDINGS CAN LEAD TO THEIR TOTAL COLLAPSE. . . . NIST must

address this dangerous issue immediately. The future safety of the public

and the fire services hangs in the balance.”[77]

Like the SCADs symposium, this brilliant piece of satire makes clear that

NIST’s explanation of WTC 7’s collapse should have created a crisis in many

fields, both theoretical and practical. The implications of NIST’s explanation

should have been extensively discussed in technical journals of various types

and then in newspapers and on television programs and radio talk shows. But

no such discussion occurred. The worlds of physics, engineering, building

codes, and public safety continued on as if the report had never been issued.

How can we understand this?

Hiding the Most Obvious Evidence that 9/11 Was a SCAD

If the reason why the collapse of WTC 7 did not occur “under normal

circumstances” is the fact that it was part of 9/11, which was a SCAD, then it

would not be surprising that the collapse of this building, which “under normal

circumstances would probably have captured the attention of the city and the
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world,” did not do so.

If 9/11 was a SCAD, the collapse of WTC 7 would not have been allowed to

capture the world’s attention for the reasons mentioned earlier: Unlike the

Twin Towers, it was not hit by a plane; because of this, there was no jet fuel to

spread big fires to many floors; its collapse, unlike that of each of the Twin

Towers, looked exactly like a classic implosion, in which the collapse begins

from the bottom and the building folds in upon itself, ending up almost entirely

in its own footprint; and the videos show that it came down, at least part of the

way, in absolute free fall. The fact that Building 7 was brought down by

controlled demolition was, therefore, more obvious.

This greater obviousness is illustrated not only by Danny Jowenko’s response,

but also by the many engineers and scientists who joined the 9/11 Truth

Movement only after seeing a video of this building’s collapse. For example,

Daniel Hofnung, an engineer in Paris, wrote:

    “In the years after the 9/11 events, I thought that all I read in

professional reviews and French newspapers was true. The first time I

understood that it was impossible was when I saw a film about the

collapse of WTC 7.”[78]

Likewise, civil engineer Chester Gearhart wrote:

    “I have watched the construction of many large buildings and also

have personally witnessed 5 controlled demolitions in Kansas City.

When I saw the towers fall on 9/11, I knew something was wrong and

my first instinct was that it was impossible. When I saw building 7 fall,

I knew it was a controlled demolition.”[79]

This video was also decisive for University of Copenhagen chemist Niels Harrit,

who later became the first author of the nanothermite paper. When asked how

he became involved with these issues, he replied:
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    “It all started when I saw the collapse of Building 7, the third

skyscraper. It collapsed seven hours after the Twin Towers. And there

were only two airplanes. When you see a 47-storey building, 186

meters tall, collapse in 6.5 seconds, and you are a scientist, you think

“What?” I had to watch it again…and again. I hit the button ten times,

and my jaw dropped lower and lower. Firstly, I had never heard of that

building before. And there was no visible reason why it should collapse

in that way, straight down, in 6.5 seconds. I have had no rest since

that day.”[80]

Given these reactions, it is obvious why, if 9/11 was a State Crime Against

Democracy, the fact of Building 7’s collapse, especially the video of this

collapse, had to be suppressed as much as possible.

WTC 7 as a Dud?

Having made this point, I need to respond to an obvious objection: If those who

were responsible for bringing down Building 7 were going to need to suppress

the video of its collapse, why did they wait until late in the afternoon, when the

air was clean and cameras would be trained on this building, with the

consequence that we have perfectly clear videos of the collapse of this building

from various angles, each one showing its straight-down free-fall descent? Why

did they not bring it down in the morning, shortly after one of the Twin Towers

had collapsed, when the resulting dust cloud would have made any images

impossible? After the collapse of the North Tower at 10:28, for example,

visibility did not return sufficiently for film crews to come back to the area,

NIST reported, until 11:00.[81] Had Building 7 been imploded at, say, 10:45,

its collapse would still have been a big mystery, but there would have been no

videos showing that it had come straight down and, for over two seconds, in

absolute free fall.

There are many reasons, as I showed in an appendix to The Mysterious

Collapse of World Trade Center 7, to believe that this had indeed been the plan,

but that this building was, as one researcher put it, “a dud”[82] – meaning that

“the demolition system in WTC 7 simply did not respond as intended and the
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building defiantly remained intact.”[83] As a result, agents were perhaps sent

into the building to set fires to provide the basis for a cover-story saying that

fires had brought the building down. This hypothesis — that fires were set in

the building only after a controlled demolition system had failed to bring it

down in the morning — would explain why, although the fires in Building 7

were supposedly started by burning debris from the North Tower’s collapse at

10:28, no flames are visible in this building, as NIST admits, until after noon,

and on some floors there is no photographic evidence of fire until 3:40 PM or

even later.[84]

I have emphasized this likelihood – that the destruction of WTC 7 was a

botched operation – because if true it provides the clearest possible illustration

of the theme of this essay, namely, that SCADs can be hidden in plain sight.

There are literally dozens of problems in the official account of 9/11 sufficiently

serious to show the official story to be false. But the clearest proof is provided

by the video of this enormous building coming straight down in absolute free

fall. And yet even though this proof has existed in plain sight for all these

years, the fact that 9/11 was an inside job, and hence a State Crime Against

Democracy, has remained a hidden fact, at least in the sense that it is not part

of the public conversation. If the destruction of WTC 7 was a botched

operation, then the hiding of the fact that 9/11 was a SCAD is even more

impressive. How has this hiding been achieved?

Hiding SCADs: The Role of the Mainstream Media

Peter Dale Scott, discussing the erosion of the US Constitution in recent times,

suggests that “this erosion has been achieved in part through a series of

important deep events in [post-World-War-II] American history – events aspects

of which . . . will be ignored or suppressed in the mainstream media.”[85]

Indeed, Scott adds:

    “[T]he mainstream U.S. media . . . have become so implicated in past

protective lies . . . that they, as well as the government, have now a

demonstrated interest in preventing the truth about any of these events

from coming out. This means that the current threat to constitutional
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rights does not derive from the deep state alone. . . . [T]he problem is a

global dominance mindset that prevails not only inside the Washington

Beltway but also in the mainstream media . . . , one which has come to

accept recent inroads on constitutional liberties, and stigmatizes, or at

least responds with silence to, those who are alarmed by them. . . .

[A]cceptance of this mindset’s notions of decorum has increasingly become

a condition for participation in mainstream public life.”[86]

Referring thereby to events such as the JFK assassination, the Tonkin Gulf

hoax, and 9/11, Scott by “deep events” means the same types of events called

SCADs by the authors of the symposium on that topic. Indeed, one of those

authors explicitly cites Scott’s writings, treating his “deep events” as examples

of SCADs and quoting his statements about the complicity of the mainstream

media in covering up the truth about these events.[87]

These authors also make the same point themselves, remarking that “the U.S.

government’s account of 9/11 [is] parroted by the mainstream media”[88] and

commenting on “the profound disavowal of still burning, molten questions

originating at 9/11 Ground Zero gone begging by the American media.”[89]

Besides parroting the government’s account of 9/11 and stigmatizing those

who provide alternative accounts with the discrediting label “conspiracy

theorists,” how has America’s mainstream media kept the truth about WTC 7

hidden from the majority of the American people? Through various means,

including the following:

First, by never replaying the statements by Dan Rather and other reporters

about how the collapse of WTC 7 looked just like a controlled demolition.

Second, by seldom if ever replaying the video of this building’s collapse.

Third, by never mentioning credible critiques of the official account. For

example, The Mysterious Collapse of World Trade Center 7: Why the Final

Official Report about 9/11 is Unscientific and False, which has been endorsed

by prestigious scientists and engineers, has never been reviewed in the
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mainstream media, even though my previous 9/11 book, The New Pearl Harbor

Revisited, was a Publishers Weekly “Pick of the Week” in 2008.[90]

Fourth, by never mentioning, except for one story that apparently slipped

through,[91] the existence of an organization called Architects and Engineers

for 9/11 Truth, which by now has some 1,200 professional architects and

engineers calling for a new investigation of WTC 7 as well as the Twin

Towers.[92]

Fifth, by never reporting scientific evidence contradicting the official account of

these buildings’ destruction, such as the reported discovery of nanothermite in

the WTC dust.

Sixth, by overlooking the fact that NIST’s report on WTC 7 omitted an

enormous amount of evidence showing that explosives and/or incendiaries

must have been used. For example, although the New York Times in 2002

called the piece of Swiss-cheese steel recovered from this building “the deepest

mystery uncovered in the investigation,” it did not issue a peep when NIST’s

2008 report on this building failed to mention this piece of steel and even

claimed that no steel from this building had been identified: The Times clearly

knew better but said nothing.

Seventh, by not mentioning the fact, even after it was reported in my 2009

book, The Mysterious Collapse of World Trade Center 7, that NIST had used

various types of fabricated evidence to support its theory of a fire-induced

collapse.

Eighth, by reporting NIST’s August 2008 press briefing, in which Shyam

Sunder announced, triumphantly, that the “the reason for the collapse of

World Trade Center 7 is no longer a mystery” and that “science is really behind

what we have said,” but then not reporting on NIST’s final report in November

of that year, in which NIST almost explicitly admitted that science does not

stand behind, but instead contradicts, its theory of this building’s collapse.
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Ninth, by systematically ignoring the fact that the official account of WTC 7’s

collapse has implications for many fields that, if taken seriously by leaders in

those fields, would demand revolutionary changes in both theory and

practice.[93]

Conclusion and Proposal

Through these and related means, the truth about the collapse of WTC 7 has

been effectively hidden, even though it has existed in plain sight all these

years. Even the bare fact of the collapse itself has been so effectively hidden

that in 2006 over 40 percent of the American public did not know about it, and

in 2009 a judge in New York City, upon hearing a reference to Building 7,

asked: “Building what?”

I offer this essay as a case study in the power of the forces behind SCADs or

deep events to hide things that exist in plain sight, because if they can hide the

straight-down free-fall collapse of a 47-story building captured on video in

broad daylight, they can hide almost anything.

I say this, however, not to instill despair, but to point to the seriousness of the

problem, and also to pave the way for making a proposal. Recognizing the high

correlation between those who know about the collapse of WTC 7 and those

who believe that a new – or rather real – 9/11 investigation is needed, I propose

that the international 9/11 Truth Movement initiate, starting this September, a

world-wide, year-long “Building What?” campaign. Through this campaign, we

would seek to make the fact of its collapse so widely known that the mention of

Building 7 would never again evoke the question: “Building What?”[94]

David Ray Griffin is the author of 36 books on various topics, including

philosophy, theology, philosophy of science, and 9/11. His 2008 book, The New

Pearl Harbor Revisited: 9/11, the Cover-Up, and the Exposé, was named a

“Pick of the Week” by Publishers Weekly. In September 2009, The New

Statesman ranked him #41 among “The 50 People Who Matter Today.” His

most recent book is The Mysterious Collapse of World Trade Center 7: Why the

Final Official Report about 9/11 is Unscientific and False (2009). His next book
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9/11 Conspiracy Theory (September 2010). He wishes to thank Tod Fletcher,
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9/11: The Attack on the Pentagon on September 11, 2001

By Thierry Meyssan - Global Research, August 16, 2012

The Official Version Amounts to an Enormous Lie (August 16, 2012)

Source:

https://www.globalresearch.ca/9-11-the-attack-on-the-pentagon-on-september-11-2001/

32326

As September approaches, we are reminded that the

anniversary of the tragic events of 9/11 will soon be upon us

once again. 11 years laters, are we any closer to the truth

about what really happened on that fateful day?

For the next month until September 11, 2012, we will be

posting on a daily basis important articles from our early archives pertaining to

the tragic events of 9/11. 

The following text by Thierry Meyssan originally published on Global Research in

April 2002 focusses on the attack on the Pentagon.

Michel Chossudovsky, Global Research, August 16, 2001

The book of Thierry Meyssan entitled  l’Effroyable imposture, has been the source

of much controversy in France. With a view to promoting constructive debate, we

reproduce the text of Meyssan’s  presentation to a meeting under the auspices of

the Arab Ligue. 
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Who was behind the September 11 attacks? – by Thierry Meyssan 

Centre for Research on Globalisation (CRG),  globalresearch.ca , 19 April 2002

Translation of the transcript of the presentation by Thierry Meyssan on 8 April

2002 at the Zayed Center in Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates), at a gathering

organized under the auspices Arab League.For the original French text click here .

Read also in French, the transcript of Meyssan’s Interview with TV5. 

Your Highness, Excellencies, Ladies and Gentlemen,

In the first minutes following the first attack on the World Trade Center,

officials suggested to the media that the person behind the attacks was Osama

bn Laden, the epitome of Muslim fanaticism. Not long after, the recently

appointed director of the FBI, Robert Mueller III, designated nineteen

kamikazes by name and mobilized all the means at the disposal of his agency

to track down their accomplices. The FBI thus never undertook any

investigation but, instead, organized a man hunt, which, in the eyes much of

the United States public, quickly took on the appearance of an Arab hunt. This

reached such a pitch that people were incited to attack – even kill – Arabs

whom they naively considered collectively responsible for the attacks.

There was no investigation by Congress, which, at the request of the White

House, renounced exercising its constitutional role, supposedly in order not to

adversely affect national security. Nor was there investigation by any media

representatives, who had been summoned to the White House and prevailed

upon to abstain from following up any leads lest such inquiries also adversely

affect national security.

If we analyze the attacks of September the eleventh, we notice first off that

there was much more to them than the official version acknowledges.

1.We know about only four planes, whereas at one point it was a question of

eleven planes. Further, an examination of the insider-trading conducted in

relation to the attacks shows put-option speculative trading in the stock of

three airline companies: American Airlines, United Airlines and KLM Royal
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Dutch Airlines. 2.The official version does not include the attack on the White

House annex, the Old Executive Office Building (called the “Eisenhower

Building”). Yet, on the morning of the eleventh, ABC television broadcast, live,

pictures of a fire ravaging the presidential services building. 3.Neither does the

official version take into account the collapse of a third building in Manhattan

World Trade Center complex, independently of the twin towers. This third

building was not hit by a plane. However, it, too, was ravaged by a fire before

collapsing for an unknown reason. This building contained the world’s biggest

secret CIA operations base, where the Agency engaged in economic intelligence

gathering that the military-industrial lobby considered a waste of resources

that should have been devoted to strategic intelligence gathering.

If we look closely at the attack against the Pentagon, we notice that the official

version amounts to an enormous lie.

According to the Defense Department, a Boeing 757, all trace of which had

been lost somewhere over Ohio, flew some 500 kilometers (300 miles) without

being noticed. It supposedly entered Pentagon air space and descended on to

the lawn surrounding the heliport, bounced off the lawn, broke a wing in

collision with an electric transformer station, hit the façade at the level of the

ground floor and first story, and was totally consumed by fire, leaving no other

traces than two dysfunctional black boxes and pieces of passengers’ bodies.

It is obviously impossible that a Boeing 757 could, for some 500 kilometers,

escape detection by civil and military radar, by fighter-bomber planes sent in

pursuit of it and by observation satellites that had just been activated.

It is also obviously impossible that a Boeing 757 could enter the Pentagon’s air

space without being destroyed by one or more of the five missile batteries

protecting the building.

When one examines the photographs of the façade, taken in the minutes

following the attack (even before the Arlington civilian fire fighters had time to

deploy), one sees no trace of the right wing on fire in front of the façade, nor

any hole in the façade into which the plane could have been swallowed up.
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Apparently without the least fear of laying itself open to ridicule, the Defense

Department declared that the jet engines, made out of tempered steel, had

disintegrated under the shock of the impact – without damaging the façade.

The aluminum of the fuselage is claimed to have combusted at more than

2,500° Celsius within the building and to have been transformed into gas, but

the bodies of the passengers which it contained were so little burned that they

were later identified from their finger prints.

Responding to journalists during a press conference at the Pentagon, the fire

chief claimed that “no voluminous debris from the aircraft” had remained, “nor

any piece of the fuselage, nor anything of that sort”. He declared that neither

he nor his men knew what had become of the aircraft.

Close examination of the official photographs of the scene of the attack, taken

and published by the Defense Department, shows that no part of the Pentagon

bears any mark of an impact that could be attributed to the crash of a Boeing

757.

One must acknowledged the evidence: it is impossible that the attack against

the Pentagon on September 11, killing 125 persons, was carried out by a jet

airliner.

The scene of the attack was thoroughly disturbed on the following day by the

immediate launch of new construction work, with the result that many of the

elements necessary to reconstruct what had happened are missing. The

elements that do remain, however, converge in a single hypothesis that it is not

possible to prove with certainty.

An air traffic controller from Washington has testified seeing on radar an object

flying at about 800 kilometers per hour, moving initially toward the White

House, then turning sharply toward the Pentagon, where it seemed to crash.

The air traffic controller has testified that the characteristics of the flight were

such that it could only have been a military projectile.
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Several hundred witnesses have claimed that they head “a shrill noise like the

noise of a fighter-bomber”, but nothing like the noise of a civilian aircraft.

Eye-witnesses have said that they saw “something like a cruise missile with

wings” or a small flying object “like a plane carrying eight or twelve persons”.

The flying object penetrated the building without causing major damage to the

façade. It crossed several of the building rings of the Pentagon, creating in each

wall it pierced a progressively bigger hole. The final hole, perfectly circular,

measured about one meter eighty in diameter. When traversing the first ring of

the Pentagon, the object set off a fire, as gigantic as it was sudden. Huge flames

burst from the building licking the façades, then they shrank back just as fast,

leaving behind a cloud of black soot. The fire spread through a part of the first

ring and along two perpendicular corridors. It was so sudden that the fire

protection system could not react.

All these testimonies and observations correspond to the effects of an AGM[air

to ground missile]-86C of the third (most recent) generation of CALCM

[conventional air launched cruise missile — see picture at

http://www.fas.org/man/dod-101/sys/smart/agm-86c.htm], equipped with

depleted uranium warheads and guided by GPS [global positioning system].

This type of missile, seen from the side, would easily remind one of a small

civilian airplane, but it is not a plane. It produces a shrill whistle comparable

to that of a fighter-bomber, can be guided with enough accuracy to be directed

through a window, can pierce the most resistant armor and can set off a fire –

independent of its piercing effect – that will generate heat of over 2,000°

Celsius.

This type of missile was developed jointly by the Navy and the Air Force and is

fired from a plane. The missile used against the Pentagon destroyed the part of

the building where the new Supreme Naval Command Center was being

installed. Following the attack, the Navy Chief of Staff, Admiral Vernon Walters,

failed to show up in the crisis room of the National Military Joint Intelligence

Center when the other members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff reported there.

Instead, he abruptly left the Pentagon.
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Who, then, could have fired such a missile on the Pentagon? The answer was

given by the off-the-record revelations of Ari Fleischer, the White House

spokesman, and by Karl Rove, senior advisor to the president, to journalists

from the New York Times and the Washington Post. Eighteen days later, these

men discounted the veracity of the information they had given the journalists,

claiming that they had been speaking under the stress of great emotion.

According to those close to George W. Bush, in the course of the morning, the

Secret Service received a telephone call from those behind the attacks,

apparently in order to make demands. To give credence to their demands, the

masterminds revealed the secret codes giving access to the secure telephone

lines available to the president for secure communication with the various

intelligence agencies and services as well as for access to the nuclear arsenal.

In fact, only a very few persons with the highest security clearances, in the top

ranks of the government, could have had these codes. It follows that at least

one of the persons behind the attacks of September 11 has a top government

post, either civilian or military.

To give credence to the fable of Islamic terrorists, the United States authorities

invented kamikazes.

Although it would have been possible for a well organized group of persons to

bring fire arms into commercial air liners, the kamikazes apparently used

cardboard cutters as their only weapons. They are said to have learned to pilot

Boeing 757s and 767s in the space of several hours of simulator training,

becoming better pilots than professionals. This mastery allowed them to carry

out complex in-flight approach maneuvers.

The Justice Department has never explained how it established the list of the

kamikazes. The airline companies have furnished the exact number of

passengers in each plane, and the passenger lists, incomplete, do not mention

the persons who boarded at the last minute. In checking the these lists, one

notices that names of the kamikazes are not on them and that only three

passengers are not identified for flight 11 and only two for flight 93. It is thus

impossible that 19 kamikazes boarded. Further, several of those listed as
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kamikazes have turned up, alive. The FBI nonetheless maintains that the

high-jackers have all been definitively identified and that complementary

information such as birth dates makes it improbable that they could be

confused with persons of the same name. For those who might doubt this, the

FBI has a ridiculous proof: whereas the planes burned and the twin towers

collapsed, the passport of Mohammed Atta was miraculously found intact on

the smoking ruins of the World Trade Center.

The existence of high-jackers, whether these or others, is confirmed by

telephone calls made by several passengers to members of their families.

Unfortunately, these conversations are known to us only by hearsay and have

not been published, even in the case of those that were recorded. Thus, it has

been impossible to verify that they were actually made from a particular cell

phone of from a telephone on board. Here, too, we are asked to take the FBI at

its word.

Further, it was not indispensable to have high-jackers to carry out the attacks.

The Global Hawk technology, developed by the Air Force, makes it possible to

take control of a commercial airliner regardless of the intentions of its pilot(s)

and to direct it by remote control.

There remains the case of Osama bn Laden. If it is generally admitted that he

was a CIA agent or collaborator during the war against the Soviet Union in

Afghanistan, the current version of events claims that he turned coat and

became public enemy number one of the United States. This story does not

bear up under scrutiny either. The French daily le Figaro revealed that last

July, Osmam bn Laden was a patient at the American hospital in Dubai, where

he was visited by the head of CIA regional office. CBS television in the United

States has revealed that, on September 10, Osama bn Laden was undergoing

dialysis at the Rawalpindi military hospital, under the protection of the

Pakistani army. And the renown French journalist Michel Peyrard, who was a

prisoner of the Taliban, has recounted how, last November, Osama bn Laden

was living openly in Jalalabad while the United States was bombing other

regions of the country. It is difficult to believe that the greatest army in the

world, come to Afghanistan to arrest him, was unable to do so, while the
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mollah Omar was able to escape from United States military force on a moped.

In view of the elements that I have just presented, it appears that the attacks of

September can not be attributed to foreign terrorists from the Arab-Muslim

world – even if some of those involved might have been Muslim – but to United

States terrorists.

The day after the attacks of September 11, United Nations Security Council

Resolution 1368 acknowledged “the inherent right of individual or collective

self-defense in accordance with the Charter”, calling on “all States to work

together urgently to bring to justice the perpetrators, organizers and sponsors

of these terrorist attacks and stresses that those responsible for aiding,

supporting or harboring the perpetrators, organizers and sponsors of these acts

will be held accountable”.

If one wishes to heed the call of the Security Council, to enforce Resolution

1368 and to punish those who really are guilty, the only way to accurately

identify the guilty parties is to set up a commission of inquiry whose

independence and objectivity are guaranteed by the United Nations. This would

also be the only way to preserve international peace. In the meantime, Your

Highness, Excellencies, Ladies and Gentlemen, the foreign military

interventions of the United States of America are devoid of any basis in

international law, whether it be their recent intervention in Afghanistan or their

announced interventions in Iran, Iraq and in numerous other countries.

Thierry Meyssan is the author of the book 11 septembre 2001: l’Effroyable

imposture, Paris: Editions Carnot, 2002, Copyright © T Meyssan  2002.

The original URL of this article is:

http://globalresearch.ca/articles/MEY204C.html  

The original source of this article is Global Research

Copyright © Thierry Meyssan, Global Research, 2012
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PART IV - Lies and Fabrications: The 9/11 Commission Report

A National Disgrace: A Review of the 9/11 Commission Report

By David Ray Griffin - Global Research, March 24, 2005

Source:

https://www.globalresearch.ca/a-national-disgrace-a-review-of-the-9-11-commission-rep

ort/456

Many people have said that this Report “reads like a novel.” It is indeed

surprisingly good when judged in terms of criteria appropriate to works of

fiction. But the 9/11 Commission was supposed to conduct a serious

investigation into the question of who was responsible for the attacks of 9/11.

Instead, it simply presupposed the official conspiracy theory, according to

which the attacks were planned and carried out solely by al-Qaeda. The

Commission entirely ignored all evidence for the alternative conspiracy theory,

according to which the attacks succeeded only because of complicity by

members of the US government.

Having written a book that summarizes much of the evidence supportive of this

alternative theory (“The New Pearl Harbor: Disturbing Questions about the

Bush Administration and 9/11”), I read “The 9/11 Commission Report” to see

how it handled this evidence. I found that it simply omitted most of it and

distorted the rest.

For example, the Report simply repeats the official story about the 19 Arab

hijackers, failing to mention that at least six of the named men have shown up

alive. It even suggests that Waleed al-Shehri, who visited the US embassy in

Morocco after 9/11, stabbed a flight attendant on AA 11 before it hit the North

Tower (page 5). This sloppy scholarship proves to be no aberration.

With regard to why jet fighters failed to intercept any of the flights, the Report

provides a radically revisionist account of 9/11. Claiming–in contradiction to

the timeline provided by NORAD on September 18, 2001–that the FAA never

notified the military about Flights 175, 77, and 93 until after they crashed, the

Report fails to explain why NORAD had earlier said otherwise. This new
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timeline also changes the starting times of all the teleconferences, in order to

claim that they could not have been the means for the military to have learned

about the hijackings from the FAA. Also, to bolster the claim that the

shootdown order was not given until after Flight 93 had crashed, the Report

also contradicts by 45 minutes all prior testimony–including Secretary of

Transportation Norman Mineta’s eyewitness testimony to the Commission

itself–as to when Vice President Cheney descended to the Presidential

Emergency Operations Center.

With regard to the World Trade Center, the Report fails to mention that fire had

never caused steel-frame high-rise buildings to collapse. It also, by way of

suggesting why the Twin Towers could have collapsed so easily, says that the

core of each building consisted of “a hollow steel shaft” (541n1), whereas in

reality the core of each consisted of 47 massive steel columns. While

mentioning that the South Tower collapsed in 10 seconds (305), the Report

otherwise fails to mention the fact that the collapses manifested 10 standard

features of controlled demolitions. The Report handles the collapse of Building

7, which even FEMA admitted it could not explain, by simply failing to mention

it.

With regard to the Pentagon, the Report fails to mention that the West Wing

would have been the least likely target for terrorists, that its facade did not

collapse until 30 minutes after the strike, and other facts in tension with the

idea that the Pentagon was struck by Flight 77. And while claiming that

al-Qaeda operatives did not strike a nuclear plant for fear that their plane

would be shot down (245), the Report fails to point out that the Pentagon is

even better protected, so that any aircraft without a military transponder would

have been automatically shot down.

With regard to the FBI, the Report fails to mention many stories that are

damaging to the official account of 9/11. These omitted stories include attorney

David Schippers’ report that several FBI agents told him of their advance

knowledge of the New York attacks, the complaint by Coleen Rowley (Time

magazine person of the year) that FBI headquarters sabotaged the Moussaoui

investigation, and the damning allegations made by FBI translator Sibel
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Edmonds in her 3.5-hour testimony to the Commission.

What about the allegation by Craig Unger (popularized in Michael Moore’s

“Fahrenheit 9/11”) that the White House authorized a private flight carrying

Saudis on September 13, before private flights were otherwise allowed? The

Report “refutes” this allegation by simply saying that US airspace had been

reopened at 11 AM that day (329, 556n25), thereby ignoring the crucial

distinction between commercial flights, which were then allowed, and private

flights, which were not.

The Report also provides radically ahistorical accounts of the attacks on

Afghanistan and Iraq, ignoring all the evidence that these attacks were

motivated by desires to establish military bases and to take over the oil (rather

than by desires to protect human rights and promote democracy). In this and

other ways, the Report omits all evidence that the Bush administration had

plans of the sort that could have provided motives for allowing or even

engineering the attacks of 9/11.

I have documented these and dozens of other problems in my book The 9/11

Commission Report: Omissions and Distortions . These problems are so great

that the Report, instead of being nominated for a National Book Award, should

be designated a National Disgrace.

David R. Griffin is author of The New Pearl Harbor – Disturbing Questions

about the Bush Administration and 9/11 and The 9/11 Commission Report:

Omissions and Distortions — A Critique of the Kean-Zelikow Report

The original source of this article is 911Truth.org

Copyright © David Ray Griffin, 911Truth.org, 2005
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The 9/11 Commission Report: A 571 Page Lie

By David Ray Griffin - Global Research, September 08, 2005

Source: https://www.globalresearch.ca/the-9-11-commission-report-a-571-page-lie/907

In discussing my second 9/11 book, The 9/11 Commission Report: Omissions

and Distortions, I have often said, only half in jest, that a better title might

have been “a 571-page lie.” (Actually, I was saying “a 567-page lie,” because I

was forgetting to count the four pages of the Preface.) In making this

statement, one of my points has been that the entire Report is constructed in

support of one big lie: that the official story about 9/11 is true.

Another point, however, is that in the process of telling this overall lie, The

9/11 Commission Report tells many lies about particular issues.  This point is

implied by my critique’s subtitle, “Omissions and Distortions.” It might be

thought, to be sure, that of the two types of problems signaled by those two

terms, only those designated “distortions” can be considered lies.

It is better, however, to understand the two terms as referring to two types of

lies: implicit and explicit. We have an explicit lie when the Report claims that

the core of each of the Twin Towers consisted of a hollow steel shaft or when it

claims that Vice President Cheney did not give the shoot-down order until after

10:10 that morning. But we have an implicit lie when the Commission, in its

discussion of the 19 alleged suicide hijackers, omits the fact that at least six of

them have credibly been reported to be still alive, or when it fails to mention

the fact that Building 7 of the World Trade Center collapsed. Such omissions

are implicit lies partly because they show that the Commission did not honor

its stated intention “to provide the fullest possible account of the events

surrounding 9/11.” They are also lies insofar as the Commission could avoid

telling an explicit lie about the issue in question only by not mentioning it,

which, I believe, was the case in at least most instances.

Given these two types of lies, it might be wondered how many lies are

contained in The 9/11 Commission Report. I do not know. But, deciding to see

how many lies I had discussed in my book, I found that I had identified over

100 of them. Once I had made the list, it occurred to me that others might find
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this summary helpful. Hence this article.

One caveat: Although in some of the cases it is obvious that the Commission

has lied, in other cases I would say, as I make clear in the book, that it appears

that the Commission has lied. However, in the interests of simply giving a brief

listing of claims that I consider to be lies, I will ignore this distinction between

obvious and probable lies, leaving it to readers, if they wish, to look up the

discussion in The 9/11 Commission Report: Omissions and Distortions. For

ease in doing this, I have parenthetically indicated the pages of the book on

which the various issues are discussed.

Given this clarification, I now list the omissions and claims of The 9/11

Commission Report that I, in my critique of that report, portrayed as lies:

1. The omission of evidence that at least six of the alleged hijackers –

including Waleed al-Shehri, said by the Commission probably to have

stabbed a flight attendant on Flight 11 before it crashed into the North

Tower of the WTC – are still alive (19-20).

2. The omission of evidence about Mohamed Atta – such as his reported

fondness for alcohol, pork, and lap dances — that is in tension with the

Commission’s claim that he had become fanatically religious (20-21).

3. The obfuscation of the evidence that Hani Hanjour was too poor a pilot to

have flown an airliner into the Pentagon (21-22).

4. The omission of the fact that the publicly released flight manifests contain

no Arab names (23).

5. The omission of the fact that fire has never, before or after 9/11, caused

steel-frame buildings to collapse (25).

6. The omission of the fact that the fires in the Twin Towers were not very

big, very hot, or very long-lasting compared with fires in several

steel-frame buildings that did not collapse (25-26).
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7. The omission of the fact that, given the hypothesis that the collapses were

caused by fire, the South Tower, which was struck later than the North

Tower and also had smaller fires, should not have collapsed first (26).

8. The omission of the fact that WTC 7 (which was not hit by an airplane and

which had only small, localized fires) also collapsed – an occurrence that

FEMA admitted it could not explain (26).

9. The omission of the fact that the collapse of the Twin Towers (like that of

Building 7) exemplified at least 10 features suggestive of controlled

demolition (26-27).

10. The claim that the core of each of the Twin Towers was “a hollow steel

shaft” – a claim that denied the existence of the 47 massive steel columns

that in reality constituted the core of each tower and that, given the

“pancake theory” of the collapses, should have still been sticking up many

hundreds of feet in the air (27-28).

11. The omission of Larry Silverstein’s statement that he and the fire

department commander decided to “pull” Building 7 (28).

12. The omission of the fact that the steel from the WTC buildings was quickly

removed from the crime scene and shipped overseas before it could be

analyzed for evidence of explosives (30).

13. The omission of the fact that because Building 7 had been evacuated

before it collapsed, the official reason for the rapid removal of the steel –

that some people might still be alive in the rubble under the steel – made

no sense in this case (30).

14. The omission of Mayor Giuliani’s statement that he had received word that

the World Trade Center was going to collapse (30-31).

15. The omission of the fact that President Bush’s brother Marvin and his

cousin Wirt Walker III were both principals in the company in charge of
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security for the WTC (31-32).

16. The omission of the fact that the west wing of the Pentagon would have

been the least likely spot to be targeted by al-Qaeda terrorists, for several

reasons (33-34).

17. The omission of any discussion of whether the damage done to the

Pentagon was consistent with the impact of a Boeing 757 going several

hundred miles per hour (34).

18. The omission of the fact that there are photos showing that the west wing’s

façade did not collapse until 30 minutes after the strike and also that the

entrance hole appears too small for a Boeing 757 to have entered (34).

19. The omission of all testimony that has been used to cast doubt on whether

remains of a Boeing 757 were visible either inside or outside the Pentagon

(34-36).

20. The omission of any discussion of whether the Pentagon has a anti-missile

defense system that would have brought down a commercial airliner –

even though the Commission suggested that the al-Qaeda terrorists did

not attack a nuclear power plant because they assumed that it would be

thus defended (36).

21. The omission of the fact that pictures from various security cameras –

including the camera at the gas station across from the Pentagon, the film

from which was reportedly confiscated by the FBI immediately after the

strike – could presumably answer the question of what really hit the

Pentagon (37-38).

22. The omission of Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld’s reference to “the missile

[used] to damage [the Pentagon]” (39).

23. The apparent endorsement of a wholly unsatisfactory answer to the

question of why the Secret Service agents allowed President Bush to
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remain at the Sarasota school at a time when, given the official story, they

should have assumed that a hijacked airliner might be about to crash into

the school (41-44).

24. The failure to explore why the Secret Service did not summon fighter jets

to provide air cover for Air Force One (43-46).

25. The claims that when the presidential party arrived at the school, no one

in the party knew that several planes had been hijacked (47-48).

26. The omission of the report that Attorney General Ashcroft was warned to

stop using commercial airlines prior to 9/11 (50).

27. The omission of David Schippers’ claim that he had, on the basis of

information provided by FBI agents about upcoming attacks in lower

Manhattan, tried unsuccessfully to convey this information to Attorney

General Ashcroft during the six weeks prior to 9/11 (51).

28. The omission of any mention of the FBI agents who reportedly claimed to

have known the targets and dates of the attacks well in advance (51-52).

29. The claim, by means of a circular, question-begging rebuttal, that the

unusual purchases of put options prior to 9/11 did not imply advance

knowledge of the attacks on the part of the buyers (52-57).

30. The omission of reports that both Mayor Willie Brown and some Pentagon

officials received warnings about flying on 9/11 (57).

31. The omission of the report that Osama bin Laden, who already was

America’s “most wanted” criminal, was treated in July 2001 by an

American doctor in the American Hospital in Dubai and visited by the local

CIA agent (59).

32. The omission of news stories suggesting that after 9/11 the US military in

Afghanistan deliberately allowed Osama bin Laden to escape (60).
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33. The omission of reports, including the report of a visit to Osama bin Laden

at the hospital in Dubai by the head of Saudi intelligence, that were in

tension with the official portrayal of Osama as disowned by his family and

his country (60-61).

34. The omission of Gerald Posner’s account of Abu Zubaydah’s testimony,

according to which three members of the Saudi royal family – all of whom

later died mysteriously within an eight-day period – were funding al-Qaeda

and had advance knowledge of the 9/11 attacks (61-65).

35. The Commission’s denial that it found any evidence of Saudi funding of

al-Qaeda (65-68).

36. The Commission’s denial in particular that it found any evidence that

money from Prince Bandar’s wife, Princess Haifa, went to al-Qaeda

operatives (69-70).

37. The denial, by means of simply ignoring the distinction between private

and commercial flights, that the private flight carrying Saudis from Tampa

to Lexington on September 13 violated the rules for US airspace in effect at

the time (71-76).

38. The denial that any Saudis were allowed to leave the United States shortly

after 9/11 without being adequately investigated (76-82).

39. The omission of evidence that Prince Bandar obtained special permission

from the White House for the Saudi flights (82-86).

40. The omission of Coleen Rowley’s claim that some officials at FBI

headquarters did see the memo from Phoenix agent Kenneth Williams

(89-90).

41. The omission of Chicago FBI agent Robert Wright’s charge that FBI

headquarters closed his case on a terrorist cell, then used intimidation to

prevent him from publishing a book reporting his experiences (91).
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42. The omission of evidence that FBI headquarters sabotaged the attempt by

Coleen Rowley and other Minneapolis agents to obtain a warrant to search

Zacarias Moussaoui’s computer (91-94).

43. The omission of the 3.5 hours of testimony to the Commission by former

FBI translator Sibel Edmonds – testimony that, according to her later

public letter to Chairman Kean, revealed serious 9/11-related cover-ups

by officials at FBI headquarters (94-101).

44. The omission of the fact that General Mahmoud Ahmad, the head of

Pakistan’s intelligence agency (the ISI), was in Washington the week prior

to 9/11, meeting with CIA chief George Tenet and other US officials

(103-04).

45. The omission of evidence that ISI chief Ahmad had ordered $100,000 to be

sent to Mohamed Atta prior to 9/11 (104-07).

46. The Commission’s claim that it found no evidence that any foreign

government, including Pakistan, had provided funding for the al-Qaeda

operatives (106).

47. The omission of the report that the Bush administration pressured

Pakistan to dismiss Ahmad as ISI chief after the appearance of the story

that he had ordered ISI money sent to Atta (107-09).

48. The omission of evidence that the ISI (and not merely al-Qaeda) was

behind the assassination of Ahmad Shah Masood (the leader of

Afghanistan’s Northern Alliance), which occurred just after the week-long

meeting between the heads of the CIA and the ISI (110-112).

49. The omission of evidence of ISI involvement in the kidnapping and murder

of Wall Street Reporter Daniel Pearl (113).

50. The omission of Gerald Posner’s report that Abu Zubaydah claimed that a

Pakistani military officer, Mushaf Ali Mir, was closely connected to both
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the ISI and al-Qaeda and had advance knowledge of the 9/11 attacks

(114).

51. The omission of the 1999 prediction by ISI agent Rajaa Gulum Abbas that

the Twin Towers would be “coming down” (114).

52. The omission of the fact that President Bush and other members of his

administration repeatedly spoke of the 9/11 attacks as “opportunities”

(116-17).

53. The omission of the fact that The Project for the New American Century,

many members of which became key figures in the Bush administration,

published a document in 2000 saying that “a new Pearl Harbor” would aid

its goal of obtaining funding for a rapid technological transformation of the

US military (117-18).

54. The omission of the fact that Donald Rumsfeld, who as head of the

commission on the US Space Command had recommended increased

funding for it, used the attacks of 9/11 on that very evening to secure

such funding (119-22).

55. The failure to mention the fact that three of the men who presided over the

failure to prevent the 9/11 attacks – Secretary Rumsfeld, General Richard

Myers, and General Ralph Eberhart – were also three of the strongest

advocates for the US Space Command (122).

56. The omission of the fact that Unocal had declared that the Taliban could

not provide adequate security for it to go ahead with its oil-and-gas

pipeline from the Caspian region through Afghanistan and Pakistan

(122-25).

57. The omission of the report that at a meeting in July 2001, US

representatives said that because the Taliban refused to agree to a US

proposal that would allow the pipeline project to go forward, a war against

them would begin by October (125-26).
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58. The omission of the fact that Zbigniew Brzezinski in his 1997 book had

said that for the United States to maintain global primacy, it needed to

gain control of Central Asia, with its vast petroleum reserves, and that a

new Pearl Harbor would be helpful in getting the US public to support this

imperial effort (127-28).

59. The omission of evidence that some key members of the Bush

administration, including Donald Rumsfeld and his deputy Paul Wolfowitz,

had been agitating for a war with Iraq for many years (129-33).

60. The omission of notes of Rumsfeld’s conversations on 9/11 showing that

he was determined to use the attacks as a pretext for a war with Iraq

(131-32).

61. The omission of the statement by the Project for the New American

Century that “the need for a substantial American force presence in the

Gulf transcends the issue of the regime of Saddam Hussein” (133-34).

62. The claim that FAA protocol on 9/11 required the time-consuming process

of going through several steps in the chain of command – even though the

Report cites evidence to the contrary (158).

63. The claim that in those days there were only two air force bases in

NORAD’s Northeast sector that kept fighters on alert and that, in

particular, there were no fighters on alert at either McGuire or Andrews

(159-162).

64. The omission of evidence that Andrews Air Force Base did keep several

fighters on alert at all times (162-64).

65. The acceptance of the twofold claim that Colonel Marr of NEADS had to

telephone a superior to get permission to have fighters scrambled from

Otis and that this call required eight minutes (165-66).
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66. The endorsement of the claim that the loss of an airplane’s transponder

signal makes it virtually impossible for the US military’s radar to track

that plane (166-67).

67. The claim that the Payne Stewart interception did not show NORAD’s

response time to Flight 11 to be extraordinarily slow (167-69).

68. The claim that the Otis fighters were not airborne until seven minutes

after they received the scramble order because they did not know where to

go (174-75).

69. The claim that the US military did not know about the hijacking of Flight

175 until 9:03, when it was crashing into the South Tower (181-82).

70. The omission of any explanation of (a) why NORAD’s earlier report,

according to which the FAA had notified the military about the hijacking of

Flight 175 at 8:43, was now to be considered false and (b) how this report,

if it was false, could have been published and then left uncorrected for

almost three years (182).

71. The claim that the FAA did not set up a teleconference until 9:20 that

morning (183).

72. The omission of the fact that a memo by Laura Brown of the FAA says that

its teleconference was established at about 8:50 and that it included

discussion of Flight 175’s hijacking (183-84, 186).

73. The claim that the NMCC teleconference did not begin until 9:29 (186-88).

74. The omission, in the Commission’s claim that Flight 77 did not deviate

from its course until 8:54, of the fact that earlier reports had said 8:46

(189-90).

75. The failure to mention that the report that a large jet had crashed in

Kentucky, at about the time Flight 77 disappeared from FAA radar, was
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taken seriously enough by the heads of the FAA and the FBI’s

counterterrorism unit to be relayed to the White House (190).

76. The claim that Flight 77 flew almost 40 minutes through American

airspace towards Washington without being detected by the military’s

radar (191-92).

77. The failure to explain, if NORAD’s earlier report that it was notified about

Flight 77 at 9:24 was “incorrect,” how this erroneous report could have

arisen, i.e., whether NORAD officials had been lying or simply confused for

almost three years (192-93).

78. The claim that the Langley fighter jets, which NORAD had previously said

were scrambled to intercept Flight 77, were actually scrambled in response

to an erroneous report from an (unidentified) FAA controller at 9:21 that

Flight 11 was still up and was headed towards Washington (193-99).

79. The claim that the military did not hear from the FAA about the probable

hijacking of Flight 77 before the Pentagon was struck (204-12).

80. The claim that Jane Garvey did not join Richard Clarke’s videoconference

until 9:40, after the Pentagon was struck (210).

81. The claim that none of the teleconferences succeeded in coordinating the

FAA and military responses to the hijackings because “none of [them]

included the right officials from both the FAA and the Defense

Department” – although Richard Clarke says that his videoconference

included FAA head Jane Garvey as well as Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld

and General Richard Myers, the acting chair of the joint chiefs of staff

(211).

82. The Commission’s claim that it did not know who from the Defense

Department participated in Clarke’s videoconference – although Clarke’s

book said that it was Donald Rumsfeld and General Myers (211-212).
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83. The endorsement of General Myers’ claim that he was on Capitol Hill

during the attacks, without mentioning Richard Clarke’s contradictory

account, according to which Myers was in the Pentagon participating in

Clarke’s videoconference (213-17).

84. The failure to mention the contradiction between Clarke’s account of

Rumsfeld’s whereabouts that morning and Rumsfeld’s own accounts

(217-19).

85. The omission of Secretary of Transportation Norman Mineta’s testimony,

given to the Commission itself, that Vice-President Cheney and others in

the underground shelter were aware by 9:26 that an aircraft was

approaching the Pentagon (220).

86. The claim that Pentagon officials did not know about an aircraft

approaching Pentagon until 9:32, 9:34, or 9:36 – in any case, only a few

minutes before the building was hit (223).

87. The endorsement of two contradictory stories about the aircraft that hit

the Pentagon – one in which it executed a 330-degree downward spiral (a

“high-speed dive”) and another in which there is no mention of this

maneuver (222-23).

88. The claim that the fighter jets from Langley, which were allegedly

scrambled to protect Washington from “Phantom Flight 11,” were nowhere

near Washington because they were mistakenly sent out to sea (223-24).

89. The omission of all the evidence suggesting that the aircraft that hit the

Pentagon was not Flight 77 (224-25).

90. The claim that the military was not notified by the FAA about Flight 93’s

hijacking until after it crashed (227-29, 232, 253).

91. The twofold claim that the NMCC did not monitor the FAA-initiated

conference and then was unable to get the FAA connected to the
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NMCC-initiated teleconference (230-31).

92. The omission of the fact that the Secret Service is able to know everything

that the FAA knows (233).

93. The omission of any inquiry into why the NMCC initiated its own

teleconference if, as Laura Brown of the FAA has said, this is not standard

protocol (234).

94. The omission of any exploration of why General Montague Winfield not

only had a rookie (Captain Leidig) take over his role as the NMCC’s

Director of Operations but also left him in charge after it was clear that the

Pentagon was facing an unprecedented crisis (235-36).

95. The claim that the FAA (falsely) notified the Secret Service between 10:10

and 10:15 that Flight 93 was still up and headed towards Washington

(237).

96. The claim that Vice President Cheney did not give the shoot-down

authorization until after 10:10 (several minutes after Flight 93 had

crashed) and that this authorization was not transmitted to the US

military until 10:31 (237-41).

97. The omission of all the evidence indicating that Flight 93 was shot down

by a military plane (238-39, 252-53).

98. The claim that Richard Clarke did not receive the requested shoot-down

authorization until 10:25 (240).

99. The omission of Clarke’s own testimony, which suggests that he received

the shoot-down authorization by 9:50 (240).

100. The claim that Cheney did not reach the underground shelter (the

PEOC [Presidential Emergency Operations Center]) until 9:58 (241-44).
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101. The omission of multiple testimony, including that of Norman Mineta

to the Commission itself, that Cheney was in the PEOC before 9:20

(241-44).

102. The claim that shoot-down authorization must be given by the

president (245).

103. The omission of reports that Colonel Marr ordered a shoot-down of

Flight 93 and that General Winfield indicated that he and others at the

NMCC had expected a fighter jet to reach Flight 93 (252).

104. The omission of reports that there were two fighter jets in the air a few

miles from NYC and three of them only 200 miles from Washington

(251).

105. The omission of evidence that there were at least six bases with

fighters on alert in the northeastern part of the United States (257-58).

106. The endorsement of General Myers’ claim that NORAD had defined its

mission in terms of defending only against threats from abroad

(258-62).

107. The endorsement of General Myers’ claim that NORAD had not

recognized the possibility that terrorists might use hijacked airliners

as missiles (262-63).

108. The failure to highlight the significance of evidence presented in the

Report itself, and to mention other evidence, showing that NORAD had

indeed recognized the threat that hijacked airliners might be used as

missiles (264-67).

109. The failure to probe the issue of how the “war games” scheduled for

that day were related to the military’s failure to intercept the hijacked

airliners (268-69).
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110. The failure to discuss the possible relevance of Operation Northwoods

to the attacks of 9/11 (269-71).

111. The claim – made in explaining why the military did not get

information about the hijackings in time to intercept them – that FAA

personnel inexplicably failed to follow standard procedures some 16

times (155-56, 157, 179, 180, 181, 190, 191, 193, 194, 200, 202-03,

227, 237, 272-75).

112. The failure to point out that the Commission’s claimed “independence”

was fatally compromised by the fact that its executive director, Philip

Zelikow, was virtually a member of the Bush administration (7-9,

11-12, 282-84).

113. The failure to point out that the White House first sought to prevent

the creation of a 9/11 Commission, then placed many obstacles in its

path, including giving it extremely meager funding (283-85).

114. The failure to point out that the Commission’s chairman, most of the

other commissioners, and at least half of the staff had serious conflicts

of interest (285-90, 292-95).

115. The failure of the Commission, while bragging that it presented its final

report “without dissent,” to point out that this was probably possible

only because Max Cleland, the commissioner who was most critical of

the White House and swore that he would not be part of “looking at

information only partially,” had to resign in order to accept a position

with the Export-Import Bank, and that the White House forwarded his

nomination for this position only after he was becoming quite

outspoken in his criticisms (290-291).

I will close by pointing out that I concluded my study of what I came to call

“the Kean-Zelikow Report” by writing that it, “far from lessening my suspicions

about official complicity, has served to confirm them. Why would the minds in

charge of this final report engage in such deception if they were not trying to
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cover up very high crimes?” (291)

The original source of this article is Global Research

Copyright © David Ray Griffin, Global Research, 2005

September 11, 2001: 21 Reasons to Question the Official Story about

9/11

By David Ray Griffin - Global Research, September 11, 2008

Source:

https://www.globalresearch.ca/september-11-2001-21-reasons-to-question-the-official-s

tory-about-9-11/10145

Note: Although the points are stated briefly, I give in each case

the pages in my most recent book—“The New Pearl Harbor

Revisited”—where the issue is documented and discussed more

extensively.

(1) Although the official account of 9/11 claims that Osama

bin Laden ordered the attacks, the FBI does not list 9/11 as one of the terrorist

acts for which he is wanted and has admitted that it “has no hard evidence

connecting Bin Laden to 9/11” (NPHR 206-11).

(2) Although the official story holds that the four airliners were hijacked by

devout Muslims ready to die as martyrs to earn a heavenly reward, Mohamed

Atta and the other alleged hijackers regularly drank heavily, went to strip

clubs, and paid for sex (NPHR 153-55).

(3) Many people reported having received cell phone calls from loved ones or

flight attendants on the airliners, during which they were told that Middle

Eastern hijackers had taken over the planes. One recipient, Deena Burnett,

was certain that her husband had called her several times on his cell phone

because she had recognized his number on her Caller ID. But the calls to

Burnett and most of the other reported calls were made when the planes were

above 30,000 feet, and evidence presented by the 9/11 truth movement

showed that, given the technology of the time, cell phone calls from
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high-altitude airliners had been impossible. By the time the FBI presented a

report on phone calls from the planes at the trial of Zacarias Moussaoui in

2006, it had changed its story, saying that there were only two cell phone calls

from the flights, both from United 93 after it had descended to 5,000 feet

(NPHR 111-17).

(4) US Solicitor General Ted Olson’s claim that his wife, Barbara Olson, phoned

him twice from AA 77, reporting that hijackers had taken it over, was also

contradicted by this FBI report, which says that the only call attempted by her

was “unconnected” and hence lasted “0 seconds” (NPRH 60-62).

(5) Although decisive evidence that al-Qaeda was responsible for the attacks

was reportedly found in Mohamed Atta’s luggage—which allegedly failed to get

loaded onto Flight 11 from a commuter flight that Atta took to Boston from

Portland, Maine, that morning—this story was made up after the FBI’s previous

story had collapsed. According to that story, the evidence had been found in a

Mitsubishi that Atta had left in the Logan Airport parking lot and the trip to

Portland was taken by Adnan and Ameer Bukhari. After the FBI learned that

neither of the Bukharis had died on September 11, it simply declared that the

trip to Portland was made by Atta and another al-Qaeda operative (NPHR

155-62).

(6) The other types of reputed evidence for Muslim hijackers—such as videos of

al-Qaeda operatives at airports, passports discovered at the crash sites, and a

headband discovered at the crash site of United 93—also show clear signs of

having been fabricated (NPHR 170-73).

(7) In addition to the absence of evidence for hijackers on the planes, there is

also evidence of their absence: If hijackers had broken into the cockpits, the

pilots would have “squawked” the universal hijack code, an act that takes only

a couple of seconds. But not one of the eight pilots on the four airliners did this

(NPHR 175-79).

(8) Given standard operating procedures between the FAA and the military,

according to which planes showing signs of an in-flight emergency are normally
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intercepted within about 10 minutes, the military’s failure to intercept any of

the flights implies that something, such as a stand-down order, prevented

standard procedures from being carried out (NPHR 1-10, 81-84).

(9) Secretary of Transportation Norman Mineta reported an episode in which

Vice President Cheney, while in the bunker under the White House, apparently

confirmed a stand-down order at about 9:25 AM, which was prior to the strike

on the Pentagon. Another man has reported hearing members of LAX Security

learn that a stand-down order had come from the “highest level of the White

House” (NPHR 94-96).

(10) The 9/11 Commission did not mention Mineta’s report, removed it from

the Commission’s video record of its hearings, and claimed that Cheney did not

enter the shelter conference room until almost 10:00, which was at least 40

minutes later than he was really there, according to Mineta and several other

witnesses, including Cheney’s photographer (NPHR 91-94).

(11) The 9/11 Commission’s timeline for Cheney that morning even

contradicted what Cheney himself had told Tim Russert on “Meet the Press”

September 16, just five days after 9/11 (NPHR 93).

(12) Hani Hanjour, known as a terrible pilot who could not safely fly even a

single-engine airplane, could not possibly have executed the amazing trajectory

reportedly taken by American Flight 77 in order to hit Wedge 1 of the Pentagon

(NPHR 78-80).

(13) Wedge 1 would have been the least likely part of the Pentagon to be

targeted by foreign terrorists, for several reasons: It was as far as possible from

the offices of Rumsfeld and the top brass, whom Muslim terrorists presumably

would have wanted to kill; it was the only part of the Pentagon that had been

reinforced; the reconstruction was not finished, so there were relatively few

people there; and it was the only part of the Pentagon that would have

presented obstacles to a plane’s flight path (NPHR 76-78).
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(14) Contrary to the claim of Pentagon officials that they did not have the

Pentagon evacuated because they had no way of knowing that an aircraft was

approaching, a military E-4B—the Air Force’s most advanced communications,

command, and control airplane—was flying over the White House at the time.

Also, although there can be no doubt about the identity of the plane, which

was captured on video by CNN and others, the military has denied that it

belonged to them (NPHR 96-98).

(15) The Secret Service, after learning that a second World Trade Center

building had been attacked—which would have meant that terrorists were

going after high-value targets—and that still other planes had apparently been

hijacked, allowed President Bush to remain at the school in Sarasota, Florida,

for another 30 minutes. It thereby revealed its foreknowledge that Bush would

not be a target: If these had really been surprise attacks, the agents, fearing

that a hijacked airliner was bearing down on the school, would have hustled

Bush away. On the first anniversary of 9/11, the White House started telling a

new story, according to which Bush, rather than remaining in the classroom

several minutes after Andrew Card whispered in his ear that a second WTC

building had been hit, immediately got up and left the room. This lie was told

in major newspapers and on MSNBC and ABC television (NPHR 129-31).

(16) Given the fact that the Twin Towers and WTC 7 had steel columns running

from their basements to their roofs, they simply could not have come down as

they did—straight down at virtually free-fall speed—unless these columns had

been sliced by means of explosives. Therefore, the official theory, according to

which the buildings came down because of fire plus (in the case of the Twin

Towers) the impact of the planes, is scientifically impossible (NPHR 12-25).

(17) The destruction of the Twin Towers had many other features—such as the

horizontal ejections of steel beams, the melting of steel, and the sulfidation and

thinning of steel—that can be explained only in terms of powerful explosives.

For example, the fires could not have come within 1000 degrees Fahrenheit of

the temperature needed to melt steel (30-36).
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(18) Members of the FDNY (Fire Department of New York) provided oral

histories shortly after 9/11 in which one fourth of them testified to having

witnessed explosions in the Twin Towers. Explosions in the WTC 7 as well as

the towers were also reported by city officials, WTC employees, and journalists

(NPHR 27-30, 45-48, 51).

(19) Mayor Rudy Giuliani told Peter Jennings of ABC News that day: “we set up

headquarters at 75 Barclay Street . . . , and we were operating out of there

when we were told that the World Trade Center was gonna collapse. And it [the

South Tower] did collapse before we could actually get out of the building.”

However, there was no objective basis for expecting the towers to collapse; even

the 9/11 Commission admitted that none of the fire chiefs expected them to

come down. The FDNY oral histories show that the information that they were

going to collapse came from the Office of Emergency Management—Giuliani’s

own office. How could Giuliani’s people have known that the towers were going

to come down, unless they knew that the buildings had been laced with

explosives? (NPH 40)

(20) NIST, which produced the official reports on the Twin Towers and (recently)

WTC 7, has been “fully hijacked from the scientific to the political realm,” so

that its scientists are little more than “hired guns,” a former employee has

reported, and the 9/11 Commission was no more independent, being run by

Philip Zelikow, who was essentially a member of the Bush White House (NPHR

11, 238-51).

(21) The official story about 9/11 is now rejected by constantly growing

numbers of physicists, chemists, architects, engineers, pilots, former military

officers, and former intelligence officials (NPHR xi).

David Ray Griffin. The New Pearl Harbor Revisited: 9/11, the Cover-Up, and

the Exposé. Olive Branch Press, September, 2008, ISBN-10: 1566567297

The original source of this article is Global Research

Copyright © David Ray Griffin, Global Research, 2008
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The 9/11 Commission’s Incredible Tales

By David Ray Griffin -Global Research, September 10, 2013

Source: https://www.globalresearch.ca/the-9-11-commission-s-incredible-tales/1478

Flights 11, 175, 77, and 93

At the end of 2004, I published The 9/11 Commission Report:

Omissions and Distortions1.

Shortly before that book appeared, I delivered a lecture in which

I set out to summarize its major points. (That lecture is now

available in both print and DVD form.)2

Unfortunately, The 9/11 Commission Report itself3 contains so many

omissions and distortions that I was able to summarize only the first half of my

book in that lecture. The present lecture summarizes the second half of the

book, which deals with the Commission’s explanation as to why the US military

was unable to intercept any of the hijacked airplanes.

This explanation was provided in the first chapter of The 9/11 Commission

Report. Although that chapter is only 45 pages long, the issues involved are so

complex that my analysis of it required six chapters. One of the complexities is

the fact that the 9/11 Commission’s account of why the military could not

intercept the hijacked airliners is the third version of the official account we

have been given. To understand why three versions of this story have been

deemed necessary, we need to review the standard operating procedures that

are supposed to prevent hijacked airliners from causing the kinds of damage

that occurred on 9/11.

Standard Operating Procedures

Standard operating procedures dictate that if an FAA flight controller notices

anything that suggests a possible hijacking–if radio contact is lost, if the

plane’s transponder goes off, or if the plane deviates from its flight plan–the

controller is to contact a superior. If the problem cannot be fixed

quickly–within about a minute–the superior is to ask NORAD–the North
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American Aerospace Defense Command–to scramble jet fighters to find out

what is going on. NORAD then issues a scramble order to the nearest Air Force

base with fighters on alert. On 9/11, all the hijacked airliners occurred in

NORAD’s Northeast Air Defense Sector, which is known as NEADS. So all the

scramble orders would have come from NEADS.

The jet fighters at the disposal of NEADS could respond very quickly: According

to the US Air Force website, F-15s can go from “scramble order” to 29,000 feet

in only 2.5 minutes, after which they can then fly over 1800 miles per hour

(140). (All page numbers given parenthetically in the text are to David Ray

Griffin, The 9/11 Commission Report: Omissions and Distortions).

Therefore–according to General Ralph Eberhart, the head of NORAD–after the

FAA senses that something is wrong, “it takes about one minute” for it to

contact NORAD, after which, according to a spokesperson, NORAD can

scramble fighter jets “within a matter of minutes to anywhere in the United

States” (140). These statements were, to be sure, made after 9/11, so we might

suspect that they reflect a post-9/11 speed-up in procedures. But an Air Traffic

Control document put out in 1998 warned pilots that any airplanes persisting

in unusual behavior “will likely find two [jet fighters] on their tail within 10 or

so minutes” (141).

The First Version of the Official Story

On 9/11, however, that did not happen. Why not? Where was the military? The

military’s first answer was given immediately after 9/11 by General Richard

Myers, then the Acting Chair of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Mike Snyder, a

spokesman for NORAD. They both said, independently, that no military jets

were sent up until after the strike on the Pentagon. That strike occurred at

9:38, and yet American Airlines Flight 11 had shown two of the standard signs

of hijacking, losing both the radio and the transponder signal, at 8:15. This

means that procedures that usually result in an interception within “10 or so

minutes” had not been carried out in 80 or so minutes.

That enormous delay suggested that a stand-down order, canceling standard

procedures, must have been given. Some people started raising this possibility.
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The Second Version of the Official Story

Very quickly, a new story appeared. On Friday, September 14, CBS News said:

“contrary to early reports, US Air Force jets did get into the air on Tuesday

while the attacks were under way,” although they arrived too late to prevent the

attacks (141-42).4 This second story was then made official on September 18,

when NORAD produced a timeline stating the times that it was notified about

the hijackings followed by the times at which fighters were scrambled (143).

The implicit message of the timeline was that the failure was due entirely to the

FAA, because in each case it notified the military so late that interceptions were

impossible.

Not quite everyone, however, accepted that conclusion. Some early members of

the 9/11 truth movement, doing the math, showed that NORAD’s new timeline

did not get it off the hook.5 With regard to the first flight: Even if we accept

NORAD’s claim that NEADS was not notified about Flight 11 until 8:40 (which

would mean that the FAA had waited 20 minutes after it saw danger signs

before it made the call), NORAD’s implicit claim that it could not have

prevented the first attack on the WTC is problematic. If fighters had

immediately been scrambled from McGuire Air Force Base in New Jersey, they

could easily have intercepted Flight 11 before 8:47, which is when the north

tower of the WTC was struck.

NORAD, to be sure, had a built-in answer to that question. It claimed that

McGuire had no fighters on alert, so that NEADS had to give the scramble

order to Otis Air Force Base in Cape Cod. Critics argued that this claim is

probably false, for reasons to be discussed later. They also pointed out that the

F-15s, even if they had to come from Otis, might have made it to Manhattan in

time to intercept Flight 11, if the scramble order had been given immediately,

at 8:40, and then the fighters had taken off immediately. NORAD said,

however, that the scramble order was not given until 8:46 and that the F-15s

did not get airborne until 8:52 (144-45). It looked to critics, therefore, like the

failure was not entirely the FAA’s.
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Even less plausible, the critics said, was NORAD’s claim that NEADS did not

have time to prevent the second attack. According to NORAD’s timeline, NEADS

had been notified about United Airlines Flight 175 at 8:43, 20 minutes before

the south tower was struck. The F-15s originally ordered to go after Flight 11

were now to go after Flight 175. According to NORAD, as we saw earlier, the

scramble order to Otis was given at 8:46. In light of the military’s own

statement that F-15s can go from scramble order to 29,000 feet in 2.5 minutes,

the F-15s would have been streaking towards Manhattan by 8:49. So they

could easily have gotten there before 9:03, when the south tower was struck.

NORAD said, however, that it took the fighters six minutes just to get

airborne.6 Critics said that it looked as if at least a slow-down order had been

issued.

Critics also pointed out that even if the F-15s did not take off, as NORAD said,

until 8:52, they still could have gotten to Manhattan in time to prevent the

second attack, assuming that they were going full speed. And, according to one

of the pilots, they were. Lt. Col. Timothy Duffy said they went “full-blower all

the way.” And yet, according to NORAD’s timeline, when the south tower was

hit at 9:03, the F-15s were still 71 miles away. Doing the math showed that the

fighters could not have been going even half-blower (146). It still looked like a

stand-down order, or at least a slow-down order, had been issued.

The same problem existed with respect to NORAD’s explanation of its failure to

protect the Pentagon. NORAD again blamed the FAA, saying that although the

FAA knew about the hijacking of American Airlines Flight 77 before 9:00, it did

not notify NEADS until 9:24, too late for NEADS to respond.

Again, doing the math showed that this explanation did not work. NORAD

claimed that it issued the scramble order immediately, at 9:24. The attack on

the Pentagon did not occur until 14 minutes later, at 9:38. That would have

been more than enough time for fighters to get there from Andrews Air Force

Base, which is only a few miles away. Why, then, did NORAD not prevent the

attack?
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Part of NORAD’s answer was that no fighters were on alert at Andrews, so that

NEADS had to give the scramble order to Langley Air Force Base, which is

about 130 miles away. Also, it again took the pilots 6 minutes to get airborne,

so they did not get away until 9:30.

However, even if those explanations are accepted, the scrambled F-16s, critics

pointed out, could go 1500 miles per hour, so they could have reached

Washington a couple of minutes before the Pentagon was struck. According to

NORAD, however, they were still 105 miles away. That would mean that the

F-16s were going less than 200 miles per hour, which would not even be

one-quarter blower (147-48).

In all three cases, therefore, NORAD’s attempt to put all the blame on the FAA

failed. Critics were able to show, especially with regard to the second and third

flights, that NORAD’s new story still implied that a stand-down order must

have been issued. It is perhaps not surprising, therefore, that the 9/11

Commission came up with a third story, which is not subject to the same

objections.

The main question, however, is still the same: Is it true? One reason to suspect

that it is not true is the very fact that it is the third story we have been given.

When suspects in a criminal case keep changing their story, we assume that

they must be trying to conceal the truth. But an even more serious problem

with the Commission’s new story is that many of its elements are contradicted

by credible evidence or are otherwise implausible. I will show this by examining

the Commission’s treatment of each flight, beginning with Flight 11.

THE COMMISSION’S TREATMENT OF AMERICAN AIRLINES FLIGHT 11

A Picture of FAA Incompetence

As we saw, flight controllers are supposed to react quickly if they see any one of

the three standard signs of a hijacking. But Flight 11 hit the Trifecta, showing

all three signs, and yet no one at the Boston FAA Center, we are told, took any

action for some time. Eventually, Boston, having heard hijackers giving orders,

Page 292 of  783 Table of Contents



called the FAA Command Center in Herndon. Herndon then called FAA

headquarters in Washington, but no one there, we are told, called the military.

Finally, the FAA center in Boston called NEADS directly at 8:38 (158).

To accept this story, we would have to believe that although the FAA should

have notified the military about Flight 11 within a minute of seeing the danger

signals at 8:15, the FAA personnel at Boston, Herndon, and Washington were

all so incompetent that 23 minutes passed before the military was notified. We

would then need to reconcile this picture of top-to-bottom dereliction of duty,

which contributed to thousands of deaths, with the fact that no FAA personnel

were fired.

An 8-Minute Phone Call

The next implausible element in the story involves Colonel Robert Marr, the

commander at NEADS. As we saw earlier, if he had had planes scrambled

immediately, even from Otis, they might have prevented the first attack on the

World Trade Center. And yet, we are told, he called down to Florida to General

Larry Arnold, the head of NORAD’s US Continental Region, to get authorization

to have planes scrambled, and this phone call took 8 minutes (165).7

Besides the fact that this would be an extraordinarily long phone call in an

emergency situation, this call was not even necessary. The Commission, to be

sure, would have us believe that Marr had to get approval from superiors. But

the very document from the Department of Defense cited by the Commission

indicates that anyone in the military chain of command, upon receiving “verbal

requests from civil authorities for support in an . . . emergency may . . .

immediately respond” (166).8 Colonel Marr, therefore, could have responded on

his own.

Evidence of Earlier Notification

But this tale of an 8-minute phone call is probably not the biggest lie in the

Commission’s story about Flight 11. That award seems to belong to the claim

that although the FAA saw signs of a hijacking at 8:15, the military was not
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notified until 8:38. Laura Brown, the FAA’s Deputy in Public Affairs, reportedly

said that the National Military Command Center in the Pentagon had set up an

air threat teleconference that morning at about 8:20 (187).9 If she is correct, it

would seem that the military knew about Flight 11’s erratic behavior shortly

after 8:15, which suggests that the FAA had followed standard procedures.

I turn now to the Commission’s treatment of Flight 175.

THE COMMISSION’S TREATMENT OF UNITED AIRLINES FLIGHT 175

More FAA Incompetence

The Commission claims that NORAD did not intercept this flight because the

FAA never reported its hijacking until after it crashed. According to the

Commission, the FAA flight controller did not even notify a manager until 8:55.

This manager then called the FAA Command Center at Herndon, saying: “[The

situation is] escalating . . . big time. We need to get the military involved.” But

no one at Herndon, we are told, called the military or even FAA headquarters.

As a result, NORAD did not learn about the hijacking of Flight 175 until 9:03,

when it was crashing into the WTC’s south tower (175).

Contradicting Earlier Reports

One problem with this story is that such incompetence by FAA officials is not

believable. An even more serious problem is that this story is contradicted by

many prior reports.

One of these is NORAD’s own previous timeline. As we saw earlier, NORAD had

maintained since September 18, 2001, that it had been notified about Flight

175 at 8:43. If that was not true, as the Commission now claims, NORAD must

have been either lying or confused when it put out its timeline one week after

9/11. And it is hard to believe that it could have been confused so soon after

the event. So it must have been lying. But that would suggest that it had an

ugly truth to conceal. The Commission, being unable to embrace either of the

possible explanations, simply tells us that NORAD’s previous statement was
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incorrect, but without giving us any explanation as to how this could be.

The Commission’s claim that the military did not know about Flight 175 until it

crashed is also contradicted by a report involving Captain Michael Jellinek, a

Canadian who on 9/11 was overseeing NORAD’s headquarters in Colorado.

According to a story in the Toronto Star, Jellinek was on the phone with

NEADS as he watched Flight 175 crash into the south tower. He then asked

NEADS: “Was that the hijacked aircraft you were dealing with?”–to which

NEADS said yes (176).

Two Problematic Teleconferences

Still another problem with the Commission’s new story is that there appear to

have been two teleconferences during which FAA officials would have talked to

the military about Flight 175. I have already mentioned the teleconference

initiated by the National Military Command Center in the Pentagon. The 9/11

Commission claims, to be sure, that this teleconference did not begin until

9:29 (186-88), long after Flight 175 had crashed into the south tower. But this

late starting time is contradicted by Richard Clarke (188). It is also

contradicted by Laura Brown of the FAA, who said that it started at about 8:20.

Although Brown later, perhaps under pressure from superiors, changed the

starting time to 8:45 (187), this was still early enough for discussions of Flight

175 to have occurred.

There was also a teleconference initiated by the FAA. According to the 9/11

Commission, this teleconference was set up at 9:20 (205). On May 22, 2003,

however, Laura Brown sent to the Commission a memo headed: “FAA

communications with NORAD on September 11, 2001.”10 The memo, which

used the term “phone bridges” instead of “teleconference,” began: “Within

minutes after the first aircraft hit the World Trade Center, the FAA immediately

established several phone bridges.” Since the attack on the north tower was at

8:47, “within minutes” would mean that this teleconference began about 8:50,

a full half hour earlier than the Commission claims. The memo made clear,

moreover, that the teleconference included both NORAD and the National

Military Command Center in the Pentagon. During this teleconference, Brown’s
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memo said:

    The FAA shared real-time information . . . about the . . . loss of

communication with aircraft, loss of transponder signals, unauthorized

changes in course, and other actions being taken by all the flights of interest.

(253)

And by 8:50, everyone agrees, Flight 175 was a “flight of interest”–everyone

except, of course, the 9/11 Commission, which claims that FAA headquarters

had not yet learned about it. Laura Brown’s memo, in any case, was read into

the Commission’s record on May 23, 2003.11 But when the Commission

published its final report, it simply pretended that this memo did not exist.

Only through this pretense could the Commission claim that the FAA’s

teleconferences did not begin until 9:20.

For several reasons, therefore, it appears that the Commission’s claim that the

military was not notified about Flight 175 until after it struck the south tower

is a lie from beginning to end. I turn now to the Commission’s treatment of

Flight 77 and the attack on the Pentagon.

THE COMMISSION’S TREATMENT OF AMERICAN AIRLINES FLIGHT 77

AND THE ATTACK ON THE PENTAGON

As we saw earlier, if the FAA told NORAD about Flight 77 at 9:24, as NORAD’s

timeline of September 18 said, NEADS should have had fighter jets over

Washington well before 9:38, when the Pentagon was struck. The 9/11

Commission’s solution to this problem was to tell another new tale, according

to which the FAA never told NORAD about Flight 77.

One inconvenient fact was that General Larry Arnold, the head of NORAD’s US

Continental region, had, in open testimony to the Commission in 2003,

repeated NORAD’s statement that it had been notified about this hijacking at

9:24. Other NORAD officials, moreover, had testified that fighters at Langley

had been scrambled in response to this notification. The Commission handled

this problem by simply saying that these statements by Arnold and the other
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NORAD officials were “incorrect” (192). The Commission again did not explain

why NORAD officials had made incorrect statements. But it said that those

statements were “unfortunate” because they “made it appear that the military

was notified in time to respond” (192). The Commission’s task was to convince

us that this was not true.

More FAA Incompetence

Basic to the Commission’s new story about Flight 77 is another tale of

incredible incompetence by FAA officials. This tale goes like this: At 8:54, the

FAA controller in Indianapolis, after seeing Flight 77 go off course, lost its

transponder signal and even its radar track. Rather than reporting the flight as

possibly hijacked, however, he assumed that it had crashed. Evidently it did

not occur to him that a possible crash should be reported. In any case, he

later, after hearing about the other hijackings, came to suspect that Flight 77

may also have been hijacked. He then shared this suspicion with Herndon,

which in turn shared it with FAA headquarters. But no one, we are told, called

the military. The result, the Commission says, is that “NEADS never received

notice that American 77 was hijacked” (192).

Explaining the Langley Scramble: Phantom Flight 11

But even if we could believe this implausible tale, there is still the problem of

why F-16s at Langley Air Force Base were airborne at 9:30. FAA incompetence

again comes to the rescue. At 9:21–35 minutes after Flight 11 had crashed into

the World Trade Center–some technician at NEADS, we are told, heard from

some FAA controller in Boston that Flight 11 was still in the air and was

heading towards Washington. This NEADS technician then notified the NEADS

Mission Crew Commander, who issued a scramble order to Langley. So, the

Commission claims, the Langley jets were scrambled in response to “a

phantom aircraft,” not to “an actual hijacked aircraft” (193). This new story,

however, is riddled with problems.

One problem is simply that phantom Flight 11 had never before been

mentioned. As the Commission itself says, this story about phantom Flight 11
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“was not recounted in a single public timeline or statement issued by the FAA

or Department of Defense” (196). It was, for example, not in NORAD’S official

report, Air War Over America, the foreword for which was written by General

Larry Arnold.12

General Arnold’s ignorance of phantom Flight 11 was, in fact, an occasion for

public humiliation. The 9/11 Commission, at a hearing in June of 2004,

berated him for not remembering that the Langley jets had really been

scrambled in response to phantom Flight 11, not in response to a warning

about Flight 77. Commissioner Richard Ben-Veniste began a lengthy grilling by

asking: “General Arnold. Why did no one mention the false report received from

the FAA that Flight 11 was heading south during your initial appearance before

the 9/11 Commission back in May of last year?” After an embarrassing

exchange, Ben-Veniste stuck the knife in even further, asking:

    General, is it not a fact that the failure to call our attention to the . . .

the notion of a phantom Flight 11 continuing from New York City south . .

. skewed the official Air Force report, . . . which does not contain any

information about the fact that . . . you had not received notification that

Flight 77 had been hijacked? . . . [S]urely by May of last year, when you

testified before this commission, you knew those facts. (197).

In Alice in Wonderland, the White Queen says: “It is a poor memory that

remembers only backwards.” One must wonder if General Arnold felt that he

was being criticized for not remembering the future–that is, for not

“remembering” a story that had been invented only after he had given his

testimony. Arnold, in any case, simply replied that he “didn’t recall those facts

in May of last year.”

But if those alleged facts were real facts, that reply would be beyond belief.

According to the Commission’s new story, NORAD, under Arnold’s command,

failed to scramble fighter jets in response to Flights 11, 175, 77, and 93. The

one time it scrambled fighters, it did so in response to a false report. Surely

that would have been the biggest embarrassment of Arnold’s professional life.

And yet 20 months later, he “didn’t recall those facts.”
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A second problem is that there is no way for this story about phantom Flight

11 to be verified. The Commission says that the truth of this story “is clear . . .

from taped conversations at FAA centers; contemporaneous logs compiled at

NEADS, Continental Region headquarters, and NORAD; and other records”

(193-94). But when we look in the notes at the back of The 9/11 Commission

Report, we find no references for any of these records; we simply have to take

the Commission’s word. The sole reference is to a NEADS audiofile, on which

someone at the FAA’s Boston Center allegedly tells someone at NEADS: “I just

had a report that American 11 is still in the air, and it’s . . . heading towards

Washington” (194). The Commission claims to have discovered this audiofile.

Again, however, we simply have to take the Commission’s word. We cannot

obtain this audiofile. And there is no mention of any tests, carried out by an

independent agency, to verify that this audiofile, if it exists, really dates from

9/11, rather than having been created later, after someone decided that the

story about phantom Flight 11 was needed.

But could not reporters interview the people at NEADS and the FAA who had

this conversation? No, because the Commission says, nonchalantly: “We have

been unable to identify the source of this mistaken FAA information” (194).

This disclaimer is difficult to believe. It is now very easy to identify people from

recordings of their voices. And yet the Commission was supposedly not able to

discover the identity of either the individual at Boston who made the mistake

or the NEADS technician who received and passed on this misinformation.

Another implausible element is the very idea that someone at Boston would

have concluded that Flight 11 was still airborne. According to stories

immediately after 9/11, flight controllers at Boston said that they never lost

sight of Flight 11. Flight controller Mark Hodgkins later said: “I watched the

target of American 11 the whole way down” (194) If so, everyone at the Boston

Center would have known this. How could anything on a radar screen have

convinced anyone at the Boston Center, 35 minutes later, that Flight 11 was

still aloft?

Still another implausible element in the story is the idea that the Mission

Commander at NEADS, having received this implausible report from a
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technician, would have been so confident of its truth that he would have

immediately ordered Langley to scramble F-16s.13

This entire story about phantom Flight 11 is the Commission’s attempt to

explain why, if the US military had not been notified about Flight 77, a

scramble order was issued to Langley at 9:24, which resulted in F-16s taking

off at 9:30. As we have seen, every element in this story is implausible.

Why Were the Langley F-16s So Far from Washington?

Equally implausible is the Commission’s explanation as to why, if the F-16s

were airborne at 9:30, they were not close enough to Washington to protect the

Pentagon at 9:38. To answer this question, the Commission once again calls on

FAA incompetence.

The F-16s, we are told, were supposed to go to Baltimore, to intercept

(phantom) Flight 11 before it reached Washington. But the FAA controller,

along with the lead pilot, thought the orders were for the F-16s to go “east over

the ocean,” so at 9:38, when the Pentagon was struck, “[t]he Langley fighters

were about 150 miles away” (201). Has there ever been, since the days of the

Marx Brothers and the Three Stooges, such a comedy of errors? This

explanation, in any case, is not believable. By the time of the scramble order, it

was clear that the threat was from hijacked airliners, not from abroad. My

six-year-old grandson would have known to double-check the order before

sending the fighters out to sea.

The Military’s Alleged Ignorance about Flight 77

Even more problematic is the Commission’s claim that Pentagon officials were

in the dark about the hijacking of Flight 77.

That claim is flatly contradicted by Laura Brown’s memo. Having said that the

FAA had established its teleconference with military officials “within minutes”

of the first strike, she said that the FAA shared “real-time information” about

“all the flights of interest, including Flight 77.” Moreover, explicitly taking issue
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with NORAD’s claim that it knew nothing about Flight 77 until 9:24, she said:

    NORAD logs indicate that the FAA made formal notification about

American Flight 77 at 9:24 a.m., but information about the flight was

conveyed continuously during the phone bridges before the formal

notification. (204)14

This statement about informal notification was known by the Commission.

Richard Ben-Veniste, after reading Laura Brown’s memo into the record, said:

“So now we have in question whether there was an informal real-time

communication of the situation, including Flight 77’s situation, to personnel at

NORAD.”15 But when the Commission wrote up its final report, with its claim

that the FAA had not notified the military about Flight 77 (whether formally or

informally), it wrote as if this discussion had never occurred.16

The Pentagon’s Alleged Ignorance of an Aircraft Headed Its Way

The Commission also claims that people in the Pentagon had no idea that an

aircraft was heading in their direction until shortly before the Pentagon was

struck. But this claim was contradicted by Secretary of Transportation Norman

Mineta, in open testimony given to the Commission itself. Mineta testified that

at 9:20 that morning, he went down to the shelter conference room (technically

the Presidential Emergency Operations Center) under the White House, where

Vice President Cheney was in charge. Mineta then said:

    During the time that the airplane was coming in to the Pentagon, there

was a young man who would come in and say to the Vice President, “The

plane is 50 miles out.” “The plane is 30 miles out.” And when it got down

to “the plane is 10 miles out,” the young man also said to the Vice

President, “Do the orders still stand?” And the Vice President turned and

whipped his neck around and said, “Of course the orders still stand. Have

you heard anything to the contrary?” (220)17

When Mineta was asked by Commissioner Timothy Roemer how long this

conversation occurred after he arrived, Mineta said: “Probably about five or six
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minutes,” which, as Roemer pointed out, would mean “about 9:25 or 9:26.”

According to the 9/11 Commission, no one in our government knew that an

aircraft was approaching the Pentagon until 9:36,18 so there was no time to

shoot it down. But the Commission had been told by Mineta that the vice

president knew at least 10 minutes earlier, at 9:26. The 9/11 Commission

dealt with Mineta’s testimony in the same way it dealt with almost everything

else that threatened its story–by simply ignoring it in the final report.19

This testimony by Mineta was a big threat not only because it indicated that

there was knowledge of the approaching aircraft at least 12 minutes before the

Pentagon was struck, but also because it implied that Cheney had issued

stand-down orders. Mineta himself did not make this allegation, to be sure. He

assumed, he said, that “the orders” mentioned by the young man were orders

to have the plane shot down. Mineta’s interpretation, however, does not fit with

what actually happened: The aircraft was not shot down. That interpretation,

moreover, would make the story unintelligible: If the orders had been to shoot

down the aircraft if it got close to the Pentagon, the young man would have had

no reason to ask if the orders still stood. His question makes sense only if the

orders were to do something unexpected–not to shoot down the aircraft. The

implication of Mineta’s story is, therefore, that the attack on the Pentagon was

desired.

Why Did the Scramble Order Go to Langley?

The same implication follows from another problem. Every part of the story

about the fighters from Langley, we saw, is implausible. But an even more

basic implausibility is the very claim that the order had to go to Langley

because Andrews had no fighters on alert (158-59).

One reason to doubt that claim is simply that it is, in a word, preposterous.

Andrews has primary responsibility for protecting the nation’s capital (160).

Can anyone seriously believe that Andrews, given the task of protecting the

Pentagon, Air Force One, the White House, the houses of Congress, the

Supreme Court, the US Treasury Building, and so on, would not have fighters
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on alert at all times?

In addition to this a priori consideration, there is the empirical fact that the US

military’s own website said at the time–although it was modified after 9/11

(163-64)–that several fighter jets were kept on alert at all times. The 121st

Fighter Squadron of the 113th Fighter Wing was said to provide “capable and

ready response forces for the District of Columbia in the event of natural

disaster or civil emergency.” The Marine Fighter Attack Squadron 321 was said

to be supported by a reserve squadron providing “maintenance and supply

functions necessary to maintain a force in readiness.” And the District of

Columbia Air National Guard was said “to provide combat units in the highest

possible state of readiness” (163).

The assumption that Andrews did have fighters on alert on which NORAD

could have called is supported, moreover, by a report given by Kyle Hence of

9/11 Citizens Watch about a telephone conversation he had with Donald Arias,

the Chief of Public Affairs for NORAD’s Continental Region. After Arias had told

Hence that “Andrews was not part of NORAD,” Hence asked him “whether or

not there were assets at Andrews that, though not technically part of NORAD,

could have been tasked.” Rather than answer, Arias hung up (161) There are

many reasons to conclude, therefore, that the claim that there were no fighters

on alert at Andrews is a lie.

Some Implications

The realization that Andrews must have had fighters on alert has many

implications. For one thing, if Andrews had fighters on alert, then it would

seem likely that McGuire did too, so that fighters to protect New York City did

not have to be scrambled from Otis Air Force Base on Cape Cod. National

security expert (and former ABC producer) James Bamford says, moreover,

that NEADS was also able to call on “alert fighter pilots at National Guard units

at Burlington, Vermont; Atlantic City, New Jersey; . . . and Duluth, Minnesota”

(258). If so, then there were at least 7 bases from which NEADS could have

scrambled fighters, not merely two, as the official story has it (158-59). And if

that part of the official story is a lie, then it seems likely that that story as a
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whole is a lie. This conclusion will be reinforced by our examination of the

Commission’s treatment of United Airlines Flight 93.

THE COMMISSION’S TREATMENT OF UNITED AIRLINES FLIGHT 93

Flight 93 presented the 9/11 Commission with a different task. In relation to

the previous flights, the Commission’s task was to explain why the US military

did not intercept and shoot them down. With regard to Flight 93, the

Commission had to convince us that the military did not shoot it down. It

sought to do this not by refuting the evidence, which is considerable, that the

airliner was shot down, but by simply constructing a new story intended to

show that the US military could not have shot down Flight 93.

The Military’s Ignorance of the Hijacking

The Commission makes two major claims about Flight 93. The first one is that:

“By the time the military learned about the flight, it had crashed” (229). The

centrality of this claim is shown by the fact that it is repeated, almost

mantra-like, throughout the Commission’s chapter.20

Incredible FAA Incompetence

The main support for this claim is provided by yet another tale of amazing

incompetence by FAA officials. At 9:28, we are told, the traffic controller in

Cleveland heard “sounds of possible screaming” and noticed that Flight 93 had

descended 700 feet, but he did nothing. Four minutes later, he heard a voice

saying: “We have a bomb on board.” This controller, not being completely brain

dead, finally notified his supervisor, who in turn notified FAA headquarters.

Later, however, when Cleveland asked Herndon whether the military had been

called, the Commission claims, Herndon “told Cleveland that FAA personnel

well above them in the chain of command had to make the decision to seek

military assistance and were working on the issue” (227). To accept this

account, we must believe that, on a day on which there had already been

attacks by hijacked airliners, officials at FAA headquarters had to debate

whether a hijacked airliner with a bomb on board was important enough to
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disturb the military. And we must believe that they were still debating this

question 13 minutes later, when, we are told, the following conversation

between Herndon and FAA headquarters occurred:

Command Center: Uh, do we want to think, uh, about scrambling aircraft?

FAA Headquarters: Oh, God, I don’t know.

Command Center: Uh, that’s a decision somebody’s gonna have to make

probably in the next ten minutes. (228)

But obviously the decision was that the military should not be disturbed,

because 14 minutes later, at 10:03, when Flight 93 crashed in Pennsylvania,

we are told, “no one from FAA headquarters [had yet] requested military

assistance regarding United 93” (229). We are expected to believe, in other

words, that FAA officials acted like complete idiots.

Worthless Teleconferences

In any case, besides arguing, by means of this tale of incredible incompetence,

that the FAA never formally notified the military about Flight 93, the

Commission argued that there was also no informal notification during any

teleconference. In this case, not being able to argue that the teleconferences

began too late, the Commission argued that they were worthless. Its summary

statement said: “The FAA, the White House, and the Defense Department each

initiated a multiagency teleconference before 9:30. [But] none of these

teleconferences . . . included the right officials from both the FAA and the

Defense Department” (211).

Let us begin with the teleconference initiated by the National Military

Command Center. Why was it worthless for transmitting information from the

FAA to the military? Because, we are told, Pentagon operators were unable to

get the FAA on the line. This is a very implausible claim, especially since, we

are told, the operators were able to reach everyone else (230-31). Also, as we

saw earlier, Laura Brown of the FAA seemed to have independent knowledge

about when this teleconference started—which suggests that the FAA was

reached.
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Why was the FAA-initiated teleconference equally worthless? The problem here,

the Commission claimed, was that the officer at the NMCC said that “the

information was of little value” so he did not pay attention (234).

However, even if we could believe that no one at the Pentagon was monitoring

the call, Laura Brown’s memo had said that in addition to the phone bridge set

up by the FAA with the Pentagon, the “Air Force liaison to the FAA . . .

established contact with NORAD on a separate line.” So even if no one at the

Pentagon was paying attention, the military still would have received the

information. Her memo said, moreover, that “[t]he FAA shared real-time

information . . . about . . . all the flights of interest” (183), and the Commission

itself agrees that by 9:34, FAA headquarters knew about the hijacking of Flight

93, so it was a “flight of interest.” The Commission’s claim is, therefore, flatly

contradicted by this memo, which was read into the Commission’s record.

What about the White House videoconference, which was run by Richard

Clarke? The Commissioners say: “We do not know who from Defense

participated” (210). But this claim is completely unbelievable. One problem is

that it contradicts the Commission’s assurance that “the right people” were not

involved in this conference: How could they know this if they did not know who

was involved? The main problem, however, is simply that the claim is absurd.

Surely any number of people at the Pentagon could have told the

Commissioners who participated in Clarke’s videoconference. Simpler yet, they

could have looked at Clarke’s book, Against All Enemies, which became a

national best seller during the Commission’s hearings. It clearly states that the

participants from the Pentagon were Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld

and General Richard Myers, Acting Chair of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

(210-12).21 It also reports that the FAA was represented by its top official, Jane

Garvey. And if these were not “the right people,” who would have been?

The Commission’s attempt to prove that the military could not have learned

about Flight 93 from this videoconference is even more explicitly contradicted

by Clarke, who reports that at about 9:35, Jane Garvey reported on a number

of “potential hijacks,” which included “United 93 over Pennsylvania” (232).

Therefore, more than 25 minutes before Flight 93 crashed, according to Clarke,
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both Myers and Rumsfeld heard from the head of the FAA that Flight 93 was

considered a potential hijack.

The Commission’s tales about FAA incompetence and worthless teleconferences

are, therefore, directly contradicted by Laura Brown’s memo and Richard

Clarke’s book. Their combined testimony implies that the Commission’s main

claim–that “[b]y the time the military learned about the flight, it had

crashed”–is a bald-faced lie.

Cheney’s Arrival at the Shelter Conference Room

To recall where we are: The Commission’s first major claim is that the US

military could not have shot down Flight 93 because it did not know about the

hijacking of this flight until after it crashed at 10:03. The Commission’s second

main point, to which we now turn, is that the authorization to shoot planes

down was not issued until several minutes after 10:03.

In support of this point, the Commission claims that Vice President Cheney,

who was known to have issued the shoot-down authorization from the shelter

conference room under the White House, did not get down there until about

almost 10:00, “perhaps at 9:58” (241). This claim, however, is doubly

problematic.

One problem is that this claim is not supported by any documentation. The

Commission says that the Secret Service ordered Cheney to go downstairs “just

before 9:36”; that Cheney entered the underground corridor at 9:37; that he

then, instead of going straight to the shelter conference room at the other end

of the corridor, spent some 20 minutes calling the president and watching

television coverage of the aftermath of the strike on the Pentagon (241). This

timeline is said to be based on Secret Service alarm data showing that the Vice

President entered the underground corridor at 9:37. However, The 9/11

Commission Report then says that this “alarm data . . . is no longer retrievable”

(244). We must, therefore, simply take the Commission’s claim on faith.
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And this is very difficult, since the Commission’s claim is contradicted by every

prior report. A White House photographer, who was an eyewitness, and various

newspapers, including the New York Times, said that Cheney went below

shortly after 9:00. Richard Clarke’s account suggests that Cheney went below

before 9:15 (242). Even Cheney himself, speaking on “Meet the Press” five days

after 9/11, indicated that he was taken downstairs at about that time (243).

The Commission, showing its usual disdain for evidence that contradicts its

story, makes no mention of any of these reports.

The most dramatic contradiction of the Commission’s timeline was provided by

Norman Mineta. In open testimony to the Commission itself, he said, as we saw

earlier, that when he got to the underground shelter at 9:20, Cheney was

already there and fully in charge. The Commission, insisting that Cheney did

not get there until almost 10:00, simply omitted any mention of this testimony

in its Final Report. But Mineta’s testimony is still available for anyone to

read.22

We can say with a very high level of confidence, therefore, that the

Commission’s account is a lie.

The Time of the Shoot-Down Authorization

The same is true of the Commission’s claim that the shoot-down authorization

was not issued until after 10:10.

In making this claim, the Commission tells a tale of yet another incredible error

made by the FAA. Flight 93, according to the Commission, crashed at 10:03

(249-50). And yet sometime between 10:10 and 10:15, the Commission claims,

the FAA told the military that Flight 93 was still headed towards Washington

and was, in fact, only 80 miles out. Once again, FAA headquarters managed to

call the military only when it had false information. In any case, we are told,

the military requested permission to engage an aircraft and Cheney

immediately gave the authorization (237). The implication is that the military

could not possibly have shot down Flight 93, since it had crashed about 10

minutes earlier.
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However, the Commission’s new time-line is again contradicted by several

previous reports.

First, although the Commission says that Richard Clarke did not receive the

shoot-down authorization until 10:25, Clarke himself says that he received it

some 35 or minutes earlier, at 9:45 or 9:50 (240).

Second, the story of Cheney’s giving permission to engage an aircraft that was

80 miles out originally appeared in stories published shortly after 9/11. In

these stories, the permission was given earlier, when Flight 93 truly was still

aloft, after which an F-16 was sent in pursuit (239).

That original account is supported, moreover, by several reports stating that

prior to crashing, Flight 93 was being tailed by US military fighters. One such

report came from CBS; another came from a flight controller who had ignored

an order not to talk to the media; and one such report even came from Deputy

Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz (238-39). Evidently the Commission felt

that if it could ignore statements from the secretary of transportation and even

the vice president, it could also ignore a statement by the deputy secretary of

defense.

In any case, the Commission’s timeline, besides being contradicted by all those

reports, is also contradicted by James Bamford’s account, which is based on a

transcript from ABC News. According to this account, Cheney’s authorization

was transmitted to Colonel Marr at NEADS, who then “sent out word to air

traffic controllers to instruct fighter pilots to destroy the United jetliner.” Marr

reportedly said: “United Airlines Flight 93 will not be allowed to reach

Washington, D.C.” (238). But the Commission simply tells its new tale as if this

report had never been broadcast.

The Commission’s account is contradicted, finally, by reports that the

shoot-down actually occurred. Major Daniel Nash, one of the two F-15 pilots

sent to New York City from Otis, later reported that after he returned to base,

he was told that a military F-16 had shot down an airliner in Pennsylvania

(239).
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That rumor was so widespread that during General Myers’ interview with the

Senate Armed Services Committee on September 13, 2001, chairman Carl

Levin said that “there have been statements that the aircraft that crashed in

Pennsylvania was shot down,” adding: “Those stories continue to exist” (151).

Besides ignoring all these reports, the Commission also ignored reports from

people who lived near the spot where the airliner came down. These reports

spoke of missile-like noises, sightings of a small military airplane, debris falling

from the airliner miles from its crash site, and the discovery of part of an

engine far from the site (151).

There is, in sum, an enormous amount of evidence suggesting that the FAA did

notify the military about Flight 93; that Cheney went down to the underground

shelter about 45 minutes earlier than the Commission claims; that he gave the

shoot-down authorization about 25 minutes earlier than the Commission

claims; and that military jets went after and shot-down Flight 93. It would

appear that if some committee had set out to construct a fable about Flight 93,

every part of which could be easily falsified, it could not have improved on the

Commission’s tale. And yet our mainstream media have not reported any of

these obvious falsehoods.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The Portrait of FAA Incompetence

The Commission, as we have seen, has attempted to exonerate the military for

its failure to prevent the attacks of 9/11. According to the Commission,

accounts suggesting that the military was notified in time to respond

“overstated the FAA’s ability to provide the military with timely and useful

information that morning” (255). In its effort to correct that alleged

overstatement, the Commission gave us a picture of incredible incompetence at

every level of the FAA. We read of flight controllers who, instead of following

instructions to treat every possible emergency as an actual one, would not

respond after seeing two or even all three of the standard signs of a hijacking.

We read of controllers who told the military that airplanes that had already
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crashed were still aloft and headed towards Washington. We read of officials at

FAA headquarters who consistently refused to call the military–unless, of

course, the airplane to be reported was merely a phantom.

This portrait of rampant incompetence by FAA officials is contradicted by

several facts. One such fact is NORAD’s timeline of September 18, 2001, which

indicates that the FAA responded slowly but not nearly as slowly as the

Commission now claims. A second fact is Laura Brown’s memo of 2003, which

says that the FAA was on the telephone with the military from about 8:50 on,

talking about all flights of interest.

A third fact is that the FAA was called on to carry out an unprecedented

operation that day: grounding all the aircraft in the country. And yet, the

Commission itself says, the FAA “execut[ed] that unprecedented order

flawlessly” (272-73). Is it plausible that FAA personnel, on the same day that

they carried out an unprecedented task so flawlessly, would have failed so

miserably with a task–asking the military to intercept problematic flights–that

they had been carrying out about 100 times a year (140)?23

It would seem, therefore, that the first chapter of The 9/11 Commission Report

is one long lie. As I have shown elsewhere, moreover, that is true of the report

as a whole.24

Crisis and Challenge

This conclusion has, of course, frightening implications, because it is hard to

imagine why the Commission would have engaged in such deceit except to

cover up the fact that the attacks of 9/11 were orchestrated by forces within

our own government, including our armed forces. And if that is the case, then

our country is in even worse shape than already evident through the Downing

Street Memos, which revealed that the administration had fixed the intelligence

used to justify the war in Iraq. As Burns Weston, a professor of law, has said,

we now have “a disparity between official 9/11 ‘spin’ and independently

researched 9/11 fact so glaring as to suggest the possibility of a constitutional

crisis unlike anything our country has ever known.”25
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Overcoming this crisis must surely be the main task before us as American

citizens today, because it is likely that, unless we can overcome this one, all

the related crises–growing militarism and imperialism, growing plutocracy,

increasing poverty in our country and around the world, increasing destruction

of our planet’s ecosystem, and so on–will simply continue to get worse.

The first step in overcoming our constitutional crisis is to have this crisis

acknowledged. This is why the 9/11 truth movement is in one respect the most

important movement in our country and even in our world today. This

movement has accomplished its first task–providing evidence strong enough to

convince anyone with an even slightly open mind that the official story is a

lie.26 What is now needed is for this fact to be publicly recognized.

The main reason why this fact is not yet publicly recognized is that the

mainstream media have thus far failed to deal with this issue. Although they

have reported on a few of the falsehoods in the official account, they have thus

far failed not only to discuss any of the evidence pointing to official complicity

but even to expose any of the obvious problems in The 9/11 Commission

Report, such as those mentioned in the present essay. If the Commission has

created a new tale about the military’s response that contradicts what the

military had been saying since September 18, 2001; if the Commission has

suppressed Laura Brown’s memo and Norman Mineta’s testimony; if the

Commission has contradicted statements by Richard Clarke, Paul Wolfowitz,

Vice President Cheney, and three high-ranking NORAD officials–Captain

Michael Jellinek, Colonel Robert Marr, and General Larry Arnold–it seems

elementary that our news organizations should report these contradictions. I

cannot, at least, imagine how anyone from the mainstream media could

support the contention that they should not report such contradictions.

Exposing such contradictions could, of course, lead to exposing evidence that

the Bush-Cheney administration had prior knowledge of, and perhaps even

orchestrated, the attacks of 9/11, which would mean that the whole post-9/11

“war on terror” has been based on deceit. I cannot imagine how anyone in the

media could marshal a principled argument to the effect that, if that is true,

the media are not obligated to report the relevant evidence.
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Unfortunately, of course, principle is often over-ruled by other considerations.

But we can hope that even the corporate owners of the mainstream media now

realize that 9/11 has been used to justify policies that have greatly weakened

our country and undermined its reputation and credibility in most of the world.

And we can hope that they will, on the basis of this realization, put the welfare

of our country and our planet ahead of any considerations that would prevent

them from allowing the press to carry out its most important task as the

Fourth Estate: exposing high crimes in high places.

NOTES
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6 “NORAD’s Response Times,” September 18, 2001 (available at

www.standdown.net/noradseptember182001pressrelease.htm).

7 That this alleged phone call took 8 minutes is an inference from the fact that

NEADS was supposedly notified about Flight 11 shortly before 8:38 whereas

the scramble order was not given until 8:46 (The 9/11 Commission Report, 20).

8  The 9/11 Commission Report (Ch. 1, note 103) cites “Aircraft Piracy

(Hijacking) and Destruction of Derelict Airborne Objects,” which was issued

June 1, 2001. This document in turn cites Directive 3025.15, issued in 1997,
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procedures should prevent immediate responses in emergency situations is

also stated in other places in the document of June 1, 2001. Section 4.4, after

saying that the secretary of defense retains approval authority for various types

of support, concludes by saying: “Nothing in this Directive prevents a

commander from exercising his or her immediate emergency response

authority as outlined in DoD Directive 3025.1.” And Section 4.5 begins with
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serious conditions, as provided in paragraph 4.7.1., below. . . . ” I have
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Administration and 9/11 (Northampton: Interlink Books, 2004)—henceforth
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9 Tom Flocco, “Rookie in the 9-11 Hot Seat?” tomflocco.com, June 17, 2004
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not started until about 8:45, but Flocco suspects that her earlier statement,

made to him while they were both present at the first hearing of the 9/11

Commission, was closer to the truth than her later statement, which she made

“after returning to her office and conferring with superiors.” Flocco’s belief that

the 8:20 time was correct was, he says, reinforced by a source in the

Department of Transportation who told him that phone bridges, linking officials

from NORAD, the Secret Service, the Department of Defense, and the

Department of Transportation, were established at 8:20 (Tom Flocco, “9-11
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October 13, 2003

(http://tomflocco.com/modules.php?name=News&file=article&sid=10). See my

discussion in O&D 187.

10 This memo is available at

www.911truth.org/article.php?story=2004081200421797.

11 National Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States, May 23,

2003

(http://www.911commission.gov/archive/hearing2/9-11Commission_Hearing_

2003-05-23.htm).
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Affairs: Tyndall Air Force Base, 2003), by Leslie Filson (Foreword by Larry K.

Arnold).

13 Still another problem is that earlier, when the Commission was explaining

why no fighters were scrambled in time to intercept Flight 11, it said that

NEADS had to call General Arnold to get permission. But this time, we are told,

NEADS simply issued the order, without calling General Arnold. This

undermines the Commission’s claim that the call to Arnold was necessary in

relation to the earlier flight.

14 Quoting Laura Brown, “FAA Communications with NORAD On September

11, 2001” (available at

http://www.911truth.org/article.php?story=2004081200421797).

15 National Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States, May 23,

2003

(http://www.911commission.gov/archive/hearing2/9-11Commission_Hearing_

2003-05-23.htm).

16 The idea that military officials knew about Flight 77 long before the

Pentagon was struck is also supported by a New York Times story published
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four days after 9/11, which began: “During the hour or so that American

Airlines Flight 77 was under the control of hijackers, up to the moment it

struck the west side of the Pentagon, military officials in a command center on

the east side of the building were urgently talking to . . . air traffic control

officials about what to do” (Matthew Wald, “After the Attacks: Sky Rules;

Pentagon Tracked Deadly Jet but Found No Way to Stop It,” New York Times,

September 15, 2001).

17 Quoting “Statement of Secretary of Transportation Norman Y. Mineta before

the National Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States, May 23,

2003” (available at

www.cooperativeresearch.org/timeline/2003/commissiontestimony052303.ht

m).

18  Page 9 of The 9/11 Commission Report says 9:34. But 9:36 is the time

given on pages 27 and 34, and it is the time that allows the Commission to

claim that the military “had at most one or two minutes to react to the

unidentified plane approaching Washington” (34).

19  Still another thing ignored by the report is the US military’s prodigious

radar systems. The website for one of these systems, called PAVE PAWS, says

that it is “capable of detecting and monitoring a great number of targets that

would be consistent with a massive SLBM [Submarine Launched Ballistic

Missile] attack” (“PAVE PAWS, Watching North America’s Skies, 24 Hours a

Day” (www.pavepaws.org). The PAVE PAWS system is surely not premised on

the assumption that those SLBMs would have transponders. The claim that the

military did not know about an aircraft approaching the Pentagon is,

accordingly, absurd. After the strikes on the WTC, the US military, if the

attacks of 9/11 had genuinely been surprise attacks carried out by foreigners,

would have been on the highest state of alert and would not have hesitated to

shoot down any unauthorized and unidentified aircraft approaching

Washington. And as to the capability to do this, even if for some reason

Andrews did not have fighters on alert that morning, the website of the

Congressional Budget Office informs us that, in Fred Burks’ summary

statement, “ICBMs [Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles] travel at speeds up to 6
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to 7 kilometers per second (approximately 14,000 miles per hour)” and can

hence take down “an ICBM in a matter of minutes” (Burks, “Billions on Star

Wars Missile Defense Can’t Stop Four Lost Airliners on 9/11”

(www.wanttoknow.info/911starwars), citing “Alternatives for Boost-Phase

Missile Defense,” July 2004

(http://www.cbo.gov/showdoc.cfm?index=5679&sequence=1&from=0).

20 The 9/11 Commission Report, 30, 31, 34, 38, 44.

21 The Commission’s professed inability to discover the identity of the

Pentagon participants, along with its neglect of Clarke’s account, may have

something to do with the fact that it endorsed General Myers’ quite different

account of his whereabouts, according to which he was up on Capitol Hill at

the time. The Commission also endorsed an account of Rumsfeld’s movements

that is quite different from Clarke’s account (O&D 217-19).

22 “Statement of Secretary of Transportation Norman Y. Mineta before the

National Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States, May 23,

2003.”

23 The Calgary Herald (Oct. 13, 2001) reported that NORAD scrambled fighters

129 times in 2000; the FAA reported 67 scrambles between September 2000

and June 2001 (FAA News Release, August 9, 2002).

24 See The 9/11 Commission Report: Omissions and Distortions and, for a

brief summary, “The 9/11 Commission Report: A 571-Page Lie,” 9/11 Visibility

Project, May 22, 2005

(http://www.septembereleventh.org/newsarchive/2005-05-22-571pglie.php).

25 This statement is in Weston’s blurb for The 9/11 Commission Report:

Omissions and Distortions.

26 Overviews of this evidence are provided in my two books. Also, in “The

Destruction of the World Trade Center: Why the Official Account Cannot Be

True,” I have laid out the case against the official story about the collapses of
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the WTC buildings much more fully than before.

The original source of this article is 911truth.org and Global Research

Copyright © David Ray Griffin, 911truth.org and Global Research, 2013

9/11 and the War on Terror: Polls Show What People Think 10 Years Later

By Washington's Blog - Global Research, September 10, 2011

Source: https://www.globalresearch.ca/9-11-and-the-war-on-terror-polls-show-what-people-think-10-years-later/26462

Polls Show that Americans Think We Overreacted,

Overspent and Weakened Ourselves Through the War on

Terror

As the Brooking Institution reported yesterday, Americans [think] that the

government overreacted and overspent in reaction to 9/11:

    These are a summary of findings of a new poll conducted by the

Program on International Policy Attitudes (PIPA) and the Anwar Sadat

Chair for Peace and Development at the University of Maryland.

    ***

    Six in ten Americans believe that that the United States weakened its

economy by overspending in its responses to the 9/11 attacks. In

particular, respondents felt this was especially true of the U.S. mission in

Iraq. Two out of three Americans perceive that over the decade since 9/11,

U.S. power and influence in the world has declined. This view is highly

correlated with the belief that the United States overspent in its post-9/11

response efforts – the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.

    ***
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    At this point, a large majority (73%) wants the United States to reduce

the number of troops in Afghanistan, but less than half (44%) want troops

withdrawn completely.

    Fifty-five percent say that the United States has spent too many

resources in the Iraq war, while a plurality of 49% called the Iraq war a

mistake (45% right decision). This criticism is a bit lower than other polls

that asked similar questions in 2010 and found a majority ranging from

51 to 62% saying that it was not the right decision.

    Support for the decision to go to war is highly correlated with beliefs

held by substantial and undiminishing minorities that Iraq was providing

support to al Qaeda (46%) and either had a WMD program or actual

WMDs (47%). Among those with such beliefs, large majorities say the war

was the right thing while among those without such beliefs large majorities

have the opposite views.

    A modest majority (53%) believes that the U.S. should withdraw its

troops according to schedule even if the Iraqi government asks the US to

stay another year.

    ***

    A clear majority (61%) says that the United States should not take sides

in its efforts to resolve the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, while just 27% want

the United States to lean toward Israel (5% toward Palestinians).

(Incidentally, top American military leaders agree, saying that the war on terror

has weakened our national security).

Rasmussen has repeatedly noted that Americans are strongly opposed to

further military or other types of intervention in Arab countries:

    As with the recent turmoil in Egypt, most Americans (67%) say the

United States should leave the situation in the Arab countries alone. Just
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17% say the United States should get more directly involved in the political

situation there, but another 17% are not sure.

This was true for Libya. And it is true elsewhere. For example, the

overwhelming majority of Americans are also opposed to intervention in Syria.

Polls Show Widespread Doubt About Official Explanations

The results of polls on peoples’ beliefs about 9/11 around the world might

surprise you:

■     In its January 2011 issue, the popular German magazine “Welt der

Wunder” published the results of a poll conducted by the Emnid

institute on 1005 respondents. The poll indicated that nearly 90%

percent of Germans are convinced that the government of the United

States is not telling the whole truth about the September 11 attacks

■     A new poll conducted in England by ICM shows that more UK

residents agree than disagree that the official account of what

happened on 9/11 might turn out to be wrong in important respects.

Only 8% strongly agree that they have been told the full story of the

9/11 attacks 

■     A new poll conducted in France by HEC Paris shows that 58% of

French people doubt the official version of 9/11, and 49% believe the

U.S. government might have intentionally allowed the attacks to

happen

■     A Zogby poll conducted in August 2007 found that 51% of

Americans want Congress to probe Bush/Cheney regarding the 9/11

attacks, two-thirds (67%) of Americans say the 9/11 Commission

should have investigated the collapse of World Trade Center Building 7

■     A poll conducted by CNN-IBN in August 2007 found that only 2 out

of 5 of those polled in India – the world’s second most populous
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country – believe that al-Qaeda is responsible for the 9/11 attacks

■     Indeed, a poll taken by World Public Opinion, a collaborative project of

research centers in various countries managed by the Program on

International Policy Attitudes at the University of Maryland, College Park,

polled 16,063 people in 17 nations outside of the United States during the

summer of 2008. They found that majorities in only 9 of the 17 countries

believe Al Qaeda carried out the attacks. The poll showed that in the

world’s most populous country – China – only 32% believed that Al Qaeda

carried out the attacks.

The original source of this article is Washington's Blog

Copyright © Washington's Blog, Washington's Blog, 2011

PART V - Foreknowledge of 9/11

9/11 Foreknowledge and “Intelligence Failures”: “Revealing the Lies” on

9/11 Perpetuates the “Big Lie”

By Prof Michel Chossudovsky - Global Research, September 14, 2011

Source:

https://www.globalresearch.ca/9-11-foreknowledge-and-intelligence-failures-revealing-th

e-lies-on-9-11-perpetuates-the-big-lie/26532

Author’s Note

The following article, first published in May 2004, was part of my

keynote presentation at the opening plenary session to the

International Citizens Inquiry into 9/11. Toronto, 25-30 March

2004. 

The main thrust of this 2004 analysis was that the issue of “foreknowledge of the

attacks” was a “red herring” which has contributed to sustaining the “Big Lie”. 

“Foreknowledge of the attacks” and “failure to act” uphold the notion that the
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terrorist attacks (“act of war”) “waged by Muslims against America” are  real,

when all the facts and findings ultimately point towards coverup and complicity at

the highest levels of the US government. 

Richard Clarke who at the time was in charge of counter-terrorism on the White

House National Security Council “apologized” to the American people and the

families of the victims.

Clarke hinted to “intelligence failures” in the months leading up to 9/11: Had the

White House acted in a responsible fashion, had they taken the intelligence

briefings seriously, 3000 lives could have been saved on September 11, 2001.

According to Richard Clarke, Bush and the White House intelligence team ignored

these warnings.  

In a recent statement on PBS (August 2011), Clarke accused former CIA Director

George Tenet and two other CIA officials, Cofer Black and Richard Blee of 

“deliberately withholding critical intelligence” concerning the 9/11 attacks. The

latter pertained to information regarding two of the alleged hijackers of American

Airlines Flight 77, Al-Hazmi and Al-Mihdhar.

Compare Richard Clarke’s recent statements with regard to foreknowledge and

“intelligence failures” to those of 2004. Déjà Vu? Red Herring?

What this recent August 2011 statement suggests is that the Bush administration

was responsible for “intelligence failures” rather than coverup and treason.

Clarke’s statements sustain the “Al Qaeda Legend”, namely that Muslim hijackers

were behind the attacks and that the information withheld by CIA Director George

Tenet was not made available to the White House and the US Congress.

Clarke hints that if this information had been made available, the attacks might

have been prevented.  

Clarke’s statements both then and now are supportive of the “Global War on
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Terrorism” Consensus. 

Bear in mind that Richard Clarke was part of an intelligence team which covertly

supported Al Qaeda operatives in the Balkans throughout the 1990s. Moreover,

amply documented, the Islamic brigades and Al Qaeda including the madrassahs

and the CIA sponsored training camps in Afghanistan are a creation of the CIA.

The Taliban were “graduates” of the madrassahs, which formed a US sponsored

government in 1996.

Clarke’s statements while challenging the role of the CIA, tends to sustain the Big

Lie.

The official narrative remains intact. It assumes an Al Qaeda sponsored attack on

America rather than a controlled demolition, as documented by Architects and

Engineers for 9/11 Truth.

The debate launched by Clarke is a subtle form of propaganda. It blames the CIA,

which had “foreknowledge” of the attacks. 

It centers on whether the Bush administration and the CIA were responsible for

an “intelligence failure”, a “dereliction of duty” or sheer “incompetence.”

In all three cases, the Al Qaeda Legend and “the threat of Islamic terrorists”

remains unchallenged.

The Global War on Terrorism (GWOT) remains functionally intact.  

The foreknowledge debate cum “intelligence failure” debate sustains the “Big

Lie”…. 

Michel Chossudovsky, Global Research, September 11, 2011
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“Revealing the Lies” on 9/11 Perpetuates the “Big Lie”

by Michel Chossudovsky - May 27, 2004

The Bush administration  had numerous intelligence warnings. “Revealing the

lies”  of Bush officials regarding these “intelligence warnings” has served to

uphold Al Qaeda as the genuine threat, as an “outside enemy”, which threatens

the security of America, when in fact Al Qaeda is a creation of the US intelligence

apparatus.

America’s leaders in Washington and Wall Street firmly believe in the

righteousness of war and authoritarian forms of government as a means to

“safeguarding democratic values”.

9/11 is the justification

According to Homeland Security “the near-term attacks will either rival or

exceed the 9/11 attacks”.

An actual “terrorist attack” on American soil would lead to the suspension of

civilian government and the establishment of martial law. In the words of

Homeland Security Secretary Tom Ridge: “If we go to Red [code alert]… it

basically shuts down the country,”

“You ask, ‘Is it serious?’ Yes, you bet your life. People don’t do that unless it’s a

serious situation.” (Donald Rumsfeld)

The “Criminalization of the State”, is when war criminals legitimately occupy

positions of authority, which enable them to decide “who are the criminals”, when

in fact they are the criminals.

Revealing a lie does not necessarily lead to establishing the truth.

In fact the experience of the 9/11 Commission, which has a mandate to

investigate the September 11 attacks, has proved exactly the opposite.
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We know that the Bush administration had numerous “intelligence warnings”.

We know they had “intelligence” which confirmed that terrorists had the

capacity of hijacking aircrafts and using them to target buildings.

Attorney General John Ashcroft had apparently been warned in August 2001

by the FBI to avoid commercial airlines, but this information was not made

public.

(See Eric Smith at http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/SMI402A.html )

The Pentagon had conducted a full fledged exercise on an airplane crashing

into the Pentagon.

(See http://globalresearch.ca/articles/RYA404A.html )

We also know that senior Bush officials including Donald Rumsfeld and

Condoleezza Rice lied under oath to the 9/11 commission, when they stated

that they had no information or forewarning of impending terrorist attacks.

But we also know, from carefully documented research that:

■ There were stand-down orders on 9/11. The US Air force did not

intervene.  (see http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/ELS305A.html,

Szamuely at http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/SZA112A.html )

■ There was a cover-up of the WTC and Pentagon investigation. The WTC

rubble was confiscated.  (See Bill Manning at

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/MAN309A.html

■ The plane debris at the Pentagon disappeared.  (See Thierry Meyssan,

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/MEY204C.html )

■ Massive financial gains were made as a result of 9/11, from insider

trading leading up to 9/11  (See Michael Ruppert,

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/RUP110A.html .)

■ There is an ongoing financial scam underlying the 7.1 billion dollar

insurance claim by the WTC leaseholder, following the collapse of the

twin towers (See Michel Chossudovsky,

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/CHO403B.html

■ Mystery surrounds WTC building 7, which collapsed (or was “pulled”
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down in the afternoon of 9/11 mysteriously (For details see  WTC-7:

Scott Loughrey at

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/LOU308A.html).

The White House is being accused by the critics of  “criminal negligence”, for

having casually disregarded the intelligence presented to president Bush and

his national security team, and for not having acted to prevent the 9/11

terrorist attack.

The unfolding consensus is: “They knew but failed to act”.

This line of reasoning is appealing to many 9/11 critics and  “Bush bashers”

because it clearly places the blame on the Bush administration. 

Yet in a bitter irony, the very process of revealing these lies and expressing

public outrage has contributed to reinforcing the 9/11 cover-up.

“Revealing the lies” serves to present Al Qaeda as the genuine threat, as an

“outside enemy”, which threatens the security of America, when in fact Al

Qaeda is a creation of the US intelligence apparatus.

The presumption is that these forewarnings and intelligence briefs emanating

from the intelligence establishment constitute a true and unbiased

representation of the terrorist threat. 

Meanwhile, the history of Al Qaeda and the CIA has been shoved to the

background. The fact that successive US governments since the Soviet-Afghan

war have supported and abetted the Islamic terror network is no longer

mentioned, for obvious reasons. It would break the consensus regarding Al

Qaeda as the outside enemy of America, which is a crucial building block of the

entire National Security doctrine. 

This central proposition that Islamic terrorists were responsible for 9/11 serves

to justify everything else including the Patriot Act, the wars on Afghanistan and

Iraq, the spiraling defense and homeland security budgets, the detention of

thousands of people of Muslim faith on trumped up charges, the arrest and

deportation to Guantanamo of alleged “enemy combatants”, etc.

The Central Role of Al Qaeda in Bush’s National Security Doctrine
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Spelled out in the National Security Strategy (NSS), the preemptive “defensive

war” doctrine and the “war on terrorism” against Al Qaeda constitute the two

essential building blocks of the Pentagon’s propaganda campaign.

1. No Al Qaeda

2. No war on terrorism

3. No rogue States which sponsor Al Qaeda

4. No pretext for waging war.

5. No justification for invading and occupying Afghanistan and Iraq

6. No justification for sending in US special forces into numerous countries

around the World.

7. No justification for developing tactical nuclear weapons to be used in

conventional war theaters against Islamic terrorists, who according to

official statements constitute a nuclear threat. (See 

http://globalresearch.ca/articles/CHO405A.html ).

The Administration’s post 9/11 nuclear doctrine, points to Al Qaeda as some

kind of nuclear power.

“The Pentagon must prepare for all possible contingencies, especially now,

when dozens of countries, and some terrorist groups, are engaged in secret

weapon development programs.” (quoted in William Arkin, Secret Plan

Outlines the Unthinkable, Los Angeles Times, 9 March 2002)

Central Role of Al Qaeda in US Military Doctrine

The very existence of Al Qaeda constitutes the justification for a pre-emptive

war against rogue states and “terrorist organizations”. It is part of the

indoctrination of US troops fighting in the Middle East. It is also being used to

justify the so-called “abuse” of POWs.

The objective is to present “preemptive military action” –meaning war as an act

of “self-defense” against two categories of enemies, “rogue States” and “Islamic

terrorists”:
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“The war against terrorists of global reach is a global enterprise of

uncertain duration. …America will act against such emerging threats

before they are fully formed.

    …Rogue states and terrorists do not seek to attack us using

conventional means. They know such attacks would fail. Instead, they rely

on acts of terror and, potentially, the use of weapons of mass destruction

(…)

    The targets of these attacks are our military forces and our civilian

population, in direct violation of one of the principal norms of the law of

warfare. As was demonstrated by the losses on September 11, 2001, mass

civilian casualties is the specific objective of terrorists and these losses

would be exponentially more severe if terrorists acquired and used

weapons of mass destruction.

    The United States has long maintained the option of preemptive actions

to counter a sufficient threat to our national security. The greater the

threat, the greater is the risk of inaction- and the more compelling the

case for taking anticipatory action to defend ourselves, (…). To forestall or

prevent such hostile acts by our adversaries, the United States will, if

necessary, act preemptively.” (National Security Strategy, White House,

2002, http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.html, emphasis added)

To justify pre-emptive military actions, including the use of nuclear weapons in

conventional war theaters (approved by the Senate in late 2003),  the National

Security Doctrine requires the “fabrication” of a terrorist threat, –ie. “an

outside enemy.” It also needs to link these terrorist threats to “State

sponsorship” by the so-called “rogue states.”

But it also means that the various “massive casualty-producing events”

allegedly by Al Qaeda (the fabricated enemy) are also part of the propaganda

ploy which consists in upholding the Legend of an outside enemy.
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9/11 and War Propaganda

In other words, the forewarnings sustain the Al Qaeda legend, which

constitutes the cornerstone of the “war on terrorism”. And the latter serves as a

justification for America’s “pre-emptive wars”  with a view to “protecting the

homeland”. 

One year before 9/11, the Project for a New American Century (PNAC) called

for “some catastrophic and catalyzing event, like a new Pearl Harbor,”

which would serve to galvanize US public opinion in support of a war

agenda. (See http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/NAC304A.html )

The PNAC architects seem to have anticipated with cynical accuracy, the use of

the September 11 attacks as “a war pretext incident.”

The PNAC’s declared objective is “Defend the Homeland” and  “Fight and

decisively win in multiple, simultaneous theater wars”, perform global

constabulary funcitons including punitive military actions around the World,

and the so-called “revolution in military affairs”, essentially meaning the

development of a new range of sophisticated weaponry including the

militarisation of outer space,the development of a new generation of nuclear

weapons, etc.

(on nuclear weapons see http://globalresearch.ca/articles/CHO405A.html,

on the PNAC,  http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/NAC304A.html )

The PNAC’s reference to a “catastrophic and catalyzing event” echoes a similar

statement by David Rockefeller to the United Nations Business Council in

1994:

“We are on the verge of global transformation. All we need is the right

major crisis and the nations will accept the New World Order.”

Similarly, in the words Zbigniew Brzezinski in his book, The Grand

Chessboard:.
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“…it may find it more difficult to fashion a consensus [in America] on

foreign policy issues, except in the circumstances of a truly massive and

widely perceived direct external threat.”

Zbigniew Brzezinski, who was National Security Adviser to President Jimmy

Carter was one of the key architects of the Al Qaeda network, created by the

CIA at the onslaught of the Soviet Afghan war (1979-1989).

(See Zbigniew Brzezinski at

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/BRZ110A.print.html )

The “catastrophic and catalyzing event” as stated by the PNAC is an integral

part of US military-intelligence planning. General Franks, who led the military

campaign into Iraq, pointed recently (October 2003) to the role of a “massive

casualty-producing event” to muster support for the imposition of military rule

in America.

(See General Tommy Franks calls for Repeal of US Constitution, November

2003, http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/EDW311A.html ).

Franks identifies the precise scenario whereby military rule will be

established:

“a terrorist, massive, casualty-producing event [will occur] somewhere in

the Western world – it may be in the United States of America – that

causes our population to question our own Constitution and to begin to

militarize our country in order to avoid a repeat of another mass,

casualty-producing event.” (Ibid, emphasis added)

This statement from an individual, who was actively involved in military and

intelligence planning at the highest levels, suggests that the “militarisation of

our country” is an ongoing operational assumption. It is part of the broader

“Washington consensus”. It identifies the Bush administration’s “roadmap” of

war and “Homeland Defense.” Needless to say, it is also an integral part of the

neoliberal agenda.
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The “terrorist massive casualty-producing event” is presented by General

Franks as a crucial political turning point. The resulting crisis and social

turmoil are intended to facilitate a major shift in US political, social and

institutional structures.

General Franks’ statement reflects a consensus within the US Military as to

how events ought to unfold. The “war on terrorism” is to provide a justification

for repealing the Rule of Law, ultimately with a view to “preserving civil

liberties.”

Franks’ interview suggests that an Al Qaeda sponsored terrorist attack will be

used as a “trigger mechanism” for a military coup d’état in America. The

PNAC’s “Pearl Harbor type event” would be used as a justification for declaring

a State of emergency, leading to the establishment of a military government.

In many regards, the militarisation of civilian State institutions in the US is

already functional under the facade of a bogus democracy.

Actual Terrorist Attacks

To be “effective” the fear and disinformation campaign cannot solely rely on

unsubstantiated “warnings” of future attacks, it also requires “real” terrorist

occurrences or “incidents”, which provide credibility to the Washington’s war

plans. These terrorist events are used to justify the implementation of

“emergency measures” as well as “retaliatory military actions”. They are

required, in the present context, to create the illusion of “an outside enemy”

that is threatening the American Homeland.

The triggering of “war pretext incidents” is part of the Pentagon’s assumptions.

In fact it is an integral part of US military history.(See Richard Sanders, War

Pretext Incidents, How to Start a War, Global Outlook, published in two parts,

Issues 2 and 3, 2002-2003).

In 1962, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had envisaged a secret plan entitled

“Operation Northwoods”, to deliberately trigger civilian casualties to justify the
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invasion of Cuba:

“We could blow up a U.S. ship in Guantanamo Bay and blame Cuba,” “We

could develop a Communist Cuban terror campaign in the Miami area, in

other Florida cities and even in Washington” “casualty lists in U.S.

newspapers would cause a helpful wave of national indignation.”

    (See the declassified Top Secret 1962 document titled “Justification for U.S.

Military Intervention in Cuba”, Operation Northwoods at

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/NOR111A.html ).

There is no evidence that the Pentagon or the CIA played a direct role in recent

terrorist attacks, including those in Indonesia (2002), India (2001), Turkey

(2003) and Saudi Arabia (2003).

According to the reports, the attacks were undertaken by organizations (or cells

of these organizations), which operate quite independently, with a certain

degree of autonomy. This independence is in the very nature of a covert

intelligence operation. The «intelligence asset» is not in direct contact with its

covert sponsors. It is not necessarily cognizant of the role it plays on behalf of

its intelligence sponsors.

The fundamental question is who is behind them? Through what sources are

they being financed? What is the underlying network of ties?

For instance, in the case of the 2002 Bali bomb attack, the alleged terrorist

organization Jemaah Islamiah had links to Indonesia’s military intelligence

(BIN), which in turn has links to the CIA and Australian intelligence.

The December 2001 terrorist attacks on the Indian Parliament –which

contributed to pushing India and Pakistan to the brink of war– were allegedly

conducted by two Pakistan-based rebel groups, Lashkar-e-Taiba (“Army of the

Pure”) and Jaish-e-Muhammad (“Army of Mohammed”), both of which

according to the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) are supported by

Pakistan’s ISI.
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(Council on Foreign Relations at

http://www.terrorismanswers.com/groups/harakat2.html, Washington 2002).

What the CFR fails to acknowledge is the crucial relationship between the ISI

and the CIA and the fact that the ISI continues to support Lashkar, Jaish and

the militant Jammu and Kashmir Hizbul Mujahideen (JKHM), while also

collaborating with the CIA.

(For further details see Michel Chossudovsky, Fabricating an Enemy, March

2003, http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/CHO301B.html )

A 2002 classified outbrief drafted to guide the Pentagon “calls for the creation

of a so-called ‘Proactive, Pre-emptive Operations Group’  (P2OG), to launch

secret operations aimed at “stimulating reactions” among terrorists and states

possessing weapons of mass destruction — that is, for instance, prodding

terrorist cells into action and exposing themselves to ‘quick-response’ attacks

by U.S. forces.” (William Arkin, The Secret War, The Los Angeles Times, 27

October 2002)

The P2OG initiative is nothing new. It essentially extends an existing apparatus

of covert operations. Amply documented, the CIA has supported terrorist

groups since the Cold War era. This  “prodding of terrorist cells” under covert

intelligence operations often requires the infiltration and training of the radical

groups linked to Al Qaeda.

In this regard, covert support by the US military and intelligence apparatus

has been channeled to various Islamic terrorist organizations through a

complex network of intermediaries and intelligence proxies. (See below in

relation to the Balkans)

Foreknowledge is a Red Herring

Foreknowledge implies and requires the existence of this “outside enemy”, who

is attacking America. Amply documented, the Islamic brigades and Al Qaeda

including the madrassas and the CIA sponsored training camps in Afghanistan

are a creation of the CIA. The Taliban were “graduates” of the madrassas,
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which formed a Us sponsored government in 1996. 

During the Cold War, but also in its aftermath, the CIA using Pakistan’s

Military Intelligence apparatus as a go-between played a key role in training the

Mujahideen. In turn, the CIA-sponsored guerrilla training was integrated with

the teachings of Islam.

Every single US administration since Jimmy Carter has consistently supported

the so-called “Militant Islamic Base”, including Osama bin Laden’s Al Qaeda,

as part of their foreign policy agenda.

And in this regard, the Democrats and the Republicans have worked hand in

glove. In fact, it is the US military and intelligence establishment which has

provided continuity in US foreign policy.

Media Reports on Al Qaeda and Pakistan’s Military Intelligence (ISI)

It is indeed revealing that in virtually all post 9/11 terrorist occurrences, the

terrorist organization is reported (by the media and in official statements) as

having “ties to Osama bin Laden’s Al Qaeda”. This in itself is a crucial piece of

information. Of course, the fact that Al Qaeda is a creation of the CIA is neither

mentioned in the press reports nor is it considered relevant to an

understanding of these terrorist occurrences.

The ties of these terrorist organizations (particularly those in Asia) to Pakistan’s

military intelligence (ISI) is acknowledged in a few cases by official sources and

press dispatches. Confirmed by the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR), some

of these groups are said to have links to Pakistan’s ISI, without identifying the

nature of these links. Needless to say, this information is crucial in identifying

the sponsors of these terrorist attacks. In other words, the ISI is said to

support these terrorist organizations, while at same time maintaining close ties

to the CIA.

In other words, the focus on foreknowledge has served to usefully distract

attention from the US government’s longstanding relationship to the terror

network since the Soviet-Afghan war, which inevitably raises the broader issue
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of treason and war crimes. 

The foreknowledge issue in a sense erases the historical record because it

denies a relationship between Al Qaeda and successive US administrations.

The administration is accused of not acting upon these terrorist warnings. 

In the words of Richard Clarke:

“we must try to achieve a level of public discourse on these issues that is

simultaneously energetic and mutually respectful… We all want to defeat the

jihadists. [this is the consensus] To do that, we need to encourage an active,

critical and analytical debate in America about how that will best be done. And

if there is another major terrorist attack in this country, we must not panic or

stifle debate as we did for too long after 9/11.”(New York Times, 25 April 2004)

Bush and the White House intelligence team are said to have ignored these

warnings. Richard Clarke who was in charge of counter terrorism on the

National Security Council until February 2003 has “apologized” to the

American people and the families of the victims. Had they acted in a

responsible fashion, had they taken the intelligence briefings seriously, 3000

lives would have been saved on September 11, 2001. But bear in mind that

Richard Clarke was part of an intelligence team which was at the time

providing support to Al Qaeda in the Balkans. (See below)

This new anti-Bush consensus concerning the 9/11 attacks has engulfed part

of the 9/11 truth movement. The outright lies in sworn testimony to the 9/11

Commission have been denounced in chorus; the families of the victims have

expressed their indignation.

The debate centers on whether the administration is responsible for an

“intelligence failure” or whether it was the result of “incompetence.”

In both cases, the al Qaeda legend remains unchallenged. The fact that Al

Qaeda hijackers were responsible for 9/11 remains unchallenged.
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Source of Terrorist Warnings

Beneath the rhetoric, nobody seems to have questioned the source of these

warnings emanating from an intelligence apparatus, which is known to have

supported Al Qaeda throughout the entire post cold War era.

In  other words, are the terrorist warnings emanating out of the CIA a “true”

representation of the terrorist threat or are they part of the process of

disinformation which seeks precisely to uphold Al Qaeda as an “Enemy of the

Homeland”.

Meanwhile, the issues of “cover-up and complicity” at the highest levels of the

Bush administration, which were raised in the immediate wake of the 9/11

attacks have been shoved out.

The role of Bush officials, their documented links to the terror network, the

business ties between the Bushes and bin Laden families, the role of Pakistan’s

Military Intelligence (ISI) which supported and abetted Al Qaeda while working

hand in glove with their US counterparts (CIA and the Defense Intelligence

Agency), the fact that several Bush officials were the architects of Al Qaeda

during the Reagan administration, as revealed by the Iran Contra investigation.

(See Michel Chossudovsky,

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/CHO303D.html

“The Saudis Did It”

All of this, which is carefully documented, is no longer relevant. It is no longer

an issue for debate and investigation. What the media, as well as some of the

key 9/11 investigators are pushing is that “The Saudis did it”. The outside

enemy Al Qaeda is said to be supported by supported by the Saudis.

This line of analysis, which characterizes the 1 trillion dollar law suit by the

families of the victims led by Lawyer Ted Motley, is evidently flawed. While it

highlights the business ties between the Bushes and the bin Ladens, in does

not challenge the legend of the outside enemy.
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“The Saudis did it” is also part of the US foreign policy agenda, to be eventually

used to discredit the Saudi monarchy and destabilize the Saudi financiers, who

oversee 25 percent of the World’s oil reserves, ten times those of the US. in fact,

this process has already begun with the Saudi privatization program, which

seeks to transfer Saudi wealth and assets into foreign (Anglo-American) hands. 

The Saudi financiers were never prime movers. They were proxies. They played

a subordinate role. They worked closely with US intelligence and their

American financial counterparts. They were involved in the laundering of drug

money working closely with the CIA. Thew Wahabbi sects from Saudi Arabia

were sent to Afghanistan to set up the madrassas. The Saudis channeled covert

financing to the various Islamic insurgencies on behalf of the CIA. 

In other words, the “Saudis did It” consensus essentially contributes to

whitewashing the Bush administration, while also providing pretext to

destabilize Saudi Arabia.

“The Bush Lied” Consensus upholds “The Big Lie”

This emerging 9/11 consensus (“Outside enemy”, intelligence failures, criminal

negligence, “the Saudis did it”, etc.) which is making its way into American

history books, is  “they knew, but failed to act”. 

It was incompetence or criminal negligence but it was not treason. The wars in

Afghanistan and Iraq were “just wars”, they were undertaken in accordance

with the National Security doctrine, which views Al Qaeda as the outside

enemy. It is worth noting that at the outset of the war on Afghanistan, a

number of prominent Western intellectuals, trade union and civil society

leaders supported the “Just War” concept. 

While the Bush administration takes the blame, the “war on terrorism”  and its

humanitarian mandate remain functionally intact.

Meanwhile, everybody has their eyes riveted on the fact that Bush officials lied

under oath regarding the terrorist warnings.
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Yet nobody seems to have begged the key question:

What is the significance of these warnings emanating from the intelligence

apparatus, knowing that the CIA is the creator of Al Qaeda and that Al Qaeda

is an “intelligence asset”.

In other words, the CIA is the sponsor of Al Qaeda and at the same time

controls the warnings on impending terrorist attacks.

In other words, are Bush officials in sworn testimony to the 9/11 commission 

lying under oath on something which is true, or are they lying on something

which is an even bigger lie?

The Legend of the “Outside Enemy”

The 1993 WTC bombing was heralded by the Bush Administration as one of

the earlier Al Qaeda attacks on the Homeland. Since 9/11, the 1993 WTC

bombing has become part of “the 9/11 legend” which describes Al Qaeda as

“an outside enemy.”

In the words of National Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice (April 2004) in

sworn testimony at the 9/11 Commission:  

    “The terrorist threat to our Nation did not emerge on September 11th,

2001. Long before that day, radical, freedom-hating terrorists declared war

on America and on the civilized world. The attack on the Marine barracks

in Lebanon in 1983, the hijacking of the Achille Lauro in 1985, the rise of

al-Qaida and the bombing of the World Trade Center in 1993, the attacks

on American installations in Saudi Arabia in 1995 and 1996, the East

Africa embassy bombings of 1998, the attack on the USS Cole in 2000,

these and other atrocities were part of a sustained, systematic campaign

to spread devastation and chaos and to murder innocent Americans.” (See

complete transcript of her testimony at

(http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/RIC404A.html )
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Below we provide evidence of US-Al Qaeda collaboration from official sources

which confirms unequivocally that Al Qaeda was a US sponsored “intelligence

asset” during the entire post Cold War era.  

POST COLD WAR ERA:  Time Line of Al Qaeda- US Collaboration

1993-1994 BOSNIAGATE  Clinton Administration collaborates with Al Qaeda

(1993-1994) 

At the time of the 1993 WTC bombing, the Clinton Administration and al

Qaeda were actively collaborating in joint military operations in Bosnia, as

confirmed by an official congressional report emanating from the Republican

Party.

    The Clinton Administration’s “hands-on” involvement with the Islamic

network’s arms pipeline included inspections of missiles from Iran by U.S.

government officials.

    The Militant Islamic Network (page 5): Along with the weapons, Iranian

Revolutionary Guards and VEVAK intelligence operatives entered Bosnia

in large numbers, along with thousands of mujahedin (“holy warriors”)

from across the Muslim world. Also engaged in the effort were several

other Muslim countries (including Brunei, Malaysia, Pakistan, Saudi

Arabia, Sudan, and Turkey) and a number of radical Muslim

organizations. For example, the role of one Sudan-based “humanitarian

organization,” called the Third World Relief Agency, has been well

documented. The Clinton Administration’s “hands-on” involvement with

the Islamic network’s arms pipeline included inspections of missiles from

Iran by U.S. government officials.

    (…)

    In short, the Clinton Administration’s policy of facilitating the delivery of

arms to the Bosnian Muslims made it the de facto partner of an ongoing

international network of governments and organizations pursuing their
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own agenda in Bosnia…For example, one such group about which details

have come to light is the Third World Relief Agency (TWRA), a

Sudan-based, phoney humanitarian organization which has been a major

link in the arms pipeline to Bosnia. [“How Bosnia’s Muslims Dodged Arms

Embargo: Relief Agency Brokered Aid From Nations, Radical Groups,”

Washington Post, 9/22/96; see also “Saudis Funded Weapons For Bosnia,

Official Says: $ 300 Million Program Had U.S. ‘Stealth Cooperation’,”

Washington Post, 2/2/96] TWA is believed to be connected with such

fixtures of the Islamic terror network as Sheik Omar Abdel Rahman (the

convicted mastermind behind the 1993 World Trade Center bombing) and

Osama Binladen, a wealthy Saudi emigre believed to bankroll numerous

militant groups. [WP, 9/22/96]

    Clinton Administration supported the “Militant Islamic Base”, Senate

Press Release, US Congress, 16 January 1997, 

    http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/DCH109A.html

    original Senate Document 

http://www.senate.gov/~rpc/releases/1997/iran.htm

The alleged terrorist Sheik Omar Abdul Rahman was sentenced as the

mastermind behind the 1993 WTC bombings and subsequently convicted to life

imprisonment.

From the Horse’s Mouth

In a bitter irony, the same individual Omar Abdul Rahman was identified in the

1997 Report of the Republican Party Policy Committee of the US Senate (see

above) as collaborating with Clinton officials in bringing in weapons and

Mujahideen into Bosnia. In other words, the Republican party confirms that

Omar Abdul Rahman and Al Qaeda were US sponsored “intelligence assets”.

When Bill Clinton, appeared before the 9/11 Commission (April 2004), was he

questioned on his links to the terror network, including the mastermind of the

1993 WTC bombing?  No!
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What can conclude: A Clinton-Osama-Abdel Rahman Triangle. The

Foreknowledge issue falls flat on its face. What we are dealing with is “Treason”

and Cover-up” on the history of the Clinton Administration’s links to the

alleged “Outside Enemy”.  Treason is defined as:  “consciously and purposely

acting to aid its enemies.” 

1995-1999. NATO AND THE US MILITARY COLLABORATED WITH AL

QAEDA IN KOSOVO (1995-1999)

We provide below several statements from Congressional records which point to

US support to the terror network in  Kosovo (1995-1999) and which amply

refute the existence of an “Outside Enemy”  

    Frank Ciluffo of the Globalized Organized Crime Program in a testimony

presented to the House of Representatives Judicial Committee:

        What was largely hidden from public view was the fact that the

KLA raise part of their funds from the sale of narcotics. Albania and

Kosovo lie at the heart of the Balkan Route that links the “Golden

Crescent” of Afghanistan and Pakistan to the drug markets of Europe.

This route is worth an estimated $400 billion a year and handles 80

per cent of heroin destined for Europe.  (U.S. Congress, Testimony of

Frank J. Cilluffo, Deputy Director of the Global Organized Crime

Program, to the House Judiciary Committee, Washington DC, 13

December 2000)

    Ralf Mutschke of Interpol’s Criminal Intelligence division, also in a

testimony to the House Judicial Committee:

        The U.S. State Department listed the KLA as a terrorist

organization, indicating that it was financing its operations with

money from the international heroin trade and loans from Islamic

countries and individuals, among them allegedly Osama bin Laden.

Another link to bin Laden is the fact that the brother of a leader in an

Egyptian Jihad organization and also a military commander of Osama
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bin Laden, was leading an elite KLA unit during the Kosovo conflict.

    (U.S. Congress, House Judicial Committee, Washington DC, 13

December 2000)

Rep. John Kasich of the House Armed Services Committee:

         “We connected ourselves [in 1998-99] with the KLA, which was

the staging point for bin Laden.” (U.S. Congress, Transcripts of the

House Armed Services Committee, Washington, DC, 5 October 1999) 

    In 1999, Senator Jo Lieberman stated authoritatively that

“Fighting for the KLA is fighting for human rights and American

values.”

In making this statement he knew that the KLA was supported by Osama

bin Laden.

What can we conclude from these and other statements? The transcripts from

Congressional documents refute the existence of the “outside enemy”.

Al Qaeda (our “intelligence asset”) supported and continues to support the KLA.

The Clinton administration supported the KLA.  Secretary of State Madeleine

Albright coveted KLA leaders Hashim Thaci.

Military Professional Resources (MPRI), a mercenary company on contract to

the Pentagon was involved in the training the KLA.  The KLA was also trained

by US and British Special Forces. But the KLA was also trained by Al Qaeda.

The US collaborated in training a terrorist organization which has with links to

al Qaeda, the drug trade and organized crime. 

The Bush Administration has followed in the footsteps of the Clinton

administration. The KLA is supported by the US military, while also being

backed by Al Qaeda.
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2000-2001: 8/01:  THE ISLAMIC MILITANT NETWORK, NATO AND THE US

MILITARY JOIN HANDS IN MACEDONIA

Barely  a few weeks before 9/11, in August 2001, senior U.S. military advisers

from a private mercenary outfit on contract to the Pentagon (MPRI), were

advising the self-proclaimed National Liberation Army (NLA) of Macedonia.

Mujahideen detached by Al Qaeda from the Middle East and Central Asia were

fighting in a paramilitary army, which was also  supported by the US military

and NATO.

The NLA is a proxy of the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA). In turn, the KLA and

the UN-sponsored Kosovo Protection Corps (KPC) are identical institutions with

the same commanders and military personnel. KPC Commanders on UN

salaries are fighting in the NLA together with the Mujahideen.

Ironically, while supported and financed by Osama bin Laden’s Al Qaeda, the

KLA-NLA is also supported by NATO and the United Nations mission to Kosovo

(UNMIK). In fact, the Islamic Militant Network also using Pakistan’s Inter

Service Intelligence (ISI) as the CIA’s go-between still constitutes an integral

part of Washington=s covert military-intelligence operations in Macedonia and

Southern Serbia.

The KLA-NLA terrorists are funded from U.S. military aid, the United Nations

peace-keeping budget, as well as by several Islamic organizations including

Osama bin Laden’s Al Qaeda. Drug money is also being used to finance the

terrorists with the complicity of the U.S. government. The recruitment of

Mujahideen to fight in the ranks of the NLA in Macedonia is implemented

through various Islamic groups.

U.S. military advisers mingle with the Mujahideen within the same paramilitary

force; Western mercenaries from NATO countries fight alongside the

Mujahideen recruited in the Middle East and Central Asia. And the U.S. media

calls this a >blowback= where so-called “intelligence assets” have gone against

their sponsors!
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But this did not happen during the Cold War! It happened in Macedonia in the

months leading up to 9/11. And it is confirmed by numerous press reports,

eyewitness accounts, photographic evidence as well as official statements by

the Macedonian Prime Minister, who has accused the Western military alliance

of supporting the terrorists. Moreover, the official Macedonian News Agency

(MIA) has pointed to the complicity between Washington’s envoy Ambassador

James Pardew and the NLA terrorists. In other words, the so-called

“intelligence assets” were still serving the interests of their U.S. sponsors. 

8/06 THE AUGUST 6, 2001 THE PRESIDENTIAL INTELLIGENCE BRIEFING

(PDB)

The August 6 2001 intelligence briefing (PDB) prepared for President George W.

Bush was entitled “Bin Ladin Determined To Strike in US”.

PDBs are prepared at CIA headquarters at Langley and are presented to

President Bush on a daily basis in the form of an oral briefing by CIA Director

George Tenet. Below are selected excerpts from the PDB.

The complete text of the August 6, 2001 PDB can be consulted at

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/WHI404A.html

The presumption in media reports is that this August 6 PDB is based on an

actual terror threat. In fact, what the PTB does is to fabricate a terror threat.

Below are few selected excerpts.

“Clandestine, foreign government, and media reports indicate Bin Ladin since

1997 has wanted to conduct terrorist attacks in the US.”

[This statement is disinformation. During that period the US was collaborating

with Al Qaeda in the Balkans, see above]

“We have not been able to corroborate some of the more sensational threat

reporting, such as that from a … (redacted portion) … service in 1998

saying that Bin Ladin wanted to hijack a US aircraft to gain the release of

“Blind Shaykh” ’Umar ’Abd al-Rahman and other US-held extremists.
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Nevertheless, FBI information since that time indicates patterns of

suspicious activity in this country consistent with preparations for

hijackings or other types of attacks, including recent surveillance of

federal buildings in New York.

[Does the CIA Director inform the president that a proxy organization of

Sheik Abdu Rahman was actually collaborating with US military

inspectors in Bosnia as confirmed by the 1997 Republican Party

Committee report.]

The FBI is conducting approximately 70 full field investigations

throughout the US that it considers Bin Ladin-related. CIA and the FBI are

investigating a call to our Embassy in the UAE in May saying that a group

of Bin Ladin supporters was in the US planning attacks with explosives.

[Does the CIA Director advise the president that Osama bin Laden was in

the UAE in July of that year receiving treatment for a kidney condition at

the American Hospital in Dubai and that the American hospital has close

links to the US embassy (See the report published in Le Figaro,

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/RIC111B.html )] 

8/27-8/30 2001  AUGUST 27-30: MISSION TO ISLAMABAD AND

RAWALPINDI FOR INTELLIGENCE CONSULTATIONS

From the 27th to the 30th of August 2001, barely a couple of weeks before

9/11, the chairmen of the Senate and House intelligence committees,

respectively  Senator Bob Graham and Representative Porter Goss together

with Senator Jon Kyl, were in Islamabad for “consultations”.  Meetings were

held with President Musharraf and with Pakistan’s military and intelligence

brass including the head of Pakistan’s Inter Services Intelligence (ISI) General

Mahmoud Ahmad.

(see http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/CHO111A.html )

An AFP report confirms that the US Congressional delegation also met the

Afghan ambassador to Pakistan, Abdul Salam Zaeef. At this meeting, which
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was barely mentioned by the US media, “Zaeef assured the US delegation [on

behalf of the Afghan government] that the Taliban would never allow bin Laden

to use Afghanistan to launch attacks on the US or any other country.” (Agence

France Presse (AFP), 28 August 2001.)

The September FBI Report

An FBI report released to ABC news in late September 2001, which was

subsequently confirmed by a Times of India report, suggests that Pakistan’s

Military Intelligence (ISI), headed by General Mahmoud Ahmad, played a key

role in transferring money to the 9/11 hijackers. General Mahmoud Ahmad

had allegedly ordered the transfer of $100.000 to the alleged 9/11 ring-leader

Mohamed Atta. (See Michel Chossudovsky, War and Globalization, The Truth

behind 9/11, http://globalresearch.ca/globaloutlook/truth911.html )

As to September 11th, federal authorities have told ABC News they have now

tracked more than $100,000 from banks in Pakistan, to two banks in Florida, to

accounts held by suspected hijack ring leader Mohammed Atta. As well, this

morning, Time magazine is reporting that some of that money came in the days

just before the attack and can be traced directly to people connected to Osama bin

Laden. It’s all part of what has been a successful FBI effort so far to close in on

the hijacker=s high commander, the money men, the planners and the

mastermind.21

Note the sequencing of these meetings. Bob Graham and Porter Goss were in

Islamabad in late August 2001, meeting General Mahmoud Ahmad, the alleged

“money man” behind 9/11. The meetings with President Musharraf and the

Afghan Ambassador were on the 27th of August, the mission was still in

Islamabad on the 30th of August.

9/ 4- 9/13: HEAD OF PAKISTAN MILITARY INTELLIGENCE (ISI) ARRIVES IN

WASHINGTON ON  SEPTEMBER 4, DEPARTS ON SEPTEMBER 13

General Mahmoud Ahmad arrived in Washington on an official visit of

consultations barely a few days later (September 4th). During his visit to
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Washington he met his counterpart CIA director George Tenet and high

ranking officials of the Bush administration including Richard Armitage and

Colin Powell. At the US congress, the General meets up with Senator Joseph

Biden, Chairman of Foreign Relations Committee (13 Sept), Senator Bob

Graham and Representative Porter Goss. Graham and Goss, the men who

hosted the general will alter be called upon to set up the Joint Senate-House

Inquiry on 9/11.

9/9: THE ASSASSINATION OF THE LEADER OF THE NORTHERN ALLIANCE

AHMAD SHAH MASSOOD

The leader of the Northern Alliance Commander Ahmad Shah Masood was

mortally wounded in a kamikaze assassination on September 9, 2001. It

happened two days before the 9/11 attacks on the WTC and the Pentagon.

Masood later died from wounds suffered in the suicide attack on the Saturday

(9/15) following 9/11.

In the wake of the September 11 attacks, the killing of Ahmad Shah Masood

was barely mentioned. The broad media consensus was that the two events

(9/9 and 9/11) were totally unrelated. Yet the Northern Alliance had informed

the Bush administration through an official communiqué that Pakistan’s ISI

was allegedly implicated in the assassination:

“A Pakistani ISI-Osama-Taliban axis  [was responsible for] plotting the

assassination by two Arab suicide bombers.. ‘We believe that this is a triangle

between Osama bin Laden, ISI, which is the intelligence section of the Pakistani

army, and the Taliban'” (The Northern Alliance’s statement was released on 14

September 2001, quoted in Reuters, 15 September 2001)

‘Pakistan’s ISI (Inter-Services Intelligence), the Taliban and Osama bin Laden

appear to be behind this plot.'” (AFP, 10 September 2001)

In other words, there is reason to believe that the 9/9 and 9/11 are not

isolated and unrelated events.
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According to official statements and reports, the ISI was allegedly implicated in

both events: the September 9, 2001 assassination of Shah Masood and the

financing of the September 11, 2001 attacks. Both these events directly

implicate senior officials in the Bush administration.

While the US media tacitly acknowledges the role of Pakistan’s ISI in the

assassination of Shah Masood, it fails to dwell upon the more substantive

issue: How come the head of the ISI was in Washington, on an official visit,

meeting Bush administration officials on the very same day Masood was

assassinated?

Had Masood not been assassinated, the Bush administration would not have

been able to install their political puppet Hamid Karzai in Kaboul.

Masood rather rather than Hamid Karzai (a former employee of UNOCAL oil

company), would have become the head of the post-Taliban government formed

in the wake of the U.S. bombings of Afghanistan.

9/10 OSAMA IN HOSPITAL ON 9/10, ONE DAY BEFORE THE ATTACKS ON

THE WTC

Don Rumsfeld states that the whereabouts of Osama are unknown. Yet, 

according to Dan Rather, CBS, Bin Laden was back in Hospital, one day before

the 9/11 attacks, on September 10, this time, courtesy of America’s

indefectible ally Pakistan. Pakistan’s Military Intelligence (ISI) told CBS that bin

Laden had received dialysis treatment in Rawalpindi, at Pak Army’s

headquarters:

[transcript of CBS report, see

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/CBS203A.html ,

see also

http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2002/01/28/eveningnews/main325887.shtml
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It should be noted, that the hospital is directly under the jurisdiction of the

Pakistani Armed Forces, which has close links to the Pentagon. U.S. military

advisers based in Rawalpindi. work closely with the Pakistani Armed Forces.

Again, no attempt was made to arrest America’s best known fugitive, but then

maybe bin Laden was serving another “better purpose”. Rumsfeld claimed at

the time that he had no knowledge regarding Osama’s health. (see CBS

transcript above).

Needless to say, the CBS report is a crucial piece of information in the 9/11

jigsaw. It refutes the administration’s claim that the whereabouts of bin Laden

are unknown. It points to a Pakistan connection, it suggests a cover-up at the

highest levels of the Bush administration.

Dan Rather and Barry Petersen fail to draw the implications of their January

2002 report.  They fail to beg the question: where was Osama on 9/11? If they

are to stand by their report,  the conclusion is obvious: The administration is

lying regarding the whereabouts of Osama.

If the CBS report is accurate and Osama had indeed been admitted to the

Pakistani military hospital on September 10, courtesy of America’s ally, he

could still be in hospital in Rawalpindi on the 11th of September, when the

attacks occurred. 

In all probability,  his whereabouts were known to US officials on the morning

of September 12, when Secretary of State Colin Powell initiated negotiations

with Pakistan, with a view to arresting and extraditing bin Laden.

These negotiations, led by General Mahmoud Ahmad, head of Pakistan’s

military intelligence, on behalf of the government of President Pervez

Musharraf,  took place on the 12th and 13th  of September in Deputy Secretary

of State Richard Armitage’s office. The general also met Colin Powell in

discussions at the State Department on the 13th.

9/11. THE FOLLOW-UP BREAKFAST MEETING ON CAPITOL HILL WITH

GENERAL MAHMOUD AHMAD

Page 349 of  783 Table of Contents



On the morning of September 11, the three lawmakers Bob Graham, Porter

Goss and Jon Kyl (who were part of the Congressional delegation to Pakistan)

were having breakfast on Capitol Hill with General Ahmad, the alleged

“money-man” behind the 9-11 hijackers. Also present at this meeting were

Pakistan’s ambassador to the U.S. Maleeha Lodhi and several members of the

Senate and House Intelligence committees were also present. This meeting was

described by one press report as a “follow-up meeting” to that held in Pakistan

in late August. (see above) “On 8/30, Senate Intelligence Committee chair Sen.

Bob Graham (D-FL) ‘was on a mission to learn more about terrorism.’ (…) On

9/11, Graham was back in DC ‘in a follow-up meeting with’ Pakistan

intelligence agency chief Mahmud Ahmed and House Intelligence Committee

chair Porter Goss (R-FL)” 3 (The Hotline, 1 October 2002):

While trivializing the importance of the 9/11 breakfast meeting, The Miami

Herald (16 September 2001) confirms that General Ahmad also met Secretary

of State Colin Powell in the wake of the 9/11 attacks.

Again the political significance of the personal relationship between General

Mahmoud (the alleged “money man” behind 9/11) and Secretary of State Colin

Powell is casually dismissed. According to The Miami Herald, the high level

meeting between the two men was not planned in advance. It took place on the

spur of the moment because of the shut down of air traffic, which prevented

General Mahmoud from flying back home to Islamabad on a commercial flight,

when in all probability the General and his delegation were traveling on a

chartered government plane. With the exception of the Florida press (and

Salon.com, 14 September), not a word was mentioned in the US media’s

September coverage of 9-11 concerning this mysterious breakfast reunion.

Eight months later on the 18th of May, two days after the “BUSH KNEW”

headline hit the tabloids, the Washington Post published an article on Porter

Goss, entitled: “A Cloak But No Dagger; An Ex-Spy Says He Seeks Solutions,

Not Scapegoats for 9/11”. Focusing on his career as a CIA agent, the article

largely served to underscore the integrity and commitment of Porter Goss to

waging a “war on terrorism”. Yet in an isolated paragraph, the article

acknowledges the mysterious 9/11 breakfast meeting with ISI Chief Mahmoud
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Ahmad, while also confirming that “Ahmad :ran a spy agency notoriously close

to Osama bin Laden and the Taliban”:

While the Washington Post scores in on the “notoriously close” links between

General Ahmad and Osama bin Laden, it fails to dwell on the more important

question: what were Rep. Porter Goss and Senator Bob Graham and other

members of the Senate and House intelligence committees doing together with

the alleged 9/11 “money-man” at breakfast on the morning of 9/11. In other

words, the Washington Post report does not go one inch further in begging the

real question: Was this mysterious breakfast venue a “political lapse”, an

intelligence failure or something far more serious? How come the very same

individuals (Goss and Graham) who had developed a personal rapport with

General Ahmad, had been entrusted under the joint committee inquiry “to

reveal the truth on 9-11.”

The media trivialises the breakfast meeting, it presents it as a simple fait divers

and fails to “put two and two together”. Neither does it acknowledge the fact,

amply documented, that “the money-man” behind the hijackers had been

entrusted by the Pakistani government to discuss the precise terms of

Pakistan’s “collaboration” in the “war on terrorism” in meetings held behind

closed doors at the State department on the 12th and 13th of September. 11

7(See Michel Chossudovsky, op cit)

9/12-9/13 THE AFTERMATH, THE ALLEGED MONEYMAN MEETS COLIN

POWELL AND RICHARD ARMITAGE

Bear in mind that the purpose of his meeting at the State Department on the

13th was only made public after the September 11 terrorist attacks when the

Bush administration took the decision to formally seek the cooperation of

Pakistan in its “campaign against international terrorism.” despite the links of

Pakistan’s ISI to Osama bin Laden and the Taliban and its alleged role in the

assassination of Commander Massoud. 2 days before 9/11.

Meanwhile, the Western media in the face of mounting evidence had remained

silent on the insidious role of Pakistan’s Military Intelligence agency (ISI). The
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assassination of Massoud was mentioned, but its political significance in

relation to September 11 and the subsequent decision to go to war against

Afghanistan was barely touched upon. Without discussion or debate, Pakistan

was heralded as a friend and an ally of America. In an utterly twisted logic, the

U.S. media concluded in chorus that:

U.S. officials had sought cooperation from Pakistan [precisely] because it is the

original backer of the Taliban, the hard-line Islamic leadership of Afghanistan

accused by Washington of harboring bin Laden. 9

The Bush Administration had not only provided red carpet treatment to the

alleged “money man” behind the 9-11 attacks, it also had sought his

‘cooperation’ in the “war on terrorism”. The precise terms of this ‘cooperation’

were agreed upon between General Mahmoud Ahmad, representing the

Pakistani government and Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage, in

meetings at the State Department on September 12 and 13. In other words, the

Administration decided in the immediate wake of 9-11, to seek the ‘cooperation’

of Pakistan’s ISI in “going after Osama”, despite the fact (documented by the

FBI) that the ISI was financing and abetting the 9-11 terrorists. Contradictory?

One might say that it’s like “asking Al Capone to help in going after organized

crime”

9/11 Timeline

1. AL QAEDA IS BORN, THE COLD WAR ERA

1979,  LARGEST COVERT OPERATION IN THE HISTORY OF THE CIA

LAUNCHED IN AFGHANISTAN, CREATING THE ISLAMIC BRIGADES TO

FIGHT IN THE SOVIET AFGHAN-WAR. AL QAEDA IS BORN

1985, PRESIDENT REAGAN SIGNED NATIONAL SECURITY DECISION

DIRECTIVE 166 AUTHORIZING STEPPED UP COVERT MILITARY AID TO

THE MUJAHIDEEN
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1989- END OF THE SOVIET-AFGHAN WAR, END OF THE COLD WAR,

STEPPED UP COVERT OPERATIONS IN THE (FORMER) SOVIET UNION

AND THE BALKANS

1996 THE TALIBAN FORM A GOVERNMENT WITH THE SUPPORT OF THE

US

2. POST COLD WAR SUPPORT TO AL QAEDA IN THE BALKANS

1991 BEGINNING OF CIVIL WAR IN YUGOSLAVIA

1993-1994 CLINTON ADMINISTRATION COLLABORATES WITH AL

QAEDA IN BOSNIA

1995-1999. NATO AND THE US MILITARY COLLABORATE WITH AL

QAEDA IN KOSOVO

2000-2001. THE ISLAMIC MILITANT NETWORK, NATO, THE US MILITARY

AND THE UNITED NATIONS MISSION IN KOSOVO JOIN HANDS IN

MACEDONIA IN SUPPORTING THE NLA

3. SHORT TIMELINE (JULY- SEPTEMBER 2001

7/01 JULY 2001: OSAMA BIN LADEN IN THE AMERICAN HOSPITAL IN

DUBAI, UAE

8/06 THE AUGUST 6, 2001 THE PRESIDENTIAL INTELLIGENCE

BRIEFING (PDB)

8/27-8/30 2001 AUGUST 27-30 MISSION OF SENATOR BOB GRAHAM

AND REP PORTER GOSS TO ISLAMABAD AND RAWALPINDI FOR

INTELLIGENCE CONSULTATIONS WITH PRESIDENT MUSHARRAF AND

ISI CHIEF GENERAL MAHMOUD AHMAD
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9/ 4- 9/13: HEAD OF PAKISTAN MILITARY INTELLIGENCE (ISI) ARRIVES

IN WASHINGTON ON AN OFFICIAL VISIT. ARRIVES ON SEPTEMBER 4,

DEPARTS ON SEPTEMBER 13

9/9: THE ASSASSINATION OF THE LEADER OF THE NORTHERN

ALLIANCE AHMAD SHAH MASSOOD

9/10 OSAMA IN HOSPITAL ON 9/10, ONE DAY BEFORE THE ATTACKS

ON THE WTC

9/11. 11 SEPTEMBER: TERRORIST ATTACKS ON WTC AND PENTAGON.

FOLLOW-UP BREAKFAST MEETING ON CAPITOL HILL WITH GENERAL

MAHMOUD AHMAD HOSTED BY SENATOR BOB GRAHAM AND REP

PORTER GOSS. THE “WAR ON TERRORISM” IS OFFICIALLY LAUNCHED

9/12-9/13 THE AFTERMATH, THE ALLEGED “MONEYMAN” GENERAL

MAHMOUD AHMAD MEETS COLIN POWELL & RICHARD ARMITAGE AT

THE STATE DEPARTMENT TO DISUCSS TERMS OF PAKISTAN’S

COOPERATION IN THE WAR ON TERRORISM .

Who in the Bush Administration has Links to Al Qaeda?

The Bush administration accuses people of having links to al Qaeda. This is

the doctrine behind the anti-terrorist legislation and homeland Security.  

This relationship of the Bush Administration to international terrorism, which

is a matter of public record, indelibly points to the criminalization of the upper

echelons of US State apparatus.

Colin Powell’s Role: From Iran-Contra to September 11

Both Colin Powell and his Deputy Richard Armitage, who casually accused

Baghdad and other foreign governments of “harboring” Al Qaeda, played a

direct role, at different points in their careers, in supporting terrorist

organizations.
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Both men were implicated –operating behind the scenes– in the Irangate

Contra scandal during the Reagan Administration, which involved the illegal

sale of weapons to Iran to finance the Nicaraguan Contra paramilitary army. 

[Coronel Oliver] North set up a team including [Richard] Secord; Noel Koch

[Armitage’s deputy] , then assistant secretary at the Pentagon responsible

for special operations; George Cave, a former CIA station chief in Tehran,

and Colin Powell, military assistant to U.S. Defense Secretary Caspar

Weinberger...(The Guardian, December 10, 1986)

Although Colin Powell was not directly involved in the arms’ transfer

negotiations, which had been entrusted to Oliver North, he was among “at least

five men within the Pentagon who knew arms were being transferred to the

CIA.” (The Record, 29 December 1986). Lieutenant General Powell was directly

instrumental in giving the “green light” to lower-level Irangate officials in

blatant violation of Congressional procedures. According to the New York

Times, Colin Powell took the decision (at the level of military procurement), to

allow the delivery of weapons to Iran:

Hurriedly, one of the men closest to Secretary of Defense Weinberger, Maj.

Gen. Colin Powell, bypassed the written ”focal point system” procedures

and ordered the Defense Logistics Agency [responsible for procurement] to

turn over the first of 2,008 TOW missiles to the C.I.A., which acted as

cutout for delivery to Iran” (New York Times, 16 February 1987)

Richard Armitage

Richard Armitage held the position of Assistant Secretary of Defense in the

Reagan Administration. He was in charge of coordinating covert military

operations including the Iran-Contra operation. He was in close liaison with

Coronel Oliver North. His deputy and chief anti-terrorist official .Noel Koch was

part of the team set up by Oliver North. Following the delivery of the TOW

anti-tank missiles to Iran, the proceeds of these sales were deposited in

numbered bank accounts and the money was used to finance the Nicaraguan

Contras. (UPI. 27 November 1987). A  classified Israeli report provided to the
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Iran- contra panels of the Congressional enquiry confirms that Armitage ”was

in the picture on the Iranian issue.” (New York Times, 26 May 1989):

“With a Pentagon position that placed him over the military’s covert

operations branch, Armitage was a party to the secret arms dealing from

the outset. He also was associated with former national security aide

Oliver L. North in a White House counterterrorism group, another area

that would also have been a likely focus of congressional inquiry”

(Washington Post, 26 May 1989)

CIA Director William Casey with the collaboration of Richard Armitage in the

Pentagon “ran the Mujahideen covert war against the Soviet Union…” (quoted

in Domestic Terrorism: The Big Lie The “War”) “Contragate was also an

off-the-shelf drug-financed operation run by Casey.” (Ibid ).

Financing the Islamic Brigades

The Iran Contra procedure was similar to that used in Afghanistan, where

secret aid was channeled to the militant Islamic brigade (US News and World

Report, 15 December 1986). In fact part of the proceeds of the weapons sales to

Iran had been channeled to finance the Mujahideen. :

“:The Washington Post reported that profits from the Iran arms sales were

deposited in one CIA-managed account into which the U.S. and Saudi

Arabia had placed $250 million apiece. That money was disbursed not

only to the contras in Central America but to the rebels fighting Soviet

troops in Afghanistan.”(U.S. News & World Report, 15 December 1986)

The Irangate Cover-up

Reagan’s National Security Adviser Rear Admiral John Pointdexter, who was

later indicted on conspiracy charges and lying to Congress was replaced by

Frank Carlucci as National Security Adviser. And Maj. General Colin Powell

was appointed deputy to Frank Carlucci, namely “‘number two”  on the

National Security team.
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“Both came to the White House after the Iran contra revelations and the

NSC housecleaning [i.e. coverup] that followed [the Irangate scandal]” (The

MacNeil/Lehrer NewsHour, 16 June 1987).

Needless to say, this housecleaning was a cover-up: Colin Powell was in on the

Irangate affair

While several Irangate officials including John Pointdexter and Oliver North

were accused of criminal wrongdoing, the main actors in the CIA and the

Pentagon, namely Armitage and Casey, were never indicted, neither was

Lieutenant General Colin Powell who authorized the procurement of TOW

missiles from the Defense Logistics Agency .

Moreover, while weapons were being sold covertly to Iran,  Washington was

also supplying weapons through official channels to Baghdad. In other words,

Washington was arming both sides in the Iran-Iraq war. And who was in

charge of negotiating those weapons sales to Baghdad? Donald Rumsfeld

How to Reverse the Tide

September 11 has been used profusely by the Bush administration as a

justification for waging a preemptive war without borders.

It is part of the Administration’s doctrine of “self-defense”. But that justification

is based on a lie: that America is under attack by an outside enemy.

The so-called “War on Terrorism” is a lie.

Realities have been turned upside down.

Acts of war are heralded as “humanitarian interventions” geared towards

restoring democracy.

Military occupation and the killing of civilians are presented as “peace-keeping

operations.”
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The derogation of civil liberties by imposing the so-called anti-terrorist

legislation is portrayed as a means to providing domestic security and

upholding civil liberties.

This system relies on the manipulation of public opinion.

The fabricated realities of the Bush administration must become indelible

truths, which form part of a broad political and media consensus. In this

regard, the corporate media is an instrument of a de facto police state, which

has carefully excluded, from the outset, any real understanding of the

September 11 crisis.

Millions of people have been misled regarding the causes and consequences of

September 11.

When people across the US and around the World find out that Al Qaeda is not

an outside enemy but a creation of US foreign policy and the CIA, the

legitimacy of the Bush Administration will tumble like a deck of cards.

In  other words, when the lies emanating from the seat of political authority are

fully revealed, the perceived enemy will no longer be Al Qaeda but Bush,

Cheney, Rumsfeld, Wolfowitz, Powell, et al.

Bear in mind that the Democrats are also complicit. Democratic

administrations have also supported Al Qaeda.

This relationship of successive US Administrations to international terrorism,

which is a matter of public record, indelibly points to the criminalization of the

upper echelons of US State apparatus.

Let’s use this information to dismantle the Bush Administration’s war plans.

Sensitize our fellow citizens. Expose the “dubious links.”

Because when the truth trickles down, the leaders’ war and homeland security

plans will not have a shred of legitimacy in the eyes of millions of Americans
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who believe that Al Qaeda is “A Threat to America” and that their president is

committed to their security.

At this crucial juncture in our history, we must understand that antiwar

sentiment in itself does not undermine the war agenda.

The only way to reverse the tide is to unseat the rulers, who are war criminals.

And the way to unseat the rulers is to break their legitimacy in the eyes of the

people.

In other words, it is necessary to fully reveal the lies concerning the so-called

“war on terrorism” to our fellow citizens, which were used to justify the

invasion of Iraq and Afghanistan and impose the police State in the US

A precondition for breaking the legitimacy of the Bush Administration is to fully

reveal its links to international terrorism and its complicity in the tragic event

of 9/11.

This objective can only be achieved by effectively curbing its propaganda

campaign and spreading the truth through a grassroots citizen’s information

campaign.

AMERICA’S “WAR ON TERRORISM”

by Michel Chossudovsky

ISBN 0-9737147-1-9  (2005)

Foreknowledge of 9/11 by Western Intelligence Agencies

By Michael C. Ruppert - Global Research, August 21, 2012

Source: https://www.globalresearch.ca/foreknowledge-of-9-11-by-western-intelligence-agencies/32324

As September approaches, we are reminded that the anniversary of the tragic

events of 9/11 will soon be upon us once again. 11 years laters, are we any
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closer to the truth about what really happened on that fateful day?

For the next weeks until September 11, 2012, we will be posting on a daily basis

important articles from our early archives pertaining to the tragic events of 9/11.

The following text by Michael C. Ruppert published more than ten years ago in

May 2002 points unequivocally to foreknowledge of the 9/11 attacks by German

Intelligence.

Michel Chossudovsky, August 21, 2012

THE LIE WON’T STAND

Bush Administration Explanations for Pre-9-11 Warnings Fail the Smell

Test

by Michael C. Ruppert

Centre for Research on Globalisation (CRG),  globalresearch.ca , May  16, 2002

Warnings Received From Heads of State, Allied Intelligence Services

Specifically Warned of Suicide Attacks by Hijackers

Insider Trading Also Clearly Warned of Attacks

Never in the history of scandals involving the United States government has an

attempt to conceal criminal conduct by an administration been more

transparently dishonest or more easily exposed. On May 15 [2002] White

House Press Secretary Ari Fleischer — while making the startling admission

that President Bush received CIA and FBI intelligence briefings in August

indicating Osama bin Laden might be planning hijackings — told major news

sources including CBS News, “All appropriate action was taken based on the

threat information we had,” Fleischer said. “The president did not — not —

receive information about the use of airplanes as missiles by suicide bombers.”
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In other statements Fleischer told the press, “The president was also provided

information about bin Laden wanting to engage in hijacking in the traditional

pre-9-11 sense, not for the use of suicide bombing, not for the use of an

airplane as a missile.” According to a May 16 story by the New York Times, “Mr.

Fleischer said the information given to the president in Texas [last August

2001], had prompted the administration to put law enforcement agencies on

alert.”

Every major position taken by an administration in full retreat and on the

defensive can be easily deconstructed and shown to be false.

For more than seven months FTW has been documenting specific warnings

received by the U.S. government from both foreign intelligence services and, in

one case, from Russian President Vladimir Putin, indicating commercial

airliners were going to be used by terrorists to attack — among other things —

the World Trade Center in the week of Sept. 9. In order for Fleischer’s

statement to be credible he would have to assert then that George W. Bush

either ignored or was not informed of a direct warning from a head of state and

also from the German intelligence service, the BND.

As reported in the German daily Frankfurter Algemeine Zeitung (FAZ) on Sept.

14  [2001] the BND warned both the CIA and Israel in June [2001] that Middle

Eastern terrorists were “planning to hijack commercial aircraft to use as

weapons to attack important symbols of American and Israeli culture.” The

story specifically referred to an electronic eavesdropping system known as

Echelon, wherein a number of countries tap cell phone and electronic

communications in partner countries and then pool the information. The BND

warnings were also passed to the United Kingdom.

No known denial by the BND of the accuracy of this story exists, and the FAZ

report indicates the information was received directly from BND sources.

According to a Sept. 14 report in the Internet newswire online.ie, German

police, monitoring the phone calls of a jailed Iranian man, learned the man was

telephoning U.S. intelligence agencies last summer to warn of an imminent
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attack on the World Trade Center in the week of Sept. 9. German officials

confirmed the calls to the U.S. government for the story but refused to discuss

additional details.

According to a story in Izvestia on Sept. 12, Russian intelligence warned the

U.S. last summer that as many as 25 suicide pilots were training for suicide

missions involving the crashing of airliners into important targets.

In an MSNBC interview on Sept. 15, Russian President Putin stated he had

ordered Russian intelligence to warn the U.S. government “in the strongest

possible terms” of imminent assaults on airports and government buildings

before the attacks on Sept. 11. No credible information has emerged from any

source indicating that Putin omitted the above information when issuing the

warning.

Many other direct warnings were received by the U.S. government and have

been documented in FTW’s 9-11 timeline located at:

 http://www.fromthewilderness.com/free/ww3/02_11_02_lucy.html .

These stories give the immediate lie to Fleischer’s statements that Bush had no

inkling of airliners being used as weapons.

But there is more.

In 1996 — as reported by the German paper Die Welt on Dec. 6 [2001], and by

Agence France Presse on Dec. 7 — Western intelligence services, including the

CIA, learned after arrests in the Philippines that Al Qaeda operatives had

planned to crash commercial airliners into the Twin Towers. Details of the

plan, as reported by a number of American press outlets, were found on a

computer seized during the arrests. The plan was called “Operation Bojinka.”

Details of the plot were disclosed publicly in 1997 in the New York trial of

Ramsi Youssef for his involvement in the 1993 World Trade Center bombing.
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FBI MEMOS TRIGGER WHITE HOUSE BACK-STEPPING

In “traditional” hijackings the hijackers have no need or desire to learn how to

fly.

As reported by the New York Times, CNN and the Washington Post (among

others) the events leading to Fleischer’s statements were the recent disclosure

of FBI memoranda originated by field agents in Arizona and Minnesota that

warned of a possible hijack attempt by bin Laden’s followers. In both cases the

suspects were taking flight lessons.

According to Newsweek and the New York Times, FBI agents in Phoenix

submitted a classified memorandum in July naming Osama bin Laden and

tracking the activities of possible Middle Eastern terrorist suspects who had

enrolled in local flight schools. The memo, according to the Times, stated bin

Laden’s followers “could use the schools to train for terror operations.” The

information in the Phoenix memo was not shared with FBI field agents in

Minnesota who had uncovered other startling evidence.

Just days before the attacks in early-September, FBI agents in Minnesota

wrote notes that subsequently became included in an internal FBI document

warning that accused terrorist Zacarias Moussaoui “might be planning on

flying something into the World Trade Center.” A story from the May 20 issue of

Newsweek by Michael Isikoff described how a local flight instructor had

reported Moussaoui had “showed a suspicious interest in learning how to steer

[and not land] large airliners…The [FBI] agents were ‘in a frenzy, absolutely

convinced he was planning to so something with a plane.’”

A multitude of sources have reported the FBI agents requested a warrant to

search Moussaoui’s personal computer but were denied by Attorney General

John Ashcroft’s Justice Department. After the 9-11 attacks the computer was

seized and found to contain information directly related to the World Trade

Center attacks.
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This apparent lack of support from within the administration is consistent with

reports released last fall by the BBC’s Gregg Palast showing that in January

2001 the Bush Administration had issued direct orders to the FBI to curtail

investigations of two of Osama bin Laden’s relatives, Omar and Abdullah bin

Laden. The two bin Ladens had been connected to possible terrorist activities

and were living in Falls Church, Va., near CIA headquarters.

APPROPRIATE WARNINGS?

Fleischer’s statement that adequate warnings had been given to appropriate

federal agencies falls flat on its face. Two of the most “appropriate” agencies

would have been the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the U.S. Air

Force and Air National Guard.

As documented by researchers like Jared Israel at www.tenc.net, it has been

standard FAA procedure for more than 25 years to scramble U.S. fighters to

intercept — not shoot down — any errant or non-responsive aircraft under FAA

control. This protocol is even more stringent in the case of a hijacking. Yet, Vice

President Dick Cheney and others have stated publicly there were no fighters

available in some cases, and there was no heightened state of alert on Sept. 11.

For 50 minutes on 9-11, in direct contravention of established policy, no

fighters were scrambled to intercept two outstanding hijacked airliners even

though it was known attacks were in progress.

Given the above information, it would have been an obvious move to have

placed fighter aircraft on a heightened state of alert in this time period. This

unresponsiveness stands in contrast to the fact that, in October 1999 at a time

when there was no heightened alert, the ill-fated Lear Jet occupied by golfer

Payne Stewart had an F-16 fighter and an A-10 attack aircraft flying beside it

within minutes of losing radio contact and veering off course.

INSIDER TRADING

FTW has spent months on this important story that proves foreknowledge of

the attacks by people who also profited from them. This was a glaring warning
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signal, since such trades ran the risk of being detected by intelligence agencies

that routinely monitor all market activity in real time.

The insider trading involves the placement of large numbers of “put” options on

stocks of companies directly affected by the Sept. 11 attacks. They include

United Air Lines, American Air Lines, Morgan Stanley, Merrill Lynch, AXA

Reinsurance, Munich Reinsurance and Swiss Reinsurance. Put options are a

leveraged bet that a stock’s price will fall dramatically.

As CBS news noted on Sept. 26, the peak of trading activity occurred just

before the attacks. There was a jump in United Air Line’s put options 90 times

(not 90 percent) above normal between Sept. 6 and Sept.10, and 285 times

higher than average on Sept. 6. Numbers for other affected stocks were equally

alarming. It is uncontested that only United and American stocks had this level

of put buying before the attacks. No other airlines were affected.

A May 13 story by the Washington Times’ Insight Magazine attempted to

explain the insider trading by stating higher numbers of put options had been

placed on United and American stocks earlier in 2001. By relying only on the

numbers of put options, Insight asserted that there was nothing unusual about

the pre-9-11 trades.

However, FTW has contacted several experienced traders and reviewed existing

documentation from financial experts, which indicate the alarm for insider

trading is to look for any “imbalance” between the level of put options (a bet

that a stock’s price will fall) and the level of call options (a bet that a stock’s

price will rise). It is a significant imbalance in puts vs. calls that indicates

criminal insider trading. The Insight piece did not address this point.

Several traders have stated that in a fairly flat market with high trading

volumes, it has been a routine procedure for experienced traders to place

roughly equal numbers of puts and calls on various stocks in order to generate

a paper cash flow. They were quick to point out that by September, the market

had gone into sharp decline and trading volumes were way down. Thus, lower

numbers of put options did not mean that everything was normal. They
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stressed it was the imbalance in put-to-call ratios that signaled the insider

trading. [Ed. Note: FTW has undertaken a more detailed investigation of this

trading activity and hopes to have a more comprehensive report within 4-6

weeks].

Part of the problem in Insight’s research stems from the fact that since Sept.

11, there has been no transparency from either the government or the financial

sector on how the trades worked or how the markets tracked them. Secrecy is

everywhere. Telephone calls have not been returned, and the government

refuses to divulge any information about probes it admits are still ongoing. But

simplistic dismissals from sources quoted in the Insight story contradict not

only other evidence, but statements made by financial experts and major news

sources just after the attacks.

“This could very well be insider trading at the worst, most horrific, most evil

use you’ve ever seen in your entire life…This would be one of the most

extraordinary coincidences in the history of mankind if it was a coincidence,”

said Dylan Ratigan of Bloomberg Business News, interviewed Sept. 20 on Good

Morning Texas.

“ ‘I saw put-call numbers higher than I’ve ever seen in 10 years of following the

markets, particularly the options markets,’ said John Kinnucan, principal of

Broadband Research, as quoted in the San Francisco Chronicle,” reported the

Montreal Gazette on Sept. 19.

To quote 60 Minutes from Sept. 19, “Sources tell CBS News that the afternoon

before the attack, alarm bells were sounding over unusual trading in the U.S.

stock options market.”

Assertions that the reported number of puts involved were not abnormal also

failed to analyze highly intricate shell games that involve the movement of put

options to markets outside the U.S. or hidden in what traders refer to as “net

positions.” Serious financial experts have indicated the profits from insider

trading could have been in the billions. Andreas von Bulow, a former member

of the German parliament responsible for oversight of Germany’s intelligence

Page 366 of  783 Table of Contents



services, estimated the worldwide amount at $15 billion, according to

Tagesspiegel on Jan. 13. Other experts have estimated the amount at $12

billion. CBS News gave a conservative estimate of $100 million.

A hasty conclusion reached by many is the insider trades were placed by bin

Laden and his associates. Such a notion is flatly contradicted by the now

absolute certainty that such insider trades would have — and apparently did —

set off alarm bells. It makes little sense to argue bin Laden et al would have

risked compromising at the last minute an operation planned in total secrecy

for at least four years.

Also lacking credibility is the argument that many of the trades were what

some brokers described as inconsequential amounts valued at $1 million or $2

million. This does not address the possibility that U.S. intelligence officials

decided in a few cases to make a quick profit from attacks they knew were

going to succeed. As distasteful as it may seem, this explanation is far more

credible than an assumption that bin Laden made the trades himself and

risked the exposure of what the world has been led to believe was his life’s

“masterpiece.”

For more information on 9-11 insider trading please visit www.copvcia.com .

The explanations offered by the Bush Administration over the last 48 hours will

not withstand even the slightest scrutiny if a major press organization asks any

question about the warnings received from credible foreign government sources

and heads of state. Other questions must inevitably follow that will implode an

oil dictatorship whose sins and crimes are exposed and just waiting for

someone to pick them up and run with them.
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PART VI - Insider Trading and the 9/11 Financial Bonanza

9/11 Attacks: Criminal Foreknowledge and Insider Trading lead directly

to the CIA’s Highest Ranks

By Michael C. Ruppert - Global Research, April 16, 2014

We pay tribute to Michael C. Ruppert, author and former LAPD

detective, who passed away on April 13.

The following text by Michael C. Ruppert published on GR in

October 2001 brings to the forefront the issue of foreknowledge

and insider trading pertaining to airline listings on the Chicago Board Options

Exchange including United Airlines and American Airlines.

Suppressed Details of 9/11 Criminal Insider Trading lead directly into the

CIA`s Highest Ranks

CIA Executive Director “Buzzy” Krongard managed Firm that handled “put”

Options on UAL

by Michael C. Ruppert

Although uniformly ignored by the mainstream U.S. media, there is abundant

and clear evidence that a number of transactions in financial markets

indicated specific (criminal) foreknowledge of the September 11 attacks on the

World Trade Center and the Pentagon. That evidence also demonstrates that, in

the case of at least one of these trades — which has left a $2.5 million prize

unclaimed — the firm used to place the “put options” on United Airlines stock

was, until 1998, managed by the man who is now in the number three

Executive Director position at the Central Intelligence Agency. Until 1997 A.B.

“Buzzy” Krongard had been Chairman of the investment bank A.B. Brown. A.B.

Brown was acquired by Banker’s Trust in 1997. Krongard then became, as part

of the merger, Vice Chairman of Banker’s Trust-AB Brown, one of 20 major

U.S. banks named by Senator Carl Levin this year as being connected to money

laundering. Krongard’s last position at Banker’s Trust (BT) was to oversee
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“private client relations.” In this capacity he had direct hands-on relations with

some of the wealthiest people in the world in a kind of specialized banking

operation that has been identified by the U.S. Senate and other investigators as

being closely connected to the laundering of drug money.

Krongard (re?) joined the CIA in 1998 as counsel to CIA Director George Tenet.

He was promoted to CIA Executive Director by President Bush in March of this

year. BT was acquired by Deutsche Bank in 1999. The combined firm is the

single largest bank in Europe. And, as we shall see, Deutsche Bank played

several key roles in events connected to the September 11 attacks.

The Scope of Known Insider Trading

Before looking further into these relationships it is necessary to look at the

insider trading information that is being ignored by Reuters, The New York

Times and other mass media. It is well documented that the CIA has long

monitored such trades – in real time – as potential warnings of terrorist attacks

and other economic moves contrary to U.S. interests. Previous stories in FTW

have specifically highlighted the use of Promis software to monitor such trades.

It is necessary to understand only two key financial terms to understand the

significance of these trades. “Selling Short” is the borrowing of stock, selling it

at current market prices, but not being required to actually produce the stock

for some time. If the stock falls precipitously after the short contract is entered,

the seller can then fulfill the contract by buying the stock after the price has

fallen and complete the contract at the pre-crash price. These contracts often

have a window of as long as four months. “Put Options,” purchased at nominal

prices of, for example, $1.00 per share, are sold in blocks of 100 shares. If

exercised, they give the holder the option of selling selected stocks at a future

date at a price set when the contract is issued. Thus, for an investment of

$10,000 it might be possible to tie up 10,000 shares of United or American

Airlines at $100 per share, and the seller of the option is then obligated to buy

them if the option is executed. If the stock has fallen to $50 when the contract

matures, the holder of the option can purchase the shares for $50 and

immediately sell them for $100 – regardless of where the market then stands.
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A “call option” is the reverse of a put option, which is, in effect, a derivatives

bet that the stock price will go up.

A September 21 story by the Israeli Herzliyya International Policy Institute for

Counterterrorism, entitled “Black Tuesday: The World’s Largest Insider Trading

Scam?” documented the following trades connected to the September 11

attacks:

■ Between September 6 and 7, the Chicago Board Options Exchange saw

purchases of 4,744 put options on United Airlines, but only 396 call

options… Assuming that 4,000 of the options were bought by people

with advance knowledge of the imminent attacks, these “insiders”

would have profited by almost $5 million.

■ On September 10, 4,516 put options on American Airlines were bought

on the Chicago exchange, compared to only 748 calls. Again, there was

no news at that point to justify this imbalance;… Again, assuming that

4,000 of these options trades represent “insiders,” they would

represent a gain of about $4 million.

■ [The levels of put options purchased above were more than six times

higher than normal.]

■ No similar trading in other airlines occurred on the Chicago exchange

in the days immediately preceding Black Tuesday.

■ Morgan Stanley Dean Witter & Co., which occupied 22 floors of the

World Trade Center, saw 2,157 of its October $45 put options bought

in the three trading days before Black Tuesday; this compares to an

average of 27 contracts per day before September 6. Morgan Stanley’s

share price fell from $48.90 to $42.50 in the aftermath of the attacks.

Assuming that 2,000 of these options contracts were bought based

upon knowledge of the approaching attacks, their purchasers could

have profited by at least $1.2 million.
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■ Merrill Lynch & Co., which occupied 22 floors of the World Trade

Center, saw 12,215 October $45 put options bought in the four trading

days before the attacks; the previous average volume in those shares

had been 252 contracts per day [a 1200% increase!]. When trading

resumed, Merrill’s shares fell from $46.88 to $41.50; assuming that

11,000 option contracts were bought by “insiders,” their profit would

have been about $5.5 million.

■ European regulators are examining trades in Germany’s Munich Re,

Switzerland’s Swiss Re, and AXA of France, all major reinsurers with

exposure to the Black Tuesday disaster. [FTW Note: AXA also owns

more than 25% of American Airlines stock making the attacks a

“double whammy” for them.]

On September 29, 2001 – in a vital story that has gone unnoticed by the major

media – the San Francisco Chronicle reported, “Investors have yet to collect

more than $2.5 million in profits they made trading options in the stock of

United Airlines before the Sept. 11, terrorist attacks, according to a source

familiar with the trades and market data.

“The uncollected money raises suspicions that the investors – whose

identities and nationalities have not been made public – had advance

knowledge of the strikes.” They don’t dare show up now. The suspension of

trading for four days after the attacks made it impossible to cash-out

quickly and claim the prize before investigators started looking.

“… October series options for UAL Corp. were purchased in highly unusual

volumes three trading days before the terrorist attacks for a total outlay of

$2,070; investors bought the option contracts, each representing 100

shares, for 90 cents each. [This represents 230,000 shares]. Those options

are now selling at more than $12 each. There are still 2,313 so-called “put”

options outstanding [valued at $2.77 million and representing 231,300

shares] according to the Options Clearinghouse Corp.”

Page 371 of  783 Table of Contents



“…The source familiar with the United trades identified Deutsche Bank

Alex. Brown, the American investment banking arm of German giant

Deutsche Bank, as the investment bank used to purchase at least some of

these options…”

As reported in other news stories, Deutsche Bank was also the hub of insider

trading activity connected to Munich Re. just before the attacks.

CIA, the Banks and the Brokers

Understanding the interrelationships between CIA and the banking and

brokerage world is critical to grasping the already frightening implications of

the above revelations. Let’s look at the history of CIA, Wall Street and the big

banks by looking at some of the key players in CIA’s history. Clark Clifford –

The National Security Act of 1947 was written by Clark Clifford, a Democratic

Party powerhouse, former Secretary of Defense, and one-time advisor to

President Harry Truman. In the 1980s, as Chairman of First American

Bancshares, Clifford was instrumental in getting the corrupt CIA drug bank

BCCI a license to operate on American shores. His profession: Wall Street

lawyer and banker.

John Foster and Allen Dulles – These two brothers “designed” the CIA for

Clifford. Both were active in intelligence operations during WW II. Allen Dulles

was the U.S. Ambassador to Switzerland where he met frequently with Nazi

leaders and looked after U.S. investments in Germany. John Foster went on to

become Secretary of State under Dwight Eisenhower and Allen went on to serve

as CIA Director under Eisenhower and was later fired by JFK. Their

professions: partners in the most powerful – to this day – Wall Street law firm

of Sullivan, Cromwell.

Bill Casey – Ronald Reagan’s CIA Director and OSS veteran who served as chief

wrangler during the Iran-Contra years was, under President Richard Nixon,

Chairman of the Securities and Exchange Commission. His profession: Wall

Street lawyer and stockbroker.
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David Doherty – The current Vice President of the New York Stock Exchange for

enforcement is the retired General Counsel of the Central Intelligence Agency.

George Herbert Walker Bush – President from 1989 to January 1993, also

served as CIA Director for 13 months from 1976-7. He is now a paid consultant

to the Carlyle Group, the 11th largest defense contractor in the nation, and

which shares joint investments with the bin Laden family.

A.B. “Buzzy” Krongard – The current Executive Director of the Central

Intelligence Agency is the former Chairman of the investment bank A.B. Brown

and former Vice Chairman of Banker’s Trust.

John Deutch – This retired CIA Director from the Clinton Administration

currently sits on the board at Citigroup, the nation’s second largest bank,

which has been repeatedly and overtly involved in the documented laundering

drug money. This includes Citigroup’s 2001 purchase of a Mexican bank

known to launder drug money, Banamex.

Nora Slatkin – This retired CIA Executive Director also sits on Citibank’s board.

Maurice “Hank” Greenburg – The CEO of AIG insurance, manager of the third

largest capital investment pool in the world, was floated as a possible CIA

Director in 1995. FTW exposed Greenberg’s and AIG’s long connection to CIA

drug trafficking and covert operations in a two-part series that was interrupted

just prior to the attacks of September 11. AIG’s stock has bounced back

remarkably well since the attacks. To read that story, please go to

http://www.copvcia.com/stories/part_2.html.

One wonders how much damning evidence is necessary to respond to what is

now irrefutable proof that CIA knew about the attacks and did not stop them.

Whatever our government is doing, whatever the CIA is doing, it is clearly NOT

in the interests of the American people, especially those who died on September

11.
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The 9/11 Attacks on the World Trade Center (WTC): Unspoken Financial

Bonanza

By Prof Michel Chossudovsky - Global Research, September 04, 2015

Author’s note

This article was first published by Global Research on 12 March

2004 under the title “Financial Bonanza behind the 9/11

Tragedy: Who are the Financial Actors behind the WTC?” On

September 11, 2015, we will be commemorating the tragic

events of 9/11.

The original URL was  http://globalresearch.ca/articles/CHO403B.html. 

The article focussed on “verifiable facts” available in the wake of the 9/11

attacks.

The Article presented a short timeline of major financial transactions

pertaining to the WTC implemented in the months preceding the September 11,

2001 attacks.

Three major interrelated transactions occurred involving the Blackstone Group,

the New York and New Jersey Port Authority,  Silverstein Properties, Westfield

America Inc.

Michel Chossudovsky,  September 4, 2015

*      *     *

1. On October 17, 2000, eleven months before 9/11,

Blackstone Real Estate Advisors, of The Blackstone Group, L.P, purchased,

from Teachers Insurance and Annuity Association, the participating

mortgage secured by World Trade Center, Building Seven.1
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Transactions

2. On April 26, 2001

The Port Authority leased the WTC for 99 years to Silverstein Properties and

Westfield America Inc.

The transaction was authorised by Port Authority Chairman Lewis M.

Eisenberg.

This transfer from the New York and New Jersey Port Authority was

tantamount to the privatization of the WTC Complex. The official press release

described it as “the richest real estate prize in New York City history”. The retail

space underneath the complex was leased to Westfield America Inc.2

3. On 24 July 2001, 6 weeks prior to 9/11

Silverstein took control of the lease of the WTC following the Port Authority

decision on April 26.

Silverstein and Frank Lowy, CEO of Westefield Inc. took control of the 10.6

million-square-foot WTC complex. “Lowy leased the shopping concourse called

the Mall at the WTC, which comprised about 427,000 square feet of retail

space.”3

Explicitly included in the agreement was that Silverstein and Westfield “were

given the right to rebuild the structures if they were destroyed”. 4

(emphasis added)

In this transaction, Silverstein signed a rental contract for the WTC over 99

years amounting to 3,2 billion dollars in installments to be made to the Port

Authority: 800 million covered fees including a down payment of the order of

100 million dollars. Of this amount, Silverstein put in 14 million dollars of his

own money. The annual payment on the lease was of the order of 115 million

dollars.5
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In the wake of the WTC attacks, Silverstein [was] suing for some $7.1 billion

in insurance money, more than double the amount of the value of the 99

year lease.6

Who Are the Financial Actors Behind the Purchase of the WTC

1. Silverstein Properties Inc. is a Manhattan-based real estate development

and investment firm that owns, manages, and has developed more than 20

million square feet of office, residential and retail space.

2. Westfield America, Inc. is controlled by the Australian based Lowy family

with major interests in shopping centres. The CEO of Westfield is Australian

businessman Frank Lowy.

3. The Blackstone Group is a private investment bank with offices in New

York and London; It was founded in 1985 by its Chairman, Peter G. Peterson,

and its President and CEO, Stephen A. Schwarzman.

Blackstone purchased, from Teachers Insurance and Annuity Association,

the participating mortgage secured by World Trade Center, Building Seven 

As we recall WTC building 7 (The Salomon Brothers Building) which was not

hit by the planes, collapsed mysteriously in the afternoon of September 11.

The announcement of its collapse by the media (CNN and BBC) occurred

more than 2o minutes prior the actual collapse. 

In addition to its Real Estate activities, the Blackstone Group’s core businesses

include Mergers and Acquisitions Advisory, Restructuring and Reorganization

Advisory, Private Equity Investing, Private Mezzanine Investing, and Liquid

Alternative Asset Investing.7

Blackstone chairman Peter G. Petersen is also Chairman of the Federal

Reserve Bank of New York and Chairman of the board of the Council on

Foreign Relations (CFR). His partner Stephen A. Schwarzman is also a

member of the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR). Peter G. Petersen is also

Page 376 of  783 Table of Contents



named in widow Ellen Mariani’s widow civil RICO suit filed against. George W.

Bush, et al.

4. Kissinger McLarty Associates, which is Henry Kissinger’s consulting firm

has a “strategic alliance” with the Blackstone Group “which is designed to help

provide financial advisory services to corporations seeking high-level strategic

advice.” (www.blackstone.com) .

For details on the insurance claims in 2001 pertaining to the WTC, see

Centre for Research on Globalization, The WTC Towers Collapse: an Enormous

Insurance Scam (selected articles),

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/WTC312A.html, 19 December 2003

Notes

1 Business Wire, 17 October 2000

2. See Paul Goldberger in The New Yorker, May 20, 2002.

3 C. Bollyn, “Did Rupert Murdoch Have Prior Knowledge of 9/11?” Centre for

Research on Globalization, globalresearch.ca, 20 October 2003.

4. Goldberger, op cit

5, Associated Press, 22 November 2003. See also Die Welt, Berlin, Oct 11,

2001.

6. Alison Frankel, The American Lawyer, Sept 3 2002

7 Business Wire, op cit

The original source of this article is Global Research

Copyright © Prof Michel Chossudovsky, Global Research, 2015
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SEPTEMBER 11, 2001: Insider Trading 9/11 … the Facts Laid Bare

By Lars Schall - Global Research, March 20, 2012

Is there any truth in the allegations that informed circles made

substantial profits in the financial markets in connection to the

terror attacks of September 11, 2001, on the United States?

Arguably, the best place to start is by examining put options,

which occurred around Tuesday, September 11, 2001, to an

abnormal extent, and at the beginning via software that played a

key role: the Prosecutor’s Management Information System, abbreviated as

PROMIS. [I] [See INSLAW ] 

PROMIS is a software program that seems to be fitted with almost “magical”

abilities. Furthermore, it is the subject of a decades-long dispute between its

inventor, Bill Hamilton, and various people/institutions associated with

intelligence agencies, military and security consultancy firms. [1]

One of the “magical” capabilities of PROMIS, one has to assume, is that it is

equipped with artificial intelligence and was apparently from the outset “able to

simultaneously read and integrate any number of different computer programs

or databases, regardless of the language in which the original programs had

been written or the operating systems and platforms on which that database

was then currently installed.” [2]

And then it becomes really interesting:

What would you do if you possessed software that could think, understand

every major language in the world, that provided peep-holes into everyone

else’s computer “dressing rooms”, that could insert data into computers

without people’s knowledge, that could fill in blanks beyond human

reasoning, and also predict what people do – before they did it? You would

probably use it, wouldn’t you? [3]
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Granted, these capabilities sound hardly believable. In fact, the whole story of

PROMIS, which Mike Ruppert develops in the course of his book Crossing the

Rubicon in all its bizarre facets and turns, seems as if someone had developed

a novel in the style of Philip K Dick and William Gibson. However, what

Ruppert has collected about PROMIS is based on reputable sources as well as

on results of personal investigations, which await a jury to take a first critical

look at.

This seems all the more urgent if you add to the PROMIS capabilities “that it

was a given that PROMIS was used for a wide variety of purposes by

intelligence agencies, including the real-time monitoring of stock transactions

on all the world´s major financial markets”. [4]

We are therefore dealing with a software that:

a) Infiltrates computer and communication systems without being noticed.

b) Can manipulate data.

c) Is capable to track the global stock market trade in real time.

Point c is relevant to all that happened in connection with the never completely

cleared up transactions that occurred just before September 11, [5] and of

which the former chairman of the Deutsche Bundesbank Ernst Weltke said

“could not have been planned and carried out without a certain knowledge”. [6]

I specifically asked financial journalist Max Keiser, who for years had worked

on Wall Street as a stock and options trader, about the put option trades.

Keiser pointed out in this context that he “had spoken with many brokers in

the towers of the World Trade Center around that time. I heard firsthand about

the airline put trade from brokers at Cantor Fitzgerald days before.” He then

talked with me about an explosive issue, on which Ruppert elaborated in detail

in Crossing the Rubicon.

Max Keiser: There are many aspects concerning these option purchases

that have not been disclosed yet. I also worked at Alex Brown & Sons

(ABS). Deutsche Bank bought Alex Brown & Sons in 1999. When the

attacks occurred, ABS was owned by Deutsche Bank. An important person
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at ABS was Buzzy Krongard. I have met him several times at the offices in

Baltimore. Krongard had transferred to become executive director at the

CIA. The option purchases, in which ABS was involved, occurred in the

offices of ABS in Baltimore. The noise which occurred between Baltimore,

New York City and Langley was interesting, as you can imagine, to say the

least.

Under consideration here is the fact that Alex Brown, a subsidiary of Deutsche

Bank (where many of the alleged 9/11 hijackers handled their banking

transactions – for example Mohammed Atta) traded massive put options

purchases on United Airlines Company UAL through the Chicago Board Option

Exchange (CBOE) – “to the embarrassment of investigators”, as British

newspaper The Independent reported. [7]

On September 12, the chairman of the board of Deutsche Bank Alex Brown,

Mayo A Shattuck III, suddenly and quietly renounced his post, although he still

had a three-year contract with an annual salary of several million US dollars.

One could perceive that as somehow strange.

A few weeks later, the press spokesperson of the Central Intelligence Agency

(CIA) at that time, Tom Crispell, declined all comments, when he was contacted

for a report for Ruppert´s website From the Wilderness, and had being asked

“whether the Treasury Department or FBI [Federal Bureau of Investigation] had

questioned CIA executive director and former Deutsche Bank-Alex Brown CEO

[chief executive officer], A B ‘Buzzy’ Krongard, about CIA monitoring of financial

markets using PROMIS and his former position as overseer of Brown’s ‘private

client’ relations.” [8]

Just before he was recruited personally by former CIA chief George Tenet for

the CIA, Krongard supervised mainly private client banking at Alex Brown. [9]

In any case, after 9/11 on the first trading day, when the US stock markets

were open again, the stock price of UAL declined by 43%. (The four aircraft

hijacked on September 11 were American Airlines Flight 11, American Airlines

Flight 77 and UAL flights 175 and 93.)
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With his background as a former options trader, Keiser explained an important

issue to me in that regard.

Max Keiser: Put options are, if they are employed in a speculative trade,

basically bets that stock prices will drop abruptly. The purchaser, who

enters a time-specific contract with a seller, does not have to own the

stock at the time when the contract is purchased.

Related to the issue of insider trading via (put or call) options there is also a

noteworthy definition by the Swiss economists Remo Crameri, Marc Chesney

and Loriano Mancini, notably that an option trade may be “identified as

informed” – but is not yet (legally) proven – “when it is characterized by an

unusual large increment in open interest and volume, induces large gains, and

is not hedged in the stock market”. [10]

Open interest describes contracts which have not been settled (been exercised)

by the end of the trading session, but are still open. Not hedged in the stock

market means that the buyer of a (put or call) option holds no shares of the

underlying asset, by which he might be able to mitigate or compensate losses if

his trade doesn’t work out, or phrased differently: one does not hedge, because

it is unnecessary, since one knows that the bet is one, pardon, “dead sure

thing.” (In this respect it is thus not really a bet, because the result is not

uncertain, but a foregone conclusion.)

In this case, the vehicle of the calculation was “ridiculously cheap put options

which give the holder the ‘right’ for a period of time to sell certain shares at a

price which is far below the current market price – which is a highly risky bet,

because you lose money if at maturity the market price is still higher than the

price agreed in the option. However, when these shares fell much deeper after

the terrorist attacks, these options multiplied their value several hundred times

because by now the selling price specified in the option was much higher than

the market price. These risky games with short options are a sure indication

for investors who knew that within a few days something would happen that

would drastically reduce the market price of those shares.” [11]
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Software such as PROMIS in turn is used with the precise intent to monitor the

stock markets in real time to track price movements that appear suspicious.

Therefore, the US intelligence services must have received clear warnings from

the singular, never before sighted transactions prior to 9/11.

Of great importance with regard to the track, which should lead to the

perpetrators if you were seriously contemplating to go after them, is this:

Max Keiser: The Options Clearing Corporation has a duty to handle the

transactions, and does so rather anonymously – whereas the bank that

executes the transaction as a broker can determine the identity of both

parties.

But that may have hardly ever been the intention of the regulatory authorities

when the track led to, amongst others, Alvin Bernard “Buzzy” Krongard, Alex

Brown & Sons and the CIA. Ruppert, however, describes this case in Crossing

the Rubicon in full length as far as possible. [12]

In addition, there are also ways and means for insiders to veil their tracks. In

order to be less obvious, “the insiders could trade small numbers of contracts.

These could be traded under multiple accounts to avoid drawing attention to

large trading volumes going through one single large account. They could also

trade small volumes in each contract but trade more contracts to avoid

drawing attention. As open interest increases, non-insiders may detect a

perceived signal and increase their trading activity. Insiders can then come

back to enter into more transactions based on a seemingly significant trade

signal from the market. In this regard, it would be difficult for the CBOE to

ferret out the insiders from the non-insiders, because both are trading heavily.”

[13]

The matter which needs clarification here is generally judged by Keiser as

follows:

Max Keiser: My thought is that many (not all) of those who died on 9/11

were financial mercenaries – and we should feel the same about them as
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we feel about all mercenaries who get killed. The tragedy is that these

companies mixed civilians with mercenaries, and that they were also

killed. So have companies on Wall Street used civilians as human shields

maybe?

According to a report by Bloomberg published in early October 2001, the US

Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) began a probe into certain stock

market transactions around 9/11 that included 38 companies, among them:

American Airlines, United Airlines, Continental Airlines, Northwest Airlines,

Southwest Airlines, Boeing, Lockheed Martin Corp., American Express Corp.,

American International Group, AXA SA, Bank of America Corp., Bank of New

York Corp., Bear Stearns, Citigroup, Lehman Brothers Holdings Inc., Morgan

Stanley, General Motors and Raytheon. [14]

So far, so good. In the same month, however, the San Francisco Chronicle

newspaper reported that the SEC took the unprecedented step to deputize

hundreds, if not even thousands of key stakeholders in the private sector for

their investigation. In a statement that was sent to almost all listed companies

in the US, the SEC asked the addressed companies to assign senior staff for

the investigation, who would be aware of “the sensitive nature” of the case and

could be relied on to “exercise appropriate discretion”. [15]

In essence, it was about controlling information, not about provision and

disclosure of facts. Such a course of action involves compromising

consequences. Ruppert:

What happens when you deputize someone in a national security or

criminal investigation is that you make it illegal for them to disclose

publicly what they know. Smart move. In effect, they become government

agents and are controlled by government regulations rather than their own

conscience. In fact, they can be thrown into jail without a hearing if they

talk publicly. I have seen this implied threat time after time with federal

investigators, intelligence agents, and even members of United States

Congress who are bound so tightly by secrecy oaths and agreements that

they are not even able to disclose criminal activities inside the government
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for fear of incarceration. [16]

Among the reports about suspected insider trading which are mentioned in

Crossing the Rubicon/From the Wilderness is a list that was published under

the heading “Black Tuesday: The World’s Largest Insider Trading Scam?” by

the Israeli Herzliyya International Policy Institute for Counterterrorism on

September 21, 2001:

• Between September 6 and 7, the CBOE saw purchases of 4,744 put

options on United Airlines, but only 396 call options. Assuming that 4,000

of the options were bought by people with advance knowledge of the

imminent attacks, these “insiders” would have profited by almost $5

million.

• On September 10, 4,516 put options on American Airlines were bought on

the Chicago exchange, compared to only 748 calls. Again, there was no

news at that point to justify this imbalance; again, assuming that 4,000 of

these options trades represent “insiders”, they would represent a gain of

about $4 million.

• [The levels of put options purchased above were more than six times

higher than normal.]

• No similar trading in other airlines occurred on the Chicago exchange in

the days immediately preceding Black Tuesday.

• Morgan Stanley Dean Witter & Co, which occupied 22 floors of the World

Trade Center, saw 2,157 of its October $45 put options bought in the three

trading days before Black Tuesday; this compares to an average of 27

contracts per day before September 6. Morgan Stanley’s share price fell

from $48.90 to $42.50 in the aftermath of the attacks. Assuming that

2,000 of these options contracts were bought based upon knowledge of the

approaching attacks, their purchasers could have profited by at least $1.2

million.
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• Merrill Lynch & Co, with headquarters near the Twin Towers, saw 12,215

October $45 put options bought in the four trading days before the

attacks; the previous average volume in those shares had been 252

contracts per day (a 1200% increase). When trading resumed, Merrill’s

shares fell from $46.88 to $41.50; assuming that 11,000 option contracts

were bought by “insiders”, their profit would have been about $5.5 million.

• European regulators are examining trades in Germany’s Munich Re,

Switzerland’s Swiss Re, and AXA of France, all major reinsurers with

exposure to the Black Tuesday disaster. (Note: AXA also owns more than

25% of American Airlines stock, making the attacks a “double whammy”

for them.) [17]

Concerning the statements of the former chairman of the Deutsche

Bundesbank Ernst Welteke, their tenor in various press reports put together is

as follows:

German central bank president Ernst Welteke later reports that a study by

his bank indicates, “There are ever clearer signs that there were activities

on international financial markets that must have been carried out with

the necessary expert knowledge,” not only in shares of heavily affected

industries such as airlines and insurance companies, but also in gold and

oil. [Daily Telegraph, 9/23/2001] His researchers have found “almost

irrefutable proof of insider trading”. [Miami Herald, 9/24/2001] “If you

look at movements in markets before and after the attack, it makes your

brow furrow. But it is extremely difficult to really verify it.” Nevertheless,

he believes that “in one or the other case it will be possible to pinpoint the

source”. [Fox News, 9/22/2001] Welteke reports “a fundamentally

inexplicable rise” in oil prices before the attacks [Miami Herald,

9/24/2001] and then a further rise of 13 percent the day after the attacks.

Gold rises nonstop for days after the attacks. [Daily Telegraph,

9/23/2001] [18]

Related to those observations, I sent a request via e-mail to the press office of

the Deutsche Bundesbank on August 1, 2011, from which I was hoping to
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learn:

How did the Bundesbank deal with this information? Did US federal agencies

ask to see the study? With whom did the Bundesbank share this information?

And additionally:

1. Can you confirm that there is such a study of the Bundesbank concerning

9/11 insider trading, which was carried out in September 2001?

2. If Yes: what is the title?

3. If Yes: who were the authors?

4. If Yes: has the study ever been made available to the public?

On August 2, I was then informed: “Your mail has been received by us and is

being processed under the number 2011 / 011551.” Ultimately, however, the

press office of the Deutsche Bundesbank was only available for an oral

explanation on the phone. With this explanation, I then turned to the press

office of the federal financial regulator in Germany, the Bundesanstalt fur

Finanzdienstleistungsaufsicht, BaFin, with the following e-mail – and that

because of obvious reasons:

Yesterday, I sent a request (see end of this e-mail) to the press office of the

Deutsche Bundesbank relating to insider trading connected to the terrorist

attacks on September 11, 2001, and respectively relating to an alleged

study carried by the Deutsche Bundesbank. The request carries the

reference number 2011 / 011551.

The press office or respectively Mr Peter Trautmann was only available for

an oral explanation. I repeat this now, because it is related to your entity.

This will be followed by my further questions.

According to an oral explanation from the press office of the Deutsche

Bundesbank, there has never been a detailed and official study on insider

trading from the Bundesbank. Rather, there has been probably ad-hoc

analysis with corresponding charts of price movements as briefings for the

Bundesbank board. In addition, it would have been the duty of the
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Bundesfinanzaufsicht to investigate this matter. The press office of the

Bundesbank was also not willing to give out any written information, not

even after my hint that this alleged study by the Bundesbank has been

floating around the Internet for years without any contradiction. That was

the oral information from the Bundesbank press office, or respectively

from Mr Peter Trautmann.

    Now my questions for you:

1. Has the BaFin ever investigated the 9/11 insider trading?

2. With what result? Have the results been made public?

3. Have there not been any grounds for suspicion that would have

justified an investigation, for example as damaged enterprise: Munich

Re, and as buyers of put options of UAL’s United Airlines Company:

Deutsche Bank/Alex Brown?

4. Has the Deutsche Bundesbank ever enquired with BaFin what

information they have regarding the 9/11 insider trading – for example

for the creation of ad-hoc analysis for the Bundesbank?

5. Have the US federal agencies ever inquired if the BaFin could

cooperate with them in an investigation?

Could you reply to me in writing, unlike the Deutsche Bundesbank,

please? I would be very grateful for that!

The next day I did indeed receive an e-mail concerning this topic from Anja

Engelland, the press officer of the BaFin in which she answered my questions

as follows:

1. Yes, the former Bundesaufsichtsamt fur Wertpapierhandel, BAWe

(federal supervisory for securities trading), has carried out a

comprehensive analysis of the operations.

2. As a result, no evidence of insider trading has been found. Their

approach and results have been published by the BAWe or BaFin in

the annual reports for the years 2001 (cf S 26/27) and 2002 (cf p 156

above first paragraph). Here are the links. [See here and here.]

3. See annual reports 2001 and 2002. Put options on United Airlines
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were not traded on German stock exchanges (the first EUREX options

on US equities were introduced only after the attacks on 9/11/2001);

there were warrants on UAL and other US stocks, but those traded

only in low volumes.

4. I personally do not know about such a request. Furthermore, the

Bundesbank itself would have to comment on this.

5. BaFin is fundamentally entitled to the exchange of information with

foreign supervisory authorities, like SEC, on the basis of written

agreements, so-called memoranda of understanding (MoU). Regarding

potential inquiries from foreign supervisory authorities, the BaFin can

unfortunately not comment, this would be a matter of respective

authority. For this I ask for understanding.

Then I wrote another brief note to BaFin, “in order to prevent any

misunderstanding: your answers refers, as far as I understand, solely to the

financial markets in Germany and Frankfurt, or not?” The reply from BaFin:

The answers refer to the German financial market as a whole and not only

on the Frankfurt Stock Exchange. In terms of the assessment of foreign

financial markets, the relevant authorities are the competent points of

contact.

In my inquiries, I mentioned, among other things, a scientific study by US

economist Allen M Poteshman from the University of Illinois at

Urbana-Champaign, which had been carried out in 2006 regarding the put

option trading around 9/11 related to the two airlines involved, United Airlines

and American Airlines. Poteshman came to this conclusion: “Examination of

the option trading leading up to September 11 reveals that there was an

unusually high level of put buying. This finding is consistent with informed

investors having traded options in advance of the attacks.” [19]

TO READ THE COMPLETE ASIAN TIMES ARTICLE CLICK HERE

Lars Schall is a German financial journalist. This article published by the

Asian Times is a slightly modified and updated excerpt from the book
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Mordanschlag 9/11. Eine kriminalistische Recherche zu Finanzen, Ol und

Drogen (Assassination 9/11: A criminalistic research on finance, oil and

drugs), published in Germany by Schild Verlag.  

The original source of this article is Asian Times

Copyright © Lars Schall, Asian Times, 2012

Osama Bin Laden and The 911 Illusion: The 9/11 Short-Selling Financial

Scam

Part II

By Dean Henderson - Global Research, May 09, 2011

Around the same time a Navy Seal team was descending upon the Abbottabad

complex allegedly housing Osama bin Laden, the US Justice Department was

suing Deutsche Bank.  Bin Laden was a disciple of Muslim Brotherhood leader

Abdullah Azzam.  Abbottabad is named after British military officer Sir James

Abbott. (1)

In a civil lawsuit filed last Tuesday in federal court in Manhattan, US Attorney

Preet Bharara seeks damages and losses on Deutsche Bank-issued mortgages

backed by US taxpayers via HUD.  The world’s third largest bank is

majority-owned by the Warburg dynasty that funded Hitler. (2)  It also needs to

answer for its role in short trades made just prior to 911.         

Deutsche Bank Goes Short

Days after 911 Bush SEC Chairman Harvey Pitt, who was later

forced to resign over his pathetic response to a series of

corporate scandals, appeared on CNN to reveal a pattern of

unusually heavy volumes of short selling of both airline and

insurance stocks in the week prior to 911.  Pitt vowed to track

these trades down, speculating that al Qaeda may have been

involved.  It was the last time anyone in the Bush

Administration mentioned it.
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According to the Herzliyah International Policy Institute (http://www.ict.org.il/,

Sept. 21, 2001) the shorting of these stocks emananated from Deutsche Bank.

An article in Barons corroborates this fact.  American and United Airlines and

the reinsurance giants who covered the WTC – Munich RE, Swiss RE and the

French Axa – were specifically targeted.  On September 10th – a day before the

attacks – the put/call ratios on these stocks was unprecedented.  A put is a

futures option that bets on a stock’s decline, while a call is a futures option

that bets that the stock will go up.

On September 10, 2001 at the Chicago Board Options Exchange there were

4,516 puts on American Airlines to only 748 calls.  United Airlines was targeted

for 4,744 puts as opposed to 396 calls.  The numbers on the reinsurance

companies were similarly lopsided.  By far the biggest trader of the put options

was Deutsche Bank Alex Brown – the US trading arm of Deutsche Bank –

which bought traditional Eight Families’ wealth repository and largest Four

Horsemen shareholder Banker’s Trust in 1999 to become the world’s largest

bank with $882 billion in assets. (3)

In 2001 Sen. Carl Levin’s (D-MI) Banking Committee fingered Banker’s Trust as

a major player in drug money laundering.  On August 28th, just two weeks

before 911, Deutsche Bank executive Kevin Ingram pled guilty to laundering

heroin proceeds and arranging US weapons sales to parties in Pakistan and

Afghanistan.  A June 15, 2001 New York Post article said Osama bin Laden

was the likely buyer.  Ingram is a close friend of Clinton Treasury Secretary

and Goldman Sachs insider Robert Rubin – most recently a board member at

Citigroup.  Ingram earlier worked at both Goldman Sachs and Lehman

Brothers. (4) 

To Read the entire article by Dean Henderson, click here

Notes

[1] Wall Street Journal.  5-4-11

[2] Rule by Secrecy: The Hidden History that Connects the Trilateral
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Commission, the Freemasons and the Great Pyramids. Jim Marrs.

HarperCollins Publishers. New York. 2000.

[3] BBC World News. 1-20-02

[4] “Trading With the Enemy”. Mike Flocco.

http://www.rense.com/general17/trading.htm

Dean Henderson is the author of Big Oil & Their Bankers in the Persian Gulf:

Four Horsemen, Eight Families & Their Global Intelligence, Narcotics & Terror

Network and The Grateful Unrich: Revolution in 50 Countries.  His Left Hook

blog is at  www.deanhenderson.wordpress.com 

The original source of this article is createspace.com

Copyright © Dean Henderson, createspace.com, 2011

PART VII - 9/11 and the “Global War on Terrorism”

Political Deception: The Missing Link behind 9-11

By Prof Michel Chossudovsky - Global Research, June 20, 2002

NEW REVELATIONS ON 9-11

Was it an ‘intelligence failure’ to give red carpet treatment to the ‘money man’

behind the 9-11 terrorists, or was it simply ‘routine’?

On the morning of September 11, Pakistan’s Chief Spy General Mahmoud

Ahmad, the alleged “money-man” behind the 9-11 hijackers, was at  a

breakfast meeting on Capitol Hill hosted by Senator Bob Graham and Rep.

Porter Goss, the chairmen of the Senate and House Intelligence

committees.

“When the news [of the attacks on the World Trade Center] came, the two Florida

lawmakers who lead the House and Senate intelligence committees were having

breakfast with the head of the Pakistani intelligence service. Rep. Porter Goss,
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R-Sanibel, Sen. Bob Graham and other members of the House Intelligence

Committee were talking about terrorism issues with the Pakistani official when a

member of Goss’ staff handed a note to Goss, who handed it to Graham. “We

were talking about terrorism, specifically terrorism generated from Afghanistan,”

Graham said.

(…)

Mahmoud Ahmad, director general of Pakistan’s intelligence service, was “very

empathetic, sympathetic to the people of the United States,” Graham said.

Political Deception: The Missing Link behind 9-11

by Michel Chossudovsky

The foreknowledge issue is a Red Herring: “A Red Herring is a fallacy in which

an irrelevant topic is presented in order to divert attention from the original issue.”

ON May 16th The New York Post dropped what appeared to be a bombshell:

“Bush Knew . . . ” Hoping to score politically, the Democrats jumped on the

bandwagon, pressuring the White House to come clean on two “top-secret

documents” made available to President Bush prior to September 11,

concerning “advance knowledge” of Al Qaeda attacks. Meanwhile, the U.S.

media had already coined a new set of buzzwords: “Yes, there were warnings”

and “clues” of possible terrorist attacks, but “there was no way President Bush

could have known” what was going to happen. The Democrats agreed to “keep

the cat inside the bag” by saying: “Osama is at war with the U.S.” and the FBI

and the CIA knew something was cooking but “failed to connect the dots.” In

the words of House Minority Leader, Richard Gephardt:

“This is not blame-placing. . . . We support the President on the war against

terrorism — have and will. But we’ve got to do better in preventing terrorist

attacks.” 1

The media’s spotlight on ‘foreknowledge’ and so-called “FBI lapses” served to

distract public attention from the broader issue of political deception. Not a
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word was mentioned concerning the role of the CIA, which throughout the

entire post-Cold War era, has aided and abetted Osama bin Laden’s Al Qaeda,

as part of its covert operations.

Of course they knew! The foreknowledge issue is a red herring. The “Islamic

Brigades” are a creation of the CIA. In standard CIA jargon, Al Qaeda is

categorized as an “intelligence asset”. Support to terrorist organizations is an

integral part of U.S. foreign policy. Al Qaeda continues to this date (2002) to

participate in CIA covert operations in different parts of the World.2 These

“CIA-Osama links” do not belong to a bygone era, as suggested by the

mainstream media.

The U.S. Congress has documented in detail, the links of Al Qaeda to agencies

of the U.S. government during the civil war in Bosnia-Herzegovina, as well as in

Kosovo.3 More recently in Macedonia, barely a few months before September

11, U.S. military advisers were mingling with Mujahideen mercenaries financed

by Al Qaeda. Both groups were fighting under the auspices of the Kosovo

Liberation Army (KLA), within the same terrorist paramilitary formation.4

The CIA keeps track of its “intelligence assets”. Amply documented, Osama bin

Laden’s whereabouts were always known.5 Al Qaeda is infiltrated by the CIA.6

In other words, there were no “intelligence failures”! In the nature of a well-led

intelligence operation, the “intelligence asset” operates (wittingly or unwittingly)

with some degree of autonomy, in relation to its U.S. government sponsors, but

ultimately it acts consistently, in the interests of Uncle Sam.

While individual FBI agents are often unaware of the CIA’s role, the

relationship between the CIA and Al Qaeda is known at the top levels of the

FBI. Members of the Bush Administration and the U.S. Congress are fully

cognizant of these links.

 The foreknowledge issue focussing on “FBI lapses” is an obvious smokescreen.

While the whistleblowers serve to underscore the weaknesses of the FBI, the

role of successive U.S. administrations (since the presidency of Jimmy Carter)

in support of the “Islamic Militant Base”, is simply not mentioned.
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Fear and Disinformation Campaign

The Bush Administration — through the personal initiative of Vice President

Dick Cheney — chose not only to foreclose the possibility of a public inquiry,

but also to trigger a fear and disinformation campaign:

“I think that the prospects of a future attack on the U.S. are almost a certainty. . . .

It could happen tomorrow, it could happen next week, it could happen next year,

but they will keep trying. And we have to be prepared.” 7

What Cheney is really telling us is that our “intelligence asset”, which we

created, is going to strike again. Now, if this “CIA creature” were planning new

terrorist attacks, you would expect that the CIA would be first to know about it.

In all likelihood, the CIA also controls the so-called ‘warnings’ emanating from

CIA sources on “future terrorist attacks” on American soil.

Carefully Planned Intelligence Operation

The 9-11 terrorists did not act on their own volition. The suicide hijackers were

instruments in a carefully planned intelligence operation. The evidence

confirms that Al Qaeda is supported by Pakistan’s military intelligence, the

Inter-services Intelligence (ISI). Amply documented, the ISI owes its existence

to the CIA:

 “With CIA backing and the funnelling of massive amounts of U.S. military aid,

the ISI developed [since the early 1980s] into a parallel structure wielding

enormous power over all aspects of government….The ISI had a staff composed

of military and intelligence officers, bureaucrats, undercover agents and

informers estimated at 150,000.”8

The ISI actively collaborates with the CIA. It continues to perform the role of a

‘go-between’ in numerous intelligence operations on behalf of the CIA. The ISI

directly supports and finances a number of terrorist organizations, including Al

Qaeda.
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The Missing Link

The FBI confirmed in late September, in an interview with ABC News (which

went virtually unnoticed) that the 9-11 ring leader, Mohammed Atta, had been

financed from unnamed sources in Pakistan:

“As to September 11th, federal authorities have told ABC News they have now

tracked more than $100,000 from banks in Pakistan, to two banks in Florida, to

accounts held by suspected hijack ring leader, Mohammed Atta. As well . . . “Time

Magazine” is reporting that some of that money came in the days just before the

attack and can be traced directly to people connected to Osama bin Laden. It’s all

part of what has been a successful FBI effort so far to close in on the hijacker’s

high commander, the money men, the planners and the mastermind.” 9

The FBI had information on the money trail. They knew exactly who was

financing the terrorists. Less than two weeks later, the findings of the FBI were

confirmed by Agence France Presse (AFP) and the Times of India, quoting an

official Indian intelligence report (which had been dispatched to Washington).

According to these two reports, the money used to finance the 9-11 attacks had

allegedly been “wired to WTC hijacker Mohammed Atta from Pakistan, by

Ahmad Umar Sheikh, at the instance of [ISI Chief] General Mahmoud

[Ahmad].” 10 According to the AFP (quoting the intelligence source):

“The evidence we have supplied to the U.S. is of a much wider range and depth

than just one piece of paper linking a rogue general to some misplaced act of

terrorism.” 11

Pakistan’s Chief Spy Visits Washington

Now, it just so happens that General Mahmoud Ahmad, the alleged “money

man” behind 9-11, was in the U.S. when the attacks occurred. He arrived on

the 4th of September, one week before 9-11, on what was described as a

routine visit of consultations with his U.S. counterparts. According to Pakistani

journalist, Amir Mateen (in a prophetic article published on September 10):
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“ISI Chief Lt-Gen. Mahmoud’s week-long presence in Washington has triggered

speculation about the agenda of his mysterious meetings at the Pentagon and

National Security Council. Officially, he is on a routine visit in return to CIA

Director George Tenet’s earlier visit to Islamabad. Official sources confirm that he

met Tenet this week. He also held long parleys with unspecified officials at the

White House and the Pentagon. But the most important meeting was with Marc

Grossman, U.S. Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs. One can safely

guess that the discussions must have centred around Afghanistan . . . and

Osama bin Laden. What added interest to his visit is the history of such visits.

Last time Ziauddin Butt, Mahmoud’s predecessor, was here, during Nawaz

Sharif’s government, the domestic politics turned topsy-turvy within days.” 12

Nawaz Sharif was overthrown by General Pervez Musharaf. General Mahmoud

Ahmad, who became the head of the ISI, played a key role in the military coup.

Schedule of Pakistan’s Chief of Military Intelligence Lt. General Mahmoud

Ahmad, Washington, 4-13 September 2001

Summer 2001: ISI Chief Lt. General Mahmoud Ahmad transfers $100,000 to

9-11 Ringleader Mohamed Atta.

4 September: Ahmad arrives in the US on an official visit.

4-9 September: He meets his US counterparts including CIA Head George

Tenet.

9 September: Assassination of General Massood, leader of the Northern

Alliance. Official statement by Northern Alliance points to involvement of the

ISI-Osama-Taliban axis.

11 September: Terrorist Attacks on the WTC and the Pentagon. At the time of

the attacks, Lt General Ahmad was at a breakfast meeting at the Capitol with

the chairmen of the House and Senate Intelligence Committees Sen Bob

Graham and  Rep Porter Goss.  Also present at the meeting were Sen. John Kyl

and  the Pakistani ambassador to the U.S., Maleeha Lodhi.
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12-13 September: Meetings between Lt. General Ahmad and Deputy Secretary

of State Richard Armitage. Agreement on Pakistan’s  collaboration negotiated

between Ahmad and Armitage.  Meeting between General Ahmad and Secretary

of State Colin Powell

13 September: Ahmad meets Senator Joseph Biden, Chairman of the Senate

Foreign Relations Committee.

Condoleezza Rice’s Press Conference

In the course of Condoleezza Rice’s May 16 press conference (which took place

barely a few hours after the publication of the “Bush Knew” headlines in The

New York Post), an accredited Indian journalist asked a question on the role of

General Mahmoud Ahmad:

(…)

Q: Dr. Rice?

Ms RICE: Yes?

Q: Are you aware of the reports at the time that the ISI chief was in

Washington on September 11th, and on September 10th $100,000 was wired

from Pakistan to these groups here in this area? And why was he here? Was he

meeting with you or anybody in the Administration?

Ms RICE: I have not seen that report, and he was certainly not meeting with

me.13

(…)

Although there is no official confirmation, in all likelihood General Mahmoud

Ahmad met Dr. Rice during the course of his official visit. Moreover, she must

have been fully aware of the $100,000 transfer to Mohammed Atta, which had

been confirmed by the FBI.
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Lost in the barrage of media reports on ‘foreknowledge’, this crucial piece of

information on the ISI’s role in 9-11, implicates key members of the Bush

Administration including: CIA Director George Tenet, Secretary of State Colin

Powell, Deputy Secretary of State, Richard Armitage, Under-Secretary of State

Marc Grossman, as well Senator Joseph Biden (Democrat), Chairman of the

powerful Senate Foreign Relations Committee (who met General Ahmad on the

13th of September).”According to Biden, [Ahmad] pledged Pakistan’s

cooperation”.14.

Mysterious 9-11 Breakfast Meeting on Capitol Hill

On the morning of September 11, General Mahmoud Ahmad, the alleged

“money-man” behind the 9-11 hijackers was at  a breakfast meeting on Capitol

Hill hosted by  Senator Bob Graham (Democrat) and Representative Porter

Goss, respectively chairmen of the Senate and House Intelligence Committees.

Also present at this meeting was Pakistan’s ambassador to the U.S. Maleeha

Lodhi.  The report confirms that other members of the Senate and House

Intelligence committees were present.

“When the news [of the attacks on the World Trade Center] came, the two Florida

lawmakers who lead the House and Senate intelligence committees were having

breakfast with the head of the Pakistani intelligence service. Rep. Porter Goss,

R-Sanibel, Sen. Bob Graham and other members of the House Intelligence

Committee were talking about terrorism issues with the Pakistani official when a

member of Goss’ staff handed a note to Goss, who handed it to Graham. “We

were talking about terrorism, specifically terrorism generated from Afghanistan,”

Graham said.

(…)

Mahmood Ahmed, director general of Pakistan’s intelligence service, was “very

empathetic, sympathetic to the people of the United States,” Graham said.

Goss could not be reached Tuesday. He was whisked away with much of the

House leadership to an undisclosed “secure location.” Graham, meanwhile,
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participated in late-afternoon briefings with top officials from the CIA and FBI.” 15

While trivialising the importance of the 9-11 breakfast meeting, The Miami

Herald (16 September 2001) confirms that General Ahmad also met Secretary

of State Colin Powell in the wake of the 9-11 attacks. 

“Graham said the Pakistani intelligence official with whom he met, a top general

in the government, was forced to stay all week in Washington because of the

shutdown of air traffic “He was marooned here, and I think that gave Secretary of

State Powell and others in the administration a chance to really talk with him,”

Graham said. 16 

With the exception of the Florida press (and Salon.com, 14 September), not a

word was mentioned in the US media’s September coverage of 9-11 concerning

this mysterious breakfast reunion.

Eight months later on the 18th of May,  two days after the “BUSH KNEW”

headline hit  the tabloids,  the Washington Post published an article on Porter

Goss, entitled:  “A Cloak But No Dagger; An Ex-Spy Says He Seeks Solutions,

Not Scapegoats for 9/11”. Focussing on his career as a CIA agent, the article

largely served to underscore the integrity and commitment of Porter Goss to

waging a  “war on terrorism”. Yet in an isolated paragraph, the article

acknowledged the mysterious 9-11 breakfast meeting with ISI Chief Mahmoud

Ahmad, while also confirming that “Ahmad :ran a spy agency notoriously close

to Osama bin Laden and the Taliban”: 

“Now the main question facing Goss, as he helps steer a joint House-Senate

investigation into the Sept. 11 attacks, is why nobody in the far-flung intelligence

bureaucracy — 13 agencies spending billions of dollars — paid attention to the

enemy among us. Until it was too late.

Goss says he is looking for solutions, not scapegoats. “A lot of nonsense,” he

calls this week’s uproar about a CIA briefing that alerted President Bush, five

weeks before Sept. 11, that Osama bin Laden’s associates might be planning

airline hijackings.
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“None of this is news, but it’s all part of the finger-pointing,” Goss declared

yesterday in a rare display of pique. “It’s foolishness.” [This statement comes

from the man who was having breakfast with the alleged “money-man” behind

9-11 on the morning of September 11]

(…) Goss has repeatedly refused to blame an “intelligence failure” for the terror

attacks. As a 10-year veteran of the CIA’s clandestine operations wing, Goss

prefers to praise the agency’s “fine work.”

(…) 

On the morning of Sept. 11, Goss and Graham were having breakfast with a

Pakistani general named Mahmud Ahmed — the soon-to-be-sacked head of

Pakistan’s intelligence service. Ahmed ran a spy agency notoriously close to

Osama bin Laden and the Taliban. 17

While the Washington Post acknowledges the links between ISI Chief Mahmoud

Ahmad and Osama bin Laden, it fails to dwell on the more important question:

What was Mahmoud doing on Capitol Hill on the morning of September 11,

together with Rep. Porter Goss and Senator Bob Graham and other members of

the Senate and House intelligence committees?

Neither does it acknowledge the fact, amply documented by media reports that

“the money-man” behind the hijackers had been entrusted by the Pakistani

government to discuss the precise terms of Pakistan’s “collaboration” in the

“war on terrorism” in meetings held at the State department on the 12th and

13th of September. 

When the “Foreknowledge” issue hit the street on May 16th, “Chairman Porter

Goss said an existing congressional inquiry has so far found ‘no smoking gun’

that would warrant another inquiry.” 18  This statement points to an obvious

“cover-up”. 
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The Investigation and Public Hearings on “Intelligence Failures”

In a bitter irony, Rep. Porter Goss and Senator Bob Graham, –the men who

hosted the mysterious September 11 breakfast meeting with the alleged

“hijacker’s high commander” (to use the FBI’s expression), had been put in

charge of the investigation and public hearings on so-called “intelligence

failures”.

Meanwhile, Vice President Dick Cheney had expressed anger on a so-called

“leak” emanating from the intelligence committees regarding

“the disclosure of National Security Agency intercepts of messages in Arabic on

the eve of the attacks. The messages (…)  were in two separate conversations on

Sept. 10 and contained the phrases ‘Tomorrow is zero hour’ and ‘The match is

about to begin.’ The messages were not translated until September 12? 19

Red Carpet Treatment to the Alleged “Money Man” behind 9-11.

The Bush Administration had not only provided red carpet treatment to the

alleged “money man” behind the 9-11 attacks, it also had sought his

‘cooperation’ in the “war on terrorism”. The precise terms of this ‘cooperation’

were agreed upon between General Mahmoud Ahmad, representing the

Pakistani government and Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage, in

meetings at the State Department on September 12 and 13. In other words, the

Administration decided in the immediate wake of 9-11, to seek the ‘cooperation’

of Pakistan’s ISI in “going after Osama”, despite the fact (documented by the

FBI) that the ISI was financing and abetting the 9-11 terrorists. Contradictory?

One might say that it’s like “asking the Devil to go after Dracula.”

[THIS SPACE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK]
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CIA Overshadows the Presidency

Dr. Rice’s statement regarding the ISI chief at her May 16 press conference, is

an obvious cover-up. While General Ahmad was talking to U.S. officials at the

CIA and the Pentagon, he had allegedly also been in contact (through a third

party) with the September 11 terrorists. What this suggests is that key

individuals within the U.S. military-intelligence establishment knew about

these ISI contacts with the September 11 terrorist ‘ring leader’, Mohammed

Atta, and failed to act. But this conclusion is, in fact, an understatement.

Everything indicates that CIA Director George Tenet and ISI Chief General

Mahmoud Ahmad, had established a close working relationship. General
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Mahmoud had arrived a week prior to September 11 for consultations with

George Tenet. Bear in mind that the CIA’s George Tenet, also has a close

personal relationship with President Bush. Prior to September 11, Tenet would

meet the President nearly every morning at 8:00 a.m. sharp, for about half an

hour. 20 15 A document, known as the President’s Daily Briefing, or PDB, “is

prepared at Langley by the CIA’s analytical directorate, and a draft goes home

with Tenet each night. Tenet edits it personally and delivers it orally during his

early morning meeting with Bush.”21     This practice of “oral intelligence

briefings” is unprecedented. Bush’s predecessors at the White House, received

a written briefing:

“With Bush, who liked oral briefings and the CIA director in attendance, a strong

relationship had developed. Tenet could be direct, even irreverent and earthy.” 22

The Decision to go to War

At meetings of the National Security Council and in the so-called “War

Cabinet”, on September 11, 12 and 13, CIA Director George Tenet played a

central role in gaining the Commander-in-Chief’s approval to the launching of

the “war on terrorism.”

George W. Bush’s Timeline — September 11 (from 9.45am in the wake of the

WTC-Pentagon Attacks to midnight)

Circa 9:45 a.m.: Bush’s motorcade leaves the Booker Elementary School,

Sarasota, Florida.

9:55 a.m: President Bush boards “Air Force One” bound for Washington.23

Following what was as a “false report” that Air Force One would be attacked,

Vice-President Dick Cheney had urged Bush (10:32 a.m.) by telephone not to

land in Washington. Following this conversation, the plane was diverted (10:41

a.m.) (on orders emanating from Washington) to Barksdale Air Force Base in

Louisiana. A couple of hours later (1:30 p.m.), after a brief TV appearance, the

President was transported to Offut Air Force base in Nebraska at U.S. Strategic

Command Headquarters.
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3:30 p.m.: A key meeting of the National Security Council (NSC) was convened,

with members of the NSC communicating with the President from Washington

by secure video.24 In the course of this NSC video-conference, CIA Director

George Tenet fed unconfirmed information to the President. Tenet stated that

“he was virtually certain that bin Laden and his network were behind the

attacks. …”25

The President responded to these statements, quite spontaneously, off the cuff,

with little or no discussion and with an apparent misunderstanding of their

implications. In the course of this video-conference (which lasted for less than

an hour), the NSC was given the mandate by the Commander-in-Chief to

prepare for the “war on terrorism”. Very much on the spur of the moment, the

“green light” was given by video conference from Nebraska. In the words of

President Bush: “We will find these people. They will pay. And I don’t want you

to have any doubt about it.” 26

4:36 p.m.: (One hour and six minutes later . . .) Air Force One departed for

Washington. Back in the White House, that same evening (9:00 p.m.) a second

meeting of the full NSC took place, together with Secretary of State Colin Powell

who had returned to Washington from Peru. The NSC meeting (which lasted for

half an hour) was followed by the first meeting of the so-called “war cabinet”.

The latter was made up of a smaller group of top officials and key advisers.

9:30 p.m.: At the war cabinet: “Discussion turned around whether bin Laden’s

Al Qaeda and the Taliban were one and the same thing. Tenet said they were.”

27 By the end of that historic meeting of the war cabinet (11:00 p.m.), the Bush

Administration had decided to embark upon a military adventure which

threatens the collective future of humanity.

Did Bush Know?

Did Bush, with his minimal understanding of foreign policy issues, know all

the details regarding General Mahmoud and the “ISI connection”? Did Tenet

and Cheney distort the facts, so as to get the Commander-in-Chief’s “thumbs

up” for a military operation which was already in the pipeline? In a bitter irony,
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a meeting between Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage and General

Mahmoud, the 9-11 “money man”, was scheduled at the State Department for

the morning after September 11 to discuss their strategy.
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 24 Ibid.

 25 Ibid.

 26 Ibid.
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CONFIRMED BY OFFICIAL SOURCES (QUOTED BY THE MAINSTREAM

MEDIA) PAKISTAN’S CHIEF SPY GENERAL MAHMOUD AHMAD MET THE

FOLLOWING MEMBERS OF THE BUSH ADMINISTRATION AND THE US

CONGRESS, DURING HIS VISIT TO WASHINGTON (4-13 September 2001).

(Dates of meeting indicated)

Secretary of State Colin Powell  (12-13 Sept)

Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage (12-13 Sept)

Under-Secretary of State Marc Grossman (before 11 Sept)

CIA Director George Tenet (before 11 Sept)

Senator Bob Graham, Chairman of Senate Intelligence Committee (11 Sept)
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Senator John Kyl, member of the Senate Intelligence committee (11 Sept)

Representative Porter Goss, Chairman of the House Intelligence Committee (11

Sept)

Senator Joseph Biden, Chairman of Foreign Relations Committee (13 Sept)

TRANSCRIPTS OF DR. CONDOLEEZZA RICE`S PRESS CONFERENCE OF 

MAY 16TH 2002

Below are the transcripts of the same Condoleezza Rice press conference

respectively from CNN, the White House (FDCH) and Federal News Service. The

latter is the source quoted in this article. The other two sources (CNN and the

White House) were manipulated

CNN: SHOW: CNN INSIDE POLITICS 16:00, May 16, 2002 Thursday,

Transcript # 051600CN.V15

(…)

QUESTION: Are you aware of the reports at the time that (inaudible) was in

Washington on September 11. And on September 10, $ 100,000 was wired

from Pakistan to these groups here in this area? And while he was here, was he

meeting with you or anybody in the administration?

RICE: I have not seen that report, and he was certainly not meeting with me.

Yes?

(…)

FDCH Federal Department and Agency Documents REGULATORY

INTELLIGENCE DATA, May 16, 2002 Thursday, AGENCY: WHITE HOUSE

(…)
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Q Dr. Rice, are you aware of the reports at the time that — was in Washington

on September 11th, and on September 10th, $ 100,000 was wired to Pakistan

to this group here in this area? While he was here meeting with you or anybody

in the administration?

DR. RICE: I have not seen that report, and he was certainly not meeting with

me.

(…)

Federal News Service May 16, 2002 Thursday, SECTION: WHITE HOUSE

BRIEFING, HEADLINE: SPECIAL WHITE HOUSE BRIEFING

(…)

Q Dr. Rice?

Q Dr. Rice?

MS. RICE: Yes?

Q Are you aware of the reports at the time that ISI chief was in Washington on

September 11th, and on September 10th, $ 100,000 was wired from Pakistan

to these groups here in this area? And why he was here? Was he meeting with

you or anybody in the administration?

MS. RICE: I have not seen that report, and he was certainly not meeting with

me.

Yes?

(…)

Notice the difference between the three transcripts. Both the White House and

CNN exclude the identity of the “ISI chief” to the extent that the transcripts are

Page 409 of  783 Table of Contents



totally unintelligible.

TO CONFIRM THAT THE CNN AND WHITE HOUSE TRANSCRIPTS WERE

MANIPULATED LISTEN TO THE ORIGINAL AUDIOVIDEO FILE  OF DR RICE’S

PRESS CONFERENCE

9/11 ANALYSIS: From Ronald Reagan and the Soviet-Afghan War to

George W Bush and September 11, 2001

By Prof Michel Chossudovsky - Global Research, May 20, 2017

This article first published in September 2010 summarizes

earlier writings by the author on 9/11 and the role of Al Qaeda

in US foreign policy. For further details see Michel

Chossudovsky, America’s “War on Terrorism”, Global

Research, 2005

“The United States spent millions of dollars to supply Afghan schoolchildren with

textbooks filled with violent images and militant Islamic teachings….The primers,

which were filled with talk of jihad and featured drawings of guns, bullets,

soldiers and mines, have served since then as the Afghan school system’s core

curriculum. Even the Taliban used the American-produced books,..”, (Washington

Post, 23 March 2002)

“Advertisements, paid for from CIA funds, were placed in newspapers and

newsletters around the world offering inducements and motivations to join the

[Islamic] Jihad.” (Pervez  Hoodbhoy, Peace Research, 1 May 2005)

“Bin Laden recruited 4,000 volunteers from his own country and developed close

relations with the most radical mujahideen leaders. He also worked closely with

the CIA, … Since September 11, [2001] CIA officials have been claiming they had

no direct link to bin Laden.” (Phil Gasper, International Socialist Review,

November-December 2001)
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Highlights

-Osama bin Laden, America’s bogyman, was recruited by the CIA in 1979

at the very outset of the US sponsored jihad. He was 22 years old and was

trained in a CIA sponsored guerilla training camp.

    -The architects of the covert operation in support of “Islamic

fundamentalism” launched during the Reagan presidency played a key role

in launching the “Global War on Terrorism” in the wake of 9/11.

    – President Ronald Reagan met the leaders of the Islamic Jihad at the

White House in 1985

    -Under the Reagan adminstration, US foreign policy evolved towards the

unconditional support and endorsement of the Islamic “freedom fighters”.

In today’s World, the “freedom fighters” are labelled “Islamic terrorists”.

    -In the Pashtun language, the word “Taliban” means “Students”, or

graduates of the madrasahs (places of learning or coranic schools) set up

by the Wahhabi missions from Saudi Arabia, with the support of the CIA.

    -Education in Afghanistan in the years preceding the Soviet-Afghan war

was largely secular. The US covert education destroyed secular education.

The number of  CIA sponsored religious schools (madrasahs) increased

from 2,500 in 1980 to over 39,000.

The Soviet-Afghan war was part of a CIA covert agenda initiated during the

Carter administration, which consisted  in actively supporting and financing

the Islamic brigades, later known as Al Qaeda.

The Pakistani military regime played from the outset in the late 1970s, a key

role in the US sponsored military and intelligence operations in Afghanistan. In

the post-Cold war era, this central role of Pakistan in US intelligence

operations was extended to the broader Central Asia- Middle East region. From

the outset of the Soviet Afghan war in 1979, Pakistan under military rule
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actively supported the Islamic brigades. In close liaison with the CIA,

Pakistan’s military intelligence, the Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI), became a

powerful organization, a parallel government, wielding tremendous power and

influence.

America’s covert war in Afghanistan, using Pakistan as a launch pad, was

initiated during the Carter administration prior to the Soviet “invasion”:

“According to the official version of history, CIA aid to the Mujahideen

began during 1980, that is to say, after the Soviet army invaded

Afghanistan, 24 Dec 1979. But the reality, secretly guarded until now, is

completely otherwise Indeed, it was July 3, 1979 that President Carter

signed the first directive for secret aid to the opponents of the pro-Soviet

regime in Kabul. And that very day, I wrote a note to the president in

which I explained to him that in my opinion this aid was going to induce a

Soviet military intervention.” (Former National Security adviser Zbigniew

Brzezinski, Interview with Le Nouvel Observateur, 15-21 January 1998)

In the published memoirs of Defense Secretary Robert Gates, who held the

position of  deputy CIA Director at the height of the Soviet Afghan war, US

intelligence was directly involved from the outset, prior to the Soviet invasion,

in channeling aid to the Islamic brigades.

With CIA backing and the funneling of massive amounts of

U.S. military aid, the Pakistani ISI had developed into a

“parallel structure wielding enormous power over all aspects

of government”. (Dipankar Banerjee, “Possible Connection of

ISI With Drug Industry”, India Abroad, 2 December 1994).

The ISI had a staff composed of military and intelligence

officers, bureaucrats, undercover agents and informers,

estimated at 150,000. (Ibid)

Meanwhile, CIA operations had also reinforced the Pakistani military regime led

by General Zia Ul Haq:
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“Relations between the CIA and the ISI had grown increasingly warm

following [General] Zia’s ouster of Bhutto and the advent of the military

regime. … During most of the Afghan war, Pakistan was more aggressively

anti-Soviet than even the United States. Soon after the Soviet military

invaded Afghanistan in 1980, Zia [ul Haq] sent his ISI chief to destabilize

the Soviet Central Asian states. The CIA only agreed to this plan in

October 1984.” (Ibid)

The ISI operating virtually as an affiliate of the CIA, played a central role in

channeling support to Islamic paramilitary groups in Afghanistan and

subsequently in the Muslim republics of the former Soviet Union.

Acting on behalf of the CIA, the ISI was also involved in the recruitment and

training of the Mujahideen. In the ten year period from 1982 to 1992, some

35,000 Muslims from 43 Islamic countries were recruited to fight in the Afghan

jihad. The madrassas in Pakistan, financed by Saudi charities, were also set up

with  US support with a view to “inculcating Islamic values”. “The camps

became virtual universities for future Islamic radicalism,” (Ahmed Rashid, The

Taliban). Guerilla training under CIA-ISI auspices included targeted

assassinations and car bomb attacks.

“Weapons’ shipments “were sent by the Pakistani army and the ISI to rebel

camps in the North West Frontier Province near the Afghanistan border.

The governor of the province is Lieutenant General Fazle Haq, who

[according to Alfred McCoy] . allowed “hundreds of heroin refineries to set

up in his province.” Beginning around 1982, Pakistani army trucks

carrying CIA weapons from Karachi often pick up heroin in Haq’s province

and return loaded with heroin. They are protected from police search by

ISI papers.”(1982-1989: US Turns Blind Eye to BCCI and Pakistani

Government Involvement in Heroin Trade See also McCoy, 2003, p. 477) .

[THIS SPACE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK]
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Front row, from left: Major Gen. Hamid Gul, director general of Pakistan’s

Inter-Services Intelligence Directorate (ISI), Director of Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)

Willian Webster; Deputy Director for Operations Clair George; an ISI colonel; and senior CIA official,

Milt Bearden at a mujahedeen training camp in North-West Frontier Province of Pakistan in 1987.

(source RAWA)

Osama Bin Laden

Osama bin Laden, America’s bogyman, was recruited by the CIA in 1979 at the

very outset of the US sponsored jihad. He was 22 years old and was trained in

a CIA sponsored guerilla training camp.

During the Reagan administration, Osama, who belonged to the wealthy Saudi

Bin Laden family was put in charge of raising money for the Islamic brigades.

Numerous charities and foundations were created. The operation was

coordinated by Saudi intelligence, headed by  Prince Turki al-Faisal, in close

liaison with the CIA. The money derived from the various charities were used to

finance the recruitment of Mujahieen volunteers. Al Qaeda, the base in Arabic

was a data bank of volunteers who had enlisted to fight in the Afghan jihad.

That data base was initially held by Osama bin Laden.
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The Reagan Administration supports “Islamic Fundamentalism”

Pakistan’s ISI was used as a “go-between”. CIA covert support to the

Mujahideen in Afghanistan operated indirectly through the Pakistani ISI, –i.e.

the CIA did not channel its support directly to the Mujahideen. In other words,

for these covert operations to be “successful”, Washington was careful not to

reveal the ultimate objective of the “jihad”, which consisted in destroying the

Soviet Union.

In December 1984, the Sharia Law (Islamic jurisprudence) was established in

Pakistan following a rigged referendum launched by President Muhammad

Zia-ul-Haq. Barely a few months later, in March 1985, President Ronald

Reagan issued National Security Decision Directive 166 (NSDD 166), which 

authorized  “stepped-up covert military aid to the Mujahideen” as well a

support to religious indoctrination.

The imposition of The Sharia in Pakistan and the promotion of “radical Islam”

was a deliberate US policy serving American geopolitical interests in South

Asia, Central Asia and the Middle East.  Many present-day  “Islamic

fundamentalist organizations” in the Middle East and Central Asia, were

directly or indirectly the product of US covert support and financing, often

channeled through foundations from Saudi Arabia and the Gulf States.

Missions from the Wahhabi sect of conservative Islam in Saudi Arabia were put

in charge of running the CIA sponsored madrassas in Northern Pakistan.

Under NSDD 166, a series of covert CIA-ISI operations  was launched.

The US supplied weapons to the Islamic brigades through the ISI. CIA and ISI

officials would meet at ISI headquarters in Rawalpindi to coordinate US

support to the Mujahideen. Under NSDD 166, the procurement of US weapons

to the Islamic insurgents increased from 10,000 tons of arms and ammunition

in 1983 to 65,000 tons annually by 1987.  “In addition to arms, training,

extensive military equipment including military satellite maps and

state-of-the-art communications equipment” (University Wire, 7 May 2002).
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Ronald Reagan meets Afghan Mujahideen Commanders at the White House in 1985 (Reagan Archives)

With William Casey as director of the CIA, NSDD 166 was described as the

largest covert operation in US history:

The U.S. supplied support package had three essential components-

organization and logistics, military technology, and ideological support for

sustaining and encouraging the Afghan resistance….

U.S. counterinsurgency experts worked closely with the Pakistan’s

Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI) in organizing Mujahideen groups and in

planning operations inside Afghanistan.

… But the most important contribution of the U.S. was to … bring in men

and material from around the Arab world and beyond. The most hardened

and ideologically dedicated men were sought on the logic that they would

be the best fighters. Advertisements, paid for from CIA funds, were placed
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in newspapers and newsletters around the world offering inducements and

motivations to join the Jihad. (Pervez  Hoodbhoy, Afghanistan and the

Genesis of the Global Jihad, Peace Research, 1 May 2005)

Religious Indoctrination

Under NSDD 166, US assistance to the Islamic brigades channeled through

Pakistan was not limited to bona fide military aid. Washington also supported

and financed by the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID), the

process of religious indoctrination, largely to secure the demise of secular

institutions:

    … the United States spent millions of dollars to supply Afghan

schoolchildren with textbooks filled with violent images and militant Islamic

teachings, part of covert attempts to spur resistance to the Soviet occupation.

    The primers, which were filled with talk of jihad and featured drawings of

guns, bullets, soldiers and mines, have served since then as the Afghan school

system’s core curriculum. Even the Taliban used the American-produced

books,..

    The White House defends the religious content, saying that Islamic

principles permeate Afghan culture and that the books “are fully in compliance

with U.S. law and policy.” Legal experts, however, question whether the books

violate a constitutional ban on using tax dollars to promote religion.

    … AID officials said in interviews that they left the Islamic materials intact

because they feared Afghan educators would reject books lacking a strong dose

of Muslim thought. The agency removed its logo and any mention of the U.S.

government from the religious texts, AID spokeswoman Kathryn Stratos said.

    “It’s not AID’s policy to support religious instruction,” Stratos said. “But we

went ahead with this project because the primary purpose . . . is to educate

children, which is predominantly a secular activity.”
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    … Published in the dominant Afghan languages of Dari and Pashtun, the

textbooks were developed in the early 1980s under an AID grant to the

University of Nebraska -Omaha and its Center for Afghanistan Studies. The

agency spent $ 51 million on the university’s education programs in

Afghanistan from 1984 to 1994.” (Washington Post, 23 March 2002)

The Role of the NeoCons

There is continuity. The architects of the covert operation in support of “Islamic

fundamentalism” launched during the Reagan presidency played a key role in

launching the “Global War on Terrorism” in the wake of 9/11.

Several of the NeoCons of the Bush Junior Administration  were high ranking

officials during the Reagan presidency.

Richard Armitage, was Deputy Secretary of State during George W. Bush’s first

term (2001-2004). He played a central key role in post 9/11 negotiations with

Pakistan leading up to the October 2001 invasion of Afghanistan. During the

Reagan era, he held the position of Assistant Secretary of Defense for

International Security Policy. In this capacity, he played a key role in the

implementation of NSDD 163 while also ensuring liaison with the Pakistani

military and intelligence apparatus.

Richard Armitage

Meanwhile, Paul Wolfowitz was at the State Department in

charge of  a  foreign policy team composed, among others, of

Lewis Libby, Francis Fukuyama and Zalmay Khalilzad.

Wolfowitz’s group was also involved in laying the conceptual

groundwork of US covert support to Islamic parties and

organizations in Pakistan and Afghanistan.
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Paul Wolfowitz

Secretary of Defence Robert Gates, who now serves the

Obama administration, was also involved in setting the

groundwork for CIA covert operations. He was appointed

Deputy Director for Intelligence by Ronald Reagan in 1982,

and Deputy Director of the CIA in 1986, a position which he

held until 1989. Gates played a key role in the formulation

of NSDD 163, which established a consistent framework for promoting Islamic

fundamentalism and channeling covert support to the Islamic brigades. He was

also involved in the Iran Contra scandal.

The Iran Contra Operation

Richard Gates, Colin Powell and Richard Armitage, among others, were also

involved  in the Iran-Contra operation.

Armitage was in close liaison with Colonel Oliver North. His deputy and chief

anti-terrorist official Noel Koch was part of the team set up by Oliver North.

Of significance, the Iran-Contra operation was also tied into the process of

channeling covert support to the Islamic brigades in Afghanistan. The Iran

Contra scheme served several related foreign policy:

1) Procurement of weapons to Iran thereby feeding the Iraq-Iran war,

2) Support to the Nicaraguan Contras,

3) Support to the Islamic brigades in Afghanistan, channeled via

Pakistan’s ISI.

Following the delivery of the TOW anti-tank missiles to Iran, the proceeds of

these sales were deposited in numbered bank accounts and the money was

used to finance the Nicaraguan Contras. and the Mujahideen:
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“The Washington Post reported that profits from the Iran arms sales were

deposited in one CIA-managed account into which the U.S. and Saudi

Arabia had placed $250 million apiece. That money was disbursed not

only to the contras in Central America but to the rebels fighting Soviet

troops in Afghanistan.” (US News & World Report, 15 December 1986).

Although Lieutenant General Colin Powell, was not directly involved in the

arms’ transfer negotiations, which had been entrusted to Oliver North, he was

among “at least five men within the Pentagon who knew arms were being

transferred to the CIA.” (The Record, 29 December 1986).  In this regard,

Powell was directly instrumental in giving the “green light” to lower-level

officials in blatant violation of Congressional procedures. According to the New

York Times, Colin Powell took the decision (at the level of military

procurement), to allow the delivery of weapons to Iran:

“Hurriedly, one of the men closest to Secretary of Defense Weinberger, Maj.

Gen. Colin Powell, bypassed the written ”focal point system” procedures

and ordered the Defense Logistics Agency [responsible for procurement] to

turn over the first of 2,008 TOW missiles to the CIA., which acted as

cutout for delivery to Iran” (New York Times, 16 February 1987)

Secretary of Defense Robert Gates was also implicated in the Iran-Contra

Affair.

The Golden Crescent Drug Trade

The history of the drug trade in Central Asia is intimately related to the CIA’s

covert operations. Prior to the Soviet-Afghan war, opium production in

Afghanistan and Pakistan was directed to small regional markets. There was no

local production of heroin. (Alfred McCoy, Drug Fallout: the CIA’s Forty Year

Complicity in the Narcotics Trade. The Progressive, 1 August 1997).

Alfred McCoy’s study confirms that within two years of the onslaught of the CIA

operation in Afghanistan, “the Pakistan-Afghanistan borderlands became the

world’s top heroin producer.” (Ibid) Various Islamic paramilitary groups and
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organizations were created. The proceeds of the Afghan drug trade, which was

protected by the CIA, were used to finance the various insurgencies:

“Under CIA and Pakistani protection, Pakistan military and Afghan

resistance opened heroin labs on the Afghan and Pakistani border.

According to The Washington Post of May 1990, among the leading heroin

manufacturers were Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, an Afghan leader who received

about half of the covert arms that the U.S. shipped to Pakistan. Although

there were complaints about Hekmatyar’s brutality and drug trafficking

within the ranks of the Afghan resistance of the day, the CIA maintained

an uncritical alliance and supported him without reservation or restraint.

Once the heroin left these labs in Pakistan’s northwest frontier, the

Sicilian Mafia imported the drugs into the U.S., where they soon captured

sixty percent of the U.S. heroin market. That is to say, sixty percent of the

U.S. heroin supply came indirectly from a CIA operation. During the

decade of this operation, the 1980s, the substantial DEA contingent in

Islamabad made no arrests and participated in no seizures, allowing the

syndicates a de facto free hand to export heroin. By contrast, a lone

Norwegian detective, following a heroin deal from Oslo to Karachi,

mounted an investigation that put a powerful Pakistani banker known as

President Zia’s surrogate son behind bars. The DEA in Islamabad got

nobody, did nothing, stayed away.

Former CIA operatives have admitted that this operation led to an

expansion of the Pakistan-Afghanistan heroin trade. In 1995 the former

CIA Director of this Afghan operation, Mr. Charles Cogan, admitted

sacrificing the drug war to fight the Cold War. “Our main mission was to

do as much damage to the Soviets. We didn’t really have the resources or

the time to devote to an investigation of the drug trade,” he told Australian

television. “I don’t think that we need to apologize for this. Every situation

has its fallout. There was fallout in terms of drugs, yes, but the main

objective was accomplished. The Soviets left Afghanistan.” (Alfred McCoy,

Testimony before the Special Seminar focusing on allegations linking CIA

secret operations and drug trafficking-convened February 13, 1997, by
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Rep. John Conyers, Dean of the Congressional Black Caucus)

Lucrative Narcotics Trade in the Post Cold War Era

The drug trade has continued unabated during the post Cold war years.

Afghanistan became the major supplier of heroin to Western markets, in fact

almost the sole supplier: more than 90 percent of the heroin sold Worldwide

originates in Afghanistan. This lucrative contraband is tied into Pakistani

politics and the militarization of the Pakistani State. It also has a direct bearing

on the structure of the Pakistani economy and its banking and financial

institutions, which from the outset of the Golden Crescent drug trade have

been involved in extensive money laundering operations, which are protected

by the Pakistani military and intelligence apparatus:

According to the US State Department  International Narcotics Control Strategy

Report (2006) (quoted in Daily Times, 2 March 2006),

“Pakistani criminal networks play a central role in the transshipment of

narcotics and smuggled goods from Afghanistan to international markets.

Pakistan is a major drug-transit country. The proceeds of narcotics

trafficking and funding for terrorist activities are often laundered by means

of the alternative system called hawala. … .

“Repeatedly, a network of private unregulated charities has also emerged

as a significant source of illicit funds for international terrorist networks,”

the report pointed out. … ”

The hawala system and the charities are but the tip of the iceberg. According to

the State Department report, “the State Bank of Pakistan has frozen more

twenty years] a meager $10.5 million “belonging to 12 entities and individuals

linked to Osama bin Laden, Al Qaeda or the Taliban”. What the report fails to

mention is that the bulk of the proceeds of the Afghan drug trade are

laundered in bona fide Western banking institutions.
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The Taliban Repress the Drug Trade

A major and unexpected turnaround in the CIA sponsored drug trade occurred

in 2000.

The Taliban government which came to power in 1996 with Washington’s

support, implemented in 2000-2001 a far-reaching opium eradication program

with the support of the United Nations which served to undermine a

multibillion dollar trade. (For further details see, Michel Chossudovsky,

America’s War on Terrorism, Global Research, 2005).

In 2001 prior to the US-led invasion, opium production under the Taliban

eradication program declined by more than 90 percent.

In the immediate wake of the US led invasion, the Bush administration ordered

that the opium harvest not be destroyed on the fabricated pretext that this

would undermine the military government of Pervez Musharraf.

“Several sources inside Capitol Hill noted that the CIA opposes the

destruction of the Afghan opium supply because to do so might destabilize

the Pakistani government of Gen. Pervez Musharraf. According to these

sources, Pakistani intelligence had threatened to overthrow President

Musharraf if the crops were destroyed. …

‘If they [the CIA] are in fact opposing the destruction of the Afghan opium

trade, it’ll only serve to perpetuate the belief that the CIA is an agency

devoid of morals; off on their own program rather than that of our

constitutionally elected government'” .(NewsMax.com, 28 March 2002)

Since the US led invasion, opium production has increased 33 fold from 185

tons in 2001 under the Taliban to 6100 tons in 2006. Cultivated areas have

increased 21 fold since the 2001 US-led invasion. (Michel Chossudovsky,

Global Research, 6 January 2006)
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In 2007, Afghanistan supplied approximately 93% of the global supply of

heroin. The proceeds (in terms of retail value) of the Afghanistan drug trade are

estimated (2006) to be in excess of 190 billion dollars a year, representing a

significant fraction of the global trade in narcotics.(Ibid)

The proceeds of this lucrative multibillion dollar contraband are deposited in

Western banks. Almost the totality of the revenues accrue to corporate

interests and criminal syndicates outside Afghanistan.

The laundering of drug money constitutes a multibillion dollar activity, which

continues to be protected by the CIA and the ISI. In the wake of the 2001 US

invasion of Afghanistan.

In retrospect, one of the major objectives of the 2001 invasion of Afghanistan

was to restore the drug trade.

The militarization of Pakistan serves powerful political, financial and criminal

interests underlying the drug trade. US foreign policy tends to support these

powerful interests. The CIA continues to protect the Golden Crescent narcotics

trade. Despite his commitment to eradicating the drug trade, opium production

under the regime of Afghan President Hamid Karzai has skyrocketed.

The Assassination of General Zia Ul-Haq

In August 1988, President Zia was killed in an air crash together with US

Ambassador to Pakistan Arnold Raphel and several of Pakistan’s top generals.

The circumstances of the air crash remain shrouded in mystery.

Following Zia’s death, parliamentary elections were held and Benazir Bhutto

was sworn in as Prime Minister in December 1988. She was subsequently 

removed from office by Zia’s successor, President Ghulam Ishaq Khan on the

grounds of alleged corruption. In 1993, she was re-elected and was again

removed from office in 1996 on the orders of President Farooq Leghari.
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Continuity has been maintained throughout. Under the short-lived post-Zia 

elected governments of Nawaz Sharif and Benazir Bhutto, the central role of the

military-intelligence establishment and its links to Washington were never

challenged.

Both Benazir Bhutto and Nawaz Sharif served US foreign policy interests.

While in power, both democratically elected leaders, nonetheless supported the

continuity of military rule.  As prime minister from 1993 to 1996, Benazir

Bhutto “advocated a conciliatory policy toward Islamists, especially the Taliban

in Afghanistan” which were being supported by Pakistan’s ISI (See F. William

Engdahl, Global Research, January 2008)

Benazir Bhutto’s successor as Prime Minister,  Mia Muhammad Nawaz Sharif

of the Pakistan Muslim League (PML) was deposed in 1999 in a US supported

coup d’Etat led by General Pervez Musharraf.

The 1999 coup was instigated by General Pervez Musharaf, with the support of

the Chief of General Staff, Lieutenant General Mahmoud Ahmad, who was

subsequently appointed to the key position of head of military intelligence (ISI).

From the outset of the Bush administration in 2001,

General Ahmad developed close ties not only with his US

counterpart CIA director George Tenet, but also with key

members of the US government including Secretary of

State Colin Powell, Deputy Secretary of State Richard

Armitage, not to mention Porter Goss, who at the time was

Chairman of the House Committee on Intelligence.

Ironically, Mahmoud Ahmad is also known, according to a

September 2001 FBI report, for his suspected role in

supporting and financing the alleged 9/11 terrorists as

well as his links to Al Qaeda and the Taliban. (See Michel Chossudovsky,

America’s “war on Terrorism, Global Research, Montreal, 2005) 
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Concluding Remarks

These various “terrorist” organizations were created as a result of CIA support.

They are not the product of religion. The project to establish “a pan-Islamic

Caliphate” is part of a carefully devised intelligence operation.

CIA support to Al Qaeda was not in any way curtailed at the end of the Cold

War. In fact quite the opposite. The earlier pattern of covert support took on a

global thrust and became increasingly sophisticated.

The “Global War on Terrorism” is a complex and intricate intelligence

construct. The covert support provided to “Islamic extremist groups” is part of

an imperial agenda. It purports to weaken and eventually destroy secular and

civilian governmental institutions, while also contributing to vilifying Islam. It

is an instrument of colonization which seeks to undermine sovereign

nation-states and transform countries into territories.

For the intelligence operation to be successful, however, the various Islamic

organizations created and trained by the CIA must remain unaware of the role

they are performing on the geopolitical chessboard, on behalf of Washington.

Over the years, these organizations have indeed acquired a certain degree of

autonomy and independence, in relation to their US-Pakistani sponsors. That

appearance of “independence”, however, is crucial; it is an integral part of the

covert intelligence operation. According to former CIA agent Milton Beardman

the Mujahideen were invariably unaware of the role they were performing on

behalf of Washington. In the words of bin Laden (quoted by Beardman):

“neither I, nor my brothers saw evidence of American help”. (Weekend Sunday

(NPR); Eric Weiner, Ted Clark; 16 August 1998).

“Motivated by nationalism and religious fervor, the Islamic warriors were

unaware that they were fighting the Soviet Army on behalf of Uncle Sam.

While there were contacts at the upper levels of the intelligence hierarchy,

Islamic rebel leaders in theatre had no contacts with Washington or the

CIA.” (Michel Chossudovsky, America’s War on Terrorism, Chapter 2).
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The fabrication of “terrorism” –including covert support to terrorists– is

required to provide legitimacy to the “war on terrorism”.

The various fundamentalist and paramilitary groups involved in US sponsored

“terrorist” activities are “intelligence assets”. In the wake of 9/11, their 

designated function as “intelligence assets” is  to perform their role as credible

“enemies of America”.

Under the Bush administration, the CIA continued to support (via Pakistan’s

ISI) several Pakistani based Islamic groups. The ISI is known to support

Jamaat a-Islami, which is also present in South East Asia,

Lashkar-e-Tayya-ba, Jehad a-Kashmiri, Hizbul-Mujahidin and 

Jaish-e-Mohammed.

The Islamic groups created by the CIA are also intended to rally public support

in Muslim countries. The underlying objective is to create divisions within

national societies throughout the Middle East and Central Asia, while also

triggering sectarian strife within Islam, ultimately with a view to curbing the

development of a broad based secular mass resistance, which would challenge

US imperial ambitions.

This function of an outside enemy is also an essential part of war propaganda

required to galvanize Western public opinion. Without an enemy, a war cannot

be fought.  US foreign policy needs to fabricate an enemy, to justify its various

military interventions in the Middle East and Central Asia. An enemy is

required to justify a military agenda, which consists in ” going after Al Qaeda”.

The fabrication and vilification of the enemy are required to justify military

action.

The existence of an outside enemy sustains the illusion that the “war on

terrorism” is real. It justifies and presents military intervention as a

humanitarian operation based on the right to self-defense. It upholds the

illusion of a “conflict of civilizations”. The underlying purpose ultimately is to

conceal the real economic and strategic objectives behind the broader Middle

East Central Asian war.
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Historically, Pakistan has played a central role in “war on terrorism”. Pakistan

constitutes from Washington’s standpoint a geopolitical hub. It borders onto

Afghanistan and Iran. It has played a crucial role in the conduct of US and

allied military operations in Afghanistan as well as in the context of the

Pentagon’s war plans in relation to Iran.

The original source of this article is Global Research

Copyright © Prof Michel Chossudovsky, Global Research, 2017

The Central Role of Al Qaeda in Bush’s National Security Doctrine

By Prof Michel Chossudovsky - Global Research, July 12, 2007

"Revealing the Lies" on 9/11 Perpetuates the "Big Lie"

Text of Michel Chossudovsky’s keynote presentation at the opening

plenary session (27 May 2004) to The International Citizens Inquiry

Into 9/11, Toronto, 25-30 May 2004.  (First published by Global

Research, 27 May 2004

The Bush administration  had numerous intelligence warnings. “Revealing

the lies”  of Bush officials regarding these “intelligence warnings” has

served to uphold Al Qaeda as the genuine threat, as an “outside enemy”,

which threatens the security of America, when in fact Al Qaeda is a

creation of the US intelligence apparatus. 

America’s leaders in Washington and Wall Street firmly believe in the

righteousness of war and authoritarian forms of government as a means to

“safeguarding democratic values”.

9/11 is the justification.

According to Homeland Security “the near-term attacks will either rival or

exceed the 9/11 attacks”.
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An actual “terrorist attack” on American soil would lead to the suspension

of civilian government and the establishment of martial law. In the words

of Homeland Security Secretary Tom Ridge: “If we go to Red [code alert]…

it basically shuts down the country,”

“You ask, ‘Is it serious?’ Yes, you bet your life. People don’t do that unless

it’s a serious situation.” (Donald Rumsfeld)

The “Criminalization of the State”, is when war criminals legitimately

occupy positions of authority, which enable them to decide “who are the

criminals”, when in fact they are the criminals.

Revealing a lie does not necessarily lead to establishing the truth.

In fact the experience of the 9/11 Commission  which has a mandate to

investigate the September 11 attacks has proved exactly the opposite.

We know that the Bush administration had numerous “intelligence warnings”.

We know they had “intelligence” which confirmed that terrorists had the

capacity of hijacking aircrafts and using them to target buildings.

Attorney General John Ashcroft had apparently been warned in August 2001

by the FBI to avoid commercial airlines, but this information was not made

public. (See Eric Smith at

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/SMI402A.html )

The Pentagon had conducted a full fledged exercise on an airplane crashing

into the Pentagon.(See http://globalresearch.ca/articles/RYA404A.html )

We also know that senior Bush officials including Donald Rumsfeld and

Condoleezza Rice lied under oath to the 9/11 commission, when they stated

that they had no information or forewarning of impending terrorist attacks.

But we also know, from carefully documented research that:
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There were stand-down orders on 9/11. The US Air force did not intervene. see

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/ELS305A.html , Szamuely at

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/SZA112A.html )

There was a cover-up of the WTC and Pentagon investigation. The WTC rubble

was confiscated. (See Bill Manning at

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/MAN309A.html

The plane debris at the Pentagon disappeared. (See Thierry Meyssan,

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/MEY204C.html )

Massive financial gains were made as a result of 9/11, from insider trading

leading up to 9/11 (See Michael Ruppert,

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/RUP110A.html .)

There is an ongoing financial scam underlying the 7.1 billion dollar insurance

claim by the WTC leaseholder, following the collapse of the twin towers (See

Michel Chossudovsky, http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/CHO403B.html

Mystery surrounds WTC building 7, which collapsed (or was “pulled” down in

the afternoon of 9/11 mysteriously (For details see  WTC-7: (Scott Loughrey at

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/LOU308A.html ).

The White House is being accused by the critics of  “criminal negligence”, for

having casually disregarded the intelligence presented to president Bush and

his national security team, and for not having acted to prevent the 9/11

terrorist attack.

The unfolding consensus is: “They knew but failed to act”.

This line of reasoning is appealing to many 9/11 critics and  “Bush bashers”

because it clearly places the blame on the Bush administration. 

Yet in a bitter irony, the very process of revealing these lies and expressing

public outrage has contributed to reinforcing the 9/11 cover-up.
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“Revealing the lies” serves to present Al Qaeda as the genuine threat, as an

“outside enemy”, which threatens the security of America, when in fact Al

Qaeda is a creation of the US intelligence apparatus.

The presumption is that these forewarnings and intelligence briefs emanating

from the intelligence establishment constitute a true and unbiased

representation of the terrorist threat. 

Meanwhile, the history of Al Qaeda and the CIA has been shoved to the

background. The fact that successive US governments since the Soviet-Afghan

war have supported and abetted the Islamic terror network is no longer

mentioned, for obvious reasons. It would break the consensus regarding Al

Qaeda as the outside enemy of America, which is a crucial building block of the

entire National Security doctrine. 

This central proposition that Islamic terrorists were responsible for 9/11 serves

to justify everything else including the Patriot Act, the wars on Afghanistan and

Iraq, the spiraling defense and homeland security budgets, the detention of

thousands of people of Muslim faith on trumped up charges, the arrest and

deportation to Guantanamo of alleged “enemy combatants”, etc.

The Central Role of Al Qaeda in Bush’s National Security Doctrine

Spelled out in the National Security Strategy (NSS), the preemptive “defensive

war” doctrine and the “war on terrorism” against Al Qaeda constitute the two

essential building blocks of the Pentagon’s propaganda campaign.

No Al Qaeda,

No war on terrorism

No rogue States which sponsor Al Qaeda

No pretext for waging war.
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No justification for invading and occupying Afghanistan and Iraq

No justification for sending in US special forces into numerous countries

around the World.

No justification for developing tactical nuclear weapons to be used in

conventional war theaters against Islamic terrorists, who according to official

statements constitute a nuclear threat. (See 

http://globalresearch.ca/articles/CHO405A.html ).

The Administration’s post 9/11 nuclear doctrine, points to Al Qaeda as some

kind of nuclear power.

“The Pentagon must prepare for all possible contingencies, especially now, when

dozens of countries, and some terrorist groups, are engaged in secret weapon

development programs.” (quoted in William Arkin, Secret Plan Outlines the

Unthinkable, Los Angeles Times, 9 March 2002)

Central Role of al Qaeda in US Military Doctrine

The very existence of Al Qaeda constitutes the justification for a pre-emptive

war against rogue states and terrorist organizations. It is part of the

indoctrination of US troops fighting in the Middle East. It is also being used to

justify the so-called “abuse” of POWs.

The objective is to present “preemptive military action” –meaning war as an act

of “self-defense” against two categories of enemies, “rogue States” and “Islamic

terrorists”:

“The war against terrorists of global reach is a global enterprise of uncertain

duration. …America will act against such emerging threats before they are fully

formed.

…Rogue states and terrorists do not seek to attack us using conventional means.

They know such attacks would fail. Instead, they rely on acts of terror and,
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potentially, the use of weapons of mass destruction (…)

The targets of these attacks are our military forces and our civilian population, in

direct violation of one of the principal norms of the law of warfare. As was

demonstrated by the losses on September 11, 2001, mass civilian casualties is

the specific objective of terrorists and these losses would be exponentially more

severe if terrorists acquired and used weapons of mass destruction.

The United States has long maintained the option of preemptive actions to counter

a sufficient threat to our national security. The greater the threat, the greater is

the risk of inaction- and the more compelling the case for taking anticipatory

action to defend ourselves, (…). To forestall or prevent such hostile acts by our

adversaries, the United States will, if necessary, act preemptively.” (National

Security Strategy, White House, 2002,

http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.html )

To justify pre-emptive military actions, including the use of nuclear weapons in

conventional war theaters (approved by the Senate in late 2003),  the National

Security Doctrine requires the “fabrication” of a terrorist threat, –ie. “an outside

enemy.” It also needs to link these terrorist threats to “State sponsorship” by

the so-called “rogue states.”

But it also means that the various “massive casualty-producing events”

allegedly by Al Qaeda (the fabricated enemy) are also part of the propaganda

ploy which consists in upholding the Legend of an outside enemy.

9/11 and War Propaganda

In other words, the forewarnings sustain the Al Qaeda legend, which

constitutes the cornerstone of the “war on terrorism”. And the latter serves as a

justification for America’s “pre-emptive wars”  with a view to “protecting the

homeland”. 

One year before 9/11, the Project for a New American Century (PNAC) called for

“some catastrophic and catalyzing event, like a new Pearl Harbor,” which would
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serve to galvanize US public opinion in support of a war agenda. (See

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/NAC304A.html )

The PNAC architects seem to have anticipated with cynical accuracy, the use of

the September 11 attacks as “a war pretext incident.”

The PNAC’s declared objective is “Defend the Homeland” and  “Fight and

decisively win in multiple, simultaneous theater wars”, perform global

constabulary funcitons including punitive military actions around the World,

and the so-called “revolution in military affairs”, essentially meaning the

development of a new range of sophisticated weaponry including the

militarisation of outer space,the development of a new generation of nuclear

weapons, etc. (on nuclear weapons see  

http://globalresearch.ca/articles/CHO405A.html ,, on the PNAC, 

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/NAC304A.html )

The PNAC’s reference to a “catastrophic and catalyzing event” echoes a similar

statement by David Rockefeller to the United Nations Business Council in

1994:

“We are on the verge of global transformation. All we need is the right major crisis

and the nations will accept the New World Order.”

Similarly, in the words Zbigniew Brzezinski in his book, The Grand

Chessboard:.

“…it may find it more difficult to fashion a consensus [in America] on foreign

policy issues, except in the circumstances of a truly massive and widely perceived

direct external threat.”

Zbigniew Brzezinski, who was National Security Adviser to President Jimmy

Carter was one of the key architects of the Al Qaeda network, created by the

CIA at the onslaught of the Soviet Afghan war (1979-1989). (See Brzezinski at

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/BRZ110A.print.html )

Page 434 of  783 Table of Contents



The “catastrophic and catalyzing event” as stated by the PNAC is an integral

part of US military-intelligence planning. General Franks, who led the military

campaign into Iraq, pointed recently (October 2003) to the role of a “massive

casualty-producing event” to muster support for the imposition of military rule

in America. (See General Tommy Franks calls for Repeal of US Constitution,

November 2003, http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/EDW311A.html ).

Franks identifies the precise scenario whereby military rule will be

established:

“a terrorist, massive, casualty-producing event [will occur] somewhere in the

Western world – it may be in the United States of America – that causes our

population to question our own Constitution and to begin to militarize our country

in order to avoid a repeat of another mass, casualty-producing event.” (Ibid)

This statement from an individual, who was actively involved in military and

intelligence planning at the highest levels, suggests that the “militarisation of

our country” is an ongoing operational assumption. It is part of the broader

“Washington consensus”. It identifies the Bush administration’s “roadmap” of

war and “Homeland Defense.” Needless to say, it is also an integral part of the

neoliberal agenda.

The “terrorist massive casualty-producing event” is presented by General

Franks as a crucial political turning point. The resulting crisis and social

turmoil are intended to facilitate a major shift in US political, social and

institutional structures.

General Franks’ statement reflects a consensus within the US Military as to

how events ought to unfold. The “war on terrorism” is to provide a justification

for repealing the Rule of Law, ultimately with a view to “preserving civil

liberties.”

Franks’ interview suggests that an Al Qaeda sponsored terrorist attack will be

used as a “trigger mechanism” for a military coup d’état in America. The

PNAC’s “Pearl Harbor type event” would be used as a justification for declaring
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a State of emergency, leading to the establishment of a military government.

In many regards, the militarisation of civilian State institutions in the US is

already functional under the facade of a bogus democracy.

Actual Terrorist Attacks

To be “effective” the fear and disinformation campaign cannot solely rely on

unsubstantiated “warnings” of future attacks, it also requires “real” terrorist

occurrences or “incidents”, which provide credibility to the Washington’s war

plans. These terrorist events are used to justify the implementation of

“emergency measures” as well as “retaliatory military actions”. They are

required, in the present context, to create the illusion of “an outside enemy”

that is threatening the American Homeland.

The triggering of “war pretext incidents” is part of the Pentagon’s assumptions.

In fact it is an integral part of US military history.(See Richard Sanders, War

Pretext Incidents, How to Start a War, Global Outlook, published in two parts,

Issues 2 and 3, 2002-2003).

In 1962, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had envisaged a secret plan entitled

“Operation Northwoods”, to deliberately trigger civilian casualties to justify the

invasion of Cuba:

“We could blow up a U.S. ship in Guantanamo Bay and blame Cuba,” “We could

develop a Communist Cuban terror campaign in the Miami area, in other Florida

cities and even in Washington” “casualty lists in U.S. newspapers would cause a

helpful wave of national indignation.” (See the declassified Top Secret 1962

document titled “Justification for U.S. Military Intervention in Cuba”16 (See

Operation Northwoods at

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/NOR111A.html ).

There is no evidence that the Pentagon or the CIA played a direct role in recent

terrorist attacks, including those in Indonesia (2002), India (2001), Turkey

(2003) and Saudi Arabia (2003).
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According to the reports, the attacks were undertaken by organizations (or cells

of these organizations), which operate quite independently, with a certain

degree of autonomy. This independence is in the very nature of a covert

intelligence operation. The «intelligence asset» is not in direct contact with its

covert sponsors. It is not necessarily cognizant of the role it plays on behalf of

its intelligence sponsors.

The fundamental question is who is behind them? Through what sources are

they being financed? What is the underlying network of ties?

For instance, in the case of the 2002 Bali bomb attack, the alleged terrorist

organization Jemaah Islamiah had links to Indonesia’s military intelligence

(BIN), which in turn has links to the CIA and Australian intelligence.

The December 2001 terrorist attacks on the Indian Parliament –which

contributed to pushing India and Pakistan to the brink of war– were allegedly

conducted by two Pakistan-based rebel groups, Lashkar-e-Taiba (“Army of the

Pure”) and Jaish-e-Muhammad (“Army of Mohammed”), both of which

according to the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) are supported by

Pakistan’s ISI. (Council on Foreign Relations at

http://www.terrorismanswers.com/groups/harakat2.html , Washington 2002).

What the CFR fails to acknowledge is the crucial relationship between the ISI

and the CIA and the fact that the ISI continues to support Lashkar, Jaish and

the militant Jammu and Kashmir Hizbul Mujahideen (JKHM), while also

collaborating with the CIA. (For further details see Michel Chossudovsky,

Fabricating an Enemy, March 2003,

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/CHO301B.html )

A 2002 classified outbrief drafted to guide the Pentagon “calls for the creation

of a so-called ‘Proactive, Pre-emptive Operations Group’  (P2OG), to launch

secret operations aimed at “stimulating reactions” among terrorists and states

possessing weapons of mass destruction — that is, for instance, prodding

terrorist cells into action and exposing themselves to ‘quick-response’ attacks

by U.S. forces.” (William Arkin, The Secret War, The Los Angeles Times, 27
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October 2002)

The P2OG initiative is nothing new. It essentially extends an existing apparatus

of covert operations. Amply documented, the CIA has supported terrorist

groups since the Cold War era. This  “prodding of terrorist cells” under covert

intelligence operations often requires the infiltration and training of the radical

groups linked to Al Qaeda.

In this regard, covert support by the US military and intelligence apparatus

has been channeled to various Islamic terrorist organizations through a

complex network of intermediaries and intelligence proxies. (See below in

relation to the Balkans)

Foreknowledge is a Red Herring

Foreknowledge implies and requires the existence of this “outside enemy”, who

is attacking America. Amply documented, the Islamic brigades and Al Qaeda

including the madrassas and the CIA sponsored training camps in Afghanistan

are a creation of the CIA. The Taliban were “graduates” of the madrassas,

which formed a Us sponsored government in 1996. 

During the Cold War, but also in its aftermath, the CIA using Pakistan’s

Military Intelligence apparatus as a go-between played a key role in training the

Mujahideen. In turn, the CIA-sponsored guerrilla training was integrated with

the teachings of Islam.

Every single US administration since Jimmy Carter has consistently supported

the so-called “Militant Islamic Base”, including Osama bin Laden’s Al Qaeda,

as part of their foreign policy agenda.

And in this regard, the Democrats and the Republicans have worked hand in

glove. In fact, it is the US military and intelligence establishment which has

provided continuity in US foreign policy.
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Media Reports on Al Qaeda and Pakistan’s Military Intelligence (ISI)

It is indeed revealing that in virtually all post 9/11 terrorist occurrences, the

terrorist organization is reported (by the media and in official statements) as

having “ties to Osama bin Laden’s Al Qaeda”. This in itself is a crucial piece of

information. Of course, the fact that Al Qaeda is a creation of the CIA is neither

mentioned in the press reports nor is it considered relevant to an

understanding of these terrorist occurrences.

The ties of these terrorist organizations (particularly those in Asia) to Pakistan’s

military intelligence (ISI) is acknowledged in a few cases by official sources and

press dispatches. Confirmed by the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR), some

of these groups are said to have links to Pakistan’s ISI, without identifying the

nature of these links. Needless to say, this information is crucial in identifying

the sponsors of these terrorist attacks. In other words, the ISI is said to

support these terrorist organizations, while at same time maintaining close ties

to the CIA.

In other words, the focus on foreknowledge has served to usefully distract

attention from the US government’s longstanding relationship to the terror

network since the Soviet-Afghan war, which inevitably raises the broader issue

of treason and war crimes. 

The foreknowledge issue in a sense erases the historical record because it

denies a relationship between Al Qaeda and successive US administrations.

The administration is accused of not acting upon these terrorist warnings. 

In the words of Richard Clarke:

“we must try to achieve a level of public discourse on these issues that is

simultaneously energetic and mutually respectful… We all want to defeat

the jihadists. [this is the consensus] To do that, we need to encourage an

active, critical and analytical debate in America about how that will best

be done. And if there is another major terrorist attack in this country, we
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must not panic or stifle debate as we did for too long after 9/11.”(New York

Times, 25 April 2004)

Bush and the White House intelligence team are said to have ignored these

warnings. Richard Clarke who was in charge of counter terrorism on the

National Security Council until February 2003 has “apologized” to the

American people and the families of the victims. Had they acted in a

responsible fashion, had they taken the intelligence briefings seriously, 3000

lives would have been saved on September 11, 2001. But bear in mind that

Richard Clarke was part of an intelligence team which was at the time

providing support to Al Qaeda in the Balkans. (See below)

This new anti-Bush consensus concerning the 9/11 attacks has engulfed part

of the 9/11 truth movement. The outright lies in sworn testimony to the 9/11

Commission have been denounced in chorus; the families of the victims have

expressed their indignation.

The debate centers on whether the administration is responsible for an

“intelligence failure” or whether it was the result of “incompetence.”

In both cases, the al Qaeda legend remains unchallenged. The fact that Al

Qaeda hijackers were responsible for 9/11 remains unchallenged.

Source of Terrorist Warnings

Beneath the rhetoric, nobody seems to have questioned the source of these

warnings emanating from an intelligence apparatus, which is known to have

supported Al Qaeda throughout the entire post cold War era.

In  other words, are the terrorist warnings emanating out of the CIA a “true”

representation of the terrorist threat or are they part of the process of

disinformation which seeks precisely to uphold Al Qaeda as an “Enemy of the

Homeland”.
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Meanwhile, the issues of “cover-up and complicity” at the highest levels of the

Bush administration, which were raised in the immediate wake of the 9/11

attacks have been shoved out.

The role of Bush officials, their documented links to the terror network, the

business ties between the Bushes and bin Laden families, the role of Pakistan’s

Military Intelligence (ISI) which supported and abetted Al Qaeda while working

hand in glove with their US counterparts (CIA and the Defense Intelligence

Agency), the fact that several Bush officials were the architects of Al Qaeda

during the Reagan administration, as revealed by the Iran Contra investigation.

“The Saudis Did It”

All of this, which is carefully documented, is no longer relevant. It is no longer

an issue for debate and investigation. What the media, as well as some of the

key 9/11 investigators are pushing is that “The Saudis did it”. The outside

enemy Al Qaeda is said to be supported by supported by the Saudis. 

This line of analysis, which characterizes the 1 trillion dollar law suit by the

families of the victims led by Lawyer Ted Motley, is evidently flawed. While it

highlights the business ties between the Bushes and the bin Ladens, in does

not challenge the legend of the outside enemy.

“The Saudis did it” is also part of the US foreign policy agenda, to be eventually

used to discredit the Saudi monarchy and destabilize the Saudi financiers, who

oversee 25 percent of the World’s oil reserves, ten times those of the US. in fact,

this process has already begun with the Saudi privatization program, which

seeks to transfer Saudi wealth and assets into foreign (Anglo-American) hands. 

The Saudi financiers were never prime movers. They were proxies. They played

a subordinate role. They worked closely with US intelligence and their

American financial counterparts. They were involved in the laundering of drug

money working closely with the CIA. Thew Wahabbi sects from Saudi Arabia

were sent to Afghanistan to set up the madrassas. The Saudis channeled covert

financing to the various Islamic insurgencies on behalf of the CIA. 
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In other words, the “Saudis did It” consensus essentially contributes to

whitewashing the Bush administration, while also providing pretext to

destabilize Saudi Arabia.

“The Bush Lied” Consensus upholds “The Big Lie”

This emerging 9/11 consensus (“Outside enemy”, intelligence failures, criminal

negligence, “the Saudis did it”, etc.) which is making its way into American

history books, is  “they knew, but failed to act”. 

It was incompetence or criminal negligence but it was not treason. The wars in

Afghanistan and Iraq were “just wars”, they were undertaken in accordance

with the National Security doctrine, which views Al Qaeda as the outside

enemy. It is worth noting that at the outset of the war on Afghanistan, a

number of prominent Western intellectuals, trade union and civil society

leaders supported the “Just War” concept. 

While the Bush administration takes the blame, the “war on terrorism”  and its

humanitarian mandate remain functionally intact.

Meanwhile, everybody has their eyes riveted on the fact that Bush officials lied

under oath regarding the terrorist warnings.

Yet nobody seems to have begged the key question:

What is the significance of these warnings emanating from the intelligence

apparatus, knowing that the CIA is the creator of Al Qaeda and that Al Qaeda

is an “intelligence asset”.

In other words, the CIA is the sponsor of Al Qaeda and at the same time

controls the warnings on impending terrorist attacks.

In other words, are Bush officials in sworn testimony to the 9/11 commission 

lying under oath on something which is true, or are they lying on something

which is an even bigger lie?
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The Legend of the “Outside Enemy”

The 1993 WTC bombing was heralded by the Bush Administration as one of

the earlier Al Qaeda attacks on the Homeland. Since 9/11, the 1993 WTC

bombing has become part of “the 9/11 legend” which describes Al Qaeda as

“an outside enemy.”

In the words of National Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice (April 2004) in

sworn testimony at the 9/11 Commission:  

“The terrorist threat to our Nation did not emerge on September 11th, 2001. Long

before that day, radical, freedom-hating terrorists declared war on America and

on the civilized world. The attack on the Marine barracks in Lebanon in 1983, the

hijacking of the Achille Lauro in 1985, the rise of al-Qaida and the bombing of the

World Trade Center in 1993, the attacks on American installations in Saudi

Arabia in 1995 and 1996, the East Africa embassy bombings of 1998, the attack

on the USS Cole in 2000, these and other atrocities were part of a sustained,

systematic campaign to spread devastation and chaos and to murder innocent

Americans.”

(See complete transcript of her testimony at

(http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/RIC404A.html )

 Below we provide evidence of US-Al Qaeda collaboration from official sources

which confirms unequivocally that Al Qaeda was a US sponsored “intelligence

asset” during the entire post Cold War era. 

POST COLD WAR ERA:  Time Line of Al Qaeda- US Collaboration

1993-1994

BOSNIAGATE  Clinton Administration collaborates with Al Qaeda

(1993-1994) 

At the time of the 1993 WTC bombing, the Clinton Administration and al

Qaeda were actively collaborating in joint military operations in Bosnia, as
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confirmed by an official congressional report emanating from the Republican

Party.

The Clinton Administration’s “hands-on” involvement with the Islamic network’s

arms pipeline included inspections of missiles from Iran by U.S. government

officials.

The Militant Islamic Network (page 5): Along with the weapons, Iranian

Revolutionary Guards and VEVAK intelligence operatives entered Bosnia in large

numbers, along with thousands of mujahedin (“holy warriors”) from across the

Muslim world. Also engaged in the effort were several other Muslim countries

(including Brunei, Malaysia, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, and Turkey) and a

number of radical Muslim organizations. For example, the role of one

Sudan-based “humanitarian organization,” called the Third World Relief Agency,

has been well documented. The Clinton Administration’s “hands-on” involvement

with the Islamic network’s arms pipeline included inspections of missiles from

Iran by U.S. government officials.

(…)

In short, the Clinton Administration’s policy of facilitating the delivery of arms to

the Bosnian Muslims made it the de facto partner of an ongoing international

network of governments and organizations pursuing their own agenda in

Bosnia…For example, one such group about which details have come to light is

the Third World Relief Agency (TWRA), a Sudan-based, phoney humanitarian

organization which has been a major link in the arms pipeline to Bosnia. [“How

Bosnia’s Muslims Dodged Arms Embargo: Relief Agency Brokered Aid From

Nations, Radical Groups,” Washington Post, 9/22/96; see also “Saudis Funded

Weapons For Bosnia, Official Says: $ 300 Million Program Had U.S. ‘Stealth

Cooperation’,” Washington Post, 2/2/96] TWA is believed to be connected with

such fixtures of the Islamic terror network as Sheik Omar Abdel Rahman (the

convicted mastermind behind the 1993 World Trade Center bombing) and Osama

Binladen, a wealthy Saudi emigre believed to bankroll numerous militant groups.

[WP, 9/22/96]
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Clinton Administration supported the “Militant Islamic Base”, Senate Press

Release, US Congress, 16 January 1997, 

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/DCH109A.html

The alleged terrorist Sheik Omar Abdul Rahman was sentenced as the

mastermind behind the 1993 WTC bombings and subsequently convicted to life

imprisonment.

From the Horse’s Mouth

In a bitter irony, the same individual Omar Abdul Rahman was identified in the

1997 Report of the Republican Party Policy Committee of the US Senate (see

above) as collaborating with Clinton officials in bringing in weapons and

Mujahideen into Bosnia. In other words, the Republican party confirms that

Omar Abdul Rahman and Al Qaeda were US sponsored “intelligence assets”.

When Bill Clinton, appeared before the 9/11 Commission (April 2004), was he

questioned on his links to the terror network, including the mastermind of the

1993 WTC bombing?  No!

What can conclude: A Clinton-Osama-Abdel Rahman Triangle. The

Foreknowledge issue falls flat on its face. What we are dealing with is “Treason”

and Cover-up” on the history of the Clinton Administration’s links to the

alleged “Outside Enemy”.  Treason is defined as:  “consciously and purposely

acting to aid its enemies.” 

1995-1999

NATO AND THE US MILITARY COLLABORATED WITH AL QAEDA IN

KOSOVO (1995-1999)

We provide below several statements from Congressional records which point to

US support to the terror network in  Kosovo (1995-1999) and which amply

refute the existence of an “Outside Enemy”  
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Frank Ciluffo of the Globalized Organized Crime Program in a testimony

presented to the House of Representatives Judicial Committee:

What was largely hidden from public view was the fact that the KLA raise

part of their funds from the sale of narcotics. Albania and Kosovo lie at the

heart of the Balkan Route that links the “Golden Crescent” of Afghanistan

and Pakistan to the drug markets of Europe. This route is worth an

estimated $400 billion a year and handles 80 per cent of heroin destined

for Europe.  (U.S. Congress, Testimony of Frank J. Cilluffo, Deputy

Director of the Global Organized Crime Program, to the House Judiciary

Committee, Washington DC, 13 December 2000)

Ralf Mutschke of Interpol’s Criminal Intelligence division, also in a testimony to

the House Judicial Committee:

The U.S. State Department listed the KLA as a terrorist organization,

indicating that it was financing its operations with money from the

international heroin trade and loans from Islamic countries and

individuals, among them allegedly Osama bin Laden. Another link to bin

Laden is the fact that the brother of a leader in an Egyptian Jihad

organization and also a military commander of Osama bin Laden, was

leading an elite KLA unit during the Kosovo conflict.

(U.S. Congress, House Judicial Committee, Washington DC, 13 December 2000)

Rep. John Kasich of the House Armed Services Committee:

“We connected ourselves [in 1998-99] with the KLA, which was the staging

point for bin Laden.” (U.S. Congress, Transcripts of the House Armed

Services Committee, Washington, DC, 5 October 1999) 

In 1999, Senator Jo Lieberman stated authoritatively that

“Fighting for the KLA is fighting for human rights and American values.”
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In making this statement he knew that the KLA was supported by Osama bin

Laden.

What can we conclude from these and other statements? The transcripts from

Congressional documents refute the existence of the “outside enemy”.

Al Qaeda (our “intelligence asset”) supported and continues to support the KLA.

The Clinton administration supported the KLA.  Secretary of State Madeleine

Albright coveted KLA leaders Hashim Thaci.

Military Professional Resources (MPRI), a mercenary company on contract to

the Pentagon was involved in the training the KLA.  The KLA was also trained

by US and British Special Forces. But the KLA was also trained by Al Qaeda.

The US collaborated in training a terrorist organization which has with links to

al Qaeda, the drug trade and organized crime. 

The Bush Administration has followed in the footsteps of the Clinton

administration. The KLA is supported by the US military, while also being

backed by Al Qaeda.

2000-2001: 8/01 

THE ISLAMIC MILITANT NETWORK, NATO AND THE US MILITARY JOIN

HANDS IN MACEDONIA

Barely  a few weeks before 9/11, in August 2001, senior U.S. military advisers

from a private mercenary outfit on contract to the Pentagon (MPRI), were

advising the self-proclaimed National Liberation Army (NLA) of Macedonia.

Mujahideen detached by Al Qaeda from the Middle East and Central Asia were

fighting in a paramilitary army, which was also  supported by the US military

and NATO.

The NLA is a proxy of the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA). In turn, the KLA and

the UN-sponsored Kosovo Protection Corps (KPC) are identical institutions with
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the same commanders and military personnel. KPC Commanders on UN

salaries are fighting in the NLA together with the Mujahideen.

Ironically, while supported and financed by Osama bin Laden’s Al Qaeda, the

KLA-NLA is also supported by NATO and the United Nations mission to Kosovo

(UNMIK). In fact, the Islamic Militant Network also using Pakistan’s Inter

Service Intelligence (ISI) as the CIA’s go-between still constitutes an integral

part of Washington=s covert military-intelligence operations in Macedonia and

Southern Serbia.

The KLA-NLA terrorists are funded from U.S. military aid, the United Nations

peace-keeping budget, as well as by several Islamic organizations including

Osama bin Laden’s Al Qaeda. Drug money is also being used to finance the

terrorists with the complicity of the U.S. government. The recruitment of

Mujahideen to fight in the ranks of the NLA in Macedonia is implemented

through various Islamic groups.

U.S. military advisers mingle with the Mujahideen within the same paramilitary

force; Western mercenaries from NATO countries fight alongside the

Mujahideen recruited in the Middle East and Central Asia. And the U.S. media

calls this a >blowback= where so-called “intelligence assets” have gone against

their sponsors!

But this did not happen during the Cold War! It happened in Macedonia in the

months leading up to 9/11. And it is confirmed by numerous press reports,

eyewitness accounts, photographic evidence as well as official statements by

the Macedonian Prime Minister, who has accused the Western military alliance

of supporting the terrorists. Moreover, the official Macedonian News Agency

(MIA) has pointed to the complicity between Washington’s envoy Ambassador

James Pardew and the NLA terrorists. In other words, the so-called

“intelligence assets” were still serving the interests of their U.S. sponsors. 

8/06 THE AUGUST 6, 2001
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THE PRESIDENTIAL INTELLIGENCE BRIEFING (PDB)

The August 6 2001 intelligence briefing (PDB) prepared for President George W.

Bush was entitled “Bin Ladin Determined To Strike in US”.

PDBs are prepared at CIA headquarters at Langley and are presented to

President Bush on a daily basis in the form of an oral briefing by CIA Director

George Tenet. Below are selected excerpts from the PDB. The complete text of

the August 6, 2001 PDB can be consulted at

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/WHI404A.html

The presumption in media reports is that this August 6 PDB is based on an

actual terror threat. In fact, what the PTB does is to fabricate a terror threat.

Below are few selected excerpts.

“Clandestine, foreign government, and media reports indicate Bin Ladin since

1997 has wanted to conduct terrorist attacks in the US.”

[This statement is disinformation. During that period the US was collaborating

with Al Qaeda in the Balkans, see above]

“We have not been able to corroborate some of the more sensational threat

reporting, such as that from a … (redacted portion) … service in 1998 saying that

Bin Ladin wanted to hijack a US aircraft to gain the release of “Blind Shaykh”

’Umar ’Abd al-Rahman and other US-held extremists.

Nevertheless, FBI information since that time indicates patterns of suspicious

activity in this country consistent with preparations for hijackings or other types of

attacks, including recent surveillance of federal buildings in New York.

[Does the CIA Director inform the president that a proxy organization of Sheik

Abdu Rahman was actually collaborating with US military inspectors in Bosnia

as confirmed by the 1997 Republican Party Committee report.]
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The FBI is conducting approximately 70 full field investigations throughout the US

that it considers Bin Ladin-related. CIA and the FBI are investigating a call to our

Embassy in the UAE in May saying that a group of Bin Ladin supporters was in

the US planning attacks with explosives.

[Does the CIA Director advise the president that Osama bin Laden was in the

UAE in July of that year receiving treatment for a kidney condition at the

American Hospital in Dubai and that the American hospital has close links to

the US embassy (See the report published in Le Figaro,

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/RIC111B.html )]

8/27-8/30 2001 

AUGUST 27-30: MISSION TO ISLAMABAD AND RAWALPINDI FOR

INTELLIGENCE CONSULTATIONS

From the 27th to the 30th of August 2001, barely a couple of weeks before

9/11, the chairmen of the Senate and House intelligence committees,

respectively  Senator Bob Graham and Representative Porter Goss together

with Senator Jon Kyl, were in Islamabad for “consultations”.  Meetings were

held with President Musharraf and with Pakistan’s military and intelligence

brass including the head of Pakistan’s Inter Services Intelligence (ISI) General

Mahmoud Ahmad. (see http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/CHO111A.html

An AFP report confirms that the US Congressional delegation also met the

Afghan ambassador to Pakistan, Abdul Salam Zaeef. At this meeting, which

was barely mentioned by the US media, “Zaeef assured the US delegation [on

behalf of the Afghan government] that the Taliban would never allow bin Laden

to use Afghanistan to launch attacks on the US or any other country.” (Agence

France Presse (AFP), 28 August 2001.)

The September FBI Report

An FBI report released to ABC news in late September 2001, which was

subsequently confirmed by a Times of India report, suggests that Pakistan’s
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Military Intelligence (ISI), headed by General Mahmoud Ahmad, played a key

role in transferring money to the 9/11 hijackers.

General Mahmoud Ahmad had allegedly ordered the transfer of $100.000 to

the alleged 9/11 ring-leader Mohamed Atta. (See Michel Chossudovsky, War

and Globalization, The Truth behind 9/11,

http://globalresearch.ca/globaloutlook/truth911.html )

As to September 11th, federal authorities have told ABC News they have now

tracked more than $100,000 from banks in Pakistan, to two banks in Florida, to

accounts held by suspected hijack ring leader Mohammed Atta. As well, this

morning, Time magazine is reporting that some of that money came in the days

just before the attack and can be traced directly to people connected to Osama bin

Laden. It’s all part of what has been a successful FBI effort so far to close in on

the hijacker=s high commander, the money men, the planners and the

mastermind. 21

Note the sequencing of these meetings. Bob Graham and Porter Goss were in

Islamabad in late August 2001, meeting General Mahmoud Ahmad, the alleged

“money man” behind 9/11. The meetings with President Musharraf and the

Afghan Ambassador were on the 27th of August, the mission was still in

Islamabad on the 30th of August.

9/ 4- 9/13

HEAD OF PAKISTAN MILITARY INTELLIGENCE (ISI) ARRIVES IN

WASHINGTON ON  SEPTEMBER 4, DEPARTS ON SEPTEMBER 13

General Mahmoud Ahmad arrived in Washington on an official visit of

consultations barely a few days later (September 4th). During his visit to

Washington he met his counterpart CIA director George Tenet and high

ranking officials of the Bush administration including Richard Armitage and

Colin Powell. At the US congress, the General meets up with Senator Joseph

Biden, Chairman of Foreign Relations Committee (13 Sept), Senator Bob

Graham and Representative Porter Goss. Graham and Goss, the men who

hosted the general will alter be called upon to set up the Joint Senate-House

Page 451 of  783 Table of Contents



Inquiry on 9/11.

9/9

THE ASSASSINATION OF THE LEADER OF THE NORTHERN ALLIANCE

AHMAD SHAH MASSOOD

The leader of the Northern Alliance Commander Ahmad Shah Masood was

mortally wounded in a kamikaze assassination on September 9, 2001. It

happened two days before the 9/11 attacks on the WTC and the Pentagon.

Masood later died from wounds suffered in the suicide attack on the Saturday

(9/15) following 9/11.

In the wake of the September 11 attacks, the killing of Ahmad Shah Masood

was barely mentioned. The broad media consensus was that the two events

(9/9 and 9/11) were totally unrelated. Yet the Northern Alliance had informed

the Bush administration through an official communiqué that Pakistan’s ISI

was allegedly implicated in the assassination:

“A Pakistani ISI-Osama-Taliban axis  [was responsible for] plotting the

assassination by two Arab suicide bombers.. ‘We believe that this is a triangle

between Osama bin Laden, ISI, which is the intelligence section of the Pakistani

army, and the Taliban'” (The Northern Alliance’s statement was released on 14

September 2001, quoted in Reuters, 15 September 2001)

‘Pakistan’s ISI (Inter-Services Intelligence), the Taliban and Osama bin Laden

appear to be behind this plot.'” (AFP, 10 September 2001)

In other words, there is reason to believe that the 9/9 and 9/11 are not

isolated and unrelated events.

According to official statements and reports, the ISI was allegedly implicated in

both events: the September 9, 2001 assassination of Shah Masood and the

financing of the September 11, 2001 attacks. Both these events directly

implicate senior officials in the Bush administration.
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While the US media tacitly acknowledges the role of Pakistan’s ISI in the

assassination of Shah Masood, it fails to dwell upon the more substantive

issue: How come the head of the ISI was in Washington, on an official visit,

meeting Bush administration officials on the very same day Masood was

assassinated?

Had Masood not been assassinated, the Bush administration would not have

been able to install their political puppet Hamid Karzai in Kaboul.

Masood rather rather than Hamid Karzai (a former employee of UNOCAL oil

company), would have become the head of the post-Taliban government formed

in the wake of the U.S. bombings of Afghanistan.

9/10

OSAMA IN HOSPITAL ON 9/10, ONE DAY BEFORE THE ATTACKS ON THE

WTC

Don Rumsfeld states that the whereabouts of Osama are unknown. Yet, 

according to Dan Rather, CBS, Bin Laden was back in Hospital, one day before

the 9/11 attacks, on September 10, this time, courtesy of America’s

indefectible ally Pakistan. Pakistan’s Military Intelligence (ISI) told CBS that bin

Laden had received dialysis treatment in Rawalpindi, at Pak Army’s

headquarters:

[transcript of CBS report, see

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/CBS203A.html ,

see also

http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2002/01/28/eveningnews/main325887.shtml ]

It should be noted, that the hospital is directly under the jurisdiction of the

Pakistani Armed Forces, which has close links to the Pentagon. U.S. military

advisers based in Rawalpindi. work closely with the Pakistani Armed Forces.

Again, no attempt was made to arrest America’s best known fugitive, but then
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maybe bin Laden was serving another “better purpose”. Rumsfeld claimed at

the time that he had no knowledge regarding Osama’s health. (see CBS

transcript above).

Needless to say, the CBS report is a crucial piece of information in the 9/11

jigsaw. It refutes the administration’s claim that the whereabouts of bin Laden

are unknown. It points to a Pakistan connection, it suggests a cover-up at the

highest levels of the Bush administration.

Dan Rather and Barry Petersen fail to draw the implications of their January

2002 report.  They fail to beg the question: where was Osama on 9/11? If they

are to stand by their report,  the conclusion is obvious: The administration is

lying regarding the whereabouts of Osama.

If the CBS report is accurate and Osama had indeed been admitted to the

Pakistani military hospital on September 10, courtesy of America’s ally, he

could still be in hospital in Rawalpindi on the 11th of September, when the

attacks occurred. 

In all probability,  his whereabouts were known to US officials on the morning

of September 12, when Secretary of State Colin Powell initiated negotiations

with Pakistan, with a view to arresting and extraditing bin Laden.

These negotiations, led by General Mahmoud Ahmad, head of Pakistan’s

military intelligence, on behalf of the government of President Pervez

Musharraf,  took place on the 12th and 13th  of September in Deputy Secretary

of State Richard Armitage’s office. The general also met Colin Powell in

discussions at the State Department on the 13th.

9/11

THE FOLLOW-UP BREAKFAST MEETING ON CAPITOL HILL WITH

GENERAL MAHMOUD AHMAD

On the morning of September 11, the three lawmakers Bob Graham, Porter

Goss and Jon Kyl (who were part of the Congressional delegation to Pakistan)
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were having breakfast on Capitol Hill with General Ahmad, the alleged

“money-man” behind the 9-11 hijackers. Also present at this meeting were

Pakistan’s ambassador to the U.S. Maleeha Lodhi and several members of the

Senate and House Intelligence committees were also present. This meeting was

described by one press report as a “follow-up meeting” to that held in Pakistan

in late August. (see above) “On 8/30, Senate Intelligence Committee chair Sen.

Bob Graham (D-FL) ‘was on a mission to learn more about terrorism.’ (…) On

9/11, Graham was back in DC ‘in a follow-up meeting with’ Pakistan intelligence

agency chief Mahmud Ahmed and House Intelligence Committee chair Porter Goss

(R-FL)” 3 (The Hotline, 1 October 2002):

While trivializing the importance of the 9/11 breakfast meeting, The Miami

Herald (16 September 2001) confirms that General Ahmad also met Secretary

of State Colin Powell in the wake of the 9/11 attacks.

Again the political significance of the personal relationship between General

Mahmoud (the alleged “money man” behind 9/11) and Secretary of State Colin

Powell is casually dismissed. According to The Miami Herald, the high level

meeting between the two men was not planned in advance. It took place on the

spur of the moment because of the shut down of air traffic, which prevented

General Mahmoud from flying back home to Islamabad on a commercial flight,

when in all probability the General and his delegation were traveling on a

chartered government plane. With the exception of the Florida press (and

Salon.com, 14 September), not a word was mentioned in the US media’s

September coverage of 9-11 concerning this mysterious breakfast reunion.

Eight months later on the 18th of May, two days after the “BUSH KNEW”

headline hit the tabloids, the Washington Post published an article on Porter

Goss, entitled: “A Cloak But No Dagger; An Ex-Spy Says He Seeks Solutions,

Not Scapegoats for 9/11”. Focusing on his career as a CIA agent, the article

largely served to underscore the integrity and commitment of Porter Goss to

waging a “war on terrorism”. Yet in an isolated paragraph, the article

acknowledges the mysterious 9/11 breakfast meeting with ISI Chief Mahmoud

Ahmad, while also confirming that “Ahmad :ran a spy agency notoriously close

to Osama bin Laden and the Taliban”:
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While the Washington Post scores in on the “notoriously close” links between

General Ahmad and Osama bin Laden, it fails to dwell on the more important

question: what were Rep. Porter Goss and Senator Bob Graham and other

members of the Senate and House intelligence committees doing together with

the alleged 9/11 “money-man” at breakfast on the morning of 9/11. In other

words, the Washington Post report does not go one inch further in begging the

real question: Was this mysterious breakfast venue a “political lapse”, an

intelligence failure or something far more serious? How come the very same

individuals (Goss and Graham) who had developed a personal rapport with

General Ahmad, had been entrusted under the joint committee inquiry “to

reveal the truth on 9-11.”

The media trivialises the breakfast meeting, it presents it as a simple fait divers

and fails to “put two and two together”. Neither does it acknowledge the fact,

amply documented, that “the money-man” behind the hijackers had been

entrusted by the Pakistani government to discuss the precise terms of

Pakistan’s “collaboration” in the “war on terrorism” in meetings held behind

closed doors at the State department on the 12th and 13th of September. 11

7(See Michel Chossudovsky, op cit)

9/12-9/13

THE AFTERMATH, THE ALLEGED MONEYMAN MEETS COLIN POWELL

AND RICHARD ARMITAGE

Bear in mind that the purpose of his meeting at the State Department on the

13th was only made public after the September 11 terrorist attacks when the

Bush administration took the decision to formally seek the cooperation of

Pakistan in its “campaign against international terrorism.” despite the links of

Pakistan’s ISI to Osama bin Laden and the Taliban and its alleged role in the

assassination of Commander Massoud. 2 days before 9/11.

Meanwhile, the Western media in the face of mounting evidence had remained

silent on the insidious role of Pakistan’s Military Intelligence agency (ISI). The

assassination of Massoud was mentioned, but its political significance in
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relation to September 11 and the subsequent decision to go to war against

Afghanistan was barely touched upon. Without discussion or debate, Pakistan

was heralded as a friend and an ally of America. In an utterly twisted logic, the

U.S. media concluded in chorus that:

U.S. officials had sought cooperation from Pakistan [precisely] because it is the

original backer of the Taliban, the hard-line Islamic leadership of Afghanistan

accused by Washington of harboring bin Laden. 9

The Bush Administration had not only provided red carpet treatment to the

alleged “money man” behind the 9-11 attacks, it also had sought his

‘cooperation’ in the “war on terrorism”. The precise terms of this ‘cooperation’

were agreed upon between General Mahmoud Ahmad, representing the

Pakistani government and Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage, in

meetings at the State Department on September 12 and 13. In other words, the

Administration decided in the immediate wake of 9-11, to seek the ‘cooperation’

of Pakistan’s ISI in “going after Osama”, despite the fact (documented by the

FBI) that the ISI was financing and abetting the 9-11 terrorists. Contradictory?

One might say that it’s like “asking Al Capone to help in going after organized

crime”

9/11 Timeline

1. AL QAEDA IS BORN, THE COLD WAR ERA

1979,  LARGEST COVERT OPERATION IN THE HISTORY OF THE CIA

LAUNCHED IN AFGHANISTAN, CREATING THE ISLAMIC BRIGADES TO

FIGHT IN THE SOVIET AFGHAN-WAR. AL QAEDA IS BORN

1985, PRESIDENT REAGAN SIGNED NATIONAL SECURITY DECISION

DIRECTIVE 166 AUTHORIZING STEPPED UP COVERT MILITARY AID TO THE

MUJAHIDEEN

1989- END OF THE SOVIET-AFGHAN WAR, END OF THE COLD WAR,

STEPPED UP COVERT OPERATIONS IN THE (FORMER) SOVIET UNION AND
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THE BALKANS

1996 THE TALIBAN FORM A GOVERNMENT WITH THE SUPPORT OF THE US

2. POST COLD WAR SUPPORT TO AL QAEDA IN THE BALKANS

1991 BEGINNING OF CIVIL WAR IN YUGOSLAVIA

1993-1994 CLINTON ADMINISTRATION COLLABORATES WITH AL QAEDA IN

BOSNIA

1995-1999. NATO AND THE US MILITARY COLLABORATE WITH AL QAEDA IN

KOSOVO

2000-2001. THE ISLAMIC MILITANT NETWORK, NATO, THE US MILITARY

AND THE UNITED NATIONS MISSION IN KOSOVO JOIN HANDS IN

MACEDONIA IN SUPPORTING THE NLA

3. SHORT TIMELINE (JULY- SEPTEMBER 2001

7/01 JULY 2001: OSAMA BIN LADEN IN THE AMERICAN HOSPITAL IN

DUBAI, UAE

8/06 THE AUGUST 6, 2001 THE PRESIDENTIAL INTELLIGENCE BRIEFING

(PDB)

8/27-8/30 2001 AUGUST 27-30 MISSION OF SENATOR BOB GRAHAM AND

REP PORTER GOSS TO ISLAMABAD AND RAWALPINDI FOR INTELLIGENCE

CONSULTATIONS WITH PRESIDENT MUSHARRAF AND ISI CHIEF GENERAL

MAHMOUD AHMAD

9/ 4- 9/13: HEAD OF PAKISTAN MILITARY INTELLIGENCE (ISI) ARRIVES IN

WASHINGTON ON AN OFFICIAL VISIT. ARRIVES ON SEPTEMBER 4,

DEPARTS ON SEPTEMBER 13
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9/9: THE ASSASSINATION OF THE LEADER OF THE NORTHERN ALLIANCE

AHMAD SHAH MASSOOD

9/10 OSAMA IN HOSPITAL ON 9/10, ONE DAY BEFORE THE ATTACKS ON

THE WTC

9/11. 11 SEPTEMBER: TERRORIST ATTACKS ON WTC AND PENTAGON.

FOLLOW-UP BREAKFAST MEETING ON CAPITOL HILL WITH GENERAL

MAHMOUD AHMAD HOSTED BY SENATOR BOB GRAHAM AND REP PORTER

GOSS. THE “WAR ON TERRORISM” IS OFFICIALLY LAUNCHED

9/12-9/13 THE AFTERMATH, THE ALLEGED “MONEYMAN” GENERAL

MAHMOUD AHMAD MEETS COLIN POWELL & RICHARD ARMITAGE AT THE

STATE DEPARTMENT TO DISUCSS TERMS OF PAKISTAN’S COOPERATION IN

THE WAR ON TERRORISM .

Who in the Bush Administration has Links to Al Qaeda?

The Bush administration accuses people of having links to al Qaeda. This is

the doctrine behind the anti-terrorist legislation and homeland Security.  

This relationship of the Bush Administration to international terrorism, which

is a matter of public record, indelibly points to the criminalization of the upper

echelons of US State apparatus.

Colin Powell’s Role: From Iran-Contra to September 11

Both Colin Powell and his Deputy Richard Armitage, who casually accused

Baghdad and other foreign governments of “harboring” Al Qaeda, played a

direct role, at different points in their careers, in supporting terrorist

organizations.

Both men were implicated –operating behind the scenes– in the Irangate

Contra scandal during the Reagan Administration, which involved the illegal

sale of weapons to Iran to finance the Nicaraguan Contra paramilitary army. 
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[Coronel Oliver] North set up a team including [Richard] Secord; Noel Koch

[Armitage’s deputy] , then assistant secretary at the Pentagon responsible for

special operations; George Cave, a former CIA station chief in Tehran, and Colin

Powell, military assistant to U.S. Defense Secretary Caspar Weinberger...(The

Guardian, December 10, 1986)

Although Colin Powell was not directly involved in the arms’ transfer

negotiations, which had been entrusted to Oliver North, he was among “at least

five men within the Pentagon who knew arms were being transferred to the

CIA.” (The Record, 29 December 1986). Lieutenant General Powell was directly

instrumental in giving the “green light” to lower-level Irangate officials in

blatant violation of Congressional procedures. According to the New York

Times, Colin Powell took the decision (at the level of military procurement), to

allow the delivery of weapons to Iran:

Hurriedly, one of the men closest to Secretary of Defense Weinberger, Maj. Gen.

Colin Powell, bypassed the written ”focal point system” procedures and ordered

the Defense Logistics Agency [responsible for procurement] to turn over the

first of 2,008 TOW missiles to the C.I.A., which acted as cutout for delivery to

Iran” (New York Times, 16 February 1987)

Richard Armitage

Richard Armitage held the position of Assistant Secretary of Defense in the

Reagan Administration. He was in charge of coordinating covert military

operations including the Iran-Contra operation. He was in close liaison with

Coronel Oliver North. His deputy and chief anti-terrorist official .Noel Koch was

part of the team set up by Oliver North. Following the delivery of the TOW

anti-tank missiles to Iran, the proceeds of these sales were deposited in

numbered bank accounts and the money was used to finance the Nicaraguan

Contras. (UPI. 27 November 1987). A  classified Israeli report provided to the

Iran- contra panels of the Congressional enquiry confirms that Armitage ”was

in the picture on the Iranian issue.” (New York Times, 26 May 1989):
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“With a Pentagon position that placed him over the military’s covert operations

branch, Armitage was a party to the secret arms dealing from the outset. He

also was associated with former national security aide Oliver L. North in a

White House counterterrorism group, another area that would also have been a

likely focus of congressional inquiry” (Washington Post, 26 May 1989)

CIA Director William Casey with the collaboration of Richard Armitage in the

Pentagon “ran the Mujahideen covert war against the Soviet Union…” (quoted

in Domestic Terrorism: The Big Lie The “War”) “Contragate was also an

off-the-shelf drug-financed operation run by Casey.” (Ibid ).

Financing the Islamic Brigades

The Iran Contra procedure was similar to that used in Afghanistan, where

secret aid was channeled to the militant Islamic brigade (US News and World

Report, 15 December 1986). In fact part of the proceeds of the weapons sales to

Iran had been channeled to finance the Mujahideen. :

“The Washington Post reported that profits from the Iran arms sales were

deposited in one CIA-managed account into which the U.S. and Saudi Arabia had

placed $250 million apiece. That money was disbursed not only to the contras in

Central America but to the rebels fighting Soviet troops in Afghanistan.” (U.S.

News & World Report, 15 December 1986)

The Irangate Cover-up

Reagan’s National Security Adviser Rear Admiral John Pointdexter, who was

later indicted on conspiracy charges and lying to Congress was replaced by

Frank Carlucci as National Security Adviser. And Maj. General Colin Powell

was appointed deputy to Frank Carlucci, namely “‘number two”  on the

National Security team.

“Both came to the White House after the Iran contra revelations and the NSC

housecleaning [i.e. coverup] that followed [the Irangate scandal]” (The

MacNeil/Lehrer NewsHour, 16 June 1987).
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Needless to say, this housecleaning was a cover-up: Colin Powell was in on the

Irangate affair

While several Irangate officials including John Pointdexter and Oliver North

were accused of criminal wrongdoing, the main actors in the CIA and the

Pentagon, namely Armitage and Casey, were never indicted, neither was

Lieutenant General Colin Powell who authorized the procurement of TOW

missiles from the Defense Logistics Agency .

Moreover, while weapons were being sold covertly to Iran,  Washington was

also supplying weapons through official channels to Baghdad. In other words,

Washington was arming both sides in the Iran-Iraq war. And who was in

charge of negotiating those weapons sales to Baghdad? Donald Rumsfeld

How to Reverse the Tide

September 11 has been used profusely by the Bush administration as a

justification for waging a preemptive war without borders.

It is part of the Administration’s doctrine of “self-defense”. But that justification

is based on a lie: that America is under attack by an outside enemy.

The so-called “War on Terrorism” is a lie.

Realities have been turned upside down.

Acts of war are heralded as “humanitarian interventions” geared towards

restoring democracy.

Military occupation and the killing of civilians are presented as “peace-keeping

operations.”

The derogation of civil liberties by imposing the so-called anti-terrorist

legislation is portrayed as a means to providing domestic security and

upholding civil liberties.
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This system relies on the manipulation of public opinion.

The fabricated realities of the Bush administration must become indelible

truths, which form part of a broad political and media consensus. In this

regard, the corporate media is an instrument of a de facto police state, which

has carefully excluded, from the outset, any real understanding of the

September 11 crisis.

Millions of people have been misled regarding the causes and consequences of

September 11.

When people across the US and around the World find out that Al Qaeda is not

an outside enemy but a creation of US foreign policy and the CIA, the

legitimacy of the Bush Administration will tumble like a deck of cards.

In  other words, when the lies emanating from the seat of political authority are

fully revealed, the perceived enemy will no longer be Al Qaeda but Bush,

Cheney, Rumsfeld, Wolfowitz, Powell, et al.

Bear in mind that the Democrats are also complicit. Democratic

administrations have also supported Al Qaeda.

This relationship of successive US Administrations to international terrorism,

which is a matter of public record, indelibly points to the criminalization of the

upper echelons of US State apparatus.

Let’s use this information to dismantle the Bush Administration’s war plans.

Sensitize our fellow citizens. Expose the “dubious links.”

Because when the truth trickles down, the leaders’ war and homeland security

plans will not have a shred of legitimacy in the eyes of millions of Americans

who believe that Al Qaeda is “A Threat to America” and that their president is

committed to their security.

Page 463 of  783 Table of Contents



At this crucial juncture in our history, we must understand that antiwar

sentiment in itself does not undermine the war agenda.

The only way to reverse the tide is to unseat the rulers, who are war criminals.

And the way to unseat the rulers is to break their legitimacy in the eyes of the

people.

In other words, it is necessary to fully reveal the lies concerning the so-called

“war on terrorism” to our fellow citizens, which were used to justify the

invasion of Iraq and Afghanistan and impose the police State in the US

A precondition for breaking the legitimacy of the Bush Administration is to fully

reveal its links to international terrorism and its complicity in the tragic event

of 9/11.

This objective can only be achieved by effectively curbing its propaganda

campaign and spreading the truth through a grassroots citizen’s information

campaign.

Michel Chossudovsky is the author of the international best America’s “War on

Terrorism”  Second Edition, Global Research, 2005. He is Professor of

Economics at the University of Ottawa and Director of the Center for Research

on Globalization. 

To order Chossudovsky’s book  America’s “War on Terrorism”, click here

The original source of this article is Global Research

Copyright © Prof Michel Chossudovsky, Global Research, 2007
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America’s Holy Crusade against the Muslim World

By Prof Michel Chossudovsky - Global Research, April 29, 2017

This article first published

by GR [Global Research]

on August 10, 2010. An

expanded version was

subsequently incorporated

as a chapter in Michel

Chossudovsky’s book

entitled: Towards a World

War III Scenario, The

Dangers of Nuclear War,

Global Research, 2011.

A decisive shift in US military doctrine was reached in 2014 with the creation of

the Islamic State (ISIS- Daesh) and the launching of Obama’s 2014

counter-terrorism campaign.

The “Global War on Terrorism: launched by George W. Bush has evolved under

the Trump administration towards a full-fledged “war of religion”, a “holy

crusade” directed against the Muslim World. 

Vilification of the enemy. The “Good Muslim”, “Bad Muslim” divide has been

scrapped. In the words of Donald Trump, there are “A lot of bad dudes out there!”

*     *    *

US military dogma and war propaganda under the Bush administration were

predicated on combating Islamic fundamentalism rather than targeting

Muslims. “This is not a war between the West and Islam, but .. a war against

terrorism.” So-called “Good Muslims” are to be distinguished from “Bad

Muslims”:
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“The dust from the collapse of the twin towers had hardly settled on 11

September 2001 when the febrile search began for “moderate Muslims”,

people who would provide answers, who would distance themselves from

this outrage and condemn the violent acts of “Muslim extremists”, “Islamic

fundamentalists” and “Islamists”. Two distinct categories of Muslims

rapidly emerged: the “good” and the “bad”; the “moderates”, “liberals” and

“secularists” versus the “fundamentalists”, the “extremists” and the

“Islamists”.” (Tariq Ramadan, Good Muslim, bad Muslim, New Statesman,

February 12, 2010)

In the wake of 9/11, the Muslim community in most Western countries was

markedly on the defensive.  The “Good Muslim” “Bad Muslim” divide was

broadly accepted. The 9/11 terrorist attacks allegedly perpetrated by Muslims

were not only condemned, Muslim communities also supported the US-NATO

invasion and occupation of Afghanistan, as part of a legitimate campaign

directed against Islamic fundamentalism.

Washington’s objective was to instill a sentiment of guilt within the Muslim

community.  The fact that the 9/11 attacks were not instigated by Muslims has

rarely been acknowledged by the Muslim community. Al Qaeda’s ongoing

relationship to the CIA, its role as a US sponsored “intelligence asset” going

back to to the Soviet-Afghan war is not mentioned. (Michel Chossudovsky,

America’s “War on Terrorism”  Global Research, Montreal, 2005)

Since the early 1980s, Washington has covertly supported the most

conservative and fundamentalist factions of Islam, largely with a view to

weakening secular, nationalist and progressive movements in the Middle East

and Central Asia. Known and documented, the fundamentalist Wahhabi and

Salafi missions from Saudi Arabia, dispatched not only to Afghanistan but also

to the Balkans and to the Muslim republics of the former Soviet republics were

covertly supported by US intelligence. (Ibid) What is often referred to as

“Political Islam” is in large part a creation of the US intelligence apparatus

(with the support of Britain’s MI6 and Israel’s Mossad).
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The Ground Zero Mosque

Recent developments suggest a breaking point, a transition from “the war on

terrorism” to the outright demonization of Muslims. While underscoring the

freedom of religion, the Obama administration is “beating the drums” of a

broader war against Islam:

“As a citizen, and as president, I believe that Muslims have the same right

to practice their religion as anyone else in this country… This is America,

and our commitment to religious freedom must be unshakable.” (quoted in

Obama Backs Ground Zero Mosque; Iranian Link Questioned, Israel

National News, August 15, 2010)

Beneath the political smokescreen, the distinction between “Good Muslims”

and “Bad Muslims” is being scrapped. The proposed Ground Zero mosque is

allegedly being funding by “the radical rogue Islamic state of Iran … as the

United States is stepping up sanctions on the regime in retaliation for its

support of terrorism and what is feared to be an illegal nuclear-weapons

development program.” ( Ground Zero mosque developers refuse to outright

reject funding from Iranian president Mahmoud Ahmadinejad – NYPOST.com,

August 19, 2010)

[THIS SPACE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK]
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The rising tide of xenophobia, sparked by the proposed Ground Zero mosque

and community center, has all the appearances of  a PSYOP (Psychological

Operation) which contributes to fomenting hatred against Muslims throughout

the Western World.

The objective is to instil fear, rouse and harness citizens’ unbending support

for the next stage of America’s “long war”, which consists in waging

“humanitarian” aerial attacks on the Islamic Republic of Iran, portrayed by the

media as endorsing the terrorists.

While “all Muslims are not terrorists”, all terrorist attacks (planned or realized)

are reported by the media as being perpetrated by Muslims.

In America, the Muslim community as a whole is being targeted. Islam is

described as a “religion of war”. The proposed mosque and community center

are being heralded as “violating the sanctity of Ground Zero”.
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“..opening a mosque at Ground Zero is offensive and disrespectful to the

city and the people who died in the attacks. The project is “spitting in the

face of everyone murdered on 9/11.” (Plan to build mosque at Ground Zero

angers New Yorkers ,National Post, May 17, 2010)

“Homegrown Terrorists”

The arrests on trumped up charges, as well as the show trials of alleged

“homegrown” “Islamic terrorists”, perform an important function. They sustain

the illusion, in the inner consciousness of Americans, that “Islamic terrorists”

not only constitute a real threat but that the Muslim community to which they

belong is broadly supportive of their actions:

“[T]he threat increasingly comes not from strangers with rough English

and dubious passports. Instead, it resides much closer to home: in urban

townhouses, darkened basements — anywhere with an Internet

connection. Homegrown terrorism is the latest incarnation of the al-Qaeda

threat.” How terror came home to roost, Ottawa Citizen, August 27, 2010,

report on an alleged homegrown terrorist attack in Canada)

From a process of selective targeting of Muslims with radical tendencies (or

allegedly associated with “terrorist organizations”), what is now unfolding is a

generalized process of demonization of an entire population group.

Muslims are increasingly the object of routine discrimination and ethnic

profiling. They are considered a potential threat to national security. The threat

is said to be “much closer to home”, “within your neighborhood”. In other

words what is unfolding is an all out witch-hunt reminiscent of the Spanish

inquisition.

In turn,  Al Qaeda is described as a powerful multinational terrorist

organization (possessing WMDs) with subsidiaries (covertly supported by US

and allied intelligence agencies) in a number of Muslim countries: Al Qaeda is

present (with corresponding acronyms) in various geopolitical hotspots and war

theaters:
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-Al Qaeda in Iraq (AQI), Al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula (AQAP) (comprised of

Al Qaeda in Saudi Arabia and the Islamic Jihad of Yemen), Al Qaeda in

Southeast Asia (Jamaah Islamiyah), Al-Qaeda Organization in the Islamic

Maghreb, Harakat al-Shabaab Mujahideen in Somalia, the Egyptian

Islamic Jihad, etc.

At no moment is the issue of atrocities committed against several million

Muslims in Iraq and Afghanistan considered a terrorist act by the occupation

forces.

The American Inquisition

A “war of religion” is unfolding, with a view to justifying a global military

crusade. In the inner consciousness of many Americans, the “holy crusade”

against Muslims is justified. While President Obama may uphold freedom of

religion, the US inquisitorial social order has institutionalized patterns of

discrimination, prejudice and xenophobia directed against Muslims. Ethnic

profiling applies to travel, the job market, access to education and social

services and more generally to social status and mobility.

The American Inquisition as an ideological construct which is, in many

regards, similar to the inquisitorial social order prevailing in France and Spain

during the Middle Ages. The inquisition, which started in France in the 12th

century, was used as a justification for conquest and military intervention. (See

Michel Chossudovsky, 9/11 and the “American Inquisition”, Global Research,

September 11, 2008).

The arrests, trials and sentences of so-called “homegrown” terrorists” (from

within America’s Muslim community) on trumped up charges sustain the

legitimacy of the Homeland Security State and its inquisitorial legal and law

enforcement apparatus.

An inquisitorial doctrine turns realities upside down. It is a social order based

on lies and fabrications. But because these lies emanate from the highest

political authority and are part of a widely held “consensus”, they invariably
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remain unchallenged. And those who challenge the inquisitorial order or in any

way oppose America’s military or national security agenda are themselves

branded as “conspiracy theorists” or outright terrorists.

Beyond the process of inquisitorial arrests and prosecution, which outdwarfs

the Spanish inquisition, an expedient extrajudicial assassination program

sanctioned by the White House has been launched. This program allows US

special forces to kill American citizens and suspected homegrown terrorists:: “A

shortlist of U.S. citizens specifically targeted for killing”? (See Chuck Norris,

Obama’s US Assassination Program? “A Shortlist of U.S. Citizens specifically

Targeted for Killing”?,. Global Research, August 26, 2010)

The objective is to sustain the illusion that “America is under attack” and that

Muslims across the land are complicit and supportive of “Islamic terrorism”.

The demonization of Muslims sustains a global military agenda. Under the

American inquisition, Washington has a self-proclaimed holy mandate to

extirpate Islam and “spread democracy” throughout the world.

What we are dealing with is an outright and blind acceptance of the structures

of power and political authority. America’s holy crusade against the Muslim

World is an outright criminal act directed against millions of people. It is a war

of economic conquest.

More than 60% of the World’s oil and natural gas reserves lie in Muslim lands.

“The Battle for Oil” waged by the US NATO Israel military alliance requires the

demonization of the inhabitants of those countries which possess these vast

reserves of oil and natural gas. (See Michel Chossudovsky, The Demonization

of Muslims and the Battle for Oil, Global Research, January 4, 2007)

The original source of this article is Global Research

Copyright © Prof Michel Chossudovsky, Global Research, 2017
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Osamagate

By Prof Michel Chossudovsky - Global Research, October 09, 2001

“Now the Taliban will pay a price” vowed President George W. Bush, as

American and British fighter planes unleashed missile attacks against major

cities in Afghanistan. The US Administration claims that Osama bin Laden is

behind the tragic events of the 11th of September. A major war supposedly

“against international terrorism” has been launched, yet the evidence amply

confirms that agencies of the US government have since the Cold War harbored

the “Islamic Militant Network” as part of Washington’s foreign policy agenda. In

a bitter irony, the US Air Force is targeting the training camps established in

the 1980s by the CIA.

The main justification for waging this war has been totally fabricated. The

American people have been deliberately and consciously misled by their

government into supporting a major military adventure which affects our

collective future.

“OSAMAGATE”

by Michel Chossudovsky

Professor of Economics, University of Ottawa

Centre for Research on Globalisation (CRG), Montréal

Posted at globalresearch.ca 9 October 2001

Confronted with mounting evidence, the US Administration can no longer deny

its links to Osama. While the CIA admits that Osama bin Laden was an

“intelligence asset” during the Cold War, the relationship is said to “go way

back”. Most news reports consider that these Osama-CIA links belong to the

“bygone era” of the Soviet-Afghan war. They are invariably viewed as

“irrelevant” to an understanding of present events. Lost in the barrage of recent

history, the role of the CIA in supporting and developing international terrorist

organisations during the Cold war and its aftermath is casually ignored or

downplayed by the Western media.
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Yes, We did support Him, but “He Went Against Us”

A blatant example of media distortion is the so-called “blowback” thesis:

“intelligence assets” are said to “have gone against their sponsors”; “what we’ve

created blows back in our face.”1 In a twisted logic, the US government and the

CIA are portrayed as the ill-fated victims:

The sophisticated methods taught to the Mujahideen, and the thousands of

tons of arms supplied to them by the US – and Britain – are now tormenting

the West in the phenomenon known as `blowback’, whereby a policy strategy

rebounds on its own devisers. 2

The US media, nonetheless, concedes that “the Taliban’s coming to power [in

1995] is partly the outcome of the U.S. support of the Mujahideen, the radical

Islamic group, in the 1980s in the war against the Soviet Union”.3 But it also

readily dismisses its own factual statements and concludes in chorus, that the

CIA had been tricked by a deceitful Osama. It’s like “a son going against his

father”.

The “blowback” thesis is a fabrication. The evidence amply confirms that the

CIA never severed its ties to the “Islamic Militant Network”. Since the end of the

Cold War, these covert intelligence links have not only been maintained, they

have in become increasingly sophisticated.

New undercover initiatives financed by the Golden Crescent drug trade were set

in motion in Central Asia, the Caucasus and the Balkans. Pakistan’s military

and intelligence apparatus (controlled by the CIA) essentially “served as a

catalyst for the disintegration of the Soviet Union and the emergence of six new

Muslim republics in Central Asia.” 4

Replicating the Iran Contragate Pattern

Remember Ollie North and the Nicaraguan Contras under the Reagan

Administration when weapons financed by the drug trade were channeled to

“freedom fighters” in Washington’s covert war against the Sandinista
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government. The same pattern was used in the Balkans to arm and equip the

Mujahideen fighting in the ranks of the Bosnian Muslim army against the

Armed Forces of the Yugoslav Federation.

Throughout the 1990s, the Pakistan Inter Services Intelligence (ISI) was used

by the CIA as a go-between — to channel weapons and Mujahideen

mercenaries to the Bosnian Muslim Army in the civil war in Yugoslavia.

According to a report of the London based International Media Corporation:

“Reliable sources report that the United States is now [1994] actively

participating in the arming and training of the Muslim forces of

Bosnia-Herzegovina in direct contravention of the United Nations accords. US

agencies have been providing weapons made in … China (PRC), North Korea

(DPRK) and Iran. The sources indicated that … Iran, with the knowledge and

agreement of the US Government, supplied the Bosnian forces with a large

number of multiple rocket launchers and a large quantity of ammunition.

These included 107mm and 122mm rockets from the PRC, and VBR-230

multiple rocket launchers … made in Iran. … It was [also] reported that 400

members of the Iranian Revolutionary Guard (Pasdaran) arrived in Bosnia with

a large supply of arms and ammunition. It was alleged that the US Central

Intelligence Agency (CIA) had full knowledge of the operation and that the CIA

believed that some of the 400 had been detached for future terrorist operations

in Western Europe.

During September and October [1994], there has been a stream of “Afghan”

Mujahedin … covertly landed in Ploce, Croatia (South-West of Mostar) from

where they have traveled with false papers … before deploying with the

Bosnian Muslim forces in the Kupres, Zenica and Banja Luka areas. These

forces have recently [late 1994] experienced a significant degree of military

success. They have, according to sources in Sarajevo, been aided by the

UNPROFOR Bangladesh battalion, which took over from a French battalion

early in September [1994].

The Mujahedin landing at Ploce are reported to have been accompanied by US

Special Forces equipped with high-tech communications equipment, … The
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sources said that the mission of the US troops was to establish a command,

control, communications and intelligence network to coordinate and support

Bosnian Muslim offensives — in concert with Mujahideen and Bosnian Croat

forces — in Kupres, Zenica and Banja Luka. Some offensives have recently

been conducted from within the UN-established safe-havens in the Zenica and

Banja Luka regions.

(…)

The US Administration has not restricted its involvement to the clandestine

contravention of the UN arms embargo on the region … It [also] committed

three high-ranking delegations over the past two years [prior to 1994] in failed

attempts to bring the Yugoslav Government into line with US policy. Yugoslavia

is the only state in the region to have failed to acquiesce to US pressure.5

“From the Horse’s Mouth”

Ironically, the US Administration’s undercover military-intelligence operations

in Bosnia have been fully documented by the Republican Party. A lengthy

Congressional report by the Republican Party Committee (RPC) published in

1997, largely confirms the International Media Corporation report quoted

above. The RPC Congressional report accuses the Clinton administration of

having “helped turn Bosnia into a militant Islamic base” leading to the

recruitment through the so-called “Militant Islamic Network,” of thousands of

Mujahideen from the Muslim world:

Perhaps most threatening to the SFOR mission – and more importantly, to the

safety of the American personnel serving in Bosnia – is the unwillingness of the

Clinton Administration to come clean with the Congress and with the American

people about its complicity in the delivery of weapons from Iran to the Muslim

government in Sarajevo. That policy, personally approved by Bill Clinton in

April 1994 at the urging of CIA Director-designate (and then-NSC chief)

Anthony Lake and the U.S. ambassador to Croatia Peter Galbraith, has,

according to the Los Angeles Times (citing classified intelligence community

sources), “played a central role in the dramatic increase in Iranian influence in
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Bosnia.

(…)

Along with the weapons, Iranian Revolutionary Guards and VEVAK intelligence

operatives entered Bosnia in large numbers, along with thousands of

mujahedin (“holy warriors”) from across the Muslim world. Also engaged in the

effort were several other Muslim countries (including Brunei, Malaysia,

Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, and Turkey) and a number of radical Muslim

organizations. For example, the role of one Sudan-based “humanitarian

organization,” called the Third World Relief Agency, has been well documented.

The Clinton Administration’s “hands-on” involvement with the Islamic

network’s arms pipeline included inspections of missiles from Iran by U.S.

government officials… the Third World Relief Agency (TWRA), a Sudan-based,

phoney humanitarian organization … has been a major link in the arms

pipeline to Bosnia. … TWRA is believed to be connected with such fixtures of

the Islamic terror network as Sheik Omar Abdel Rahman (the convicted

mastermind behind the 1993 World Trade Center bombing) and Osama Bin

Laden, a wealthy Saudi émigré believed to bankroll numerous militant groups.

[Washington Post, 9/22/96] 6

Complicity of the Clinton Administration

In other words, the Republican Party Committee report confirms unequivocally

the complicity of the Clinton Administration with several Islamic

fundamentalist organisations including Osama bin Laden’s al Qaeda.

The Republicans wanted at the time to undermine the Clinton Administration.

However, at a time when the entire country had its eyes riveted on the Monica

Lewinsky scandal, the Republicans no doubt chose not to trigger an untimely

“Iran-Bosniagate” affair, which might have unduly diverted public attention

away from the Lewinsky scandal. The Republicans wanted to impeach Bill

Clinton “for having lied to the American People” regarding his affair with White

House intern Monica Lewinsky. On the more substantive “foreign policy lies”

regarding drug running and covert operations in the Balkans, Democrats and
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Republicans agreed in unison, no doubt pressured by the Pentagon and the

CIA not to “spill the beans”.

From Bosnia to Kosovo

The “Bosnian pattern” described in the 1997 Congressional RPC report was

replicated in Kosovo. With the complicity of NATO and the US State

Department. Mujahideen mercenaries from the Middle East and Central Asia

were recruited to fight in the ranks of the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) in

1998-99, largely supporting NATO’s war effort.

Confirmed by British military sources, the task of arming and training of the

KLA had been entrusted in 1998 to the US Defence Intelligence Agency (DIA)

and Britain’s Secret Intelligence Services MI6, together with “former and

serving members of 22 SAS [Britain’s 22nd Special Air Services Regiment], as

well as three British and American private security companies”.7

The US DIA approached MI6 to arrange a training programme for the KLA, said

a senior British military source. `MI6 then sub-contracted the operation to two

British security companies, who in turn approached a number of former

members of the (22 SAS) regiment. Lists were then drawn up of weapons and

equipment needed by the KLA.’ While these covert operations were continuing,

serving members of 22 SAS Regiment, mostly from the unit’s D Squadron, were

first deployed in Kosovo before the beginning of the bombing campaign in

March. 8

While British SAS Special Forces in bases in Northern Albania were training

the KLA, military instructors from Turkey and Afghanistan financed by the

“Islamic jihad” were collaborating in training the KLA in guerilla and diversion

tactics.9:

Bin Laden had visited Albania himself. He was one of several fundamentalist

groups that had sent units to fight in Kosovo, … Bin Laden is believed to have

established an operation in Albania in 1994 … Albanian sources say Sali

Berisha, who was then president, had links with some groups that later proved
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to be extreme fundamentalists. 10

Congressional Testimonies on KLA-Osama links

According to Frank Ciluffo of the Globalized Organized Crime Program, in a

testimony presented to the House of Representatives Judicial Committee:

What was largely hidden from public view was the fact that the KLA raise part

of their funds from the sale of narcotics. Albania and Kosovo lie at the heart of

the “Balkan Route” that links the “Golden Crescent” of Afghanistan and

Pakistan to the drug markets of Europe. This route is worth an estimated $400

billion a year and handles 80 percent of heroin destined for Europe. 11

According to Ralf Mutschke of Interpol’s Criminal Intelligence division also in a

testimony to the House Judicial Committee:

The U.S. State Department listed the KLA as a terrorist organization, indicating

that it was financing its operations with money from the international heroin

trade and loans from Islamic countries and individuals, among them allegedly

Usama bin Laden” . Another link to bin Laden is the fact that the brother of a

leader in an Egyptian Jihad organization and also a military commander of

Usama bin Laden, was leading an elite KLA unit during the Kosovo conflict. 12

Madeleine Albright Covets the KLA

These KLA links to international terrorism and organised crime documented by

the US Congress were totally ignored by the Clinton Administration. In fact, in

the months preceding the bombing of Yugoslavia, Secretary of State Madeleine

Albright was busy building a “political legitimacy” for the KLA. The paramilitary

army had –from one day to the next– been elevated to the status of a bona fide

“democratic” force in Kosovo. In turn, Madeleine Albright has forced the pace of

international diplomacy: the KLA had been spearheaded into playing a central

role in the failed “peace negotiations” at Rambouiillet in early 1999.
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The Senate and the House tacitly endorse State Terrorism

While the various Congressional reports confirmed that the US government had

been working hand in glove with Osama bin Laden’s Al Qaeda, this did not

prevent the Clinton and later the Bush Administration from arming and

equipping the KLA. The Congressional documents also confirm that members

of the Senate and the House knew the relationship of the Administration to

international terrorism. To quote the statement of Rep. John Kasich of the

House Armed Services Committee: “We connected ourselves [in 1998-99] with

the KLA, which was the staging point for bin Laden…” 13

In the wake of the tragic events of September 11, Republicans and Democrats

in unison have given their full support to the President to “wage war on

Osama”.

In 1999, Senator Jo Lieberman had stated authoritatively that “Fighting for the

KLA is fighting for human rights and American values.” In the hours following

the October 7 missile attacks on Afghanistan, the same Jo Lieberman called for

punitive air strikes against Iraq: “We’re in a war against terrorism… We can’t

stop with bin Laden and the Taliban.” Yet Senator Jo Lieberman, as member of

the Armed Services Committee of the Senate had access to all the

Congressional documents pertaining to “KLA-Osama” links. In making this

statement, he was fully aware that that agencies of the US government as well

as NATO were supporting international terrorism.

The War in Macedonia

In the wake of the 1999 war in Yugoslavia, the terrorist activities of the KLA

were extended into Southern Serbia and Macedonia. Meanwhile, the KLA

–renamed the Kosovo Protection Corps (KPC)– was elevated to United Nations

status, implying the granting of “legitimate” sources of funding through United

Nations as well as through bilateral channels, including direct US military aid.

And barely two months after the official inauguration of the KPC under UN

auspices (September 1999), KPC-KLA commanders – using UN resources and
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equipment – were already preparing the assaults into Macedonia, as a logical

follow-up to their terrorist activities in Kosovo. According to the Skopje daily

Dnevnik, the KPC had established a “sixth operation zone” in Southern Serbia

and Macedonia:

Sources, who insist on anonymity, claim that the headquarters of the Kosovo

protection brigades [i.e. linked to the UN sponsored KPC] have [March 2000]

already been formed in Tetovo, Gostivar and Skopje. They are being prepared in

Debar and Struga [on the border with Albania] as well, and their members have

defined codes. 14

According to the BBC, “Western special forces were still training the guerrillas”

meaning that they were assisting the KLA in opening up “a sixth operation

zone” in Southern Serbia and Macedonia. 15

“The Islamic Militant Network” and NATO join hands in Macedonia

Among the foreign mercenaries now fighting in Macedonia (October 2001) in

the ranks of self-proclaimed National Liberation Army (NLA), are Mujahideen

from the Middle East and the Central Asian republics of the former Soviet

Union. Also within the KLA’s proxy force in Macedonia are senior US military

advisers from a private mercenary outfit on contract to the Pentagon as well as

“soldiers of fortune” from Britain, Holland and Germany. Some of these

Western mercenaries had previously fought with the KLA and the Bosnian

Muslim Army. 16

Extensively documented by the Macedonian press and statements of the

Macedonian authorities, the US government and the “Islamic Militant Network”

are working hand in glove in supporting and financing the self-proclaimed

National Liberation Army (NLA), involved in the terrorist attacks in Macedonia.

The NLA is a proxy of the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA). In turn the KLA and

the UN sponsored Kosovo Protection Corps (KPC) are identical institutions with

the same commanders and military personnel. KPC Commanders on UN

salaries are fighting in the NLA together with the Mujahideen.
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In a bitter twist, while supported and financed by Osama bin Laden’s Al Qaeda,

the KLA-NLA is also supported by NATO and the United Nations mission to

Kosovo (UNMIK). In fact, the “Islamic Militant Network” –also using Pakistan’s

Inter Service Intelligence (ISI) as the CIA’s go-between– still constitutes an

integral part of Washington’s covert military-intelligence operations in

Macedonia and Southern Serbia.

The KLA-NLA terrorists are funded from US military aid, the United Nations

peace-keeping budget as well as by several Islamic organisations including

Osama bin Laden’s Al Qaeda. Drug money is also being used to finance the

terrorists with the complicity of the US government. The recruitment of

Mujahideen to fight in the ranks of the NLA in Macedonia is implemented

through various Islamic groups.

US military advisers mingle with Mujahideen within the same paramilitary

force, Western mercenaries from NATO countries fight alongside Mujahideen

recruited in the Middle East and Central Asia. And the US media calls this a

“blowback” where so-called “intelligence assets” have gone against their

sponsors!

But this did not happen during the Cold war! It is happening right now in

Macedonia. And it is confirmed by numerous press reports, eyewitness

accounts, photographic evidence as well as official statements by the

Macedonian Prime Minister, who has accused the Western military alliance of

supporting the terrorists. Moreover, the official Macedonian New Agency (MIA)

has pointed to the complicity between Washington’s envoy Ambassador James

Pardew and the NLA terrorists. 17 In other words, the so-called “intelligence

assets” are still serving the interests of their US sponsors.

Pardew’s background is revealing in this regard. He started his Balkans career

in 1993 as a senior intelligence officer for the Joint Chiefs of Staff responsible

for channeling US aid to the Bosnian Muslim Army. Coronel Pardew had been

put in charge of arranging the “air-drops” of supplies to Bosnian forces. At the

time, these “air drops” were tagged as “civilian aid”. It later transpired

–confirmed by the RPC Congressional report– that the US had violated the
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arms embargo. And James Pardew played an important role as part of the team

of intelligence officials working closely with the Chairman of the National

Security Council Anthony Lake.

Pardew was later involved in the Dayton negotiations (1995) on behalf of the US

Defence Department. In 1999, prior to the bombing of Yugoslavia, he was

appointed “Special Representative for Military Stabilisation and Kosovo

Implementation” by President Clinton. One of his tasks was to channel support

to the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA), which at the time was also being

supported by Osama bin Laden. Pardew was in this regard instrumental in

replicating the “Bosnian pattern” in Kosovo and subsequently in Macedonia…

Justification for Waging War

The Bush Administration has stated that it has proof that Osama bin Laden is

behind the attacks on the WTC and the Pentagon. In the words of British Prime

Minister Tony Blair: “I have seen absolutely powerful and incontrovertible

evidence of his [Osama] link to the events of the 11th of September.” 18 What

Tony Blair fails to mention is that agencies of the US government including the

CIA continue to “harbor” Osama bin Laden’s Al Qaeda.

A major war supposedly “against international terrorism” has been launched by

a government which is harboring international terrorism as part of its foreign

policy agenda. In other words, the main justification for waging war has been

totally fabricated. The American people have been deliberately and consciously

misled by their government into supporting a major military adventure which

affects our collective future.

This decision to mislead the American people was taken barely a few hours

after the terrorist attacks on the World Trade Centre. Without supporting

evidence, Osama had already been tagged as the “prime suspect.” Two days

later on Thursday the 13th of September –while the FBI investigations had

barely commenced– President Bush pledged to “lead the world to victory”. The

Administration confirmed its intention to embark on “a sustained military

campaign rather than a single dramatic action” directed against Osama bin
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Laden. 19 In addition to Afghanistan, a number of countries in the Middle East

were mentioned as possible targets including Iraq, Iran, Libya and the Sudan.

And several prominent US political figures and media pundits have demanded

that the air strikes be extended to other countries “which harbour international

terrorism.” According to intelligence sources, Osama bin Laden’s al Qaeda has

operations in some 50 to 60 countries providing ample pretext to intervene in

several “rogue states” in the Middle East and Central Asia.

Moreover, the entire US Legislature –with only one honest and courageous

dissenting voice in the House of Representatives– has tacitly endorsed the

Administration’s decision to go war. Members of the House and the Senate

have access through the various committees to official confidential reports and

intelligence documents which prove beyond doubt that agencies of the US

government have ties to international terrorism. They cannot say “we did not

know”. In fact, most of this evidence is in the public domain.

Under the historical resolution of the US Congress adopted by both the House

and the Senate on the 14th of September:

The president is authorized to use all necessary and appropriate force against

those nations, organizations, or persons he determines planned, authorized,

committed, or aided the terrorist attacks that occurred on Sept. 11, 2001, or

harbored such organizations or persons, in order to prevent any future acts of

international terrorism against the United States by such nations,

organizations or persons.

Whereas there is no evidence that agencies of the US government “aided the

terrorist attacks” on the World Trade Centre and the Pentagon, there is ample

and detailed evidence that agencies of the US government as well as NATO,

have since the end of the Cold War continued to “harbor such organizations”.

Patriotism cannot be based on a falsehood, particularly when it constitutes a

pretext for waging war and killing innocent civilians.
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Ironically, the text of the Congressional resolution also constitutes a

“blowback” against the US sponsors of international terrorism. The resolution

does not exclude the conduct of an “Osamagate” inquiry, as well as appropriate

actions against agencies and/or individuals of the US government, who may

have collaborated with Osama bin Laden’s Al Qaeda. And the evidence indelibly

points directly to the Bush Administration.
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The “Demonization” of Muslims and the Battle for Oil

Throughout history, “wars of religion” have served to

obscure the economic and strategic interests behind the

conquest and invasion of foreign lands. “Wars of religion”

were invariably fought with a view to securing control over

trading routes and natural resources. 

The Crusades extending from the 11th to the 14th Century

are often presented by historians as  “a continuous series of military-religious

expeditions made by European Christians in the hope of wresting the Holy

Land from the infidel Turks.” The objective of the Crusades, however, had little

to do with religion. The Crusades largely consisted, through military action, in

challenging the dominion of the Muslim merchant societies, which controlled

the Eastern trade routes.  

The “Just War” supported the Crusades. War was waged with the support of

the Catholic Church, acting as an instrument of religious propaganda and

indoctrination, which was used in the enlistment throughout Europe of

thousands of peasants, serfs and urban vagabonds. 

America’s Crusade in Central Asia and the Middle East

In the eyes of public opinion, possessing a “just cause” for waging war is

central. A war is said to be Just if it is waged on moral, religious or ethical

grounds. 
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America’s Crusade in Central Asia and the Middle East is no exception. The

“war on terrorism” purports to defend the American Homeland and protect the

“civilized world”. It is upheld as a “war of religion”, a “clash of civilizations”,

when in fact the main objective of this war is to secure control and corporate

ownership over the region’s extensive oil wealth, while also imposing under the

helm of the IMF and the World Bank (now under the leadership of Paul

Wolfowitz), the privatization of State enterprises and the transfer of  the

countries’ economic assets into the hands of foreign capital. . 

The Just War theory upholds war as a “humanitarian operation”. It serves to

camouflage the real objectives of the military operation, while providing a moral

and principled image to the invaders. In its contemporary version, it calls for

military intervention on ethical and moral grounds against “rogue states” and

“Islamic terrorists”, which are threatening the Homeland.

Possessing a “just cause” for waging war is central to the Bush administration’s

justification for invading and occupying both Afghanistan and Iraq.

Taught in US military academies, a modern-day version of the “Just War”

theory has been embodied into US military doctrine. The “war on terrorism”

and the notion of “preemption” are predicated on the right to “self defense.”

They define “when it is permissible to wage war”: jus ad bellum.

Jus ad bellum serves to build a consensus within the Armed Forces command

structures. It also serves to convince the troops that the enemy is “evil” and

that they are fighting for a “just cause”. More generally, the Just War theory in

its modern day version is an integral part of war propaganda and media

disinformation, applied to gain public support for a war agenda.

The Battle for Oil. Demonization of the Enemy

War builds a humanitarian agenda. Throughout history, vilification of the

enemy has been applied time and again. The Crusades consisted in demonizing

the Turks as infidels and heretics, with a view to justifying military action. 
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Demonization serves geopolitical and economic objectives. Likewise, the

campaign against “Islamic terrorism” (which is supported covertly by US

intelligence) supports the conquest of oil wealth. The term “Islamo-fascism,”

serves to degrade the policies, institutions, values and social fabric of Muslim

countries, while also upholding the tenets of “Western democracy” and the “free

market” as the only alternative for these countries.   

The US led war in the broader Middle East Central Asian region consists in

gaining control over more than sixty percent of the world’s reserves of oil and

natural gas. The Anglo-American oil giants also seek to gain control over oil

and gas pipeline routes out of the region. (See table and maps below). 

Muslim countries including Saudi Arabia, Iraq, Iran, Kuwait, the United Arab

Emirates, Qatar, Yemen, Libya, Nigeria, Algeria, Kazakhstan, Azerbaijan,

Malaysia, Indonesia, Brunei, possess between 66.2 and 75.9 percent of total oil

reserves, depending on the source and methodology of the estimate. (See table

below).

In contrast, the United States of America has barely 2 percent of total oil

reserves. Western countries including its major oil producers ( Canada, the US,

Norway, the UK, Denmark and Australia) control approximately 4 percent of

total oil reserves. (In the alternative estimate of the Oil and Gas Journal which

includes Canada’s oil sands, this percentage would be of the the order of

16.5%. See table below). 

The largest share of the World’s oil reserves lies in a region extending (North)

from the tip of Yemen to the Caspian sea basin and (East) from the Eastern

Mediterranean coastline to the Persian Gulf. This broader Middle East- Central

Asian region, which is the theater of the US-led “war on terrorism”

encompasses according to the estimates of World Oil, more than sixty percent

of the World’s oil reserves. (See table below). 

Iraq has five times more oil than the United States. 

Muslim countries possess at least 16 times more oil than the Western
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countries. 

The major non-Muslim oil reserve countries are Venezuela, Russia, Mexico,

China and Brazil. (See table) 

Demonization is applied to an enemy, which possesses three quarters of the

world’s oil reserves. “Axis of evil”, “rogue States”, “failed nations”, “Islamic

terrorists”: demonization and vilification are the ideological pillars of America’s

“war on terror”. They serve as a casus belli for waging the battle for oil.  

The Battle for Oil requires the demonization of those who possess the oil. The

enemy is characterized as evil, with a view to justifying military action

including the mass killing of civilians. The Middle East Central Asian region is

heavily militarized. (See map). The oil fields are encircled: NATO war ships

stationed in the Eastern Mediterranean (as part of a UN “peace keeping”

operation), US Carrier Strike Groups and Destroyer Squadrons in the Persian

Gulf and the Arabian deployed as part of the “war on terrorism”. 

All-nuclear formation: Enterprise, Long Beach (CGN-9), and Bainbridge

(CGN-25).

USS Enterprise Strike Group

The ultimate objective, combining military action, covert intelligence operations

and war propaganda, is to break down the national fabric and transform

sovereign countries into open economic territories, where natural resources

can be plundered and confiscated  under “free market” supervision. This

control also extends to strategic oil and gas pipeline corridors (e.g.

Afghanistan).  

Demonization is a PSYOP, used to sway public opinion and build a consensus

in favor of war. Psychological warfare is directly sponsored by the Pentagon and

the US intelligence apparatus. It is not limited to assassinating or executing

the rulers of Muslim countries,  it extends to entire populations. It also targets

Muslims in Western Europe and North America. It purports to break national
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consciousness and the ability to resist the invader. It denigrates Islam. It

creates social divisions. It is intended to divide national societies and ultimately

trigger “civil war”. While it creates an environment which facilitates the outright

appropriation of the countries’ resources, at the same time, it potentially

backlashes, creates a new national consciousness, develops inter-ethnic

solidarity, brings people together in confronting the invaders. 

It is worth noting that the triggering of  sectarian divisions and “civil wars” is

contemplated in the process of redrawing of the map of the Middle East, where

countries are slated to be broken up and transformed into territories.  The map

of the New Middle East, although not official, has been used by the US National

War Academy. It was recently published in the Armed Forces Journal (June

2006). In this map, nation states are broken up, international borders are

redefined along sectarian-ethnic lines, broadly in accordance with the interests

of the Anglo-American oil giants (See Map below). The map has also been used

in a training program at NATO’s Defense College for senior military officers. 

The Oil Lies in Muslim Lands

The oil lies in Muslim lands. Vilification of the enemy is part and parcel of

Eurasia energy geopolitics. It is a direct function of the geographic distribution

of the World’s oil and gas reserves. If the oil were in countries occupied

predominantly by Buddhists or Hindus, one would expect that US foreign

policy would be directed against Buddhists and Hindus, who would also be the

object of vilification.. 

In the Middle East  war theater, Iran and Syria, which are part of the “axis of

evil”, are the next targets according to official US statements.  US sponsored

“civil wars” have also been conducted in several other strategic oil and gas

regions including Nigeria, the Sudan, Colombia, Somalia, Yemen, Angola, not

to mention Chechnya and several republics of the former Soviet Union.

MAP OF THE NEW MIDDLE EAST

(NEXT PAGE)
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Ongoing US sponsored “civil wars”, which often include the channelling of

covert support to paramilitary groups, have been triggered in the Darfur region

of Sudan as well as in Somalia, Darfur possesses extensive oil reserves. In

Somalia, lucrative concessions have already been granted to four

Anglo-American oil giants. 

“According to documents obtained by The Times, nearly two-thirds of Somalia

was allocated to the American oil giants Conoco, Amoco [now part of BP],

Chevron and Phillips in the final years before Somalia’s pro-U.S. President

Mohamed Siad Barre was overthrown and the nation plunged into chaos in

January, 1991. Industry sources said the companies holding the rights to the

most promising concessions are hoping that the Bush Administration’s

decision to send U.S. troops to safeguard aid shipments to Somalia will also

help protect their multimillion-dollar investments there.” (America’s Interests in

Somalia, Global Research, 2002)
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Globalization and the Conquest of the World’s Energy Resources

The collective demonization of Muslims, including the vilification of Islam,

applied Worldwide, constitutes at the ideological level, an instrument of

conquest of the World’s energy resources. It is part of the broader economic,

political mechanisms underlying the New World Order.

Michel Chossudovsky is the author of the international best seller “The

Globalization of Poverty ” published in eleven languages. He is Professor of

Economics at the University of Ottawa and Director of the Center for Research

on Globalization, at   www.globalresearch.ca . He is also a contributor to the

Encyclopaedia Britannica.  His most recent book is entitled: America’s “War on

Terrorism”, Global Research, 2005. 

Oil Reserves by Country 

(Proven reserves in billions of barrels)

In the table which follows on the next page, columns are titled as shown here:

Rank

Country

Percent of World Reserves

World Oil, December 2004

Percent of World Reserves

Oil & Gas Journal, January 2006 
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1 Saudi  Arabia 24.2 262.1 20.6 266.8

2 Canada* 0.4 4.7 13.8 178.8

3 Iran 12.1 130.8 10.3 132.5

4 Iraq 10.6 115.0 8.9 115.0

5 Kuwait 9.2 99.7 7.9 101.5

6 United Arab Emirates 6.5 69.9 7.6 97.8

7 Venezuela* 4.8 52.4 6.1 79.7

8 Russia 6.2 67.1 4.6 60.0

9 Libya 3.2 33.6 3.0 39.1

10 Nigeria 3.4 36.6 2.7 35.9

11 United States 2.0 21.4 1.7 21.4

12 China 1.4 15.4 1.4 18.3

13 Qatar 1.8 20 1.2 15.2

14 Mexico 1.4 14.8 1.0 12.9

15 Algeria 1.4 15.3 0.9 11.4

16 Brazil 1.0 11.2 0.9 11.2

17 Kazakhstan 0.8 9.0 0.7 9.0

18 Norway 0.9 9.9 0.6 7.7

19 Azerbaijan 0.6 7.0 0.5 7.0

20 India 0.5 4.9 0.4 5.8

21 Oman 0.4 4.8 0.4 5.5

22 Angola 0.8 9.0 0.4 5.4

23 Ecuador 0.5 5.5 0.4 4.6

24 Indonesia 0.5 5.3 0.3 4.3

25 UK 0.4 3.9 0.3 4.0

26 Yemen 0.3 3.0 0.3 4.0

27 Egypt 0.3 3.6 0.3 3.7

28 Malaysia 0.3 3.0 0.2 3.0

29 Gabon 0.2 2.2 0.2 2.5

30 Syria 0.2 2.3 0.2 2.5

31 Argentina 0.2 2.3 0.2 2.3

32 Equatorial Guinea 0.2 1 8 0.0

33 Colombia 0.1 1.5 0.1 1.5

34 Vietnam 0.1 1 3 0.6

35 Chad 0.0 0.0 0.1 1.5

36 Australia 0.3 3.6 0.1 1.4

37 Brunei 0.1 1.1 0.1 1.4

38 Denmark 0.1 1.3 0.1 1.3

39 Peru 0.1 0.9 0.1 1.0
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Total Muslim Countries** 75.9 822.1 66.2 855.6

Total Western World* 4.1 44.8 16.5 213.3

Other Countries 20.6 214.9 17.3 223.6

World Total 100.0 1 81.8 100.0 1 292.5

Source: EIO: Energy Information Administration (Scroll down for explanatory

notes on the table)
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NOTES  PERTAINING TO THE TABLE ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF OIL

RESERVES

Indicated are the world’s main oil reserve countries. Countries with less than

0.1 % of total reserves are not indicated.

The Oil and Gas Journal figures indicated above are based on proven oil

reserves including the bituminous oil fields (oil sands or tar sands). The World

Oil figures indicate oil reserves without the tar sands. The difference between

the two sets of figures largely pertains to the position of Canada and Venezuela.

The tar-sands are considered by some experts as not recoverable with present

technology and prices, although this issue is the object of heated debate. 

Muslim countries are indicated in bold. Percentages are rounded up to first

decimal. 

*Canada appears according to this estimate as the Second Country in terms of

the size of proven reserves, due to the size of its bituminous oil fields. The Oil &

Gas Journal’s oil reserve estimate above for Canada includes 4.7 billion barrels

of conventional crude oil and condensate reserves and 174.1 billion barrels of

oil sands reserves.

Page 494 of  783 Table of Contents



In other recognized estimates, where the oil sands are not accounted for,

Canada’s reserves are much lower (in billions of barrels):  

BP Statistical Review 16.802 

Oil & Gas Journal 178.792

World Oil 4.700

BP notes that “the figure for Canadian oil reserves includes an official estimate

of Canadian oil sands “under active development”.” BP says of its data sources

for oil reserves that “the estimates in this table have been compiled using a

combination of primary official sources, third-party data from the OPEC

Secretariat, World Oil, Oil & Gas Journal and an independent estimate of

Russian reserves based on information in the public domain.

World Oil’s Canadian oil reserve estimate “does not include 174 billion bbl

[barrels] of oil sands reserves.”

The original source of this article is Global Research

Copyright © Prof Michel Chossudovsky, Global Research, 2007

Was America Attacked by Muslims on 9/11?

By David Ray Griffin - Global Research, September 11, 2016

This article by award winning author Professor David Ray Griffin

was first published on September 10, 2008. We are reposting

this article in the context of the 15 years commemoration of the

9/11. This carefully researched  article  is of particular relevance

in relation to the rising tide of Islamophobia in Europe and North

America

Much of America’s foreign policy since 9/11 has been based on the assumption

that it was attacked by Muslims on that day. This assumption was used, most

prominently, to justify the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. It is now widely
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agreed that the use of 9/11 as a basis for attacking Iraq was illegitimate: none

of the hijackers were Iraqis, there was no working relation between Saddam

Hussein and Osama bin Laden, and Iraq was not behind the anthrax attacks.

But it is still widely believed that the US attack on Afghanistan was justified.

For example, the New York Times, while referring to the US attack on Iraq as a

“war of choice,” calls the battle in Afghanistan a “war of necessity.” Time

magazine has dubbed it “the right war.” And Barack Obama says that one

reason to wind down our involvement in Iraq is to have the troops and

resources to “go after the people in Afghanistan who actually attacked us on

9/11.”

The assumption that America was attacked by Muslims on 9/11 also lies

behind the widespread perception of Islam as an inherently violent religion and

therefore of Muslims as guilty until proven innocent. This perception surely

contributed to attempts to portray Obama as a Muslim, which was lampooned

by a controversial cartoon on the July 21, 2008, cover of The New Yorker.

As could be illustrated by reference to many other post-9/11 developments,

including as spying, torture, extraordinary rendition, military tribunals,

America’s new doctrine of preemptive war, and its enormous increase in

military spending, the assumption that the World Trade Center and the

Pentagon were attacked by Muslim hijackers has had enormous negative

consequences for both international and domestic issues.1

Is it conceivable that this assumption might be false? Insofar as Americans and

Canadians would say “No,” they would express their belief that this assumption

is not merely an “assumption” but is instead based on strong evidence. When

actually examined, however, the proffered evidence turns out to be remarkably

weak. I will illustrate this point by means of 16 questions.

1. Were Mohamed Atta and the Other Hijackers Devout Muslims?

The picture of the hijackers conveyed by the 9/11 Commission is that they

were devout Muslims. Mohamed Atta, considered the ringleader, was said to

have become very religious, even “fanatically so.”2 Being devout Muslims, they
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could be portrayed as ready to meet their Maker—as a “cadre of trained

operatives willing to die.”3

But this portrayal is contradicted by various newspaper stories. The San

Francisco Chronicle reported that Atta and other hijackers had made “at least

six trips” to Las Vegas, where they had “engaged in some decidedly un-Islamic

sampling of prohibited pleasures.” These activities were “un-Islamic” because,

as the head of the Islamic Foundation of Nevada pointed out: “True Muslims

don’t drink, don’t gamble, don’t go to strip clubs.”4

One might, to be sure, rationalize this behavior by supposing that these were

momentary lapses and that, as 9/11 approached, these young Muslims had

repented and prepared for heaven. But in the days just before 9/11, Atta and

others were reported to be drinking heavily, cavorting with lap dancers, and

bringing call girls to their rooms. Temple University Professor Mahmoud Ayoub

said: “It is incomprehensible that a person could drink and go to a strip bar

one night, then kill themselves the next day in the name of Islam. . . .

Something here does not add up.”5

In spite of the fact that these activities were reported by mainstream

newspapers and even the Wall Street Journal editorial page,6 the 9/11

Commission wrote as if these reports did not exist, saying: “we have seen no

credible evidence explaining why, on [some occasions], the operatives flew to or

met in Las Vegas.”7

2. Do Authorities Have Hard Evidence of Osama bin Laden’s

Responsibility for 9/11?

Whatever be the truth about the devoutness of the hijackers, one might reply,

there is certainly no doubt about the fact that they were acting under the

guidance of Osama bin Laden. The attack on Afghanistan was based on the

claim that bin Laden was behind the attacks, and the 9/11 Commission’s

report was written as if there were no question about this claim. But neither

the Bush administration nor the Commission provided any proof for it.
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Two weeks after 9/11, Secretary of State Colin Powell, speaking to Tim Russert

on “Meet the Press,” said he expected “in the near future . . . to put out . . . a

document that will describe quite clearly the evidence that we have linking [bin

Laden] to this attack.”8 But at a press conference with President Bush the next

morning, Powell reversed himself, saying that although the government had

information that left no question of bin Laden’s responsibility, “most of it is

classified.”9 According to Seymour Hersh, citing officials from both the CIA and

the Department of Justice, the real reason for the reversal was a “lack of solid

information.”10

That same week, Bush had demanded that the Taliban turn over bin Laden.

But the Taliban, reported CNN, “refus[ed] to hand over bin Laden without proof

or evidence that he was involved in last week’s attacks on the United States.”

The Bush administration, saying “[t]here is already an indictment of Osama bin

Laden” [for the attacks in Tanzania, Kenya, and elsewhere],” rejected the

demand for evidence with regard to 9/11.11

The task of providing such evidence was taken up by British Prime Minister

Tony Blair, who on October 4 made public a document entitled “Responsibility

for the Terrorist Atrocities in the United States.” Listing “clear conclusions

reached by the government,” it stated: “Osama Bin Laden and al-Qaeda, the

terrorist network which he heads, planned and carried out the atrocities on 11

September 2001.”12

Blair’s report, however, began by saying: “This document does not purport to

provide a prosecutable case against Osama Bin Laden in a court of law.” This

weakness was noted the next day by the BBC, which said: “There is no direct

evidence in the public domain linking Osama Bin Laden to the 11 September

attacks. At best the evidence is circumstantial.”13

After the US had attacked Afghanistan, a senior Taliban official said: “We have

asked for proof of Osama’s involvement, but they have refused. Why?”14 The

answer to this question may be suggested by the fact that, to this day, the

FBI’s “Most Wanted Terrorist” webpage on bin Laden, while listing him as

wanted for bombings in Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, and Nairobi, makes no
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mention of 9/11.15

When the FBI’s chief of investigative publicity was asked why not, he replied:

“The reason why 9/11 is not mentioned on Usama Bin Laden’s Most Wanted

page is because the FBI has no hard evidence connecting Bin Laden to

9/11.”16

It is often claimed that bin Laden’s guilt is proved by a video, reportedly found

by US intelligence officers in Afghanistan in November 2001, in which bin

Laden appears to report having planned the attacks. But critics, pointing out

various problems with this “confession video,” have called it a fake.17 General

Hamid Gul, a former head of Pakistan’s ISI, said: “I think there is an Osama

Bin Laden look-alike.”18 Actually, the man in the video is not even much of a

look-alike, being heavier and darker than bin Laden, having a broader nose,

wearing jewelry, and writing with his right hand.19 The FBI, in any case,

obviously does not consider this video hard evidence of bin Laden’s

responsibility for 9/11.

What about the 9/11 Commission? I mentioned earlier that it gave the

impression of having had solid evidence of bin Laden’s guilt. But Thomas Kean

and Lee Hamilton, the Commission’s co-chairs, undermined this impression in

their follow-up book subtitled “the inside story of the 9/11 Commission.”20

Whenever the Commission had cited evidence for bin Ladin’s responsibility, the

note in the back of the book always referred to CIA-provided information that

had (presumably) been elicited during interrogations of al-Qaeda operatives. By

far the most important of these operatives was Khalid Sheikh Mohammed

(KSM), described as the “mastermind” of the 9/11 attacks. The Commission,

for example, wrote:

Bin Ladin . . . finally decided to give the green light for the 9/11 operation

sometime in late 1998 or early 1999. . . . Bin Ladin also soon selected four

individuals to serve as suicide operatives. . . . Atta—whom Bin Ladin chose

to lead the group—met with Bin Ladin several times to receive additional

instructions, including a preliminary list of approved targets: the World
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Trade Center, the Pentagon, and the U.S. Capitol.21

The note for each of these statements says “interrogation of KSM.”22

Kean and Hamilton, however, reported that they had no success in

“obtaining access to star witnesses in custody . . . , most notably Khalid

Sheikh Mohammed.”23 Besides not being allowed to interview these

witnesses, they were not permitted to observe the interrogations through

one-way glass or even to talk to the interrogators.24 Therefore, they

complained: “We . . . had no way of evaluating the credibility of detainee

information. How could we tell if someone such as Khalid Sheikh

Mohammed . . . was telling us the truth?”25

An NBC “deep background” report in 2008 pointed out an additional problem:

KSM and the other al-Qaeda leaders had been subjected to “enhanced

interrogation techniques,” i.e., torture, and it is now widely acknowledged that

statements elicited by torture lack credibility. “At least four of the operatives

whose interrogation figured in the 9/11 Commission Report,” this NBC report

pointed out, “have claimed that they told interrogators critical information as a

way to stop being “-tortured.'” NBC then quoted Michael Ratner, president of

the Center for Constitutional Rights, as saying: “Most people look at the 9/11

Commission Report as a trusted historical document. If their conclusions were

supported by information gained from torture, . . . their conclusions are

suspect.”26

Accordingly, neither the White House, the British government, the FBI, nor the

9/11 Commission has provided solid evidence that Osama bin Laden was

behind 9/11.

3. Was Evidence of Muslim Hijackers Provided by Phone Calls from the

Airliners?

Nevertheless, many readers may respond, there can be no doubt that the

airplanes were taken over by al-Qaeda hijackers, because their presence and

actions on the planes were reported on phone calls by passengers and flight
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attendants, with cell phone calls playing an especially prominent role.

The most famous of the reported calls were from CNN commentator Barbara

Olson to her husband, US Solicitor General Ted Olson. According to CNN, he

reported that his wife had “called him twice on a cell phone from American

Airlines Flight 77,” saying that “all passengers and flight personnel, including

the pilots, were herded to the back of the plane by . . . hijackers [armed with]

knives and cardboard cutters.”27

Although these reported calls, as summarized by Ted Olson, did not describe

the hijackers so as to suggest that they were members of al-Qaeda, such

descriptions were supplied by calls from other flights, especially United 93,

from which about a dozen cell phone calls were reportedly received before it

crashed in Pennsylvania. According to a Washington Post story of September

13,

[P]assenger Jeremy Glick used a cell phone to tell his wife, Lyzbeth, . . . that

the Boeing 757’s cockpit had been taken over by three Middle Eastern-looking

men. . . . The terrorists, wearing red headbands, had ordered the pilots, flight

attendants and passengers to the rear of the plane.28

A story about a “cellular phone conversation” between flight attendant Sandra

Bradshaw and her husband gave this report:

She said the plane had been taken over by three men with knives. She had

gotten a close look at one of the hijackers. . . . “He had an Islamic look,” she

told her husband. 29

From these calls, therefore, the public was informed that the hijackers looked

Middle Eastern and even Islamic.

Still more specific information was reportedly conveyed during a 12-minute cell

phone call from flight attendant Amy Sweeney on American Flight 11, which

was to crash into the North Tower of the World Trade Center.30 After reaching

American Airlines employee Michael Woodward and telling him that men of
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“Middle Eastern descent” had hijacked her flight, she then gave him their seat

numbers, from which he was able to learn the identity of Mohamed Atta and

two other hijackers.31 Amy Sweeney’s call was critical, ABC News explained,

because without it “the plane might have crashed with no one certain the man

in charge was tied to al Qaeda.”32

There was, however, a big problem with these reported calls: Given the

technology available in 2001, cell phone calls from airliners at altitudes of more

than a few thousand feet, especially calls lasting more than a few seconds,

were not possible, and yet these calls, some of which reportedly lasted a minute

or more, reportedly occurred when the planes were above 30,000 or even

40,000 feet. This problem was explained by some credible people, including

scientist A.K. Dewdney, who for many years had written a column for Scientific

American.33

Although some defenders of the official account, such as Popular Mechanics,

have disputed the contention that high-altitude calls from airliners were

impossible,34 the fact is that the FBI, after having at first supported the claims

that such calls were made, withdrew this support a few years later.

With regard to the reported 12-minute call from Amy Sweeney to Michael

Woodward, an affidavit signed by FBI agent James Lechner and dated

September 12 (2001) stated that, according to Woodward, Sweeney had been

“using a cellular telephone.”35 But when the 9/11 Commission discussed this

call in its Report, which appeared in July 2004, it declared that Sweeney had

used an onboard phone.36

Behind that change was an implausible claim made by the FBI earlier in 2004:

Although Woodward had failed to mention this when FBI agent Lechner

interviewed him on 9/11, he had repeated Sweeney’s call verbatim to a

colleague in his office, who had in turn repeated it to another colleague at

American headquarters in Dallas, who had recorded it; and this

recording—which was discovered only in 2004—indicated that Sweeney had

used a passenger-seat phone, thanks to “an AirFone card, given to her by

another flight attendant.”37
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This claim is implausible because, if this relayed recording had really been

made on 9/11, we cannot believe that Woodward would have failed to mention

it to FBI agent Lechner later that same day. While Lechner was taking notes,

Woodward would surely have said: “You don’t need to rely on my memory.

There is a recording of a word-for-word repetition of Sweeney’s statements

down in Dallas.” It is also implausible that Woodward, having repeated

Sweeney’s statement that she had used “an AirFone card, given to her by

another flight attendant,” would have told Lechner, as the latter’s affidavit

says, that Sweeney had been “using a cellular telephone.”

Lechner’s affidavit shows that the FBI at first supported the claim that

Sweeney had made a 12-minute cell phone call from a high-altitude airliner.

Does not the FBI’s change of story, after its first version had been shown to be

technologically impossible, create the suspicion that the entire story was a

fabrication?

This suspicion is reinforced by the FBI’s change of story in relation to United

Flight 93. Although we were originally told that this flight had been the source

of about a dozen cell phone calls, some of them when the plane was above

40,000 feet, the FBI gave a very different report at the 2006 trial of Zacarias

Moussaoui, the so-called 20th hijacker. The FBI spokesman said: “13 of the

terrified passengers and crew members made 35 air phone calls and two cell

phone calls.”38 Instead of there having been about a dozen cell phone calls

from Flight 93, the FBI declared in 2005, there were really only two.

Why were two calls still said to have been possible? They were reportedly made

at 9:58, when the plane was reportedly down to 5,000 feet.39 Although that

was still pretty high for successful cell phone calls in 2001, these calls, unlike

calls from 30,000 feet or higher, would have been at least arguably possible.

If the truth of the FBI’s new account is assumed, how can one explain the fact

that so many people had reported receiving cell phone calls? In most cases, it

seems, these people had been told by the callers that they were using cell

phones. For example, a Newsweek story about United 93 said: “Elizabeth

Wainio, 27, was speaking to her stepmother in Maryland. Another passenger,
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she explains, had loaned her a cell phone and told her to call her family.”40 In

such cases, we might assume that the people receiving the calls had simply

mis-heard, or mis-remembered, what they had been told. But this would mean

positing that about a dozen people had made the same mistake.

An even more serious difficulty is presented by the case of Deena Burnett, who

said that she had received three to five calls from her husband, Tom Burnett.

She knew he was using his cell phone, she reported to the FBI that very day

and then to the press and in a book, because she had recognized his cell phone

number on her phone’s Caller ID.41 We cannot suppose her to have been

mistaken about this. We also, surely, cannot accuse her of lying.

Therefore, if we accept the FBI’s report, according to which Tom Burnett did

not make any cell phone calls from Flight 93, we can only conclude that the

calls were faked—that Deena Burnett was duped. Although this suggestion

may at first sight seem outlandish, there are three facts that, taken together,

show it to be more probable than any of the alternatives.

First, voice morphing technology was sufficiently advanced at that time to

make faking the calls feasible. A 1999 Washington Post article described

demonstrations in which the voices of two generals, Colin Powell and Carl

Steiner, were heard saying things they had never said.42

Second, there are devices with which you can fake someone’s telephone

number, so that it will show up on the recipient’s Caller ID.43

Third, the conclusion that the person who called Deena Burnett was not her

husband is suggested by various features of the calls. For example, when

Deena told the caller that “the kids” were asking to talk to him, he said: “Tell

them I’ll talk to them later.” This was 20 minutes after Tom had purportedly

realized that the hijackers were on a suicide mission, planning to “crash this

plane into the ground,” and 10 minutes after he and other passengers had

allegedly decided that as soon as they were “over a rural area” they must try to

gain control of the plane. Also, the hijackers had reportedly already killed one

person.44 Given all this, the real Tom Burnett would have known that he
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would likely die, one way or another, in the next few minutes. Is it believable

that, rather than taking this probably last opportunity to speak to his children,

he would say that he would “talk to them later”? Is it not more likely that “Tom”

made this statement to avoid revealing that he knew nothing about “the kids,”

perhaps not even their names?

Further evidence that the calls were faked is provided by timing problems in

some of them. According to the 9/11 Commission, Flight 93 crashed at 10:03

as a result of the passenger revolt, which began at 9:57. However, according to

Lyzbeth Glick’s account of the aforementioned cell phone call from her

husband, Jeremy Glick, she told him about the collapse of the South Tower,

and that did not occur until 9:59, two minutes after the alleged revolt had

started. After that, she reported, their conversation continued for several more

minutes before he told her that the passengers were taking a vote about

whether to attack. According to Lyzbeth Glick’s account, therefore, the revolt

was only beginning by 10:03, when the plane (according to the official account)

was crashing.45

A timing problem also occurred in the aforementioned call from flight attendant

Amy Sweeney. While she was describing the hijackers, according to the FBI’s

account of her call, they stormed and took control of the cockpit.46 However,

although the hijacking of Flight 11 “began at 8:14 or shortly thereafter,” the

9/11 Commission said, Sweeney’s call did not go through until 8:25.47 Her

alleged call, in other words, described the hijacking as beginning over 11

minutes after it, according to the official timeline, had been successfully carried

out.

Multiple lines of evidence, therefore, imply that the cell phone calls were faked.

This fact has vast implications, because it implies that all the reported calls

from the planes, including those from onboard phones, were faked. Why?

Because if the planes had really been taken over in surprise hijackings, no one

would have been ready to make fake cell phone calls.

Moreover, the FBI, besides implying, most clearly in the case of Deena Burnett,

that the phone calls reporting the hijackings had been faked, comes right out
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and says, in its report about calls from Flight 77, that no calls from Barbara

Olson occurred. It does mention her. But besides attributing only one call to

her, not two, the FBI report refers to it as an “unconnected call,” which (of

course) lasted “0 seconds.”48 In 2006, in other words, the FBI, which is part of

the Department of Justice, implied that the story told by the DOJ’s former

solicitor general was untrue. Although not mentioned by the press, this was an

astounding development.

This FBI report leaves only two possible explanations for Ted Olson’s story:

Either he made it up or else he, like Deena Burnett and several others, was

duped. In either case, the story about Barbara Olson’s calls, with their reports

of hijackers taking over Flight 77, was based on deception.

The opening section of The 9/11 Commission Report is entitled “Inside the

Four Flights.” The information contained in this section is based almost

entirely on the reported phone calls. But if the reported calls were faked, we

have no idea what happened inside these planes. Insofar as the idea that the

planes were taken over by hijackers who looked “Middle Eastern,” even

“Islamic,” has been based on the reported calls, this idea is groundless.

4. Was the Presence of Hijackers Proved by a Radio Transmission “from

American 11”?

It might be objected, in reply, that this is not true, because we know that

American Flight 11, at least, was hijacked, thanks to a radio transmission in

which the voice of one of its hijackers is heard. According to the 9/11

Commission, the air traffic controller for this flight heard a radio transmission

at 8:25 AM in which someone—widely assumed to be Mohamed Atta—told the

passengers: “We have some planes. Just stay quiet, and you’ll be okay. We are

returning to the airport.” After quoting this transmission, the Commission

wrote: “The controller told us that he then knew it was a hijacking.”49 Was this

transmission not indeed proof that Flight 11 had been hijacked?

It might provide such proof if we knew that, as the Commission claimed, the

“transmission came from American 11.”50 But we do not. According to the
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FAA’s “Summary of Air Traffic Hijack Events,” published September 17, 2001,

the transmission was “from an unknown origin.”51 Bill Peacock, the FAA’s air

traffic director, said: “We didn’t know where the transmission came from.”52

The Commission’s claim that it came from American 11 was merely an

inference. The transmission could have come from the same room from which

the calls to Deena Burnett originated.

Therefore, the alleged radio transmission from Flight 11, like the alleged phone

calls from the planes, provides no evidence that the planes were taken over by

al-Qaeda hijackers.

5. Did Passports and a Headband Provide Evidence that al-Qaeda

Operatives Were on the Flights?

However, the government’s case for al-Qaeda hijackers on also rested in part

on claims that passports and a headband belonging to al-Qaeda operatives

were found at the crash sites. But these claims are patently absurd.

A week after the attacks, the FBI reported that a search of the streets after the

destruction of the World Trade Center had discovered the passport of one of the

Flight 11 hijackers, Satam al-Suqami.53 But this claim did not pass the giggle

test. “[T]he idea that [this] passport had escaped from that inferno unsinged,”

wrote one British reporter, “would [test] the credulity of the staunchest

supporter of the FBI’s crackdown on terrorism.”54

By 2004, when the 9/11 Commission was discussing the alleged discovery of

this passport, the story had been modified to say that “a passer-by picked it up

and gave it to a NYPD detective shortly before the World Trade Center towers

collapsed.”55 So, rather than needing to survive the collapse of the North

Tower, the passport merely needed to escape from the plane’s cabin, avoid

being destroyed or even singed by the instantaneous jet-fuel fire, and then

escape from the building so that it could fall to the ground! Equally absurd is

the claim that the passport of Ziad Jarrah, the alleged pilot of Flight 93, was

found at this plane’s crash site in Pennsylvania.56 This passport was

reportedly found on the ground even though there was virtually nothing at the
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site to indicate that an airliner had crashed there.

The reason for this absence of wreckage, we were told, was that the plane had

been headed downward at 580 miles per hour and, when it hit the spongy

Pennsylvania soil, buried itself deep in the ground. New York Times journalist

Jere Longman, surely repeating what he had been told by authorities, wrote:

“The fuselage accordioned on itself more than thirty feet into the porous,

backfilled ground. It was as if a marble had been dropped into water.”57 So, we

are to believe, just before the plane buried itself in the earth, Jarrah’s passport

escaped from the cockpit and landed on the ground. Did Jarrah, going 580

miles per hour, have the window open?58 Also found on the ground, according

to the government’s evidence presented to the Moussaoui trial, was a red

headband.59 This was considered evidence that al-Qaeda hijackers were on

Flight 93 because they were, according to some of the phone calls, wearing red

headbands. But besides being absurd for the same reason as was the claim

about Jarrah’s passport, this claim about the headband was problematic for

another reason. Former CIA agent Milt Bearden, who helped train the

Mujahideen fighters in Afghanistan, has pointed out that it would have been

very unlikely that members of al-Qaeda would have worn such headbands:

[The red headband] is a uniquely Shi’a Muslim adornment. It is something

that dates back to the formation of the Shi’a sect. . . . [I]t represents the

preparation of he who wears this red headband to sacrifice his life, to

murder himself for the cause. Sunnis are by and large most of the people

following Osama bin Laden [and they] do not do this.60

We learned shortly after the invasion of Iraq that some people in the US

government did not know the difference between Shi’a and Sunni Muslims. Did

such people decide that the hijackers would be described as wearing red

headbands?

6. Did the Information in Atta’s Luggage Prove the Responsibility of

al-Qaeda Operatives?

I come now to the evidence that is said to provide the strongest proof that the

planes had been hijacked by Mohamed Atta and other members of al-Qaeda.
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This evidence was reportedly found in two pieces of Atta’s luggage that were

discovered inside the Boston airport after the attacks. The luggage was there,

we were told, because although Atta was already in Boston on September 10,

he and another al-Qaeda operative, Abdul al-Omari, rented a blue Nissan and

drove up to Portland, Maine, and stayed overnight. They caught a commuter

flight back to Boston early the next morning in time to get on American Flight

11, but Atta’s luggage did not make it.

This luggage, according to the FBI affidavit signed by James Lechner,

contained much incriminating material, including a handheld flight computer,

flight simulator manuals, two videotapes about Boeing aircraft, a slide-rule

flight calculator, a copy of the Koran, and Atta’s last will and testament.61 This

material was widely taken as proof that al-Qaeda and hence Osama bin Laden

were behind the 9/11 attacks.

When closely examined, however, the Atta-to-Portland story loses all credibility.

One problem is the very idea that Atta would have planned to take all these

things in baggage that was to be transferred to Flight 11. What good would a

flight computer and other flying aids do inside a suitcase in the plane’s luggage

compartment? Why would he have planned to take his will on a plane he

planned to crash into the World Trade Center?

A second problem involves the question of why Atta’s luggage did not get

transferred onto Flight 11. According to an Associated Press story that

appeared four days after 9/11, Atta’s flight “arrived at Logan . . . just in time

for him to connect with American Airlines flight 11 to Los Angeles, but too late

for his luggage to be loaded.”62 The 9/11 Commission had at one time

evidently planned to endorse this claim.63 But when The 9/11 Commission

Report appeared, it said: “Atta and Omari arrived in Boston at 6:45” and then

“checked in and boarded American Airlines Flight 11,” which was “scheduled to

depart at 7:45.”64 By thus admitting that there was almost a full hour for the

luggage to be transferred to Flight 11, the Commission was left with no

explanation as to why it was not.
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Still another problem with the Atta-to-Portland story was the question why he

would have taken this trip. If the commuter flight had been late, Atta, being the

ringleader of the hijackers as well as the intended pilot for Flight 11, would

have had to call off the whole operation, which he had reportedly been planning

for two years. The 9/11 Commission, like the FBI before it, admitted that it had

no answer to this question.65

The fourth and biggest problem with the story, however, is that it did not

appear until September 16, five days after 9/11, following the collapse of an

earlier story.

According to news reports immediately after 9/11, the incriminating materials,

rather than being found in Atta’s luggage inside the airport, were found in a

white Mitsubishi, which Atta had left in the Boston airport parking lot. Two

hijackers did drive a blue Nissan to Portland and then take the commuter flight

back to Boston the next morning, but their names were Adnan and Ameer

Bukhari.66 This story fell apart on the afternoon of September 13, when it was

discovered that the Bukharis, to whom authorities had reportedly been led by

material in the Nissan at the Portland Jetport, had not died on 9/11: Adnan

was still alive and Ameer had died the year before.67

The next day, September 14, an Associated Press story said that it was Atta

and a companion who had driven the blue Nissan to Portland, stayed

overnight, and then taken the commuter flight back to Boston. The

incriminating materials, however, were still said to have been found in a car in

the Boston airport, which was now said to have been rented by “additional

suspects.”68 Finally, on September 16, a Washington Post story, besides

saying that the Nissan had been taken to Portland by Atta and al-Omari,

specified that the incriminating material had been found in Atta’s luggage

inside the Boston airport.69

Given this history of the Atta-to-Portland story, how can we avoid the

conclusion that it was a fabrication?
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7. Were al-Qaeda Operatives Captured on Airport Security Videos?

Still another type of evidence for the claim that al-Qaeda operatives were on the

planes consisted of frames from videos, purportedly taken by airport security

cameras, said to show hijackers checking into airports. Shortly after the

attacks, for example, photos showing Atta and al-Omari at an airport “were

flashed round the world.”70 However, although it was widely assumed that

these photos were from the airport at Boston, they were really from the airport

at Portland. No photos showing Atta or any of the other alleged hijackers at

Boston’s Logan Airport were ever produced. We at best have photographic

evidence that Atta and al-Omari were at the Portland airport.

Moreover, in light of the fact that the story of Atta and al-Omari going to

Portland was apparently a late invention, we might expect the photographic

evidence that they were at the Portland Jetport on the morning of September

11 to be problematic. And indeed it is. It shows Atta and Omari without either

jackets or ties on, whereas the Portland ticket agent said that they had been

wearing jackets and ties.71 Also, a photo showing Atta and al-Omari passing

through the security checkpoint is marked both 05:45 and 05:53.72

Another airport video was distributed on the day in 2004 that The 9/11

Commission Report was published. The Associated Press, using a frame from it

as corroboration of the official story, provided this caption:

Hijacker Khalid al-Mihdhar . . . passes through the security checkpoint at

Dulles International Airport in Chantilly, Va., Sept. 11 2001, just hours before

American Airlines Flight 77 crashed into the Pentagon in this image from a

surveillance video.73

However, as Rowland Morgan and Ian Henshall have pointed out, a normal

security video has time and date burned into the integral video image by

proprietary equipment according to an authenticated pattern, along with

camera identification and the location that the camera covered. The video

released in 2004 contained no such data.74
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The Associated Press notwithstanding, therefore, this video contains no

evidence that it was taken at Dulles on September 11.

Another problem with this so-called Dulles video is that, although one of the

men on it was identified by the 9/11 Commission as Hani Hanjour,75 he "does

not remotely resemble Hanjour." Whereas Hanjour was thin and had a receding

hairline (as shown by a photo taken six days before 9/11), the man in the video

had a somewhat muscular build and a full head of hair, with no receding

hairline.76

In sum: Video proof that the named hijackers checked into airports on 9/11 is

nonexistent. Besides the fact that the videos purportedly showing hijackers for

Flights 11 and 77 reek of inauthenticity, there are no videos even purportedly

showing the hijackers for the other two flights. If these 19 men had really

checked into the Boston and Dulles airports that day, there should be

authentic security videos to prove this.

8. Were the Names of the "Hijackers" on the Passenger Manifests?

What about the passenger manifests, which list all the passengers on the

flights? If the alleged hijackers purchased tickets and boarded the flights, their

names would have been on the manifests for these flights. And we were told

that they were. According to counterterrorism coordinator Richard Clarke, the

FBI told him at about 10:00 that morning that it recognized the names of some

al-Qaeda operatives on passenger manifests it had received from the airlines.77

As to how the FBI itself acquired its list, Robert Bonner, the head of Customs

and Border Protection, said to the 9/11 Commission in 2004:

On the morning of 9/11, through an evaluation of data related to the passenger

manifest for the four terrorist hijacked aircraft, Customs Office of Intelligence

was able to identify the likely terrorist hijackers. Within 45 minutes of the

attacks, Customs forwarded the passenger lists with the names of the victims

and 19 probable hijackers to the FBI and the intelligence community.78
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Under questioning, Bonner added:

We were able to pull from the airlines the passenger manifest for each of the

four flights. We ran the manifest through [our lookout] system. . . . [B]y 11:00

AM, I'd seen a sheet that essentially identified the 19 probable hijackers. And

in fact, they turned out to be, based upon further follow-up in detailed

investigation, to be the 19.79

Bonner's statement, however, is doubly problematic. In the first place, the

initial FBI list, as reported by CNN on September 13 and 14, contained only 18

names.80 Why would that be if 19 men had already been identified on 9/11?

Second, several of the names on the FBI's first list, having quickly become

problematic, were replaced by other names. For example, the previously

discussed men named Bukhari, thought to be brothers, were replaced on

American 11's list of hijackers by brothers named Waleed and Wail al-Shehri.

Two other replacements for this flight were Satam al-Suqami, whose passport

was allegedly found at Ground Zero, and Abdul al-Omari, who allegedly went to

Portland with Atta the day before 9/11. Also, the initial list for American 77 did

not include the name of Hani Hanjour, who would later be called the pilot of

this flight. Rather, it contained a name that, after being read aloud by a CNN

correspondent, was transcribed "Mosear Caned."81 All in all, the final list of 19

hijackers contained six names that were not on the original list of 18---a fact

that contradicts Bonner's claim that by 11:00 AM on 9/11 his agency had

identified 19 probable hijackers who, in fact, "turned out to be. . . the 19."

These replacements to the initial list also undermine the claim that Amy

Sweeney, by giving the seat numbers of three of the hijackers to Michael

Woodward of American Airlines, allowed him to identify Atta and two others.

This second claim is impossible because the two others were Abdul al-Omari

and Satam al-Suqami,82 and they were replacements for two men on the

original list---who, like Adnan Bukhari, turned up alive after 9/11.83

Woodward could not possibly have identified men who were not added to the

list until several days later.84
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For all these reasons, the claim that the names of the 19 alleged hijackers were

on the airlines' passenger manifests must be considered false.

This conclusion is supported by the fact that the passenger manifests that were

released to the public included no names of any of the 19 alleged hijackers

and, in fact, no Middle Eastern names whatsoever.85 These manifests,

therefore, support the suspicion that there were no al-Qaeda hijackers on the

planes.

It might appear that this conclusion is contradicted by the fact that passenger

manifests with the names of the alleged hijackers have appeared. A photocopy

of a portion of an apparent passenger manifest for American Flight 11, with the

names of three of the alleged hijackers, was published in a 2005 book by Terry

McDermott, Perfect Soldiers: The 9/11 Hijackers.86 McDermott reportedly said

that he received these manifests from the FBI.87 But the idea that these were

the original manifests is problematic.

For one thing, they were not included in the evidence presented by the FBI to

the Moussaoui trial in 2006.88 If even the FBI will not cite them as evidence,

why should anyone think they are genuine?

Another problem with these purported manifests, copies of which can be

viewed on the Internet,89 is that they show signs of being late creations. One

such sign is that Ziad Jarrah's last name is spelled correctly, whereas in the

early days after 9/11, the FBI was referring to him as "Jarrahi," as news

reports from the time show.90 A second sign is that the manifest for American

Flight 77 contains Hani Hanjour's name, even though its absence from the

original list of hijackers had led the Washington Post to wonder why Hanjour's

"name was not on the American Airlines manifest for the flight."91 A third sign

is that the purported manifest for American Flight 11 contains the names of

Wail al-Shehri, Waleed al-Shehri, Satam al-Suqami, and Abdul al-Omari, all of

whom were added some days after 9/11.

In sum, no credible evidence that al-Qaeda operatives were on the flights is

provided by the passenger manifests.
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9. Did DNA Tests Identify Five Hijackers among the Victims at the

Pentagon?

Another type of evidence that the alleged hijackers were really on the planes

could have been provided by autopsies. But no such evidence has been

forthcoming. In its book defending the official account of 9/11, to be sure,

Popular Mechanics claims that, according to a report on the victims of the

Pentagon attack by the Armed Forces Institute of Pathology: "The five hijackers

were positively identified."92 But this claim is false.

According to a summary of this pathology report by Andrew Baker, M.D., the

remains of 183 victims were subjected to DNA analysis, which resulted in "178

positive identifications." Although Baker says that "[s]ome remains for each of

the terrorists were recovered," this was merely an inference from the fact that

there were "five unique postmortem profiles that did not match any

antemortem material provided by victims' families."93

A Washington Post story made even clearer the fact that this conclusion---that

the unmatched remains were those of "the five hijackers"---was merely an

inference. It wrote: "The remains of the five hijackers have been identified

through a process of exclusion, as they did not match DNA samples

contributed by family members of all 183 victims who died at the site"

(emphasis added).94 All the report said, in other words, was that there were

five bodies whose DNA did not match that of any of the known Pentagon

victims or any of the regular passengers or crew members on Flight 77.

We have no way of knowing where these five bodies came from. For the claim

that they came from the attack site at the Pentagon, we have only the word of

the FBI and the military, which insisted on taking charge of the bodies of

everyone killed at the Pentagon and transporting them to the Armed Forces

Institute of Pathology.95

In any case, the alleged hijackers could have been positively identified only if

samples had been obtained from their relatives, and there is no indication that

this occurred. Indeed, one can wonder why not. The FBI had lots of information
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about the men identified as the hijackers. They could easily have located

relatives. And these relatives, most of whom reportedly did not believe that

their own flesh and blood had been involved in the attacks, would have surely

been willing to supply the needed DNA. Indeed, a story about Ziad Jarrah, the

alleged pilot of Flight 93, said: "Jarrah's family has indicated they would be

willing to provide DNA samples to US researchers, . . . [but] the FBI has shown

no interest thus far."96

The lack of positive identification of the alleged hijackers is consistent with the

autopsy report, which was released to Dr. Thomas Olmsted, who had made a

FOIA request for it. Like the flight manifest for Flight 77, he revealed, this

report also contains no Arab names.97

10. Has the Claim That Some of the "Hijackers" Are Still Alive Been

Debunked?

Another problem with the claim that the 19 hijackers were correctly identified

on 9/11, or at least a few days later, is that some of the men on the FBI's final

list reportedly turned up alive after 9/11. Although Der Spiegel and the BBC

claim to have debunked these reports, I will show this is untrue by examining

the case of one of the alleged hijackers, Waleed al-Shehri---who, we saw earlier,

was a replacement for Adnan Bukhari, who himself had shown up alive after

9/11.

In spite of the fact that al-Shehri was a replacement, the 9/11 Commission

revealed no doubts about his presence on Flight 11, speculating that he and

his brother Wail---another replacement---stabbed two of the flight

attendants.98 But the Commission certainly should have had doubts.

On September 22, 2001, the BBC published an article by David Bamford

entitled "Hijack "-Suspect' Alive in Morocco." It showed that the Waleed

al-Shehri identified by the FBI as one of the hijackers was still alive. Explaining

why the problem could not be dismissed as a case of mistaken identity,

Bamford wrote:
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His photograph was released by the FBI, and has been shown in newspapers

and on television around the world. That same Mr Al-Shehri has turned up in

Morocco, proving clearly that he was not a member of the suicide attack. He

told Saudi journalists in Casablanca that . . . he has now been interviewed by

the American authorities, who apologised for the misunderstanding.99

The following day, September 23, the BBC published another story, "Hijack

"-Suspects' Alive and Well." Discussing several alleged hijackers who had

shown up alive, it said of al-Shehri in particular: "He acknowledges that he

attended flight training school at Daytona Beach. . . . But, he says, he left the

United States in September last year, became a pilot with Saudi Arabian

airlines and is currently on a further training course in Morocco."100

In 2003, an article in Der Spiegel tried to debunk these two BBC stories,

characterizing them as "nonsense about surviving terrorists." It claimed that

the reported still-alive hijackers were all cases of mistaken identity, involving

men with "coincidentally identical names." This claim by Der Spiegel depended

on its assertion that, at the time of the reports, the FBI had released only a list

of names: "The FBI did not release photographs until four days after the cited

reports, on September 27th."101 But that was not true. Bamford's BBC story

of September 22, as we saw, reported that Waleed al-Shehri's photograph had

been "released by the FBI" and "shown in newspapers and on television around

the world."

In 2006, nevertheless, the BBC used the same claim to withdraw its support

for its own stories. Steve Herrmann, the editor of the BBC News website,

claimed that confusion had arisen because "these were common Arabic and

Islamic names." Accordingly, he said, the BBC had changed its September 23

story in one respect: "Under the FBI picture of Waleed al Shehri we have added

the words "-A man called Waleed Al Shehri...' to make it as clear as possible

that there was confusion over the identity."102 But Bamford's BBC story of

September 22, which Herrmann failed to mention, had made it "as clear as

possible" that there could not have been any confusion.
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These attempts by Der Spiegel and the BBC, in which they tried to discredit the

reports that Waleed al-Shehri was still alive after 9/11, have been refuted by

Jay Kolar, who shows that FBI photographs had been published by Saudi

newspapers as early as September 19. Kolar thereby undermines the only

argument against Bamford's assertion, according to which there could have

been no possibility of mistaken identity because al-Shehri had seen his

published photograph prior to September 22, when Bamford's story

appeared.103

The fact that al-Shehri, along with several other alleged hijackers,104 was alive

after 9/11 shows unambiguously that at least some of the men on the FBI's

final list were not on the planes. It would appear that the FBI, after replacing

some of its first-round candidates because of their continued existence,

decided not to replace any more, in spite of their exhibition of the same defect.

11. Is There Positive Evidence That No Hijackers Were on the Planes?

At this point, defenders of the official story might argue: The fact that some of

the men labeled hijackers were still alive after 9/11 shows only that the FBI list

contained some errors; it does not prove that there were no al-Qaeda hijackers

on board. And although the previous points do undermine the evidence for

such hijackers, absence of evidence is not necessarily evidence of absence.

Evidence of absence, however, is implicit in the prior points in two ways. First,

the lack of Arab names on the Pentagon autopsy report and on any of the

issued passenger manifests does suggest the absence of al-Qaeda operatives.

Second, if al-Qaeda hijackers really were on the flights, why was evidence to

prove this fact fabricated?

Beyond those two points, moreover, there is a feature of the reported events

that contradicts the claim that hijackers broke into the pilots' cabins. This

feature can be introduced by reference to Conan Doyle's short story "Silver

Blaze," which is about a famous race horse that had disappeared the night

before a big race. Although the local Scotland Yard detective believed that

Silver Blaze had been stolen by an intruder, Sherlock Holmes brought up "the
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curious incident of the dog in the night-time." When the inspector pointed out

that "[t]he dog did nothing in the night-time," Holmes replied: "That was the

curious incident."105 Had there really been an intruder, in other words, the

dog would have barked. This has become known as the case of "the dog that

didn't bark."

A similar curious incident occurred on each of the four flights. In the event of a

hijacking, pilots are trained to enter the standard hijack code (7500) into their

transponders to alert controllers on the ground. Using the transponder to send

a code is called "squawking." One of the big puzzles about 9/11 was why none

of the pilots squawked the hijack code.

CNN provided a good treatment of this issue, saying with regard to the first

flight:

Flight 11 was hijacked apparently by knife-wielding men. Airline pilots are

trained to handle such situations by keeping calm, complying with requests,

and if possible, dialing in an emergency four digit code on a device called a

transponder. . . . The action takes seconds, but it appears no such code was

entered.106

The crucial issue was indicated by the phrase "if possible": Would it have been

possible for the pilots of Flight 11 to have performed this action? A positive

answer was suggested by CNN's next statement:

[I]n the cabin, a frantic flight attendant managed to use a phone to call

American Airlines Command Center in Dallas. She reported the trouble. And

according to "The Christian Science Monitor," a pilot apparently keyed the

microphone, transmitting a cockpit conversation.107

If there was time for both of those actions to be taken, there would have been

time for one of the pilots to enter the four-digit hijack code.

That would have been all the more true of the pilots on United Flight 93, given

the (purported) tapes from this flight. A reporter at the Moussaoui trial, where
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these tapes had been played, wrote:

In those tapes, the pilots shouted as hijackers broke into the cockpit. "Mayday!

Mayday! Mayday!" a pilot screamed in the first tape. In the second tape, 30

seconds later, a pilot shouted: "Mayday! Get out of here! Get out of here!"108

According to these tapes, therefore, the pilots were still alive and coherent 30

seconds after realizing that hijackers were breaking into the cockpit. And yet in

all that time, neither of them did the most important thing they had been

trained to do---turn the transponder to 7500.

In addition to the four pilots on Flights 11 and 93, furthermore, the four pilots

on Flights 175 and 77 failed to do this as well.

In "Silver Blaze," the absence of an intruder was shown by the dog that didn't

bark. On 9/11, the absence of hijackers was shown by the pilots who didn't

squawk.

12. Were bin Laden and al-Qaeda Capable of Orchestrating the Attacks?

For prosecutors to prove that defendants committed a crime, they must show

that they had the ability (as well as the motive and opportunity) to do so. But

several political and military leaders from other countries have stated that bin

Laden and al-Qaeda simply could not have carried out the attacks. General

Leonid Ivashov, who in 2001 was the chief of staff for the Russian armed

forces, wrote:

Only secret services and their current chiefs---or those retired but still having

influence inside the state organizations---have the ability to plan, organize and

conduct an operation of such magnitude. . . . . Osama bin Laden and "Al

Qaeda" cannot be the organizers nor the performers of the September 11

attacks. They do not have the necessary organization, resources or leaders.

Mohamed Hassanein Heikal, the former foreign minister of Egypt, wrote:
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Bin Laden does not have the capabilities for an operation of this magnitude.

When I hear Bush talking about al-Qaida as if it was Nazi Germany or the

communist party of the Soviet Union, I laugh because I know what is there.

Similar statements have been made by Andreas von Bülow, the former state

secretary of West Germany's ministry of defense, by General Mirza Aslam Beg,

former chief of staff of Pakistan's army, and even General Musharraf, the

president of Pakistan until recently.109

This same point was also made by veteran CIA agent Milt Bearden. Speaking

disparagingly of "the myth of Osama bin Laden" on CBS News the day after

9/11, Bearden said: "I was there [in Afghanistan] at the same time bin Laden

was there. He was not the great warrior." With regard to the widespread view

that bin Laden was behind the attacks, he said: "This was a tremendously

sophisticated operation against the United States---more sophisticated than

anybody would have ascribed to Osama bin Laden." Pointing out that a group

capable of such a sophisticated attack would have had a way to cover their

tracks, he added: "This group who was responsible for that, if they didn't have

an Osama bin Laden out there, they'd invent one, because he's a terrific

diversion."110

13. Could Hani Hanjour Have Flown Flight 77 into the Pentagon?

The inability of al-Qaeda to have carried out the operation can be illustrated in

terms of Hani Hanjour, the al-Qaeda operative said to have flown Flight 77 into

the Pentagon.

On September 12, before it was stated that Hanjour had been the pilot of

American 77, the final minutes of this plane's trajectory had been described as

one requiring great skill. A Washington Post story said:

[J]ust as the plane seemed to be on a suicide mission into the White House, the

unidentified pilot executed a pivot so tight that it reminded observers of a

fighter jet maneuver. . . . Aviation sources said the plane was flown with

extraordinary skill, making it highly likely that a trained pilot was at the
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helm.111

But Hani Hanjour was not that. Indeed, a CBS story reported, an Arizona flight

school said that Hanjour's "flying skills were so bad . . . they didn't think he

should keep his pilot's license." The manager stated: "I couldn't believe he had

a commercial license of any kind with the skills that he had."112 A New York

Times story, entitled "A Trainee Noted for Incompetence," quoted one of his

instructors as saying that Hanjour "could not fly at all."113

The 9/11 Commission even admitted that in the summer of 2001, just months

before 9/11, a flight instructor in New Jersey, after going up with Hanjour in a

small plane, "declined a second request because of what he considered

Hanjour's poor piloting skills."114 The Commission failed to address the

question of how Hanjour, incapable of flying a single-engine plane, could have

flown a giant 757 through the trajectory reportedly taken by Flight 77:

descending 8,000 feet in three minutes and then coming in at ground level to

strike Wedge 1 of the Pentagon between the first and second floors, without

even scraping the lawn.

Several pilots have said this would have been impossible. Russ Wittenberg,

who flew large commercial airliners for 35 years after serving as a fighter pilot

in Vietnam, says it would have been "totally impossible for an amateur who

couldn't even fly a Cessna" to fly that downward spiral and then "crash into the

Pentagon's first floor wall without touching the lawn."115 Ralph Omholt, a

former 757 pilot, has bluntly said: "The idea that an unskilled pilot could have

flown this trajectory is simply too ridiculous to consider."116 Ralph Kolstad,

who was a US Navy "top gun" pilot before becoming a commercial airline pilot

for 27 years, has said: "I have 6,000 hours of flight time in Boeing 757's and

767's and I could not have flown it the way the flight path was described. . . .

Something stinks to high heaven!"117

The authors of the Popular Mechanics book about 9/11 offered to solve this

problem. While acknowledging that Hanjour "may not have been highly skilled,"

they said that he did not need to be, because all he had to do was, using a GPS

unit, put his plane on autopilot.118 "He steered the plane manually for only
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the final eight minutes of the flight," they state triumphantly119---ignoring the

fact that it was precisely during those minutes that Hanjour had allegedly

performed the impossible.

14. Would an al-Qaeda Pilot Have Executed that Maneuver?

A further question is: Even if one of the al-Qaeda operatives on that flight could

have executed that maneuver, would he have done so? This question arises out

of the fact that the plane could easily have crashed into the roof on the side of

the Pentagon that housed Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld and all the

top brass. The difficult maneuver would have been required only by the

decision to strike Wedge 1 on the side.

But this was the worst possible place, given the assumed motives of the

al-Qaeda operatives: They would have wanted to kill Rumsfeld and the top

brass, but Wedge 1 was as far removed from their offices as possible. They

would have wanted to cause as much destruction as possible, but Wedge

1---and only it---had been renovated to make it less vulnerable to attack.

Al-Qaeda operatives would have wanted to kill as many Pentagon employees as

possible, but because the renovation was not quite complete, Wedge 1 was only

sparsely occupied. The attack also occurred on the only part of the Pentagon

that would have presented physical obstacles to an attacking airplane. All of

these facts were public knowledge. So even if an al-Qaeda pilot had been

capable of executing the maneuver to strike the ground floor of Wedge 1, he

would not have done so.

15. Could al-Qaeda Operatives Have Brought Down the World Trade Center

Buildings?

Returning to the issue of competence, another question is whether al-Qaeda

operatives could have brought down the Twin Towers and WTC 7?

With regard to the Twin Towers, the official theory is that they were brought

down by the impact of the airplanes plus the ensuing fires. But this theory

cannot explain why the towers, after exploding outwards at the top, came
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straight down, because this type of collapse would have required all 287 of

each building's steel columns---which ran from the basement to the roof---to

have failed simultaneously; it cannot explain why the top parts of the buildings

came straight down at virtually free-fall speed, because this required that the

lower parts of the building, with all of their steel and concrete, offered no

resistance; it cannot explain why sections of steel beams, weighing thousands

of tons, were blown out horizontally more than 500 feet; it cannot explain why

some of the steel had melted, because this melting required temperatures far

hotter than the fires in the buildings could possibly have been; and it cannot

explain why many firefighters and WTC employees reported massive explosions

in the buildings long after all the jet-fuel had burned up. But all of these

phenomena are easily explainable by the hypothesis that the buildings were

brought down by explosives in the procedure known as controlled

demolition.120

This conclusion now constitutes the consensus of independent physicists,

chemists, architects, engineers, and demolition experts who have studied the

facts.121 For example, Edward Munyak, a mechanical and fire protection

engineer who worked in the US departments of energy and defense, says: "The

concentric nearly freefall speed exhibited by each building was identical to

most controlled demolitions. . . . Collapse [was] not caused by fire effects."122

Dwain Deets, the former director of the research engineering division at NASA's

Dryden Flight Research Center, mentions the "massive structural members

being hurled horizontally" as one of the factors leaving him with "no doubt

[that] explosives were involved."123

Given the fact that WTC 7 was not even hit by a plane, its vertical collapse at

virtually free-fall speed, which also was preceded by explosions and involved

the melting of steel, was still more obviously an example of controlled

demolition.124 For example, Jack Keller, emeritus professor of engineering at

Utah State University, who has been given special recognition by Scientific

American, said: "Obviously it was the result of controlled demolition."125

Likewise, when Danny Jowenko---a controlled demolition expert in the

Netherlands who had not known that WTC 7 had collapsed on 9/11---was

asked to comment on a video of its collapse, he said: "They simply blew up
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columns, and the rest caved in afterwards. . . . [I]t's been imploded. . . . A team

of experts did this."126

If the Twin Towers and WTC 7 were brought down by explosives, the question

becomes: Who would have had the ability to place the explosives? This

question involves two parts: First, who could have obtained access to the

buildings for all the hours it would have taken to plant the explosives? The

answer is: Only someone with connections to people in charge of security for

the World Trade Center.

The second part of the question is: Who, if they had such access, would have

had the expertise to engineer the controlled demolition of these three

buildings? As Jowenko's statement indicated, the kind of controlled demolition

to which these buildings were subjected was implosion, which makes the

building come straight down. According to ImplosionWorld.com, an implosion

is "by far the trickiest type of explosive project, and there are only a handful of

blasting companies in the world that possess enough experience . . . to perform

these true building implosions."127

Both parts of the question, therefore, rule out al-Qaeda operatives. The

destruction of the World Trade Center had to have been an inside job.

16. Would al-Qaeda Operatives Have Imploded the Buildings?

Finally, we can also ask whether, even if al-Qaeda operatives had possessed

the ability to cause the World Trade Center buildings to implode so as to come

straight down, they would have done so? The answer to this question becomes

obvious once we reflect upon the purpose of this kind of controlled demolition,

which is to avoid damaging near-by buildings. Had the 110-story Twin Towers

fallen over sideways, they would have caused massive destruction in lower

Manhattan, destroying dozens of other buildings and killing tens of thousands

of people. Would al-Qaeda have had the courtesy to make sure that the

buildings came straight down?
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Conclusion

All the proffered evidence that America was attacked by Muslims on 9/11,

when subjected to critical scrutiny, appears to have been fabricated. If that is

determined indeed to be the case, the implications would be enormous.

Discovering and prosecuting the true perpetrators of the 9/11 attacks would

obviously be important. The most immediate consequence, however, should be

to reverse those attitudes and policies that have been based on the assumption

that America was attacked by Muslims on 9/11. 
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New Documents Detail America’s Strategic Response to 9/11 

Rumsfeld's War Aim: "Significantly Change the World's Political Map"

By The National Security Archive - Global Research, September 12, 2011

Washington, D.C., September 11, 2011 – In October 2001 the

U.S. sent a private message to Taliban leader Mullah Omar

warning that “every pillar of the Taliban regime will be

destroyed,” according to previously secret U.S. documents

posted today by the National Security Archive at

www.nsarchive.org. The document collection includes high-level

strategic planning memos that shed light on the U.S. response to the attacks

and the Bush administration’s reluctance to become involved in post-Taliban

reconstruction in Afghanistan. As an October 2001 National Security Council

strategy paper noted, “The U.S. should not commit to any post-Taliban military

involvement since the U.S. will be heavily engaged in the anti-terrorism effort

worldwide.”

Materials posted today also include memos from officials lamenting the

American strategy of destroying al-Qaeda and the Taliban without substantially

investing in Afghan infrastructure and economic well-being. In 2006, U.S.

Ambassador to Afghanistan Ronald R. Neumann asserted that

recommendations to “minimize economic assistance and leave out

infrastructure plays into the Taliban strategy, not to ours.” The ambassador

was concerned that U.S. inattention to Afghan reconstruction was causing the

U.S. and its Afghan allies to lose support. The Taliban believed they were

winning, he said, a perception that “scares the hell out of Afghans.” Taliban

leaders were capitalizing on America’s commitment, he said, and had sent a

concise, but ominous, message to U.S. forces: “You have all the clocks but we
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have all the time.”

The documents published here describe multiple important post-9/11 strategic

decisions. One relates to the dominant operational role played by the CIA in

U.S. activities in Afghanistan. Another is the Bush administration’s expansive

post-9/11 strategic focus, as expressed in Donald Rumsfeld’s remark to the

president: “If the war does not significantly change the world’s political map,

the U.S. will not achieve its aim/ There is value in being clear on the order of

magnitude of the necessary change.” Yet another takes the form of U.S.

communications with Pakistani intelligence officials insisting that Islamabad

choose between the United States or the Taliban: “this was a black-and-white

choice, with no grey.”

Highlights include:

* A memo from Secretary Rumsfeld to General Franks expressing the

Secretary’s frustration that the CIA had become the lead government agency for

U.S. operations in Afghanistan, “Given the nature of our world, isn’t it

conceivable that the Department [of Defense] ought not to be in a position of

near total dependence on CIA in situations such as this?”

* A detailed timeline of the activities of Vice President Richard Cheney and his

family from September 11-27, 2001.

* The National Security Council’s October 16, 2001 strategic outline of White

House objectives to destroy the Taliban and al-Qaeda while avoiding excessive

nation-building or reconstruction efforts. “The U.S. should not commit to any

post-Taliban military involvement since the U.S. will be heavily engaged in the

anti-terrorism effort worldwide.” The document also notes the importance of

“CIA teams and special forces in country operational detachments (A teams)”

for anti-Taliban operations.

* U.S. Ambassador Neumann expresses concern in 2006 that the American

failure to fully embrace reconstruction activities has harmed the American

mission. “The supplemental decision recommendation to minimize economic
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assistance and leave out infrastructure plays into the Taliban strategy, not to

ours.” A resurgent Taliban leadership summarized the emerging strategic

match-up by saying, “You have all the clocks but we have all the time.”

* A memo on U.S. strategy from Donald Rumsfeld to President Bush dated

September 30, 2001, saying, “If the war does not significantly change the

world’s political map, the U.S. will not achieve its aim/ There is value in being

clear on the order of magnitude of the necessary change. The USG [U.S.

Government] should envision a goal along these lines: New regimes in

Afghanistan and another key State (or two) that supports terrorism.”

* A transcript of Washington’s October 7, 2001 direct message to the Taliban:

“Every pillar of the Taliban regime will be destroyed.” [Document 16]

* The day after 9/11, Deputy Secretary Armitage presents a “stark choice” to

Pakistani Intelligence (ISI) Chief Mahmoud Ahmed, “Pakistan must either stand

with the United States in its fight against terrorism or stand against us. There

was no maneuvering room.”

* In talking points prepared for a September 14, 2001 National Security

Council meeting. Secretary of State Colin Powell notes, “My sense is that

moderate Arabs are starting to see terrorism in a whole new light. This is the

key to the coalition, we are working them hard.”

http://www.nsarchive.org

THE NATIONAL SECURITY ARCHIVE is an independent non-governmental

research institute and library located at The George Washington University in

Washington, D.C. The Archive collects and publishes declassified documents

acquired through the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA). A tax-exempt public

charity, the Archive receives no U.S. government funding; its budget is

supported by publication royalties and donations from foundations and

individuals.
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The original source of this article is NSARCHIVE Digest no 2011-25, 17 Aug

2011 to 11 Sep 2011

Copyright © The National Security Archive, NSARCHIVE Digest no 2011-25, 17

Aug 2011 to 11 Sep 2011, 2011

[Edit Point]

PART VIII - The Alleged 9/11 Mastermind:

The Life and Death of  Osama bin Laden

By Prof Michel Chossudovsky - Global Research, September 12, 2001

Who Is Osama Bin Laden?

A few hours after the terrorist attacks on the World Trade Centre

and the Pentagon, the Bush administration concluded without

supporting evidence, that “Osama bin Laden and his al-Qaeda

organisation were prime suspects”. CIA Director George Tenet

stated that bin Laden has the capacity to plan “multiple attacks with little or

no warning.” Secretary of State Colin Powell called the attacks “an act of war”

and President Bush confirmed in an evening televised address to the Nation

that he would “make no distinction between the terrorists who committed these

acts and those who harbor them”. Former CIA Director James Woolsey pointed

his finger at “state sponsorship,” implying the complicity of one or more foreign

governments. In the words of former National Security Adviser, Lawrence

Eagleburger, “I think we will show when we get attacked like this, we are

terrible in our strength and in our retribution.”

Meanwhile, parroting official statements, the Western media mantra has

approved the launching of “punitive actions” directed against civilian targets in

the Middle East. In the words of William Saffire writing in the New York Times:

“When we reasonably determine our attackers’ bases and camps, we must

pulverize them — minimizing but accepting the risk of collateral damage” —

and act overtly or covertly to destabilize terror’s national hosts”.
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The following text outlines the history of Osama Bin Laden and the links of the

Islamic “Jihad” to the formulation of US foreign policy during the Cold War and

its aftermath.

Prime suspect in the New York and Washington terrorists attacks, branded by

the FBI as an “international terrorist” for his role in the African US embassy

bombings, Saudi born Osama bin Laden was recruited during the

Soviet-Afghan war “ironically under the auspices of the CIA, to fight Soviet

invaders”. 1

In 1979 “the largest covert operation in the history of the CIA” was launched in

response to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in support of the

pro-Communist government of Babrak Kamal.2:

With the active encouragement of the CIA and Pakistan’s ISI [Inter Services

Intelligence], who wanted to turn the Afghan jihad into a global war waged by

all Muslim states against the Soviet Union, some 35,000 Muslim radicals from

40 Islamic countries joined Afghanistan’s fight between 1982 and 1992. Tens of

thousands more came to study in Pakistani madrasahs. Eventually more than

100,000 foreign Muslim radicals were directly influenced by the Afghan jihad.3

The Islamic “jihad” was supported by the United States and Saudi Arabia with

a significant part of the funding generated from the Golden Crescent drug

trade:

In March 1985, President Reagan signed National Security Decision Directive

166,…[which] authorize[d] stepped-up covert military aid to the mujahideen,

and it made clear that the secret Afghan war had a new goal: to defeat Soviet

troops in Afghanistan through covert action and encourage a Soviet

withdrawal. The new covert U.S. assistance began with a dramatic increase in

arms supplies — a steady rise to 65,000 tons annually by 1987, … as well as a

“ceaseless stream” of CIA and Pentagon specialists who traveled to the secret

headquarters of Pakistan’s ISI on the main road near Rawalpindi, Pakistan.

There the CIA specialists met with Pakistani intelligence officers to help plan

operations for the Afghan rebels.4
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The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) using Pakistan’s military Inter-Services

Intelligence (ISI) played a key role in training the Mujahideen. In turn, the CIA

sponsored guerrilla training was integrated with the teachings of Islam:

Predominant themes were that Islam was a complete socio-political ideology,

that holy Islam was being violated by the atheistic Soviet troops, and that the

Islamic people of Afghanistan should reassert their independence by

overthrowing the leftist Afghan regime propped up by Moscow.5

Pakistan’s Intelligence Apparatus

Pakistan’s ISI was used as a “go-between”. The CIA covert support to the

“jihad” operated indirectly through the Pakistani ISI, –i.e. the CIA did not

channel its support directly to the Mujahideen. In other words, for these covert

operations to be “successful”, Washington was careful not to reveal the

ultimate objective of the “jihad”, which consisted in destroying the Soviet

Union.

In the words of CIA’s Milton Beardman “We didn’t train Arabs”. Yet according

to Abdel Monam Saidali, of the Al-aram Center for Strategic Studies in Cairo,

bin Laden and the “Afghan Arabs” had been imparted “with very sophisticated

types of training that was allowed to them by the CIA” 6

CIA’s Beardman confirmed, in this regard, that Osama bin Laden was not

aware of the role he was playing on behalf of Washington. In the words of bin

Laden (quoted by Beardman): “neither I, nor my brothers saw evidence of

American help”. 7

Motivated by nationalism and religious fervor, the Islamic warriors were

unaware that they were fighting the Soviet Army on behalf of Uncle Sam. While

there were contacts at the upper levels of the intelligence hierarchy, Islamic

rebel leaders in theatre had no contacts with Washington or the CIA.

With CIA backing and the funneling of massive amounts of US military aid, the

Pakistani ISI had developed into a “parallel structure wielding enormous power
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over all aspects of government”. 8 The ISI had a staff composed of military and

intelligence officers, bureaucrats, undercover agents and informers, estimated

at 150,000. 9

Meanwhile, CIA operations had also reinforced the Pakistani military regime led

by General Zia Ul Haq:

‘Relations between the CIA and the ISI [Pakistan’s military intelligence] had

grown increasingly warm following [General] Zia’s ouster of Bhutto and the

advent of the military regime,’… During most of the Afghan war, Pakistan was

more aggressively anti-Soviet than even the United States. Soon after the Soviet

military invaded Afghanistan in 1980, Zia [ul Haq] sent his ISI chief to

destabilize the Soviet Central Asian states. The CIA only agreed to this plan in

October 1984…. `the CIA was more cautious than the Pakistanis.’ Both

Pakistan and the United States took the line of deception on Afghanistan with a

public posture of negotiating a settlement while privately agreeing that military

escalation was the best course.10

The Golden Crescent Drug Triangle

The history of the drug trade in Central Asia is intimately related to the CIA’s

covert operations. Prior to the Soviet-Afghan war, opium production in

Afghanistan and Pakistan was directed to small regional markets. There was no

local production of heroin. 11 In this regard, Alfred McCoy’s study confirms

that within two years of the onslaught of the CIA operation in Afghanistan, “the

Pakistan-Afghanistan borderlands became the world’s top heroin producer,

supplying 60 percent of U.S. demand. In Pakistan, the heroin-addict

population went from near zero in 1979… to 1.2 million by 1985 — a much

steeper rise than in any other nation”:12

CIA assets again controlled this heroin trade. As the Mujahideen guerrillas

seized territory inside Afghanistan, they ordered peasants to plant opium as a

revolutionary tax. Across the border in Pakistan, Afghan leaders and local

syndicates under the protection of Pakistan Intelligence operated hundreds of

heroin laboratories. During this decade of wide-open drug-dealing, the U.S.
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Drug Enforcement Agency in Islamabad failed to instigate major seizures or

arrests … U.S. officials had refused to investigate charges of heroin dealing by

its Afghan allies `because U.S. narcotics policy in Afghanistan has been

subordinated to the war against Soviet influence there.’ In 1995, the former

CIA director of the Afghan operation, Charles Cogan, admitted the CIA had

indeed sacrificed the drug war to fight the Cold War. `Our main mission was to

do as much damage as possible to the Soviets. We didn’t really have the

resources or the time to devote to an investigation of the drug trade,’… `I don’t

think that we need to apologize for this. Every situation has its fallout…. There

was fallout in terms of drugs, yes. But the main objective was accomplished.

The Soviets left Afghanistan.’13

In the Wake of the Cold War

In the wake of the Cold War, the Central Asian region is not only strategic for

its extensive oil reserves, it also produces three quarters of the World’s opium

representing multibillion dollar revenues to business syndicates, financial

institutions, intelligence agencies and organized crime. The annual proceeds of

the Golden Crescent drug trade (between 100 and 200 billion dollars)

represents approximately one third of the Worldwide annual turnover of

narcotics, estimated by the United Nations to be of the order of $500 billion.14

With the disintegration of the Soviet Union, a new surge in opium production

has unfolded. (According to UN estimates, the production of opium in

Afghanistan in 1998-99 — coinciding with the build up of armed insurgencies

in the former Soviet republics– reached a record high of 4600 metric tons.15

Powerful business syndicates in the former Soviet Union allied with organized

crime are competing for the strategic control over the heroin routes.

The ISI’s extensive intelligence military-network was not dismantled in the

wake of the Cold War. The CIA continued to support the Islamic “jihad” out of

Pakistan. New undercover initiatives were set in motion in Central Asia, the

Caucasus and the Balkans. Pakistan’s military and intelligence apparatus

essentially “served as a catalyst for the disintegration of the Soviet Union and

the emergence of six new Muslim republics in Central Asia.” 16.
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Meanwhile, Islamic missionaries of the Wahhabi sect from Saudi Arabia had

established themselves in the Muslim republics as well as within the Russian

federation encroaching upon the institutions of the secular State. Despite its

anti-American ideology, Islamic fundamentalism was largely serving

Washington’s strategic interests in the former Soviet Union.

Following the withdrawal of Soviet troops in 1989, the civil war in Afghanistan

continued unabated. The Taliban were being supported by the Pakistani

Deobandis and their political party the Jamiat-ul-Ulema-e-Islam (JUI). In 1993,

JUI entered the government coalition of Prime Minister Benazzir Bhutto. Ties

between JUI, the Army and ISI were established. In 1995, with the downfall of

the Hezb-I-Islami Hektmatyar government in Kabul, the Taliban not only

instated a hardline Islamic government, they also “handed control of training

camps in Afghanistan over to JUI factions…” 17

And the JUI with the support of the Saudi Wahhabi movements played a key

role in recruiting volunteers to fight in the Balkans and the former Soviet

Union.

Jane Defense Weekly confirms in this regard that “half of Taliban manpower

and equipment originate[d] in Pakistan under the ISI” 18

In fact, it would appear that following the Soviet withdrawal both sides in the

Afghan civil war continued to receive covert support through Pakistan’s ISI. 19

In other words, backed by Pakistan’s military intelligence (ISI) which in turn

was controlled by the CIA, the Taliban Islamic State was largely serving

American geopolitical interests. The Golden Crescent drug trade was also being

used to finance and equip the Bosnian Muslim Army (starting in the early

1990s) and the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA). In last few months there is

evidence that Mujahideen mercenaries are fighting in the ranks of KLA-NLA

terrorists in their assaults into Macedonia.

No doubt, this explains why Washington has closed its eyes on the reign of

terror imposed by the Taliban including the blatant derogation of women’s
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rights, the closing down of schools for girls, the dismissal of women employees

from government offices and the enforcement of “the Sharia laws of

punishment”.20

The War in Chechnya

With regard to Chechnya, the main rebel leaders Shamil Basayev and Al

Khattab were trained and indoctrinated in CIA sponsored camps in

Afghanistan and Pakistan. According to Yossef Bodansky, director of the U.S.

Congress’s Task Force on Terrorism and Unconventional Warfare, the war in

Chechnya had been planned during a secret summit of HizbAllah International

held in 1996 in Mogadishu, Somalia. 21 The summit, was attended by Osama

bin Laden and high-ranking Iranian and Pakistani intelligence officers. In this

regard, the involvement of Pakistan’s ISI in Chechnya “goes far beyond

supplying the Chechens with weapons and expertise: the ISI and its radical

Islamic proxies are actually calling the shots in this war”. 22

Russia’s main pipeline route transits through Chechnya and Dagestan. Despite

Washington’s perfunctory condemnation of Islamic terrorism, the indirect

beneficiaries of the Chechen war are the Anglo-American oil conglomerates

which are vying for control over oil resources and pipeline corridors out of the

Caspian Sea basin.

The two main Chechen rebel armies (respectively led by Commander Shamil

Basayev and Emir Khattab) estimated at 35,000 strong were supported by

Pakistan’s ISI, which also played a key role in organizing and training the

Chechen rebel army:

[In 1994] the Pakistani Inter Services Intelligence arranged for Basayev and his

trusted lieutenants to undergo intensive Islamic indoctrination and training in

guerrilla warfare in the Khost province of Afghanistan at Amir Muawia camp,

set up in the early 1980s by the CIA and ISI and run by famous Afghani

warlord Gulbuddin Hekmatyar. In July 1994, upon graduating from Amir

Muawia, Basayev was transferred to Markaz-i-Dawar camp in Pakistan to

undergo training in advanced guerrilla tactics. In Pakistan, Basayev met the
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highest ranking Pakistani military and intelligence officers: Minister of Defense

General Aftab Shahban Mirani, Minister of Interior General Naserullah Babar,

and the head of the ISI branch in charge of supporting Islamic causes, General

Javed Ashraf, (all now retired). High-level connections soon proved very useful

to Basayev.23

Following his training and indoctrination stint, Basayev was assigned to lead

the assault against Russian federal troops in the first Chechen war in 1995.

His organization had also developed extensive links to criminal syndicates in

Moscow as well as ties to Albanian organized crime and the Kosovo Liberation

Army (KLA). In 1997-98, according to Russia’s Federal Security Service (FSB)

“Chechen warlords started buying up real estate in Kosovo… through several

real estate firms registered as a cover in Yugoslavia” 24

Basayev’s organisation has also been involved in a number of rackets including

narcotics, illegal tapping and sabotage of Russia’s oil pipelines, kidnapping,

prostitution, trade in counterfeit dollars and the smuggling of nuclear materials

(See Mafia linked to Albania’s collapsed pyramids, 25 Alongside the extensive

laundering of drug money, the proceeds of various illicit activities have been

funneled towards the recruitment of mercenaries and the purchase of weapons.

During his training in Afghanistan, Shamil Basayev linked up with Saudi born

veteran Mujahideen Commander “Al Khattab” who had fought as a volunteer in

Afghanistan. Barely a few months after Basayev’s return to Grozny, Khattab

was invited (early 1995) to set up an army base in Chechnya for the training of

Mujahideen fighters. According to the BBC, Khattab’s posting to Chechnya had

been “arranged through the Saudi-Arabian based [International] Islamic Relief

Organisation, a militant religious organisation, funded by mosques and rich

individuals which channeled funds into Chechnya”.26

Concluding Remarks

Since the Cold War era, Washington has consciously supported Osama bin

Laden, while at same time placing him on the FBI’s “most wanted list” as the

World’s foremost terrorist.
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While the Mujahideen are busy fighting America’s war in the Balkans and the

former Soviet Union, the FBI –operating as a US based Police Force- is waging a

domestic war against terrorism, operating in some respects independently of

the CIA which has –since the Soviet-Afghan war– supported international

terrorism through its covert operations.

In a cruel irony, while the Islamic jihad –featured by the Bush Adminstration

as “a threat to America”– is blamed for the terrorist assaults on the World

Trade Centre and the Pentagon, these same Islamic organisations constitute a

key instrument of US military-intelligence operations in the Balkans and the

former Soviet Union.

In the wake of the terrorist attacks in New York and Washington, the truth

must prevail to prevent the Bush Adminstration together with its NATO

partners from embarking upon a military adventure which threatens the future

of humanity.
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The Clinton Administration supported the “Militant Islamic Network”. A 1997

Congressional report provides evidence from official sources of the links

between the Islamic Jihad and the US government .

What was the chief of Pakistan’s Military Intelligence (ISI) doing in the US in

the days prior to the attacks? , by Amir Mateen.

The CIA’s Intervention in Afghanistan preceded the Soviet Invasion. 1998

Interview with Zbigniew Brzezinski.

Updated Coverage on America’s War in Central Asia and on the Implications of 

9-11 at the home page of the Centre for Research on Globalisation (CRG) at
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The original source of this article is Global Research

Copyright © Prof Michel Chossudovsky, Global Research, 2001

[Edit Point]

September 2001 Interview with Osama bin Laden. Categorically Denies his

Involvement in 9/11

By Global Research - Global Research, September 09, 2014

Daily Ummat in Urdu (Translation into English by BBC Worldwide Monitoring September 29,

2001 28 September 2001

We bring to the attention of our readers the following text of Osama bin

Laden’s interview with Ummat, a Pakistani daily, published in Karachi

on September 28, 2001. It was translated into English by the BBC World

Monitoring Service and made public on September 29, 2001.

The authenticity of this interview remains to be confirmed. It is available in

recognized electronic news archives including the BBC. Its authenticity has not

been questioned.  

The interview tends to demystify the Osama bin Laden persona.
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Osama bin Laden categorically denies his involvement in the 9/11 attacks.  Bin

Laden’s statements in this interview are markedly different from those made in

the alleged Osama video tapes.

In this interview, Osama bin Laden exhibits an understanding of US foreign

policy. He expresses his views regarding the loss of life on 9/11. He focusses on

CIA support to the narcotics trade.

He also makes statements as to who, in his opinion, might be the likely

perpetrator of  the September 11 attacks.

This is an important text which has not been brought to the attention of Western

public opinion.

We have highlighted key sections of this interview.

It is our hope that the text of this interview, published on 28 September 2001

barely a week before the onset of the war on Afghanistan, will contribute to a

better understanding of the history of Al Qaeda, the role of Osama bin Laden and

the tragic events of September 11, 2001.

This interview is published for informational purposes only. GR does not in any

way endorse the statements in this interview.

Michel  Chossudovsky, September 9, 2014

Full text of September 2001 Pakistani paper’s “exclusive” interview with

Usamah [Osama] Bin-Ladin

Ummat (in Urdu)

translated from Urdu
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Karachi, 28 September 2001, pp. 1 and 7.

Ummat’s introduction

Kabul: Prominent Arab mojahed holy warrior Usamah [Osama] Bin-Ladin has

said that he or his al-Qa’idah group has nothing to do with the 11 September

suicidal attacks in Washington and New York. He said the US government should

find the attackers within the country. In an exclusive interview with daily

“Ummat”, he said these attacks could be the act of those who are part of the

American system and are rebelling against it and working for some other system.

Or, Usamah [Osama] said, this could be the act of those who want to make the

current century a century of conflict between Islam and Christianity. Or, the

American Jews, who are opposed to President Bush ever since the Florida

elections, might be the masterminds of this act. There is also a great possibility of

the involvement of US intelligence agencies, which need billions of dollars worth

of funds every year. He said there is a government within the government in the

United States.

The secret agencies, he said, should be asked as to who are behind the attacks.

Usamah [Osama] said support for attack on Afghanistan was a matter of need for

some Muslim countries and compulsion for others. However, he said, he was

thankful to the courageous people of Pakistan who erected a bulwark before the

wrong forces. He added that the Islamic world was attaching great expectations

with Pakistan and, in time of need, “we will protect this bulwark by sacrificing of

lives”.

Following is the interview in full detail:

Ummat: You have been accused of involvement in the attacks in New York and

Washington. What do you want to say about this? If you are not involved, who

might be?

Usamah [Osama bin Laden]: In the name of Allah, the most beneficent, the

most merciful. Praise be to Allah, Who is the creator of the whole universe and

Who made the earth as an abode for peace, for the whole mankind. Allah is the
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Sustainer, who sent Prophet Muhammad for our guidance. I am thankful to

the Ummat Group of Publications, which gave me the opportunity to convey my

viewpoint to the people, particularly the valiant and Momin true Muslim people

of Pakistan who refused to believe in lie of the demon.

I have already said that I am not involved in the 11 September attacks in the

United States. As a Muslim, I try my best to avoid telling a lie. I had no

knowledge of these attacks, nor do I consider the killing of innocent women,

children, and other humans as an appreciable act. Islam strictly forbids

causing harm to innocent women, children, and other people.

Such a practice is forbidden ever in the course of a battle. It is the United

States, which is perpetrating every maltreatment on women, children, and

common people of other faiths, particularly the followers of Islam. All that is

going on in Palestine for the last 11 months is sufficient to call the wrath of

God upon the United States and Israel.

There is also a warning for those Muslim countries, which witnessed all these

as a silent spectator. What had earlier been done to the innocent people of Iraq,

Chechnya, and Bosnia?

Only one conclusion could be derived from the indifference of the United States

and the West to these acts of terror and the patronage of the tyrants by these

powers that America is an anti-Islamic power and it is patronizing the

anti-Islamic forces. Its friendship with the Muslim countries is just a show,

rather deceit. By enticing or intimidating these countries, the United States is

forcing them to play a role of its choice. Put a glance all around and you will

see that the slaves of the United States are either rulers or enemies of Muslims

.

The US has no friends, nor does it want to keep any because the prerequisite of

friendship is to come to the level of the friend or consider him at par with you.

America does not want to see anyone equal to it. It expects slavery from others.

Therefore, other countries are either its slaves or subordinates.

Page 555 of  783 Table of Contents



However, our case is different. We have pledged slavery to God Almighty alone

and after this pledge there is no possibility to become the slave of someone

else. If we do that, it will be disregardful to both our Sustainer and his fellow

beings. Most of the world nations upholding their freedom are the religious

ones, which are the enemies of United States, or the latter itself considers them

as its enemies. Or the countries, which do not agree to become its slaves, such

as China, Iran, Libya, Cuba, Syria, and the former Russia as received .

Whoever committed the act of 11 September are not the friends of the

American people. I have already said that we are against the American system,

not against its people, whereas in these attacks, the common American people

have been killed.

According to my information, the death toll is much higher than what the US

government has stated. But the Bush administration does not want the panic

to spread. The United States should try to trace the perpetrators of these

attacks within itself; the people who are a part of the US system, but are

dissenting against it. Or those who are working for some other system; persons

who want to make the present century as a century of conflict between Islam

and Christianity so that their own civilization, nation, country, or ideology

could survive. They can be any one, from Russia to Israel and from India to

Serbia. In the US itself, there are dozens of well-organized and well-equipped

groups, which are capable of causing a large-scale destruction. Then you

cannot forget the American Jews, who are annoyed with President Bush ever

since the elections in Florida and want to avenge him.

Then there are intelligence agencies in the US, which require billions of dollars

worth of funds from the Congress and the government every year. This funding

issue was not a big problem till the existence of the former Soviet Union but

after that the budget of these agencies has been in danger.

They needed an enemy. So, they first started propaganda against Usamah

[Osama] and Taleban and then this incident happened. You see, the Bush

administration approved a budget of 40bn dollars. Where will this huge

amount go? It will be provided to the same agencies, which need huge funds
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and want to exert their importance.

Now they will spend the money for their expansion and for increasing their

importance. I will give you an example. Drug smugglers from all over the world

are in contact with the US secret agencies. These agencies do not want to

eradicate narcotics cultivation and trafficking because their importance will be

diminished. The people in the US Drug Enforcement Department are

encouraging drug trade so that they could show performance and get millions

of dollars worth of budget. General Noriega was made a drug baron by the CIA

and, in need, he was made a scapegoat. In the same way, whether it is

President Bush or any other US president, they cannot bring Israel to justice

for its human rights abuses or to hold it accountable for such crimes. What is

this? Is it not that there exists a government within the government in the

United Sates? That secret government must be asked as to who made the

attacks.

Ummat: A number of world countries have joined the call of the United States

for launching an attack on Afghanistan. These also include a number of

Muslim countries. Will Al-Qa’idah declare a jihad against these countries as

well?

Usamah [Osama]: I must say that my duty is just to awaken the Muslims; to

tell them as to what is good for them and what is not. What does Islam says

and what the enemies of Islam want?

Al-Qa’idah was set up to wage a jihad against infidelity, particularly to

encounter the onslaught of the infidel countries against the Islamic states.

Jihad is the sixth undeclared element of Islam. The first five being the basic

holy words of Islam, prayers, fast, pilgrimage to Mecca, and giving alms Every

anti-Islamic person is afraid of it. Al-Qa’idah wants to keep this element alive

and active and make it part of the daily life of the Muslims. It wants to give it

the status of worship. We are not against any Islamic country nor we consider

a war against an Islamic country as jihad.
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We are in favour of armed jihad only against those infidel countries, which are

killing innocent Muslim men, women, and children just because they are

Muslims. Supporting the US act is the need of some Muslim countries and the

compulsion of others. However, they should think as to what will remain of

their religious and moral position if they support the attack of the Christians

and the Jews on a Muslim country like Afghanistan. The orders of Islamic

shari’ah jurisprudence for such individuals, organizations, and countries are

clear and all the scholars of the Muslim brotherhood are unanimous on them.

We will do the same, which is being ordered by the Amir ol-Momenin the

commander of the faithful Mola Omar and the Islamic scholars. The hearts of

the people of Muslim countries are beating with the call of jihad. We are

grateful to them.

Ummat: The losses caused in the attacks in New York and Washington have

proved that giving an economic blow to the US is not too difficult. US experts

admit that a few more such attacks can bring down the American economy.

Why is al-Qa’idah not targeting their economic pillars?

Usamah [Osama]: I have already said that we are not hostile to the United

States. We are against the system, which makes other nations slaves of the

United States, or forces them to mortgage their political and economic freedom.

This system is totally in control of the American Jews, whose first priority is

Israel, not the United States. It is simply that the American people are

themselves the slaves of the Jews and are forced to live according to the

principles and laws laid by them. So, the punishment should reach Israel. In

fact, it is Israel, which is giving a blood bath to innocent Muslims and the US is

not uttering a single word.

Ummat: Why is harm not caused to the enemies of Islam through other means,

apart from the armed struggle? For instance, inciting the Muslims to boycott

Western products, banks, shipping lines, and TV channels.

Usamah [Osama]: The first thing is that Western products could only be

boycotted when the Muslim fraternity is fully awakened and organized.

Secondly, the Muslim companies should become self-sufficient in producing
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goods equal to the products of Western companies. Economic boycott of the

West is not possible unless economic self-sufficiency is attained and substitute

products are brought out. You see that wealth is scattered all across the

Muslim world but not a single TV channel has been acquired which can preach

Islamic injunctions according to modern requirements and attain an

international influence. Muslim traders and philanthropists should make it a

point that if the weapon of public opinion is to be used, it is to be kept in the

hand. Today’s world is of public opinion and the fates of nations are

determined through its pressure. Once the tools for building public opinion are

obtained, everything that you asked for can be done.

Ummat: The entire propaganda about your struggle has so far been made by

the Western media. But no information is being received from your sources

about the network of Al-Qa’idah and its jihadi successes. Would you comment?

Usamah [Osama]: In fact, the Western media is left with nothing else. It has no

other theme to survive for a long time. Then we have many other things to do.

The struggle for jihad and the successes are for the sake of Allah and not to

annoy His bondsmen. Our silence is our real propaganda. Rejections,

explanations, or corrigendum only waste your time and through them, the

enemy wants you to engage in things which are not of use to you. These things

are pulling you away from your cause.

The Western media is unleashing such a baseless propaganda, which make us

surprise but it reflects on what is in their hearts and gradually they themselves

become captive of this propaganda. They become afraid of it and begin to cause

harm to themselves. Terror is the most dreaded weapon in modern age and the

Western media is mercilessly using it against its own people. It can add fear

and helplessness in the psyche of the people of Europe and the United States.

It means that what the enemies of the United States cannot do, its media is

doing that. You can understand as to what will be the performance of the

nation in a war, which suffers from fear and helplessness.

Ummat: What will the impact of the freeze of al-Qa’idah accounts by the US?
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Usamah [Osama]: God opens up ways for those who work for Him. Freezing of

accounts will not make any difference for Al-Qa’idah or other jihad groups.

With the grace of Allah, al-Qa’idah has more than three such alternative

financial systems, which are all separate and totally independent from each

other. This system is operating under the patronage of those who love jihad.

What to say of the United States, even the combined world cannot budge these

people from their path.

These people are not in hundreds but in thousands and millions. Al-Qa’idah

comprises of such modern educated youths who are aware of the cracks inside

the Western financial system as they are aware of the lines in their hands.

These are the very flaws of the Western fiscal system, which are becoming a

noose for it and this system could not recuperate in spite of the passage of so

many days.

Ummat: Are there other safe areas other than Afghanistan, where you can

continue jihad?

Usamah [Osama]: There are areas in all parts of the world where strong jihadi

forces are present, from Indonesia to Algeria, from Kabul to Chechnya, from

Bosnia to Sudan, and from Burma to Kashmir. Then it is not the problem of

my person. I am helpless fellowman of God, constantly in the fear of my

accountability before God. It is not the question of Usamah [Osama] but of

Islam and, in Islam too, of jihad. Thanks to God, those waging a jihad can walk

today with their heads raised. Jihad was still present when there was no

Usamah [Osama] and it will remain as such even when Usamah [Osama] is no

longer there. Allah opens up ways and creates loves in the hearts of people for

those who walk on the path of Allah with their lives, property, and children.

Believe it, through jihad, a man gets everything he desires. And the biggest

desire of a Muslim is the after life. Martyrdom is the shortest way of attaining

an eternal life.

Ummat: What do you say about the Pakistan government policy on Afghanistan

attack?
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Usamah [Osama]: We are thankful to the Momin and valiant people of Pakistan

who erected a blockade in front of the wrong forces and stood in the first file of

battle. Pakistan is a great hope for the Islamic brotherhood. Its people are

awakened, organized, and rich in the spirit of faith. They backed Afghanistan

in its war against the Soviet Union and extended every help to the mojahedin

and the Afghan people. Then these are the same Pakistanis who are standing

shoulder by shoulder with the Taleban. If such people emerge in just two

countries, the domination of the West will diminish in a matter of days. Our

hearts beat with Pakistan and, God forbid, if a difficult time comes we will

protect it with our blood. Pakistan is sacred for us like a place of worship. We

are the people of jihad and fighting for the defence of Pakistan is the best of all

jihads to us. It does not matter for us as to who rules Pakistan. The important

thing is that the spirit of jihad is alive and stronger in the hearts of the

Pakistani people.

Copyright Ummat in Urdu, BBC translation in English, 2001

Read about Osama Bin Laden in Michel Chossudovsky’s international

best-seller

According to Chossudovsky, the  “war on terrorism” is a complete

fabrication based on the illusion that one man, Osama bin Laden, outwitted the

$40 billion-a-year American intelligence apparatus. The “war on terrorism” is a

war of conquest. Globalisation is the final march to the “New World Order”,

dominated by Wall Street and the U.S. military-industrial complex.

[Edit Point]

Where was Osama on September 11, 2001?

By Prof Michel Chossudovsky - Global Research, September 11, 2008

Author’s note

The following article was first published on the 9th of September

2006, in the context of the 2006 commemoration of the tragic event

of September 2001.  

Page 561 of  783 Table of Contents



September 11, 2008

“Going after bin Laden” has served, over the last five years, to sustain the

legend of the “world’s most wanted terrorist”, who  “haunts Americans and

millions of others around the world.”

Donald Rumsfeld has repeatedly claimed that the whereabouts of Osama bin

Laden remain unknown:  “It is like looking for a needle in a stack of hay”.

In November 2001, US B-52 bombers carpet bombed a network of caves in the

Tora Bora mountains of eastern Afghanistan, where Osama bin Laden and his

followers were allegedly hiding. These caves were described as “Osama’s last

stronghold”.

CIA “intelligence analysts” subsequently concluded that Osama had escaped

from his Tora Bora cave in the first week of December 2001. And in January

2002, the Pentagon launched a Worldwide search for Osama and his top

lieutenants, beyond the borders of Afghanistan. This operation, referred to by

Secretary of State Colin Powell as a “hot pursuit”, was carried out with the

support of the “international community” and America’s European allies. US

intelligence authorities confirmed, in this regard, that

“while al Qaeda has been significantly shattered, … the most wanted man

– bin Laden himself remains one step ahead of the United States, with the

core of his worldwide terror network still in place. (Global News Wire – Asia

Africa Intelligence Wire, InfoProd, January 20, 2002)

For the last five years, the US military and intelligence apparatus (at

considerable expense to US taxpayers) has been “searching for Osama”.

A CIA unit with a multimillion dollar budget was set up, with a mandate to find

Osama. This unit was apparently disbanded in 2005. “Intelligence experts

agree”, he is hiding in a remote area of Pakistan, but “we cannot find him”:
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“Most intelligence analysts are convinced that Osama bin Laden is

somewhere on the Afghan-Pakistan border. Lately, it has been said that

he’s probably in the vicinity of the a 7700m Hindu Kush peak Tirich Mir in

the tribal Chitral area of northwest Pakistan.” Hobart Mercury (Australia),

September  9, 2006)

President Bush has repeatedly promised to “smoke him out” of his cave,

capture him dead or alive, if necessary through ground assaults or missile

strikes. According to a recent statement by president Bush, Osama is hiding in

a remote area of Pakistan which “is extremely mountainous and very

inaccessible, … with high mountains between 9,000 to 15,000 feet high….”. We

cannot get him, because, according to the president, there is no

communications infrastructure, which would enable us to effectively go after

him. (quoted in Balochistan Times, 23 April 2006)

The pursuit of Osama has become a highly ritualized process which feeds the

news chain on a daily basis. It is not only part of the media disinformation

campaign, it also provides a justification for the arbitrary arrest, detention and

torture of numerous “suspects”, “enemy combatants” and “accomplices”, who

allegedly might be aware of Osama’s whereabouts. And that information is of

course vital to “the security of Americans”.

The search for Osama serves both military and political objectives. The

Democrats and Republicans compete in their resolve to weed out “islamic

terrorism”.

The Path to 9/11, a five-hour ABC series on “the search for Osama” –which

makes its debut on the 10th and 11th of September to marks the fifth

anniversary of the attacks– casually accuses Bill Clinton of having been  “too

busy with the Monica Lewinsky scandal to fight terrorism.” The message of the

movie is that the Democrats neglected the “war on terrorism”.

The fact of the matter is that every single administration, since Jimmy Carter

have supported and financed the “Islamic terror” network, created during the

Carter administration at the outset of the Soviet-Afghan war. (See Michel
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Chossudovsky, Who is Osama bin Laden, 12 September 2001). al Qaeda is a

instrument of US intelligence: a US sponsored intelligence asset.

Where was Osama on Septembers 11?

There is evidence that the whereabouts of Osama are known to the Bush

Administration.

On September 10. 2001, “Enemy Number One” was in a Pakistani military

hospital in Rawalpindi, courtesy of America’s indefectible ally Pakistan, as

confirmed by a report of Dan Rather, CBS News. (See our October 2003 article

on this issue)

He could have been arrested at short notice which would have “saved us a lot

of trouble”, but then we would not have had an Osama Legend, which has fed

the news chain as well as George W’s speeches in the course of the last five

years.

According to Dan Rather, CBS, Bin Laden was hospitalized in Rawalpindi. one

day before the 9/11 attacks, on September 10, 2001.

Video: https://youtu.be/dUj2905unnw

    “Pakistan. Pakistan’s Military Intelligence (ISI) told CBS that bin Laden

had received dialysis treatment in Rawalpindi, at Pak Army’s

headquarters.

    DAN RATHER, CBS ANCHOR: As the United states and its allies in the

war on terrorism press the hunt for Osama bin Laden, CBS News has

exclusive information tonight about where bin Laden was and what he

was doing in the last hours before his followers struck the United

States September 11.

    This is the result of hard-nosed investigative reporting by a team of CBS

news journalists, and by one of the best foreign correspondents in the
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business, CBS`s Barry Petersen. Here is his report.

    (BEGIN VIDEOTAPE) BARRY PETERSEN, CBS CORRESPONDENT

(voice-over): Everyone remembers what happened on September 11. Here`s

the story of what may have happened the night before. It is a tale as

twisted as the hunt for Osama bin Laden.

    CBS News has been told that the night before the September 11

terrorist attack, Osama bin Laden was in Pakistan. He was getting

medical treatment with the support of the very military that days

later pledged its backing for the U.S. war on terror in Afghanistan.

    Pakistan intelligence sources tell CBS News that bin Laden was spirited

into this military hospital in Rawalpindi for kidney dialysis treatment. On

that night, says this medical worker who wanted her identity protected,

they moved out all the regular staff in the urology department and sent in

a secret team to replace them. She says it was treatment for a very special

person. The special team was obviously up to no good.

    “The military had him surrounded,” says this hospital employee who

also wanted his identity masked, “and I saw the mysterious patient helped

out of a car. Since that time,” he says, “I have seen many pictures of the

man. He is the man we know as Osama bin Laden. I also heard two army

officers talking to each other. They were saying that Osama bin Laden had

to be watched carefully and looked after.” Those who know bin Laden say

he suffers from numerous ailments, back and stomach problems. Ahmed

Rashid, who has written extensively on the Taliban, says the military was

often there to help before 9/11.

    (…)

    PETERSEN (on camera): Doctors at the hospital told CBS News there

was nothing special about that night, but they refused our request to see

any records. Government officials tonight denied that bin Laden had any

medical treatment on that night.
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    (voice-over): But it was Pakistan’s President Musharraf who said in

public what many suspected, that bin Laden suffers from kidney disease,

saying he thinks bin Laden may be near death. His evidence, watching this

most recent video, showing a pale and haggard bin Laden, his left hand

never moving. Bush administration officials admit they don`t know if bin

Laden is sick or even dead.

    DONALD RUMSFELD, DEFENSE SECRETARY: With respect to the

issue of Osama bin Laden`s health, I just am — don`t have any knowledge.

    PETERSEN: The United States has no way of knowing who in

Pakistan`s military or intelligence supported the Taliban or Osama

bin Laden maybe up to the night before 9/11 by arranging dialysis to

keep him alive. So the United States may not know if those same

people might help him again perhaps to freedom.

    Barry Petersen, CBS News, Islamabad.

    (END VIDEOTAPE) END

It should be noted, that the hospital is directly under the jurisdiction of the

Pakistani Armed Forces, which has close links to the Pentagon. U.S. military

advisers based in Rawalpindi. work closely with the Pakistani Armed Forces.

Again, no attempt was made to arrest America’s best known fugitive, but then

maybe bin Laden was serving another “better purpose”. Rumsfeld claimed at

the time that he had no knowledge regarding Osama’s health. (CBS News, 28

January 2002)

The CBS report is a crucial piece of information in our understanding of 9/11.

It refutes the administration’s claim that the whereabouts of bin Laden are

unknown. It points to a Pakistan connection, it suggests a cover-up at the

highest levels of the Bush administration.
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Dan Rather and Barry Petersen fail to draw the implications of their January

2002 report.  They suggest that the US had been deliberately misled by

Pakistani intelligence officials. They fail to ask the question:

Why does the US administration state that they cannot find Osama?

If they are to stand by their report, the conclusion is obvious. The

administration is lying. Osama bin Laden’s whereabouts were known.

If the CBS report is accurate and Osama had indeed been admitted to the

Pakistani military hospital on September 10, courtesy of America’s ally, he was

either still in hospital in Rawalpindi on the 11th of September, when the

attacks occurred or had been released from the hospital within the last hours

before the attacks.

In other words, Osama’s whereabouts were known to US officials on the

morning of September 12, when Secretary of State Colin Powell initiated

negotiations with Pakistan, with a view to arresting and extraditing bin Laden.

These negotiations, led by General Mahmoud Ahmad, head of Pakistan’s

military intelligence, on behalf of the government of President Pervez

Musharraf,  took place on the 12th and 13th  of September in Deputy Secretary

of State Richard Armitage’s office.

He could have been arrested at short notice on September 10th, 2001. But

then we would not have been privileged to five years of Osama related media

stories. The Bush administration desperately needs the fiction of an “outside

enemy of America”.

Known and documented Osama bin Laden’s al Qaeda is a construct of the US

intelligence apparatus. His essential function is to give a face to the “war on

terrorism”. The image must be vivid.

According to the White house, “The greatest threat to us is this ideology of

violent extremism, and its greatest public proponent is Osama bin Laden. Bin

Laden remains the number one target, in terms of our efforts, but he’s not the
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only target.” Recent Statement of White House Assistant for Homeland Security

Frances Townsend, 5 September 2006).

The national security doctrine rests on the fiction of Islamic terrorists, led by

Osama who are portrayed as a “threat to the civilized World”. In the words of

President Bush, “Bin Laden and his terrorist allies have made their intentions

as clear as Lenin and Hitler before them. The question is will we listen? Will we

pay attention to what these evil men say? We are on the offensive. We will not

rest. We will not retreat. And we will not withdraw from the fight until this

threat to civilization has been removed.” (quoted by CNN, September 5, 2006)

The “hot pursuit” of Osama in the rugged mountainous areas of Pakistan must

continue, because without Osama, referred to ad nauseam in news reports and

official statements, the fragile legitimacy of the Bush administration collapses

like a deck of cards.

Moreover, the search for Osama protects the real architects of the 911 attacks.

While there is no evidence that Al Qaeda was behind the 911 attacks, as

revealed by nuerous studies and documents, there is mounting evidence of

complicity and coverup at the highest levels of the State, Military and

intelligence apparatus.

The continued arrest of alleged 911 accomplices and suspects has nothing to

do with “national security”. It creates the illusion that Arabs and Muslims are

behind the terror plots, while shunting the conduct of a real criminal

investigation into the 911 attacks. And what were dealing with is the

criminalization of the upper echelons of State.

Michel Chossudovsky is the author of the international best America’s “War on

Terrorism”  Global Research, 2005. He is Professor of Economics at the

University of Ottawa and Director of the Center for Research on Globalization. 

Note: Readers are welcome to cross-post this article with a view to spreading

the word and warning people of the dangers of a broader Middle East war.

Please indicate the source and copyright note.
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media inquiries crgeditor@yahoo.com

CBS Evening News with Dan Rather;

Author: Dan Rather, Barry Petersen

CBS, 28 January 2002

DAN RATHER, CBS ANCHOR: As the United states and its allies in the war on

terrorism press the hunt for Osama bin Laden, CBS News has exclusive

information tonight about where bin Laden was and what he was doing in the

last hours before his followers struck the United States September 11.

This is the result of hard-nosed investigative reporting by a team of CBS news

journalists, and by one of the best foreign correspondents in the business,

CBS`s Barry Petersen. Here is his report.

(BEGIN VIDEOTAPE) BARRY PETERSEN, CBS CORRESPONDENT (voice-over):

Everyone remembers what happened on September 11. Here`s the story of

what may have happened the night before. It is a tale as twisted as the hunt for

Osama bin Laden.

CBS News has been told that the night before the September 11 terrorist

attack, Osama bin Laden was in Pakistan. He was getting medical treatment

with the support of the very military that days later pledged its backing for the

U.S. war on terror in Afghanistan.

Pakistan intelligence sources tell CBS News that bin Laden was spirited into

this military hospital in Rawalpindi for kidney dialysis treatment. On that

night, says this medical worker who wanted her identity protected, they moved

out all the regular staff in the urology department and sent in a secret team to

replace them. She says it was treatment for a very special person. The special

team was obviously up to no good.
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“The military had him surrounded,” says this hospital employee who also

wanted his identity masked, “and I saw the mysterious patient helped out of a

car. Since that time,” he says, “I have seen many pictures of the man. He is the

man we know as Osama bin Laden. I also heard two army officers talking to

each other. They were saying that Osama bin Laden had to be watched

carefully and looked after.” Those who know bin Laden say he suffers from

numerous ailments, back and stomach problems. Ahmed Rashid, who has

written extensively on the Taliban, says the military was often there to help

before 9/11.

AHMED RASHID, TALIBAN EXPERT: There were reports that Pakistani

intelligence had helped the Taliban buy dialysis machines. And the rumor was

that these were wanted for Osama bin Laden.

PETERSEN (on camera): Doctors at the hospital told CBS News there was

nothing special about that night, but they refused our request to see any

records. Government officials tonight denied that bin Laden had any medical

treatment on that night.

(voice-over): But it was Pakistan`s President Musharraf who said in public what

many suspected, that bin Laden suffers from kidney disease, saying he thinks

bin Laden may be near death. His evidence, watching this most recent video,

showing a pale and haggard bin Laden, his left hand never moving. Bush

administration officials admit they don`t know if bin Laden is sick or even

dead.

DONALD RUMSFELD, DEFENSE SECRETARY: With respect to the issue of

Osama bin Laden`s health, I just am — don`t have any knowledge.

PETERSEN: The United States has no way of knowing who in Pakistan`s

military or intelligence supported the Taliban or Osama bin Laden maybe up to

the night before 9/11 by arranging dialysis to keep him alive. So the United

States may not know if those same people might help him again perhaps to

freedom.
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Barry Petersen, CBS News, Islamabad.

(END VIDEOTAPE) END

Copyright CBS News 2002

http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2002/01/28/eveningnews/main325887.sht

ml

Hospital Worker: I Saw Osama

Jan. 28, 2002

Quote

    “They military had him surrounded. I have seen many pictures of the man.

He is the man we know as Osama bin Laden.” Hospital employee

(CBS) Everyone remembers what happened on Sept. 11 and, reports CBS News

Correspondent Barry Petersen, here’s the story of what may have happened the

night before.

In a tale as twisted as the hunt for Osama bin Laden, CBS Evening News has

been told that the night before the Sept. 11 terrorists attack, Osama bin Laden

was in Pakistan. He was getting medical treatment with the support of the very

military that days later pledged its backing for the U.S. war on terror in

Afghanistan.

Pakistan intelligence sources tell CBS News that bin Laden was spirited into a

military hospital in Rawalpindi for kidney dialysis treatment.

“On that night,” said a medical worker who wanted her identity protected, “they

moved out all the regular staff in the urology department and sent in a secret

team to replace them.” She said it was treatment for a very special person and

“the special team was obviously up to no good.”
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“They military had him surrounded,” said a hospital employee who also wanted

his identity masked, “and I saw the mysterious patient helped out of a car.

Since that time,” he said, “I have seen many pictures of the man. He is the man

we know as Osama bin Laden. I also heard two army officers talking to each

other. They were saying that Osama bin Laden had to be watched carefully and

looked after.”

Those who know bin Laden say he suffers from numerous ailments — back

and stomach problems.

Ahmed Rashid, who has written extensively on the Taliban, said the military

was often there to help before Sept. 11.

“There were reports that Pakistan intelligence had helped the Taliban buy

dialysis machines and the rumor was that these were for wanted for Osama bin

Laden,” said Rashid.

Doctors at the hospital told CBS News there was nothing special about that

night, but they declined our request to see any records. Government officials

reached Monday night denied that bin Laden received any medical treatment

that night.

A U.S. official, speaking on condition of anonymity, said Tuesday the United

States has seen nothing to substantiate the report.

It was Pakistan’s President Pervez Musharraf who said in public what many

suspected: that bin Laden suffers from kidney disease, saying he thinks bin

Laden may be near death.

His evidence — watching the most recent video, showing a pale and haggard

bin Laden, his left hand never moving. Bush administration officials admit they

don’t know if bin Laden is sick or even dead.

“With respect to the issue of Osama bin Laden’s health, I just am…don’t have

any knowledge,” said Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld.
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The U.S. has no way of knowing who in Pakistan’s military or intelligence

supported the Taliban or Osama bin Lade, maybe up to the night before Sept.

11 by arranging dialysis to keep him alive. So the U.S. may not know if those

same people might help him again — perhaps to freedom.

Copyright CBS News 2002

The original source of this article is Global Research

Copyright © Prof Michel Chossudovsky, Global Research, 2008

[Edit Point]

Osama bin Laden, among the FBI’s “Ten Most Wanted Fugitives”: Why was

he never indicted for his alleged role in 9/11?

By Prof Michel Chossudovsky - Global Research, September 17, 2006

Osama is classified among among The FBI’s Ten Most

Wanted Fugitives.

However, on the Usama [sic] bin Laden page on the FBI

website, there is no explicit statement to the effect that he

might be wanted in connection to the Septmber [sic] 11,

2001 attacks. 

 

Photograph of Usama [sic] Bin Laden

He is wanted in relation to the 1998 African Embassy bombings. 

“USAMA [sic] BIN LADEN IS WANTED IN CONNECTION WITH THE

AUGUST 7, 1998, BOMBINGS OF THE UNITED STATES EMBASSIES IN

DAR ES SALAAM, TANZANIA, AND NAIROBI, KENYA. THESE ATTACKS

KILLED OVER 200 PEOPLE. IN ADDITION, BIN LADEN IS A SUSPECT IN

OTHER TERRORIST ATTACKS THROUGHOUT THE WORLD.”

On first reading the web page seems to be out of date, a pre-9/11 page, which

the FBI forgot to update.
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The FBI, like most organizations, updates its website periodically, when new

information, concerning a “wanted fugitive” becomes available. 

On closer examination, the original posting, which dates to June 1999, was

updated: in November 2001, at least three weeks after the US invaded

Afghanistan.. to go to FBI Usama page)

The decision to go to war was taken without a indictment by the US Justice

department and corroborating statements by the FBI to the effect that Osama

bin Laden’s al Qaeda was behind the attacks. It was taken without an

indictment issued by the Justice Department. 

At eleven o’clock, on the morning of September 11, the Bush administration

had already announced that Al Qaeda was responsible for the attacks on the

World Trade Center (WTC) and the Pentagon. This assertion was made prior to

the conduct of an indepth police investigation conducted by the FBI..

The FBI confirmed in a recent statement (July 2006) that “The reason why

9/11 is not mentioned on the Usama Bin Laden’s Most Wanted page is because

“the FBI has no hard evidence connecting Bin Laden to 9/11” (See the

Muckracker Report, See also Enver Masud,  FBI: Bin Laden Not Wanted for

9/11? The ‘FBI has no hard evidence connecting Bin Laden to 9/11‘, Wisdom

Fund, June 2006). Rex Tom, FBI Director of Investigative Publictiy stated in

this regard that

“The FBI gathers evidence. Once evidence is gathered, it is turned over to

the Department of Justice. The Department of Justice then decides

whether it has enough evidence to present to a federal grand jury. In the

case of the 1998 United States Embassies being bombed, bin Laden has

been formally indicted and charged by a grand jury. He has not been

formally indicted and charged in connection with 9/11 because the FBI

has no hard evidence connecting bin Laden to 9/11.”

Barely four weeks later, on the 7th of October, Afghanistan was bombed and

invaded by US troops
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The war on Afghanistan started on October 7, 2001, less than a month after

9/11. 

On September 20th, the Taliban government had offered, “to hand Osama bin

Laden to a neutral Islamic country for trial if the US presented them with

evidence that he was responsible for the attacks on New York and

Washington.” (George Mombiot, The Guardian, 11 Nov 2003). This offer which

was repeated by the Taliban government on October 1, 2001, six days before

the beginning of the bombing: 

“We are ready for negotiations. It is up to the other side to agree or not.

Only negotiation will solve our problems.” Bush was asked about this offer

at a press conference the following day. He replied: “There’s no

negotiations. There’s no calendar. We’ll act on [sic] our time.” (Ibid)

To this date, the Justice department has not formally indicted and charged

Osama bin Laden for the 911 attacks: 

The FBI maintains a separate “Most Wanted Terrorists” list, which

includes bin Laden and 25 others who have been indicted in U.S. federal

courts in connection with terror plots. But this second bin Laden listing

also makes no mention of Sept. 11.

“The indictments currently listed on the posters allow them to be arrested

and brought to justice,” the FBI says in a note accompanying the terrorist

list on its Web site. “Future indictments may be handed down as various

investigations proceed in connection to other terrorist incidents, for

example, the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001.” (Washington Post,

28 August 2006)

[Edit Point]
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Osama Bin Laden: Dead Or Alive?

By Tod Fletcher - Global Research, May 26, 2009

The Eight-Year-Long Psychological Operation. Review of a new book by

David Ray Griffin

Osama Bin Laden: Dead Or Alive? by David Ray

Griffin is a crucially important and timely

examination of the whole range of  evidence bearing

on the question, is Osama bin Laden still alive? 

The importance of this question for the present

comes from the fact that the United States under

its new president is escalating its offensive in

Afghanistan and expanding the war into Pakistan,

and has claimed that the “hunt for bin Laden” is

one of its principal motivations for doing so.  Either

explicitly or implicitly, the US government and

major media outlets such as The New York Times

and Washington Post continue to assert that bin Laden is alive, hiding in the

tribal territories on the “AfPak” border, posing an undiminished threat to US

security.  

In his gripping new book, Griffin strikes at the root of this pretext for war by

closely examining all the evidence that has come out since September 11,

2001, either indicating that bin Laden is still alive or that he is in fact dead.

His conclusion is that bin Laden is certainly dead, and that in all likelihood he

died in very late 2001.  Griffin shows that many US experts in counterterrorism

and counterinsurgency came to this very same conclusion long ago, but their

views, which do not support the continuation of what President Obama,

borrowing the term from Dick Cheney, calls “the long war,” have received very

little media attention. Were they to do so, one of the main props for the war

regime would be undermined.

In Chapter 1, “Evidence that Osama bin Laden is Dead”, Griffin surveys in

detail the many different indications published in the major media in late 2001

and early 2002 that bin Laden had been very ill and had died.  These included
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a December, 2001 video in which he appeared to be at death’s door (as

admitted by a Bush administration spokesperson), analyses by medical experts

of the grave state of his health, the sudden and total cessation in December,

2001 of any surveillance intercepts of communications from him, and even

reports of his funeral.  In this early period, various high-level officials in the US

and Pakistani governments, including Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld and

President Pervez Musharraf, speculated that he was dead.  By mid-2002 many

experts had concluded that he was dead, including FBI counterterrorism

official Dale Watson, President Hamid Karzai of Afghanistan, and Israeli

intelligence officials. The conviction that he died in 2001 is held today by

former intelligence operatives Robert Baer and Angelo Codevilla.

In Chapter 2, “Two Fake bin Laden Videos in 2001?”,  Griffin shows that two

videos which purportedly showed bin Laden taking credit for the attacks of

9/11 and thus established his guilt for them, were not only very conveniently

timed for the Bush and Blair administrations’ legislative and military agendas,

but also were highly suspect for other reasons.  One of them was never actually

released, but simply claimed by the Blair government.  The other showed a bin

Laden who did not physically resemble the genuine bin Laden of earlier videos,

in which he in fact denied responsibility for the 9/11 attacks.  Griffin presents

strong arguments that both claimed videos were faked, suggests likely

motivations behind such a risky undertaking, and cites the opinions of experts

(including the FBI) who came to this conclusion long ago.

In Chapter 3, “Purported bin Laden Messages After 2001”, Griffin argues that if

fake bin Laden videos were produced in this early period, when he was

probably still alive, then there is even stronger reason to be suspicious of “bin

Laden videos” or other claimed “messages” that were released later, after all

communications intercepts from him had ceased and many experts had

concluded that he was dead.  Yet, in subsequent years, a long series of such

dubious “bin Laden messages” were released. Griffin presents an exhaustive

survey of 19 of these, from an “email message” of March, 2002 to the “bin

Laden audiotape” of January 14, 2009.  For each and every one, Griffin

identifies key indications of fakery or strong reasons to be suspicious of its

authenticity.  In the course of the discussion of the messages, he establishes
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that the technical capability to fabricate fake messages of the different types

already existed.

In Chapter 4, Griffin turns to the important question “Who Might Have Been

Motivated To Fabricate Messages?”  He shows that the US military in the

run-up to the invasion of Iraq in 2003 employed a psychological operations

unit to produce bogus evidence of a link between Saddam Hussein and Al

Qaeda, as a pretext for the invasion.  The psyops unit produced a “letter” from

a Jordanian in Iraq, Abu Musab Al-Zarqawi,  that was then “intercepted”,

purportedly enroute to Al Qaeda leaders in Afghanistan.  The psyop was

advanced after the invasion by the New York Times reporter Dexter Filkins,

who wrote front-page stories presenting the “evidence” as genuine.  Journalists

at other organizations, including Newsweek magazine and The Telegraph of

London, however, thought it highly likely at the time that the letter was bogus. 

Griffin concludes that the target of the psychological operation was the US

public.  He asks, could something very similar have been going on with the “bin

Laden messages”?  Does the US government desire to expand its war

operations anywhere, say into the precise places it claims bin Laden is still

living in?  Based on the evidence Griffin presents, there is no reason to assume

that comparable psyops would not be utilized to achieve this goal.

In Chapter 5, “The Convenient Timing of Many of the Messages”, Griffin shows

that another reason to suspect the inauthenticity of the “bin Laden messages”

is that they frequently were released at key moments when they would benefit

the Bush administration in the pursuit of particular objectives.  In other words,

the “messages” were almost always objectively detrimental to the enemies of

the US, and beneficial to the Bush administration or the Blair government. 

Griffin lists 11 specific instances of this unusual characteristic of the

“messages.” 

Osama Bin Laden: Dead Or Alive? by David Ray Griffin is a book to rally

around – that is, a basis on which we can mobilize and organize resistance to

yet another incalculably bloody war of aggression by the predatory

military-industrial-financial elite that runs this country, and is running it into

the abyss.  Griffin has placed a strong weapon of truth in our hands with
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which to stop the brutal war in Afghanistan and Pakistan. Let’s use it!

The original source of this article is Global Research

Copyright © Tod Fletcher, Global Research, 2009

[Edit Point]

The Mysterious Death of Osama bin Laden: Creating Evidence Where

There Is None

By Dr. Paul Craig Roberts - Global Research, August 04, 2011

The New Yorker  has published a story planted on Nicholas

Schmidle by unidentified sources who claim to be familiar with the

alleged operation that murdered Osama bin Laden.

There is no useful information in the story. Its purpose seems

simply to explain away or cover up holes in the original story,

principally why did the Seals murder an unarmed, unresisting Osama bin

Laden whose capture would have resulted in a goldmine of terrorist

information and whose show trial would have rescued the government’s

crumbling 9/11 story?

The gullible Schmidle tells us: “‘There was never any question of detaining or

capturing him–it wasn’t a split-second decision. No one wanted detainees,’ the

special-operations officer told me.” In other words, the SEALs murdered bin

Laden, because the US government did not want detainees, not because

trigger-happy stupid SEALs destroyed a font of terrorist information.

Why did the SEALS dump bin Laden’s body in the ocean instead of producing

the evidence to a skeptical world?

No real explanation, just that SEALS had done the same thing to other victims.

Schmidle writes: “All along, the SEALs had planned to dump bin Laden’s

corpse into the sea–a blunt way of ending the bin Laden myth.” But before they

did so, the US checked with an unidentified Saudi intelligence operative, who

allegedly replied, “Your plan sounds like a good one.”
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I mean, really.

After all of Sy Hersh’s New Yorker revelations of US government lies and plots,

one can understand the pressure that might have been applied to the New

Yorker to publish this fairy tale. But what is extraordinary is that there was a

real story that Schmidle and the New Yorker could have investigated.

In the immediate aftermath of bin Laden’s alleged murder by the SEALs,

Pakistani TV interviewed the next door neighbor to bin Laden’s alleged

compound. Someone supplied the video with an English translation running at

the bottom of the video. According to the translation, the next door neighbor,

Mr. Bashir, said that he watched the entire operation from the roof of his

house. There were 3 helicopters. Only 1 landed. About a dozen men got out and

entered the house. They shortly returned and boarded the helicopter. When the

helicopter lifted off it exploded, killing all aboard. Mr. Bashir reports seeing

bodies and pieces of bodies all over.

The US government acknowledges that it lost a helicopter, but claims no one

was hurt. Obviously, as there were no further landings, if everyone was killed

as Mr. Bashir reports, there was no body to be dumped into the ocean.

A real investigation would begin with Mr. Bashir’s interview. Was he actually

saying what the English translation reported? I have not been able to find the

interview with the English translation, but I believe this is the interview that I

saw. http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=h0vo-L3VACs  

Surely there is a qualified interpreter who can tell us what Mr. Bashir is

saying. If the English translation that I saw is not a hoax, then we are

presented with a story totally different from the one the government told us and

repeated again through Mr. Schmidle.

If the English translation of Mr. Bashir’s interview is correct, one would think

that there would be some interest on the part of US news organizations and on

the part of the intelligence committees in Congress to question Mr. Bashir and

his neighbors, many of whom are also interviewed on Pakistani TV saying that
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they have lived in Abbottabad all their lives and are absolutely certain that

Osama bin Laden was not among them.  

Mr. Schmidle goes to lengths to describe the SEALs’ weapons, although his

story makes it clear that no weapons were needed as bin Laden is described as

“unarmed” and undefended. The “startled” bin Laden didn’t even hear the

helicopters or all the SEALs coming up the stairs. In addition to all his fatal

illnesses which most experts believe killed him a decade ago, bin Laden must

have been deaf as neighbors report that the sound of the helicopters was

“intense.”

When Pakistanis on the scene in Abbottabad report a totally different story

from the one that reaches us second and third hand from unidentified

operatives speaking to reporters in the US who have never been to Abbottabad,

shouldn’t someone qualified look into the story?

The original source of this article is Global Research

Copyright © Dr. Paul Craig Roberts, Global Research, 2011

[Edit Point]

The Assassination of Osama bin Laden: Glaring Anomalies in the Official

Narrative

Osama was Left Handed...

By Felicity Arbuthnot - Global Research, May 13, 2015

This article was first published in May 2011 

following the alleged assassination of Osama bin

Laden

“In politics stupidity is not a handicap”, Napoleon

Bonaparte (1769-1821.)

For those who believe in omens, the triumphal announcement of the murder of

Osama bin Laden, his son and various of his household (if it were he) by US.,

special forces, did not bode well.
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Running at the bottom of Fox4O on the event was: “Reports: Obama Bin Laden

Dead.” On Fox News, anchor Gerald Rivero announced that Mr Obama had

beenshot: “President Obama, speaking from the East Room of the White House

(told) the nation and the world President Obama is in fact dead, it was a US.,

led strategic …” His co-anchor interrupted and he corrected to: “I am sorry,

Osama bin Laden is dead, a strategic operation, they caught him in a mansion

outside Islamabad.” (i) Fortunately the President was shown walking away from

his lecturn, after the announcement.

Rumours of his death may have been exaggerated, but did not prevent the BBC

and Sky News repeating them.(ii, iii.)

However, as the bin Laden saga unravels, electoral suicide may be yet

unavoidable. That the President quickly claimed responsibility for the

liquidations (“Today, at my direction, the United States launched a targeted

operation against that compound in Abbottabad, Pakistan…”) is already

beginning to seem unfortunate. Also being questioned is legality, with two

independent, unpaid UN experts asking some un-charachteristically tough

questions.

Christof Heyns’ expertise is in extrajudicial, summary, or arbitary executions,

and Martin Scheinin, an authority on human rights and counter terrorism,

have stated the importance of knowing if: ” … the planning of the mission

allowed an effort to capture bin Laden. “The norm should be that terrorists be

dealt with as criminals, through legal processes of arrest, trial and judicially

decided punishment,” they stated. “Actions taken by States in combating

terrorism, especially in high profile cases, set precedents for the way in which

the right to life will be treated in future instances.”(iv) That two such

authorities should raise deeply concerning questions regarding legality, at the

very, least dampens the President’s parade.

Ironically, the 1st., May, the day Obama boasted that bin Laden’s “demise

should be welcomed …”, and saw the killing of Colonel Quaddaffi’s son and

three young grandchildren, was the day America celebrates “Law Day”: “meant

to reflect the role of law in the foundation of the country and to recognise its
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importance for society.” An aspiration which might have passed its sell by date,

some might think.

Since this “new day in the proud history of America”, according to the Daily

Mirror (3rd., May) forests’ worth of news print has also shown huge anomalies,

unanswered questions and contradictions, including mine (v) which noted

some and omitted others, in danger of becoming a book, rather than an article.

A glaring anomaly mentioned by others, is the fact that Pakistani officials said

there was neither internet or telephone connection to the home where the

family and seemingly others  resided, but it was cited as a “Command and

Control Centre”, by the US., Administration, who had also stated that the

residents did not use mobiles either, for fear of their location being discovered.

There was also, apparently no electricity, the world was initially told, but

gleefully, apparently took away a “treasure trove” of computers and mobile

phones.

No doubt the “Command and Control

Centre” story (the same was said

regarding Quaddaffi’s son’s modest,

one story home) is because, were it

not, bombing, or breaking, entering

and killing looks a bit like cold blooded

murder. The “burials” at sea might,

some have queried, tend to confirm

some missing bits of the story.

Disposing of bodies in water (or

concrete pillars and blocks) has long

made forensic certainties difficult. No body, no forensics and no proof of wrong

doing.

However, we have the videos of bin Laden’s sad, deteriorating years. Wrapped

up in a blanket, topped by a wooly hat, unkempt beard, sadly replaying

himself, appearing on television. Shades of Saddam Hussein’s unkempt

appearance, proof for those who knew of his scrupulous attention to
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appearance, that he had been held by the US., for months. (By the way,

whatever happened to that former US., soldier who alleged just that? All

references also seem to have vanished.)

Anyway, back to the videos. There he sits, on the floor, in an apparently run

down dwelling, zapping away at the remote (no electricity remember)

presumably also in a fantasy world – or is that the Psych-Ops one?

The zapping on the remote is being done, and it is held in his right hand. All

pictures that can be found, show him wearing his watch on his right hand (in

this one he is not) and those with a gun, holding it in his left, or with it slung

over his left shoulder.

Osama bin Laden was left handed. This from the FBI “Most Wanted” notice:

” Bin Laden is left-handed and walks with a cane.”(vi)

So who is it in those videos?

Another day,  another anomaly.

There is another anniversary on Ist., May. In 1915, the RMS Lusitania sailed

from New York. Six days later, she was torpedoed, with the loss of all on board.

Let us hope it is not another political omen for the Obama Administration.

Notes

  

i.  http://www.hollywoodreporter.com/news/fox-affiliate-reports-president-obama-184096

ii. http://politicalscrapbook.net/2011/05/sky-news-obama-death-tweet/

iii.  
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-1382778/Obama-dead-BBC-said-basic-error-reporting-bin-Ladens-

death.html#ixzz1Lr5jqJ2l
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iv. http://www.un.org/apps/news/story.asp?NewsID=38293&Cr=terror&Cr1

v. http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=24675

vi. http://www.fbi.gov/wanted/wanted_terrorists/usama-bin-laden

I am indebted to Lesley Docksey, Editor of Abolish War 

( http://www.abbolishwar.org.uk ) for her eagle eye .

The original source of this article is Global Research

Copyright © Felicity Arbuthnot, Global Research, 2015

[Edit Point]

The Assassination of Osama Bin Laden

By Fidel Castro Ruz - Global Research, May 07, 2011

Those persons who deal with these issues know that

on September 11 of 2001 our people expressed its

solidarity to the US people and offered the modest

cooperation that in the area of health we could have

offered to the victims of the brutal attack against the

Twin Towers in New York.

We also immediately opened our country’s airports to the American airplanes that

were unable to land anywhere, given the chaos that came about soon after the

strike.

The traditional stand adopted by the Cuban Revolution, which was always

opposed to any action that could jeopardize the life of civilians, is well known.

Although we resolutely supported the armed struggle against Batista’s tyranny,

we were, on principle, opposed to any terrorist action that could cause the death

of innocent people.  Such behavior, which has been maintained for more than half

a century, gives us the right to express our views about such a sensitive matter.
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On that day, at a public gathering that took place at Ciudad Deportiva, I

expressed my conviction that international terrorism could never be

erradicated through violence and war.

By the way, Bin Laden was, for many years, a friend of the US, a country that

gave him military training; he was also an adversary of the USSR and

Socialism.  But, whatever the actions attributed to him, the assassination of an

unarmed human being while surrounded by his own relatives is something

abhorrent. Apparently this is what the government of the most powerful nation

that has ever existed did.

In the carefully drafted speech announcing Bin Laden’s death Obama asserts

as follows:

“…And yet we know that the worst images are those that were unseen to

the world. The empty seat at the dinner table. Children who were forced to

grow up without their mother or their father. Parents who would never

know the feeling of their child’s embrace. Nearly 3,000 citizens taken from

us, leaving a gaping hole in our hearts.”

That paragraph expressed a dramatic truth, but can not prevent honest

persons from remembering the unjust wars unleashed by the United States in

Iraq and Afghanistan, the hundreds of thousands of children who were forced

to grow up without their mothers and fathers and the parents who would never

know the feeling of their child’s embrace.

Millions of citizens were taken from their villages in Iraq, Afghanistan, Vietnam,

Laos, Cambodia, Cuba and many other countries of the world.

Still engraved in the minds of hundreds of millions of persons are also the

horrible images of human beings who, in Guantánamo, a Cuban occupied 

territory, walk down in silence, being submitted for months, and even for years,

to unbearable and excruciating tortures.  Those are persons who were

kidnapped and transferred to secret prisons with the hypocritical connivance of

supposedly civilized societies.
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Obama has no way to conceal that Osama was executed in front of his children

and wives, who are now under the custody of the authorities of Pakistan, a

Muslim country of almost 200 million inhabitants, whose laws have been

violated, its national dignity offended and its religious traditions desecrated.

How could he now prevent the women and children of the person who was

executed out of the law and without any trial from explaining what happened?

How could he prevent those images from being broadcast to the world?

On January 28 of 2002 the CBS journalist Dan Rather reported through that

TV network that on September 10 of 2001, one day before the attacks against

the World Trade Center and the Pentagon, Osama Bin Laden underwent a

hemodialysis at a military hospital in Pakistan.  He was physically unfit to hide

and take shelter inside deep caves.

Having assassinated him and plunging his corpse into the bottom of the sea

are an expression of fear and insecurity which turn him into a far more

dangerous person.

The US public opinion itself, after the initial euphoria, will end up by criticizing

the methods that, far from protecting its citizen, will multiply the feelings of

hatred and revenge against them.

Fidel Castro Ruz – May 4, 2011

[Edit Point]

Dancing on the Grave of 9/11. Osama and “The Big Lie”

By Larry Chin - Global Research, May 05, 2011

The Obama administration and the corporate media are

concocting an ever-more elaborate and spectacular theater

around the “heroic” murder of the CIA intelligence myth/CIA

asset Osama bin Laden. Not content to simply to exploit the 9/11

atrocity for political gain, the administration is heaping new

layers of lie and cover-up to the original crime.
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The growing cover-up

The desperation is palpable. Just days since the “big announcement”, Obama

administration officials have already been forced to backpedal, issuing multiple

corrections, adding to the confusion over the location of the killing, whether bin

Laden was armed or unarmed, whether there was a “fire fight”, if an alleged

wife was involved, the burial at sea, whether to release “graphic photos”, etc.

The mainstream corporate media—following approved CIA/White House

narratives—is spewing and regurgitating a tidal wave of red herrings that add

to the inconsistencies.

Seasoned observers will not be fooled, no matter how many Obama lies,

doctored photos, fake footage, lurid new testimonials and CIA pronouncements

are pushed forth. As put simply by Paul Craig Roberts:

“As the alleged body has been dumped into the ocean, nothing remains but the

word of the US government, which lied about Iraqi weapons of mass

destruction and al Qaeda connections, about yellowcake, about Iranian nukes,

and, according to thousands of experts, about 9/11. Suddenly the government

is telling us the truth about bin Laden’s death?  If you believe that, I have a

bridge in Brooklyn that I’ll let you have for a good price.”

The “war on terrorism” is a fabrication, war propaganda that continues to serve

as the eternal pretext for global resource war. That 9/11 was a false flag

operation—that the official story is a lie and cover-up—has been definitively

proven in numerous investigations, such as Mike Ruppert’s Crossing the

Rubicon, Michel Chossudovsky’s America’s “War on Terrorism”, the work of

Paul Thompson, and others.

Osama bin Laden is a product and asset of the CIA. “Al-Qaeda” is a covert

operation, a “database” of intelligence legends, exhaustively detailed in the

work of Chaim Kupferberg (Part 1 and  Part Two). Pakistan’s ISI, a virtual

branch of the CIA, was central to 9/11 and a player in subsequent “terror”

operations. It is not surprising that Pakistan and the ISI is at the heart of the

“death of bin Laden” as well.
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The “death of bin Laden” changes nothing about the factual record that indicts

(among others) Bush/Cheney, Anglo-American military-intelligence, and elite

war/oil interests.  

Tragically, none of this matters. The minority of individuals with unscrambled

brains is not the target of this imperial charade.

Euphoria, brainwashing, and “imperial mobilization”

To borrow from the lexicon of world planner Zbigniew Brzezinski, 9/11 was a

successful  attack “on the order of Pearl Harbor” that “united” the American

people behind an “imperial mobilization”—the “war on terrorism” for oil. With

9/11, the masses fully supported nearly a decade of war, atrocities,

subversion, and unprecedented government criminality.

The militant and unquestioning public embrace of “war on terrorism” lies

underscores how that the 9/11 has succeeded beyond the wildest dreams of

the Anglo-American war criminals who orchestrated it.

Now Barack Obama, who has spoken incessantly over the years about wanting

to “unite” America again “just as it was after 9/11”, has been granted his

moment to “unite” the masses again, but do an even better job of population

control than Bush/Cheney (who, in their clumsiness and hubris, partially

“squandered” their “political capital”). The swaggering Obama will “get it right”.

He is a better actor, the more devious and mendacious corporatist who was

selected for this specific purpose.

Obama has been itching to be the “Osama killer” since before he was

elected.

The 9/11 “shock effect” remains fully potent, as evidenced by the frenzy,

euphoria, and stomach-turning jubilation of crowds of Americans joining in

celebration orgies over a fictional murder of the fictional Osama bin Laden, a

fictional revenge. Even the “intellectuals” and “experts” are treating this

charade as if it is real. Corporate media headlines have declared that “the world
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has changed”, and the masses love it.

The post-9/11 era has spawned an entire generation of vicious and ignorant

drones, whose moral compass has been shaped by war, lies, violent

entertainment, and brainwashing. The future American police state will be

built upon this new culture of thuggery. This is “Obama’s Animal Farm”.

To Obama, this is “what makes America great”.

Rescripting reality

In Orwellian fashion, the legend of the death of Bin Laden changes nothing in

reality, but turns the mass perception of this reality upside down.  

Suddenly, an unpopular Obama and his failing presidency are recast, in true

Bush/Cheney fashion, as a heroic—and now successful— “war president”. He

is now Obama the 9/11 avenger, protector of the American people, and the

great military master.

This burnished new image, which is preposterous as the one given to George

W. Bush during his reign of terror, grants Obama his own new “political

capital”. Two years of flummoxing and failure, wiped out. Attacks from all

sides, stopped. Obama has a political weapon to fend off attacks from the

right-wing. They can no longer attack Obama for being weak on foreign policy.

At the same time, Obama’s corporate liberals (who care only about gaining

political points on the Republicans) can return to deluding themselves about

Obama’s populism, appeal and effectiveness, despite two years of absolute

failure and purposely broken campaign promises. With one stroke, Obama is

being handed the 2012 election.

Suddenly, Obama is not only just as “great” as Bush, but an even “cooler

customer”, who singlehandedly ordered and carried out a covert operation that

Bush/Cheney could not.  
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(This writer had expected the “I Killed Osama” prize to be granted to

Bush/Cheney. Apparently, their handling of Iraq/Afghanistan did not earn

them the permission.)

What real objectives will be met with this new propaganda?  As noted by Paul

Craig Roberts:

“My initial interpretation of the faked bin Laden death was that Obama needed

closure of the Afghan war and occupation in order to deal with the US budget

deficit.  Subsequent statements from Obama regime officials suggest that the

agenda might be to give Americans a piece of war victory in order to boost their

lagging enthusiasm. The military/security complex will become richer and

more powerful, and Americans will be rewarded with vicarious pleasure in

victory over enemies.”

Just as the Nixon administration declared a false “victory” in aborting the

disastrous war in Vietnam, Obama can declare a similar “mission

accomplished” with his “Osama Kill”. This will allow the administration to

redeploying forces from Afghanistan to elsewhere in the region. Pakistan, Saudi

Arabia and other critical oil-related geography remain in US cross-hairs. The

new image of Obama the “heroic anti-terrorist” will convince at least some

international leaders to cooperate with the administration. The mass resistance

to the US-backed regimes in the Middle East, Africa and Central Asia will be at

least partially neutered.

The CIA, soon to be under the command of Iraq/Afghanistan war criminal

David Petraeus, is also given a new green light to continue their “war on

terrorism” atrocities. This massive criminal mafia is viewed as a heroic

protector of America. 

A redeployment of forces back to the US is long overdue, for the continued

buildup of “Obama’s Animal Farm” within US borders. The militarization of the

US homeland will be ratcheted up, in order to stop domestic unrest, union

protests, and popular responses to the continuing collapse of the US economy.
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“Al-Qaeda”, under new leadership, will be continue to be unleashed. The next

phase of the CIA deception is likely to involve the legend of jihadists avenging

Osama bin Laden, including, if necessary, “new 9/11s”.The so-called Al-Qaeda

number two man, Ayman al-Zawahiri, who himself has “died” multiple times,

will be the new boogeyman, along with other recently named “operational

chiefs” such as Adnan Shukrijumah.

The final atrocity

To add a grotesque and sickening final insult, the swaggering Barack Obama

will grandstand at New York’s Ground Zero, in a staged celebration of a

fictional murder, on the hallowed ground where thousands of people actually

died at the hands of the US government and its covert operatives.

Obama even invited George W. Bush to share his “victory lap”.

This act of exploitation will dispel all illusions about the criminal nature of this

liar who has done Bush/Cheney one better by stooping even lower into the

depths of depravity.  

The original Big Lie gets its bookend Big Lie.

[Edit Point]

PART IX - “False Flags”

The Pentagon’s “Second 911”

By Prof Michel Chossudovsky - Global Research, August 10, 2006

"Another [9/11] attack could create both a justification and

an opportunity to retaliate against some known targets"

One essential feature of  “defense” in the case of a second major

attack on America, is “offense”, according to Homeland Security

Secretary Michael Chertoff: “Homeland security is one piece of a

broader strategy [which] brings the battle to the enemy.”(DHS,

Transcript of complete March 2005 speech of Secr. Michael
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Chertoff)

 

In the month following last year’s 7/7 London bombings, Vice President Dick

Cheney is reported to have instructed USSTRATCOM to draw up a contingency

plan “to be employed in response to another 9/11-type terrorist attack on the

United States”. Implied in the contingency plan is the certainty that Iran would

be behind a Second 9/11.

This “contingency plan” uses the pretext of a “Second 9/11”, which has not yet

happened, to prepare for a major military operation against Iran, while

pressure was also exerted on Tehran in relation to its (non-existent) nuclear

weapons program.

What is diabolical in this decision of the US Vice President is that the

justification presented by Cheney to wage war on Iran rests on Iran’s

involvement in a hypothetical terrorist attack on America, which has not yet

occurred:

The plan includes a large-scale air assault on Iran employing both

conventional and tactical nuclear weapons. Within Iran there are more

than 450 major strategic targets, including numerous suspected

nuclear-weapons-program development sites. Many of the targets are

hardened or are deep underground and could not be taken out by

conventional weapons, hence the nuclear option. As in the case of Iraq, the

response is not conditional on Iran actually being involved in the act of

terrorism directed against the United States. Several senior Air Force

officers involved in the planning are reportedly appalled at the implications

of what they are doing—that Iran is being set up for an unprovoked

nuclear attack—but no one is prepared to damage his career by posing

any objections. (Philip Giraldi, Attack on Iran: Pre-emptive Nuclear War ,

The American Conservative, 2 August 2005)

Are we to understand that US, British and Israeli military planners are waiting

in limbo for a Second 9/11, to extend the war beyond the borders of Lebanon,

to launch a military operation directed against Syria and Iran? 
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Cheney’s proposed “contingency plan” did not focus on preventing a Second

9/11. The Cheney plan is predicated on the presumption that Iran would be

behind a Second 9/11 and that punitive bombings could immediately be

activated, prior to the conduct of an investigation, much in the same way as

the attacks on Afghanistan in October 2001, allegedly in retribution for the

alleged support of the Taliban government to the 9/11 terrorists. It is worth

noting that one does not plan a war in three weeks: the bombing and invasion

of Afghanistan had been planned well in advance of 9/11. As Michael Keefer

points out in an incisive review article: 

“At a deeper level, it implies that “9/11-type terrorist attacks” are

recognized in Cheney’s office and the Pentagon as appropriate means of

legitimizing wars of aggression against any country selected for that

treatment by the regime and its corporate propaganda-amplification

system….  (Keefer, February 2006 )

In a timely statement, barely a few days following the onslaught of the bombing

of Lebanon, Vice President Cheney reiterated his warning:  “The enemy that

struck on 9/11 is fractured and weakened, yet still lethal, still determined to

hit us again” (Waterloo Courier, Iowa, 19 July 2006, italics added). 

“Justification and Opportunity to Retaliate against …the State Sponsors [of

Terrorism]”

In April 2006, Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld  launched a far-reaching

military plan to fight terrorism around the World, with a view to retaliating in

the case of a second major terrorist attack on America. 

“Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld has approved the military’s most

ambitious plan yet to fight terrorism around the world and retaliate more

rapidly and decisively in the case of another major terrorist attack on the

United States, according to defense officials.

The long-awaited campaign plan for the global war on terrorism, as well as

two subordinate plans also approved within the past month by Rumsfeld,
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are considered the Pentagon’s highest priority, according to officials

familiar with the three documents who spoke on the condition of

anonymity because they were not authorized to speak about them

publicly.

Details of the plans are secret, but in general they envision a significantly

expanded role for the military — and, in particular, a growing force of elite

Special Operations troops — in continuous operations to combat terrorism

outside of war zones such as Iraq and Afghanistan. Developed over about

three years by the Special Operations Command (SOCOM) in Tampa, the

plans reflect a beefing up of the Pentagon’s involvement in domains

traditionally handled by the Central Intelligence Agency and the State

Department. (Washington Post, 23 April 2006)

This plan is predicated on the possibility of a  Second 911 and the need to

retaliate if and when the US is attacked: 

“A third plan sets out how the military can both disrupt and respond to

another major terrorist strike on the United States. It includes lengthy

annexes that offer a menu of options for the military to retaliate quickly

against specific terrorist groups, individuals or state sponsors depending

on who is believed to be behind an attack. Another attack could create

both a justification and an opportunity that is lacking today to retaliate

against some known targets, according to current and former defense

officials familiar with the plan.

This plan details “what terrorists or bad guys we would hit if the gloves

came off. The gloves are not off,” said one official, who asked not to be

identified because of the sensitivity of the subject. (italics added, WP 23

April 2006)

The presumption of this military document, is that a Second 911 attack “which

is lacking today” would usefully create both a “justification and an opportunity”

to wage war on “some known targets [Iran and Syria]”. 
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The announcement on August 10 by the British Home Office of a foiled large

scale terror attack to simultaneously blow up as many as ten airplanes,

conveys the impression that it is the Western World rather than the Middle

East which is under attack. 

Realities are twisted upside down. The disinformation campaign has gone into

full gear. The British and US media are increasingly pointing towards 

“preemptive war” as an act of “self defense” against Al Qaeda and the State

sponsors of terrorism, who are allegedly preparing a Second 911. The

underlying objective, through fear and intimidation, is ultimately to build

public acceptance for the next stage of the Middle East “war on terrorism”

which is directed against Syria and Iran. 

Michel Chossudovsky is the author of the international best America’s “War on

Terrorism”  Second Edition, Global Research, 2005. He is Professor of

Economics at the University of Ottawa and Director of the Center for Research

on Globalization. 

[Edit Point]

Crying Wolf: Terror Alerts based on Fabricated Intelligence

By Prof Michel Chossudovsky - Global Research, August 20, 2006

“It would be easy for terrorists to cook up radioactive

‘dirty’ bombs to explode inside the U.S. … How likely it is,

I can’t say…” (Secretary of State Colin Powell, 10

February 2003)

“The near-term attacks … will either rival or exceed the

9/11 attacks… And it’s pretty clear that the nation’s

capital and New York city would be on any list…” (DHS

Secretary Tom Ridge, December 2003) 

“You ask, ‘Is it serious?’ Yes, you bet your life. People don’t do that unless

it’s a serious situation.” (Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, December

2003)
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“… Credible reporting indicates that Al Qaeda is moving forward with its

plans to carry out a large-scale attack in the United States in an effort to

disrupt our democratic process…  (Secretary Tom Ridge, 8 July 2004) 

“The enemy that struck on 9/11 is weakened and fractured yet it is still

lethal and planning to hit us again.” (Vice President Dick Cheney, 7

January 2006)

“Had this plot been carried out, the loss of life to innocent civilians would

have been on an unprecedented scale,” ( Home Secretary John Reid, 10

August 2006)

“Crying Wolf: To raise a false alarm too many times, with the result that no

one believes you when help is necessary.” 

The British Home Office announced (August 10) that a “foiled terror plot” to

simultaneously blow up as many as ten airplanes on transatlantic flights had

been uncovered. So far Scotland Yard has not presented documentary evidence

of this carefully coordinated suicide bombing operation.  

Confirmed by media reports, there is no evidence that the arrested suspects

had actually purchased plane tickets which would have enabled them to

undertake this operation. Several of the suspects did not even possess a

passport. (Craig Murray, 14 August 2006). 

Meanwhile, the feasibility of the plot ( at a technical-scientific level) has been

questioned. No chemical labs were discovered, which might have confirmed

that the suspects had the prior knowledge or skills to manufacture a triacetone

triperoxide ( TATP) bomb, let alone their ability to appropriately mix the deadly

liquid chemicals on board a transatlantic flight ( Thomas C. Greene, 17 August

2006)

Moreover, much of the confidential information which led to the arrests of the

British suspects by Scotland Yard was made available, courtesy of Pakistani

Military intelligence (ISI), which coincidentally is known to have supported and
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financed the terror network including the Pakistani based Islamic groups

which are allegedly behind the foiled UK plot.(Michel Chossudovsky, 15 August

2006). 

The British and American corporate media are complicit. Pakistani President

Pervez Musharraf is upheld as “a hero” for assisting Scotland Yard in thwarting

the UK terror plot. Carefully omitted from most press reports, the London

Police Anti-Terrorist Branch (SO13) headed by Peter Clarke together with MI6

and MI5 (which operates under the authority of Home Secretary John Reid)

have been working hand in glove with a Pakistani based intelligence agency

which has and continues to support the terror network including Al Qaeda,

while also collaborating with its Western counterparts “in going after the

terrorists”. 

According to “reliable” intelligence transmitted from ISI headquarters in

Rawalpindi, the explosive TATP chemical mixture “had been tested in

Pakistan”, but the British based suspects “had not yet actually prepared or

mixed it”.

Crying Wolf

This is certainly not the first time that brash and unsubstantiated statements

have been made regarding an impending terror attack, which have proven to be

based on “faulty intelligence”. 

Since 2003, the US Department of Homeland Security (DHS) has issued several

terror warnings about possible Al Qaeda plans to launch “an attack on

America” similar in magnitude to that of September 11, 2001. In some of the

high profile terror alerts, the alleged plot also involved a mysterious “Pakistani

connection”. 

The foiled UK plot replicates several features of an alleged Al Qaeda 1995 terror

plot entitled “Operation Bojinka ” which relied on triacetone triperoxide ( TATP)

bomb. It also bears a canny resemblance to a more recent December 2003

Code Orange Terror Alert, which served to disrupt transatlantic flights at the
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height of the holiday period. (See below). 

Reviewed below (chronologically) are selected clear-cut cases of terror alerts

based unsubstantiated information and “faulty intelligence”. 

1. The Foiled Ricin Threat: London, January 2003 

There was a ricin terror alert in January 2003, barely two months before the

invasion of Iraq. According to several media reports, it had been ordered by

terror mastermind Abu Musab Al Zarqawi. The ricin had allegedly been

discovered in a London apartment. It was to be used in a terror attack in the

London subway. 

A team from Porton Down chemical and biological

weapons research centre confirmed that they had

found no ricin. (See Milan Rai, April 2005). 

British press reports, quoting official statements

claimed that the terrorists had learnt to produce

the ricin at the camp in Northern Iraq. General

Richard Myers, chairman of the US Joint Chiefs of

Staff, asserted that 

“It is from this site that people were trained and poisons were developed

which migrated into Europe… We think that’s probably where the ricin

found in London came from.” (quoted in Birmingham Evening Mail, March

31, 2003) 

Yet when US Special Forces in March 2003 raided the camp in Northern Iraq,

nothing resembling biological or chemical weapons was found:

“What they found was a camp devastated by cruise missile strikes during

the first days of the war. A specialized biochemical team scoured the

rubble for samples. [there was] no immediate proof of chemical or

biological agents.  (ABC News, 29 March 2003)
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The London Observer’s correspondent in Northern Iraq (9 February 2003)

blatantly refuted these claims:

“There is no sign of chemical weapons anywhere – only the smell of paraffin

and vegetable butter used for cooking. … Mohammad Hasan, spokesman for

Ansar al-Islam, explained. ‘We don’t have any drugs for our fighters. We don’t

even have any aspirin. How can we produce any chemicals or weapons of mass

destruction?'”

2. Radioactive Dirt Bombs: Washington, DC, 8 February 2003 (Three days

after Colin Powell’s Presentation to the UN Security Council)

In the immediate aftermath of Secr. Colin Powell’s presentation to the UN 

Security Council regarding Iraq’s alleged Weapons of Mass Destruction, the

Department of Homeland Security (DHS) declared a code orange terror alert,

pointing to insidious links between Al Qaeda and Sadaam Hussein: 

“Top intelligence officials gave Congress a sobering warning Tuesday of the

al-Qaeda terrorist network’s interest in using missiles and poisons to

inflict mass casualties in the United States, adding grim new detail to

previous accounts of looming terror attacks. The warning came as a

broadcast statement believed to have come from al-Qaeda leader Osama

bin Laden pledged the terrorist group’s support for Iraqis and called on

followers to defeat a US-led invasion. … Taken together, the statements

from U.S. officials and the shadowy terrorist organization sharpened the

sense that the United States faces its greatest threat of terrorist assault

since the Sept. 11 attacks.” (US Today, 12 February 2006, emphasis

added)

The announcement served to turn realities upside down. Sadaam and Osama

had joined hands. America  rather than Iraq was under attack. The terror alert

also contributed served to diverting public attention from the divisions within

the Security Council and the accusations directed against Colin Powell for

having misled the UN’s highest body. 

Page 600 of  783 Table of Contents



A fabricated story on so-called ‘radioactive dirty bombs’ had been planted in

the news chain. A few days following his address to the UN, Sec. Powell warned

that:

“it would be easy for terrorists to cook up radioactive ‘dirty’ bombs to

explode inside the U.S. … ‘How likely it is, I can’t say… But I think it is

wise for us to at least let the American people know of this possibility.’”

(Statement by Colin Powell, ABC This Week quoted in Daily News (New

York), 10 Feb. 2003).

Musab Abu Al Zarqawi was identified as the number one suspect. Meanwhile,

network TV had warned that:

“American hotels, shopping malls or apartment buildings could be al

Qaeda’s targets as soon as next week…”. 

Following the announcement, tens of thousands of Americans rushed to

purchase duct tape, plastic sheets and gas-masks.

It later transpired, that the terrorist alert was ” fabricated” by the CIA:

“According to officials, the FBI and the CIA are pointing fingers at each

other. An FBI spokesperson told ABCNEWS today he was ‘not familiar with

the scenario’, but did not think it was accurate.” 

(ABC News, 13 Feb. 2003, See also

http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/CRG302A.html)

In another related report on ABC TV:

PETER JENNINGS

(Off Camera) ABC’s Brian Ross begins our reporting. Brian, last night we

were wondering whether the intelligence agencies were operating on good

information. What do we know today?
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BRIAN ROSS, ABC NEWS

(Off Camera) Well, Peter, today, two senior officials tell ABC News that a

key piece of the information leading to the recent terror alerts was, in fact,

fabricated.

BRIAN ROSS

(Voice Over) In particular, a claim by a captured al Qaeda member that

Washington, New York, or Florida would be hit by a dirty bomb sometime

this week, by a secret al Qaeda cell operating in Virginia or Detroit.

VINCE CANNISTRARO,

FORMER CIA COUNTER-TERRORISM OFFICIAL

This piece of that puzzle turns out to be fabricated. And therefore, and the

reason for a lot of the alarm, particularly in Washington this week, has

been dissipated, after they found out that this, this information was not

true.

(ABC News, 13 February 2003)

Both the FBI and the CIA in contradictory statements subsequently clarified

that the intelligence had not fabricated. But rather, it was the “suspected

terrorist in custody [who had deliberately] fabricated information about

potential attacks. The detainee’s remarks were one factor in raising the threat

advisory to code orange” (Los Angeles Times, 15 Feb 2006)

While tacitly acknowledging that the alert was a fake, Homeland Security

Secretary Tom Ridge decided to maintain the ‘Orange Code’ alert:

“Despite the fabricated report, there are no plans to change the threat

level. Officials said other intelligence has been validated and that the high

level of precautions is fully warranted.” ( ABC News, 13 Feb. 2003 ).
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A few days later, in another failed propaganda initiative, a mysterious Osama

bin Laden audio tape was presented by Sec. Colin Powell to the US Congress as

‘evidence’ that the Islamic terrorists “are making common cause with a brutal

dictator”. (US official quoted in The Toronto Star, 12 Feb. 2003). Curiously, the

audio tape was in Colin Powell’s possession prior to its broadcast by the Al

Jazeera TV Network. (Ibid.)

3. Alleged Chemical Weapons’ Attack: Madrid, 5 February 2003 

Meanwhile in Spain, coinciding with Colin’s Powell’s Security Council

presentation, Bush’s coalition partner, Prime Minister Jose Maria Aznar had

initiated his own disinformation campaign, no doubt in liaison with US

officials.

Perfect timing! While Colin Powell was presenting the Al-Zarqawi dossier to the

UN, on the very same day, February 5, 2003, Prime Minister Jose Maria Aznar

was busy briefing the Spanish parliament on an alleged chemical terror attack

in Spain.

According to Aznar, Al Zarqawi was apparently linked to a number of European 

Islamic “collaborators” including Merouane Ben Ahmed, “an expert in

chemistry and explosives who visited Barcelona” (reported in El Pais, February

6 2003). 

Prime Minister Aznar’s speech to the Chamber of Deputies (Camera de

diputados) intimated that the 16 alleged Al Qaeda suspects, who apparently

were in possession of explosives and lethal chemicals, had been working hand

in glove with Al Zarqawi.

According to Aznar, Al Zarqawi was apparently linked to a number of European

Islamic “collaborators” including Merouane Ben Ahmed, “an expert in

chemistry and explosives who visited Barcelona” (reported in El Pais, February

6 2003).
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Prime Minister Aznar’s speech to the Chamber of Deputies (Camera de

diputados) intimated that the 16 alleged Al Qaeda suspects, who apparently

were in possession of explosives and lethal chemicals, had been working hand

in glove with Al Zarqawi.

The information had been fabricated. The Spanish Ministry of Defense report

confirmed that:

“the lethal chemicals” turned out to be “harmless and some were

household detergent… ” (quoted in Irish News, 27 February 2003,

emphasis added):

“A defence ministry lab outside Madrid tested the substances – a bag

containing more than half a pound of powder and several bottles or

containers with liquids or residues- for the easy-to-make biological poison

ricin…The Spanish defence ministry, which carried out the tests, and the

lab itself declined to comment ” (Ibid)

4. Alleged Al Qaeda Plot to Attack Transatlantic Flights: Christmas 2003

A few days before Christmas in a scenario similar to the foiled August UK

attack, (former) Homeland Security Secretary Tom Ridge intimated that a

second 9/11 was imminent involving attacks on transatlantic airplanes over

the holiday period.   

On December 21st, 2003, four days before Christmas, Homeland Security

raised the national threat level from “elevated” to “high risk” of a terrorist

attack. According to Tom Ridge, these “credible [intelligence] sources” raise “the

possibility of attacks against the homeland, around the holiday season…”

“Terrorists still threaten our country and we remain engaged in a dangerous –

to be sure – difficult war and it will not be over soon,” warned Defense

Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld. “They can attack at any time and at any place.”
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The official Christmas announcement by the Homeland Security Department

dispelled any lingering doubts regarding the threat level:

“the risk [during the Christmas period] is perhaps greater now than at any

point since September 11, 2001;”

It also warned Americans, in no uncertain terms, but without supporting

evidence, that there are:

“indications that [the] near-term attacks … will either rival or exceed the

[9/11] attacks”.

“And it’s pretty clear that the nation’s capital and New York city would be

on any list…” (emphasis added)

Following Secretary Ridge’s announcement, anti-aircraft missile batteries were

set up in Washington:

“And the Pentagon said today, more combat air patrols will now be flying

over select cities and facilities, with some airbases placed on higher alert.” 

Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld said:

“You ask, ‘Is it serious?’ Yes, you bet your life. People don’t do that unless

it’s a serious situation.” (ABC News, 23 December 2003)

According to an official statement: “intelligence indicates that Al Qaeda-trained

pilots may be working for overseas airlines and ready to carry out suicide

attacks.” (quoted by ABC News, 23 December 2003).

More specifically, Al Qaeda and Taliban terrorists were, according to Homeland

Security, planning to hijack an Air France plane and “crash it on US soil in a

suicide terror strike similar to those carried out on September 11, 2001.”

Page 605 of  783 Table of Contents



Air France Christmas flights out of Paris were grounded. F-16 fighters were

patrolling the skies. 

The terror alert contributed to creating a tense atmosphere during the

Christmas holiday. Los Angeles International airport was on “maximum

deployment” with counter-terrorism and FBI officials working around the clock. 

The stand down orders on Air France’s Christmas flights from Paris to Los

Angeles, which were used to justify the Code Orange Alert during the

Christmas holiday, were based on fabricated information. Following the French

investigation conducted in collaboration with US officials, it turned out that the

terror alert was a hoax. The information was not “very very precise” as claimed

by US intelligence. The six Al Qaeda men turned out to be a five year old boy,

an elderly Chinese lady who used to run a restaurant in Paris, a Welsh

insurance salesman and three French nationals. (Le Monde and RTBF TV, 2

January 2004)

The decision to cancel the six Air France flights was taken after 2 days of

intense negotiations between French and American officials. The flights were

cancelled on the orders of the French Prime minister following consultations

with Secr. Colin Powell. This decision was taken following the completion of the

French investigation. Despite the fact that the information had been refuted,

Homeland Security Secretary Tom Ridge insisted on maintaining the

stand-down order. If Air France had not complied, it would have been

prevented from using US air space, namely banned from flying to the US.

It was only on January 2nd, once the holiday season was over that the US

authorities admitted that they were in error, claiming that it was a unavoidable

case of “mistaken identity.” While tacitly acknowledging their error, Homeland

Security insisted that “the cancellations were based on solid information.”

5. Foiled Terror Attack on the Bretton Woods Institutions and Wall Street:

August 1st 2004 

The decision to launch the Code Orange Terror Alert in New York City,

Washington DC and northern New Jersey was taken on the night of July 29th
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2004, within hours of John Kerry’s acceptance speech at the Democratic

convention. 

According to an unnamed senior intelligence official, the decision to launch the

high risk (code orange) terror alert was taken on that same Thursday evening

(July 29 2004) in the absence of “specific” and detailed intelligence, which was

being provided by Pakistan’s Military Intelligence: 

“At the daily CIA’s 5 p.m. counterterrorism meeting on Thursday, the first

information about the detailed al Qaeda surveillance of the five financial

buildings was discussed among senior CIA, FBI and military officials. They

decided to launch a number of worldwide operations, including the

deployment of increased law enforcement around the five [financial]

buildings.” [World Bank, IMF, NYSE, Citigroup, Prudential]

(WP, 3 August 2004, http://msnbc.msn.com/id/5581230/%20 )

On Thursday July 29, when the decision was taken to increase the threat level, 

the “precise” and “specific” information out of Pakistan including “the trove of

hundreds of photos and written documents”, was not yet available. 

The information regarding the role of a mysterious Pakistani computer

engineer, Mohammad Naeem Noor Khan, later identified as Osama’s

webmaster, was only made available ex post facto on the Friday, once the

decision had already been taken:

“A senior intelligence official said translations of the computer documents

and other intelligence started arriving on Friday [one day after the decision

was taken to launch the operation].  (WP, 3 August 2004)

President Bush was “informed of the potential threat on Friday morning [July

30] aboard Air Force One”. (WP, 2 August 2004). On that same morning, 

President Bush approved the decision of the CIA to raise  “the threat level” in

the absence of “specific” supporting intelligence.
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Following the DHS’s Sunday August 1st advisory that the Bretton Woods

institutions were a potential target, the World Bank spokesman Dana Milverton

retorted that the information was “largely out of date,” and  “a lot of it was

actually public information that anyone from outside the building could have

gotten.” (Guardian, 3 August 2004) 

“One federal law enforcement source said his understanding from

reviewing the reports was that the material predated Sept. 11 and included

photos that can be obtained from brochures and some actual snapshots.

There also were some interior diagrams that appear to be publicly

available.” (WP, 3 August 2004, emphasis added)

According to the New York Times (August 3, 2004) report:

“the information, which officials said was indicative of preparations for a

possible truck- or car-bomb attack, left significant gaps. It did not clearly

describe the suspected plot, indicate when an attack was to take place nor

did it describe the identities of people involved.” (emphasis added)

Ironically, when the mysterious Pakistani computer engineer Noor Khan was

arrested, he was not charged or accused of masterminding a terror attack on

Wall Street and the IMF. (See The Pakistani Connection: The London Bombers

and “Al Qaeda’s Webmaster” Michel Chossudovsky, 20 July 2005)

In fact quite the opposite: he was immediately recruited by Pakistan’s military

intelligence (ISI). Two weeks later, when the news regarding his alleged role in

planning the attacks on America’s financial institutions had hit the news chain

in early August 2004, Noor Khan was duly employed by Pakistan’s secret

service on behalf of the CIA:

“Khan had been arrested in Lahore on July 13, and subsequently “turned”

by Pakistan’s Inter Services Intelligence Agency. When his name appeared

in print [in early August 2004], he was working for a combined ISI/CIA

task force sending encrypted e-mails to key al Qaeda figures in the hope of

pinpointing their locations and intentions.” (The Herald, 9 August 2005)
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Fabricated Intelligence for Political Gain

The various terror alerts reviewed above were all carried out in a timely fashion

at a politically opportune moment. The underlying instrument in all these

cases is a sense of fear and intimidation “that politicians can capitalize on”.

(See Sheila Copps, Edmonton Sun, 13 August 2006) 

The objective is to galvanize public  opinion in favor of a military solution, while

temporarily boosting the fragile image of the main political and military actors.

While the foiled UK terror plot announced by Home Secretary John Reid has

served to temporarily distract public attention from the ongoing atrocities

committed in the Middle East war, it has also triggered a wave of public

skepticism which could potentially lead to the downfall of Prime Minister Tony

Blair. This skepticism is in part based on the pattern of repeated terror

warnings over several years. 

The London terror alert has replicated the US pattern of “crying wolf”. Britain’s

counter-terrorism is a “copy and paste” of US procedures. 

John Reid’s August 10 statement emulates the pronouncements of his US

counterparts, Michael Chertoff and (former) Homeland Security Secretary Tom

Ridge, which have been repeated ad nauseam over the last few years. 

Moreover, there are indications of deep-seated divisions within the New Labour

government. The announcement of the foiled terror attacks were ordered by the

government of Tony Blair, with the support of the corporate media. US officials

and Vice president Dick Cheney were consulted and had advanced notice

regarding the timing of John Reid’s announcement. 

The sequence of these terror alerts based on phony information, repeated over

several years, inevitably creates amidst the British and American public, a

sense of disbelief: an uncomfortable feeling that both Scotland Yard and the

British Home office are lying.  
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The counter-terrorism apparatus is desperately crying wolf, which could

potentially trigger in the United Kingdom, a political crisis of immeasurable

consequence. 

Crying Wolf from the Horse’s Mouth

How can we be sure that the brazen statements by senior Bush administration

officials in support of successive code orange alerts were based on fake

intelligence? 

Upon retiring from his position at Homeland Security, Tom Ridge, who made

several far-reaching announcements during his term in office, candidly

admitted (mea culpa), that the code orange terror alerts were in fact based on

“flimsy evidence” (See Tom Ridge’s Mea Culpa, May 2005)

The Bush administration periodically put the USA on high alert for terrorist

attacks even though then-Homeland Security chief Tom Ridge argued ‘there

was only flimsy evidence to justify raising the threat level…’ Ridge [said] he

often disagreed with administration officials who wanted to elevate the threat

level to orange, or “high” risk of terrorist attack, but was overruled.

“More often than not we were the least inclined to raise it …Sometimes we

disagreed with the intelligence assessment. Sometimes we thought even if

the intelligence was good, you don’t necessarily put the country on (alert).

… There were times when some people were really aggressive about raising

it, and we said, ‘For that?’ ” (USA Today, 10 May 2005, emphasis added)

Michel Chossudovsky is the author of the international best seller “The

Globalization of Poverty “ published in eleven languages. He is Professor of

Economics at the University of Ottawa and Director of the Center for Research

on Globalization. His most recent book is America’s “War on Terrorism”, Global

Research, 2005. (This book also provides a detailed analysis and review of fake

intelligence and the terror alerts). 
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PART X - “Deep Events” and State Violence

The Doomsday Project and Deep Events: JFK, Watergate, Iran-Contra, and

9/11

By Prof Peter Dale Scott - Global Research, November 06, 2016

Originally published in November 2011. Image

Professor Peter Dale Scott

“I know the capacity that is there to make tyranny total

in America, and we must see to it that this agency [the

National Security Agency] and all agencies that

possess this technology operate within the law and

under proper supervision, so that we never cross over

that abyss. That is the abyss from which there is no

return.”   — Senator Frank Church (1975)

I would like to discuss four major and badly

understood events – the John F. Kennedy

assassination, Watergate, Iran-Contra, and 9/11. I will analyze these deep

events as part of a deeper political process linking them, a process that has

helped build up repressive power in America at the expense of democracy.

In recent years I have been talking about a dark force behind these events — a

force which, for want of a better term, I have clumsily called a “deep state,”

operating both within and outside the public state. Today for the first time I

want to identify part of that dark force, a part which has operated for five

decades or more at the edge of the public state. This part of the dark force has

a name not invented by me: the Doomsday Project, the Pentagon’s name for the

emergency planning “to keep the White House and Pentagon running during

and after a nuclear war or some other major crisis.”1

My point is a simple and important one: to show that the Doomsday Project of

the 1980s, and the earlier emergency planning that developed into it, have

played a role in the background of all the deep events I shall discuss.
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More significantly, it has been a factor behind all three of the disturbing events

that now threaten American democracy. The first of these three is what has

been called the conversion of our economy into a plutonomy – with the

increasing separation of America into two classes, into the haves and the

have-nots, the one percent and the 99 percent. The second is America’s

increasing militarization, and above all its inclination, which has become more

and more routine and predictable, to wage or provoke wars in remote regions of

the globe. It is clear that the operations of this American war machine have

served the one percent.2

The third – my subject today — is the important and increasingly deleterious

impact on American history of structural deep events: mysterious events, like

the JFK assassination, the Watergate break-in, or 9/11, which violate the

American social structure, have a major impact on American society,

repeatedly involve law-breaking or violence, and in many cases proceed from an

unknown dark force.

There are any number of analyses of America’s current breakdown in terms of

income and wealth disparity, also in terms of America’s increasing

militarization and belligerency. What I shall do today is I think new: to argue

that both the income disparity – or what has been called our plutonomy — and

the belligerency have been fostered significantly by deep events.

We must understand that the income disparity of America’s current economy

was not the result of market forces working independently of political

intervention. In large part it was generated by a systematic and deliberate

ongoing political process dating from the anxieties of the very wealthy in the

1960s and 1970s that control of the country was slipping away from them.

This was the time when future Supreme Court Justice Lewis Powell, in a 1971

memorandum, warned that survival of the free enterprise system depended on

“careful long-range planning and implementation” of a well-financed response

to threats from the left.3 This warning was answered by a sustained right-wing

offensive, coordinated by think tanks and funded lavishly by a small group of

family foundations.4 We should recall that all this was in response to serious
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riots in Newark, Detroit, and elsewhere, and that increasing calls for a

revolution were coming from the left (in Europe as well as America). I will focus

today on the right’s response to that challenge, and on the role of deep events

in enhancing their response.

What was important about the Powell memorandum was less the document

itself than the fact that it was commissioned by the United States Chamber of

Commerce, one of the most influential and least discussed lobbying groups in

America. And the memorandum was only one of many signs of that developing

class war in the 1970s, a larger process working both inside and outside

government (including what Irving Kristol called an “intellectual

counterrevolution”), which led directly to the so-called “Reagan Revolution.”5

It is clear that this larger process has been carried on for almost five decades,

pumping billions of right-wing dollars into the American political process. What

I wish to show today is that deep events have also been integral to this

right-wing effort, from the John F. Kennedy assassination in 1963 to 9/11.

9/11 resulted in the implementation of “Continuity of Government” (COG)

plans (which in the Oliver North Iran Contra Hearings of 1987 were called

plans for “the suspension of the U.S. constitution”). These COG plans, building

on earlier COG planning, had been carefully developed since 1982 in the

so-called Doomsday Project, by a secret group appointed by Reagan. The group

was composed of both public and private figures, including Donald Rumsfeld

and Dick Cheney.

I shall try to show today that in this respect 9/11 was only the culmination of a

sequence of deep events reaching back to the Kennedy assassination if not

earlier, and that the germs of the Doomsday Project can be detected behind all

of them.

More specifically, I shall try to demonstrate about these deep events that:

1. prior bureaucratic misbehavior by the CIA and similar agencies helped

to make both the Kennedy assassination and 9/11 happen;
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2. the consequences of each deep event included an increase in top-down

repressive power for these same agencies, at the expense of persuasive

democratic power;6

3. there are symptomatic overlaps in personnel between the perpetrators

of each of these deep events and the next;

4. one sees in each event the involvement of elements of the international

drug traffic – suggesting that our current plutonomy is also to some

degree a narconomy;

5. in the background of each event (and playing an increasingly

important role) one sees the Doomsday Project — the alternative

emergency planning structure with its own communications network,

operating as a shadow network outside of regular government

channels.

Bureaucratic Misbehavior as a Factor Contributing to both the JFK

Assassination and 9/11

Both the JFK assassination and 9/11 were facilitated by the way the CIA and

FBI manipulated their files about alleged perpetrators of each event (Lee

Harvey Oswald in the case of what I shall call JFK, and the alleged hijackers

Khalid al-Mihdhar and Nawaf al-Hazmi in the case of 9/11). Part of this

facilitation was the decision on October 9, 1963 of an FBI agent, Marvin

Gheesling, to remove Oswald from the FBI watch list for surveillance. This was

shortly after Oswald’s arrest in New Orleans in August and his reported travel

to Mexico in September. Obviously these developments should normally have

made Oswald a candidate for increased surveillance.7

This misbehavior is paradigmatic of the behavior of other agencies, especially

the CIA, in both JFK and 9/11. Indeed Gheesling’s behavior fits very neatly

with the CIA’s culpable withholding from the FBI, in the same month of

October, information that Oswald had allegedly met in Mexico City with a

suspected KGB agent, Valeriy Kostikov.8 This also helped ensure that Oswald

Page 615 of  783 Table of Contents



would not be placed under surveillance. Indeed, former FBI Director Clarence

Kelley in his memoir later complained that the CIA’s withholding of information

was the major reason why Oswald was not put under surveillance on November

22, 1963.9

A more ominous provocation in 1963 was that of Army Intelligence, one unit of

which in Dallas did not simply withhold information about Lee Harvey Oswald,

but manufactured false intelligence that seemed designed to provoke retaliation

against Cuba. I call such provocations phase-one stories, efforts to portray

Oswald as a Communist conspirator (as opposed to the later phase-two stories,

also false, portraying him as a disgruntled loner). A conspicuous example of

such phase-one stories is a cable from the Fourth Army Command in Texas,

reporting a tip from a Dallas policeman who was also in an Army Intelligence

Reserve unit:

Assistant Chief Don Stringfellow, Intelligence Section, Dallas Police

Department, notified 112th INTC [Intelligence] Group, this Headquarters, that

information obtained from Oswald revealed he had defected to Cuba in 1959

and is a card-carrying member of Communist Party.”10

This cable was sent on November 22 directly to the U.S. Strike Command at

Fort MacDill in Florida, the base poised for a possible retaliatory attack against

Cuba.11

The cable was not an isolated aberration. It was supported by other false

phase-one stories from Dallas about Oswald’s alleged rifle, and specifically by

concatenated false translations of Marina Oswald’s testimony, to suggest that

Oswald’s rifle in Dallas was one he had owned in Russia.12

These last false reports, apparently unrelated, can also be traced to officer Don

Stringfellow’s 488th Army Intelligence Reserve unit.13 The interpreter who first

supplied the false translation of Marina’s words, Ilya Mamantov, was selected

by a Dallas oilman, Jack Crichton, and Deputy Dallas Police Chief George

Lumpkin.14 Crichton and Lumpkin were also the Chief and the Deputy Chief

of the 488th Army Intelligence Reserve unit.15 Crichton was also an extreme
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right-winger in the community of Dallas oilmen: he was a trustee of the H.L.

Hunt Foundation, and a member of the American Friends of the Katanga

Freedom Fighters, a group organized to oppose Kennedy’s policies in the

Congo.

We have to keep in mind that some of the Joint Chiefs were furious that the

1962 Missile Crisis had not led to an invasion of Cuba, and that, under new

JCS Chairman Maxwell Taylor, the Joint Chiefs, in May 1963, still believed

“that US military intervention in Cuba is necessary.”16 This was six months

after Kennedy, to resolve the Missile Crisis in October 1962, had given explicit

(albeit highly qualified) assurances to Khrushchev, that the United States

would not invade Cuba.17 This did not stop the J-5 of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

(the JCS Directorate of Plans and Policy) from producing a menu of “fabricated

provocations to justify military intervention.”18 (One proposed example of

“fabricated provocations” envisioned “using MIG type aircraft flown by US pilots

to … attack surface shipping or to attack US military.”)19

The deceptions about Oswald coming from Dallas were immediately

post-assassination; thus they do not by themselves establish that the

assassination itself was a provocation-deception plot. They do however reveal

enough about the anti-Castro mindset of the 488th Army Intelligence Reserve

unit in Dallas to confirm that it was remarkably similar to that of the J-5 the

preceding May – the mindset that produced a menu of “fabricated

provocations” to attack Cuba. (According to Crichton there were “about a

hundred men in [the 488th Reserve unit] and about forty or fifty of them were

from the Dallas Police Department.”)20

It can hardly be accidental that we see this bureaucratic misbehavior from the

FBI, CIA, and military, the three agencies with which Kennedy had had serious

disagreements in his truncated presidency.21 Later in this paper I shall link

Dallas oilman Jack Crichton to the 1963 emergency planning that became the

Doomsday Project.
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Analogous Bureaucratic Misbehavior in the Case of 9/11

Before 9/11 the CIA, in 2000-2001, again flagrantly withheld crucial evidence

from the FBI: evidence that, if shared, would have led the FBI to surveil two of

the alleged hijackers, Khalid al-Mihdhar and Nawaz al-Hazmi. This sustained

withholding of evidence provoked an FBI agent to predict accurately in August,

2001, that “someday someone will die.”22 After 9/11 another FBI agent said of

the CIA: “They [CIA] didn’t want the bureau meddling in their business—that’s

why they didn’t tell the FBI….  And that’s why September 11 happened. That is

why it happened. . . . They have blood on their hands. They have three

thousand deaths on their hands”23 The CIA’s withholding of relevant evidence

before 9/11 (which it was required by its own rules to supply) was matched in

this case by the NSA.24

Without these withholdings, in other words, neither the Kennedy assassination

nor 9/11 could have developed in the manner in which they did. As I wrote in

American War Machine, it would appear that

Oswald (and later al-Mihdhar) had at some prior point been selected as

designated subjects for an operation. This would not initially have been for the

commission of a crime against the American polity: on the contrary, steps were

probably taken to prepare Oswald in connection with an operation against

Cuba and al-Mihdhar [I suspect] for an operation against al-Qaeda. But as

[exploitable] legends began to accumulate about both figures, it became

possible for some witting people to subvert the sanctioned operation into a plan

for murder that would later be covered up. At this point Oswald (and by

analogy al-Mihdhar) was no longer just a designated subject but also now a

designated culprit.25

Kevin Fenton, in his exhaustive book Disconnecting the Dots, has since

reached the same conclusion with respect to 9/11: “that, by the summer of

2001, the purpose of withholding the information had become to allow the

attacks to go forward.”26 He has also identified the person chiefly responsible

for the misbehavior: CIA officer Richard Blee, Chief of the CIA’s Bin Laden Unit.

Blee, while Clinton was still president, had been one of a faction inside CIA
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pressing for a more belligerent CIA involvement in Afghanistan, in conjunction

with the Afghan Northern Alliance.27 This then happened immediately after

9/11, and Blee himself was promoted, to become the new Chief of Station in

Kabul.28

How CIA and NSA Withholding of Evidence in the Second Tonkin Gulf Incident,

Contributed to War with North Vietnam

I will spare you the details of this withholding, which can be found in my

American War Machine, pp. 200-02. But Tonkin Gulf is similar to the Kennedy

assassination and 9/11, in that manipulation of evidence helped lead America

– in this case very swiftly – into war.

Historians such as Fredrik Logevall have agreed with the assessment of former

undersecretary of state George Ball that the US destroyer mission in the

Tonkin Gulf, which resulted in the Tonkin Gulf incidents, “was primarily for

provocation.”29 The planning for this provocative mission came from the J-5 of

the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the same unit that in 1963 had reported concerning

Cuba that, “the engineering of a series of provocations to justify military

intervention is feasible.”30

The NSA and CIA suppression of the truth on August 4 was in the context of an

existing high-level (but controversial) determination to attack North Vietnam.

In this respect the Tonkin Gulf incident is remarkably similar to the

suppression of the truth by CIA and NSA leading up to 9/11, when there was

again a high-level (but controversial) determination to go to war.

Increases in Repressive Power After Deep Events

All of the deep events discussed above have contributed to the cumulative

increase of Washington’s repressive powers. It is clear for example that the

Warren Commission used the JFK assassination to increase CIA surveillance of

Americans. As I wrote in Deep Politics, this was the result of the Warren

Commission’s controversial recommendations that the Secret Service’s

domestic surveillance responsibilities be increased (WR 25-26). Somewhat
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illogically, the Warren Report concluded both that Oswald acted alone (WR 22),

. . . and also that the Secret Service, FBI, CIA, should coordinate more closely

the surveillance of organized groups (WR 463). In particular, it recommended

that the Secret Service acquire a computerized data bank compatible with that

already developed by the CIA.31

This pattern would repeat itself four years later with the assassination of

Robert Kennedy. In the twenty-four hours between Bobby’s shooting and his

death, Congress hurriedly passed a statute— drafted well in advance (like the

Tonkin Gulf Resolution of 1964 and the Patriot Act of 2001) — that still further

augmented the secret powers given to the Secret Service in the name of

protecting presidential candidates.32

This was not a trivial or benign change: from this swiftly considered act, passed

under Johnson, flowed some of the worst excesses of the Nixon presidency.33

The change also contributed to the chaos and violence at the Chicago

Democratic Convention of 1968. Army intelligence surveillance agents,

seconded to the Secret Service, were present both inside and outside the

convention hall. Some of them equipped the so-called “Legion of Justice thugs

whom the Chicago Red Squad turned loose on local anti-war groups.”34

In this way the extra secret powers conferred after the RFK assassination

contributed to the disastrous turmoil in Chicago that effectively destroyed the

old Democratic Party representing the labor unions: The three Democratic

presidents elected since then have all been significantly more conservative.

Turning to Watergate and Iran-Contra, both of these events were on one level

setbacks to the repressive powers exercised by Richard Nixon and the Reagan

White House, not expansions of them. On the surface level this is true: both

events resulted in legislative reforms that would appear to contradict my thesis

of expanding repression.

We need to distinguish here, however, between the two years of the Watergate

crisis, and the initial Watergate break-in. The Watergate crisis saw a president
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forced into resignation by a number of forces, involving both liberals and

conservatives. But the key figures in the initial Watergate break-in itself –

Hunt, McCord, G. Gordon Liddy, and their Cuban allies — were all far to the

right of Nixon and Kissinger. And the end result of their machinations was not

finalized until the so-called Halloween Massacre in 1975, when Kissinger was

ousted as National Security Adviser and Vice-President Nelson Rockefeller was

notified he would be dropped from the 1976 Republican ticket. This major

shake-up was engineered by two other right-wingers: Donald Rumsfeld and

Dick Cheney in the Gerald Ford White House.35

That day in 1975 saw the permanent defeat of the so-called Rockefeller or

liberal faction within the Republican Party. It was replaced by the conservative

Goldwater-Casey faction that would soon capture the nomination and the

presidency for Ronald Reagan.36 This little-noticed palace coup, along with

other related intrigues in the mid-1970s, helped achieve the conversion of

America from a welfare capitalist economy, with gradual reductions in income

and wealth disparity, into a financialized plutonomy where these trends were

reversed.37

Again in Iran-Contra we see a deeper accumulation of repressive power under

the surface of liberal reforms. At the time not only the press but even

academics like myself celebrated the termination of aid to the Nicaraguan

Contras, and the victory there of the Contadora peace process. Not generally

noticed at the time was the fact that, while Oliver North was removed from his

role in the Doomsday Project, that project’s plans for surveillance, detention,

and the militarization of the United States continued to grow after his

departure.38

Also not noticed was the fact that the US Congress, while curtailing aid to one

small drug-financed CIA proxy army, was simultaneously increasing US

support to a much larger coalition of drug-financed proxy armies in

Afghanistan.39 While Iran-Contra exposed the $32 million which Saudi Arabia,

at the urging of CIA Director William Casey, had supplied to the Contras, not a

word was whispered about the $500 million or more that the Saudis, again at

the urging of Casey, had supplied in the same period to the Afghan
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mujahedin.40 In this sense the drama of Iran-Contra in Congress can be

thought of as a misdirection play, directing public attention away from

America’s much more intensive engagement in Afghanistan – a covert policy

that has since evolved into America’s longest war.

We should expand our consciousness of Iran-Contra to think of it as

Iran-Afghan-Contra. And if we do, we must acknowledge that in this complex

and misunderstood deep event the CIA in Afghanistan exercised again the

paramilitary capacity that Stansfield Turner had tried to terminate when he

was CIA Director under Jimmy Carter. This was a victory in short for the

faction of men like Richard Blee, the protector of al-Mihdhar as well as the

advocate in 2000 for enhanced CIA paramilitary activity in Afghanistan.41

Personnel Overlaps Between the Successive Deep Events

I will never forget the New York Times front-page story on June 18, 1972, the

day after the Watergate break-in. There were photographs of the Watergate

burglars, including one of Frank Sturgis alias Fiorini, whom I had already

written about two years earlier in my unpublished book manuscript, “The

Dallas Conspiracy” about the JFK assassination.

Sturgis was no nonentity: a former contract employee of the CIA, he was also

well connected to the mob-linked former casino owners in Havana.42 My early

writings on the Kennedy case focused on the connections between Frank

Sturgis and an anti-Castro Cuban training camp near New Orleans in which

Oswald had shown an interest; also in Sturgis’ involvement in false

“phase-one” stories portraying Oswald as part of a Communist Cuban

conspiracy.43

In spreading these “phase-one” stories in 1963, Sturgis was joined by a

number of Cubans who were part of the CIA-supported army in Central

America of Manuel Artime. Artime’s base in Costa Rica was closed down in

1965, allegedly because of its involvement in drug trafficking.44 In the 1980s

some of these Cuban exiles later became involved in drug-financed support

activities for the Contras.45
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The political mentor of Artime’s MRR movement was future Watergate plotter

Howard Hunt; and Artime in 1972 would pay for the bail of the Cuban

Watergate burglars. The drug money-launderer Ramón Milián Rodríguez has

claimed to have delivered $200,000 in cash from Artime to pay off some of the

Cuban Watergate burglars; later, in support of the Contras, he managed two

Costa Rican seafood companies, Frigorificos and Ocean Hunter, that laundered

drug money.46

It is alleged that Hunt and McCord had both been involved with Artime’s

invasion plans in 1963.47 It was I believe no accident that the organization of

Hunt’s protégé Artime became enmired in drug trafficking. Hunt, I have argued

elsewhere, had been handling a U.S. drug connection since his 1950 post in

Mexico City as OPC (Office of Policy Coordination) chief.48

But McCord not only had a past in the anti-Castro activities of 1963, he was

also part of the nation’s emergency planning network that would later figure so

prominently in the background of Iran-Contra and 9/11. McCord was a

member of a small Air Force Reserve unit in Washington attached to the Office

of Emergency Preparedness (OEP); assigned “to draw up lists of radicals and to

develop contingency plans for censorship of the news media and U.S. mail in

time of war.”49 His unit was part of the Wartime Information Security Program

(WISP), which had responsibility for activating “contingency plans for imposing

censorship on the press, the mails and all telecommunications (including

government communications) [and] preventive detention of civilian ‘security

risks,’ who would be placed in military ‘camps.’”50 In other words, these were

the plans that became known in the 1980s as the Doomsday Project, the

Continuity of Government planning on which Dick Cheney and Donald

Rumsfeld worked together for twenty years before 9/11.

A Common Denominator for Structural Deep Events: Project Doomsday and

COG

McCord’s participation in an emergency planning system dealing with

telecommunications suggests a common denominator in the backgrounds of

almost all the deep events we are considering. Oliver North, the Reagan-Bush
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OEP point man on Iran-Contra planning, was also involved in such planning;

and he had access to the nation’s top secret Doomsday communications

network. North’s network, known as Flashboard,  “excluded other bureaucrats

with opposing viewpoints…[and] had its own special worldwide antiterrorist

computer network, … by which members could communicate exclusively with

each other and their collaborators abroad.”51

Flashboard was used by North and his superiors for extremely sensitive

operations which had to be concealed from other dubious or hostile parts of the

Washington bureaucracy. These operations included the illegal shipments of

arms to Iran, but also other activities, some still not known, perhaps even

against Olof Palme’s Sweden.52 Flashboard, America’s emergency network in

the 1980s, was the name in 1984-86 of the full-fledged Continuity of

Government (COG) emergency network which was secretly planned for twenty

years, at a cost of billions, by a team including Cheney and Rumsfeld. On 9/11

the same network was activated anew by the two men who had planned it for

so many years.53

But this Doomsday planning can be traced back to 1963, when Jack Crichton,

head of the 488th Army Intelligence Reserve unit of Dallas, was part of it in his

capacity as chief of intelligence for Dallas Civil Defense, which worked out of an

underground Emergency Operating Center. As Russ Baker reports, “Because it

was intended for ‘continuity of government’ operations during an attack, [the

Center] was fully equipped with communications equipment.”54 A speech given

at the dedication of the Center in 1961 supplies further details:

This Emergency Operating Center [in Dallas] is part of the National Plan to link

Federal, State and local government agencies in a communications network

from which rescue operations can be directed in time of local or National

emergency. It is a vital part of the National, State, and local Operational

Survival Plan.55

Crichton, in other words, was also part of what became known in the 1980s as

the Doomsday Project, like James McCord, Oliver North, Donald Rumsfeld, and

Dick Cheney after him. But in 1988 its aim was significantly enlarged: no
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longer to prepare for an atomic attack, but now to plan for the effective

suspension of the American constitution in the face of any emergency.56 This

change in 1988 allowed COG to be implemented in 2001. By this time the

Doomsday Project had developed into what the Washington Post called “a

shadow government that evolved based on long-standing ‘continuity of

operations plans.’”57

It is clear that the Office of Emergency Preparedness (OEP, known from

1961-1968 as the Office of Emergency Planning) supplies a common

denominator for key personnel in virtually all of the structural events

discussed here. This is a long way from establishing that the OEP itself (in

addition to the individuals discussed here) was involved in generating any of

these events. But I believe that the alternative communications network

housed first in the OEP (later part of Project 908) played a significant role in at

least three of them: the JFK assassination, Iran-Contra, and 9/11.

This is easiest to show in the case of 9/11, where it is conceded that the

Continuity of Government (COG) plans of the Doomsday Project were

implemented by Cheney on 9/11, apparently before the last of the four

hijacked planes had crashed.58 The 9/11 Commission could not locate records

of the key decisions taken by Cheney on that day, suggesting that they may

have taken place on the “secure phone “ in the tunnel leading to the

presidential bunker – with such a high classification that the 9/11 Commission

was never supplied the phone records.59 Presumably this was a COG phone.

It is not clear whether the “secure phone” in the White House tunnel belonged

to the Secret Service or (as one might expect) was part of the secure network of

the White House Communications Agency (WHCA). If the latter, we’d have a

striking link between 9/11 and the JFK assassination. The WHCA boasts on its

Web site that the agency was “a key player in documenting the assassination of

President Kennedy.”60  However it is not clear for whom this documentation

was conducted, for the WHCA logs and transcripts were in fact withheld from

the Warren Commission.61
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The Secret Service had installed a WHCA portable radio in the lead car of the

presidential motorcade.62 This in turn was in contact by police radio with the

pilot car ahead of it, carrying DPD Deputy Chief Lumpkin of the 488th Army

Intelligence Reserve unit.63 Records of the WHCA communications from the

motorcade never reached the Warren Commission, the House Committee on

Assassinations, or the Assassination Records Review Board.64 Thus we cannot

tell if they would explain some of the anomalies on the two channels of the

Dallas Police Department. They might for example have thrown light upon the

unsourced call on the Dallas Police

tapes for a suspect who had exactly the false height and weight recorded for

Oswald in his FBI and CIA files.65

Today in 2011 we are still living under the State of Emergency proclaimed after

9/11 by President Bush. At least some COG provisions are still in effect, and

were even augmented by Bush through Presidential Directive 51 of May 2007.

Commenting on PD-51, the Washington Post reported at that time,

After the 2001 attacks, Bush assigned about 100 senior civilian managers

[including Cheney] to rotate secretly to [COG] locations outside of Washington

for weeks or months at a time to ensure the nation’s survival, a shadow

government that evolved based on long-standing “continuity of operations

plans.”66

Presumably this “shadow government” finalized such long-standing COG

projects as warrantless surveillance, in part through the Patriot Act, whose

controversial provisions were already being implemented by Cheney and others

well before the Bill reached Congress on October 12.67 Other COG projects

implemented included the militarization of domestic surveillance under

NORTHCOM, and the Department of Homeland Security’s Project Endgame—a

ten-year plan to expand detention camps at a cost of $400 million in fiscal year

2007 alone.68

I have, therefore, a recommendation for the Occupy movement, rightfully

incensed as it is with the plutonomic excesses of Wall Street over the last three

Page 626 of  783 Table of Contents



decades. It is to call for an end to the state of emergency, which has been in

force since 2001, under which since 2008 a U.S. Army Brigade Combat Team

has been stationed permanently in the United States, in part to be ready “to

help with civil unrest and crowd control.”69

Democracy-lovers must work to prevent the political crisis now developing in

America from being resolved by military intervention.

Let me say in conclusion that for a half century American politics have been

constrained and deformed by the unresolved matter of the Kennedy

assassination. According to a memo of November 25 1963, from Assistant

Attorney General Nicholas Katzenbach, it was important then to persuade the

public that “Oswald was the assassin,” and that “he did not have

confederates.”70 Obviously this priority became even more important after

these questionable propositions were endorsed by the Warren Report, the U.S.

establishment, and the mainstream press. It has remained an embarrassing

priority ever since for all succeeding administrations, including the present

one. There is for example an official in Obama’s State Department (Todd

Leventhal), whose official job, until recently, included defense of the lone nut

theory against so-called “conspiracy theorists”71

If Oswald was not a lone assassin, then it should not surprise us that there is

continuity between those who falsified reports about Oswald in 1963, and

those who distorted American politics in subsequent deep events beginning

with Watergate. Since the deep event of 1963 the legitimacy of America’s

political system has become vested in a lie — a lie which subsequent deep

events have helped to protect.72
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[Edit Point]

JFK and 9/11

By Prof Peter Dale Scott - Global Research, December 20, 2006

Insights Gained from Studying Both

The assassination of John F. Kennedy took place 43 years ago on

Friday, November 22, 1963 in Dallas, Texas.  The following text is

the transcript of a lecture delivered by Peter Dale Scott in Dallas on

November 18, 2006.

DALLAS – November 18, 2006.  [posted December 20, 2006. Revised version

December 21, 2006]

When I first imagined doing this talk I thought: well, I probably knew more at

this stage about 9/11 than most people here, who are professionally concerned

with JFK. But in preparing this talk, which I only began last Monday, has been

a real learning experience for me. Taking a lot of things which I had already

knew about each, but which I had never really put together before — when I

did they gave me a clearer view of what was happening behind the scenes in

both operations. Because certain things repeat themselves. [1]

These things that repeat themselves include what we might call external

features – which you are very familiar with in the JFK case – the ability of the

government to establish a guilty party or parties immediately, and the press
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and media consumption of that product to the exclusion of all other

possibilities.

Eventually, in both cases a commission is set up – the Warren Commission in

1963 and the 9/11 Commission this time in 2003.

And the starting point for both commissions is to validate what was already

decided by the FBI on the day in question. That is the first of the common

features that I would like to look at a bit more closely because it sort of hit me

between the eyes when I thought about the two together.

Now if you remember the case of Oswald (and I have to do this from memory

here, so correct me if I am wrong about the details) within fifteen minutes of

the assassination and long before Oswald was picked up in the Texas Theater,

they put out on the police network and possibly other networks, a description

of the killer – five foot ten – 165 pounds (WR 5; 17 WH 397), which exactly

matches what is in his FBI file, exactly matches what’s in CIA documents

about him.[2]

One of the problems is it doesn’t match the actual height and weight of the

man picked up and charged, which is more like five foot nine and 140

pounds.[3] And it’s also very suspect because as far as we can trace the origins

of this exact fit with the FBI file, it’s attributed to Howard Brennan[4] – who

saw someone two blocks from here in the sixth floor window, from the waist

up. So you’ll have to figure out how they were able to get that exact

measurement. It appears someone had already decided who was going to be

charged before the police found Oswald in the Texas Theater.

Now the parallel to that for 9/11 is, I have to say, even more astounding,

because of Richard Clarke, who was director for counter-terrorism activities in

the White House, and a very important eyewitness. His book Against All

Enemies is almost totally ignored by the 9/11 Commission, and it had to be

ignored by the Commission because it is at odds, in many important respects,

with what the 9/11 Report says (which I will get back to). But he tells us that

at 9:59 am on September 11, which is the time when the second tower
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collapses, the North Tower, the FBI already had a list of the alleged

hijackers.[5]  

This is extraordinary in the first place because the FBI always says about itself

that it doesn’t do much intelligence in the field of terrorism; its specialty is

criminal investigation afterwards. They had the names of hijackers at 9:59; at

9:59 am Flight 93 had not yet crashed. And even more astonishingly, if we

believe the 9/11 Report (which of course on this point I do not believe),

NORAD, which was searching for the hijacked planes, wasn’t aware that Flight

93 had been hijacked until 10:08, which is nine minutes later.

(“I don’t buy the idea that we didn’t know what was coming,” a former FBI

official with extensive counter-terrorism experience has since said. “Within 24

hours [of the attack] the Bureau had about 20 people identified, and photos

were sent out to the news media. Obviously this information was available in

the files and somebody was sitting on it.”)[6]

So it’s worth thinking about that for a moment, the two events together. And

then in the other cases that we know about, how the identity of the person who

is ultimately going to be identified as the culprit is established at the very

beginning – Sirhan Sirhan, the bag with the gun that identifies James Earl Ray

– it isn’t investigative work AFTER the assassination, that finds these people, it

is just following up what is already there, from the very beginning.

As I say that is the first thing that strikes my mind about the similarities

between the two events. And then we come to what I call the internal continuity

of content. Historically I was first drawn to this because in the news of the

Watergate break-in in the New York Times, on June 17, 1972, which I

remember quite vividly, there was Frank Sturgis, alias Frank Fiorini. I had

already written about him in The Dallas Conspiracy a year before, because of

his role in perpetuating false Oswald stories, what I now call Phase One Oswald

stories, linking Oswald falsely to Cuba [7]

I could go on and on about that, but I just wanted to say, in the new paperback

edition of Lamar Waldon’s book Ultimate Sacrifice, we find validation of a very
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old story that Hunt and McCord, who we may loosely call two of the Watergate

burglars, certainly the two who were controlling the fate of the rest, worked

together in 1963.[8]

This is an old charge, which was largely forgotten, but is revived in this book,

and in my mind credibly. I’ll just put myself on record that I was not impressed

with the hardbound edition of Ultimate Sacrifice, and only this week just began

reading my copy of the paperback edition. And I have issues with a lot of the

things in there, but I am convinced it has to be taken seriously. Whether or not

he is right about his central thesis, he is more right about the supporting

details that he has gathered for it and his book has the advantage of being

thoroughly documented. The quality of the documentation goes up and down,

but there is a great deal of it.

THE WHITE HOUSE COMMUNICATIONS AGENCY

Now I want to come to a common denominator between what happened in

1963 and what happened in 2001. It is not often discussed, but by

coincidence, I think it is being discussed right now in the other place, as we

call it [i.e. the Lancer Conference], the role of the White House Communications

Agency. You are all JFK researchers. How many of you have ever asked

yourself about the role of the White House Communications Agency – WHCA on

11/22/63–? Anybody?

Rex![9] (laugh) Well I am indebted to Rex [Bradford], who of course is

administering the web site of the Mary Ferrell Foundation. There are quite a

few documents there, and I am going to draw on those documents. That is

what’s so wonderful about the Mary Ferrell Foundation, you never have to go to

the National Archives again, you just give a few touches of the fingers on the

keyboard and you get these things.

It’s going to help us with what I consider a very crucial and unresolved

question of 9/11, and I’m sorry I have to telescope here. My big question and

the focus of my forthcoming book – The Road to 9/11 – out of that huge book

with 14 chapters, there are only two on 9/11 itself, and both of them are
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looking almost exclusively at what Dick Cheney did between 9 am and 10:39

on that morning —  because there are different accounts of it, and interestingly

there are different accounts from Dick Cheney himself, incompatible accounts.

I believe it is a very important issue because either he was in the bunker, what

we call the PEOC under the White House, or not, when two crucial orders were

made, a Stand Down order that got all the planes down on the ground, that

came out of the bunker, and a Shoot Down order, to shoot down any remaining

hijacked planes. (At this point there was only one – Flight 93, which of course

is the plane that should not have been shot down, according to the official

version, because the passengers were taking care of the problem themselves.)

And there is no doubt, everybody agrees, including the 9/11 Report, that both

these orders occurred. There is no doubt that the first was at 9:42.[10] However

there is great confusion as to whether the second order was around 9:45-9:55

(Richard Clarke says it was before Air Force One took off at 9:54);[11] or when

the Report indicates: probably about 10:15, which of course is after Flight 93

had already crashed.[12]

Now when did Dick Cheney go into the PEOC? He spoke to Tim Russert on

“Meet the Press” five days afterward, on September 16, and said he got there

before the plane, if that is what it was, flew into the Pentagon, which was at

9:37. And I believe what he said on September 16. 

Then he was interviewed by Newsweek, and that appeared in Newsweek on

December 31; and it is the basis for the story in the 9/11 Report: that he

“arrived”, and that’s the Report’s word, in the bunker “shortly before 10 [am],

perhaps at 9:58.”[13]

You notice if that was the case, he was not present for either order, though we

have many sources to say that he was there for the first, and the only coherent

reading of Richard Clarke’s book is that he transmitted to Clarke the shoot

down order sometime before 9:54.
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What I think happened — and this is where we will get back to JFK — is that

Cheney did indeed arrive quite early in the bunker, as Norman Mineta, who

was also there, testified. (There’s a very interesting story there that I can’t get

into here.)[14] And THEN Cheney left, and this is the interesting thing, he left

the bunker, went back into the tunnel leading to the bunker – and from the

tunnel he made the crucial phone call to Bush and perhaps an even more

crucial phone call to Rumsfeld, which Rumsfeld has referred to but which the

Report ignores, which was about three things:

    1) protecting Air Force One, which was irrelevant;

    2) orders (disputed) about planes, which may have involved the shoot-down

order;

    3) Continuity of Government.[15]

I wish I could get into this — it is the heart of my book: instituting COG,

Continuity of Government (which I call Change in Government, because it is

often called a plan for the suspension of the U.S. Constitution – and that is a

pretty accurate summary of it).[16]

How many of you did know that it was actually instituted on 9/11? That is

perhaps one of the most important things that happened on 9/11, and it

happened because of this phone call, and there is no record of the phone

call.[17] And I think it’s pretty obvious that there is no record of the phone call

because he wasn’t in the bunker where people were taking notes and logs were

being kept. He went to a back channel from a secure phone somewhere else.

There’s no question, everyone agrees, even Cheney himself, that he used a

secure phone in the tunnel at this time.[18]  

Now this matter could be resolved by going to the records of the White House

Communications Agency. They kept logs. The Secret Service kept logs. And we

have logs from that day that which record a trivial phone call at 9:15 am and

another trivial phone call at 10:15 am.  
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But Thomas Kean, the commission chairman, complained publicly that the

logs were not complete.[19]  We have the equivalent of an 18 minute gap, which

some of you will remember from the Watergate investigation.[20] The 9/11

Commission does not present any records from the logs for the time of the

phone call, either because they never saw them, possibly because the logs had

been massaged and cleansed and purged before they got to them, possibly

because the commission purged them themselves or, and this is what I believe,

and I think you should think about very seriously, because the phone in the

tunnel was a back channel for which normal logs were not kept, possibly

because it was a higher classification because it involved Continuity of

Government.  

And one of the things I would press for is for Congress — when we start suing

for the records that don’t get released in 2009[21] – to get released all of the

documents pertaining to COG. I believe these will tell us about warrant-less

wiretapping, about the building of detention camps for large numbers of

undesirable people like US, and so on and so on. I think this is a very

important topic.[22]  

Let me see where I am from my notes here. Anyway, so I noticed this gap. First

of all by the way, I had a researcher contact the press officer of the WHCA and

they very helpfully said to put in a FOIA request. Well, the poor old ARRB

wasn’t able to obtain significant documents from the WHCA, so I didn’t bother

to try on my own.[23] I did go however, to their web site, and what I read there

was, and this is a direct quote now: “WHCA was …a key player in documenting

the assassination of President Kennedy.”[24] 

Well, this struck me as extremely interesting! Because I don’t know who they

documented it for; but on the basis of my research, they didn’t document it for

the Warren Commission. Because the Warren Commission never got their

records. And neither did the ARRB. And there is actually a section of the ARRB

Report where they say – and I think they were much too limited in their

curiosity, but it came to their attention that edited phone calls out of Air Force

One flying back to Washington were, in of all places, the LBJ Library. Well then

they figured if the edited records are at the LBJ Library we should get the
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unedited set released. Their report said, though, “The WHCA could not produce

any records.”[25]  

What they really should have asked for, and I believe this would have

documented the assassination, were WHCA records BEFORE the shots were

fired, leading up to the moment the shots were fired, but as I said, they only

requested records from Air Force One, which is to say some time after.  

However a few documents from 1963 were released. (And this is the beauty of

the Mary Ferrell Foundation: you can read them there.) And what we read there

is remarkably resonant to what I found out in respect to 9/11. In the

post-shooting period, the regular switchboard in Washington was out of touch

with Dallas, and the only way they could communicate was to patch though to

Fort Worth, which in turn would then patch through to Dallas. But at the same

time there was a back channel, just like I was talking about 9/11. The back

channel was set up at Parkland Hospital, through the Secret Service, and the

main WHCA switchboard was unaware of it.[26] 

And this is what really gets interesting, because in 9/11 I became fascinated

with the WHCA channel – which in effect was the Secret Service channel, so

the Secret Service knew everything of what was happening on 9/11

immediately, including what was on the screens at FAA or NORAD. That

information was going directly and immediately to the Secret Service and

therefore of course to Cheney, who had a Secret Service agent with him. That I

think will turn out – I make this prediction, that if we ever get to the next layer

of what happened on that day, we will become extremely interested in that

Secret Service network with the White House Communications Agency. And I

say it involves two levels, you will find a regular channel set of communications

and the back channel, where the significant action is happening.  

What was really interesting, to judge from the reports they filed in 1963, the

WHCA regulars were completely unaware that a back channel was operating.  

I read this from the Mary Ferrell Foundation site: “Direct communication was

set up immediately, outside of Emergency Room (at Parkland), with Mr. Behn”
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(the Special Agent in Charge of the White House Secret Service detail.) So it

wasn’t even a back channel back to the WHCA but it went to the head of the

Secret Service detail in his office in Washington, “which became the

Washington Command Post and Clearing House.”[27]

Now what do we know of what’s happening at that Command Post on that day?

Almost nothing. But from what I learned from 9/11, that is where we should

look to learn more about JFK. And I think potentially, and here I am only

speculating, that if we ever get the pre-shot WHCA records, we will learn more

about why Secret Service Agent Winston Lawson, for example, stopped right in

front of the TSBD where a man was having a so-called epileptic fit, which led to

the Dallas Police ordering a direct pathway for an ambulance to be open to

Parkland Hospital.[28]  

So when the shooting of the president occurred, the President’s car was like a

pea in a pea shooter, there was only one easy way to go – the path to Parkland

was open while access was blocked, so the epileptic could arrive. For those of

you who know the story, there was a man who when he got there, got off the

stretcher and said he felt fine and didn’t have an epileptic fit at all. He had

changed history, he had affected history, but he hadn’t had an epileptic fit.[29]  

DRUGS

I was thinking of two or three more points. Here’s a broader one, where now

you say, “There he goes again…” on the question of drugs. 

In Deep Politics, and especially in Deep Politics II (which thanks to Rex, is

about to be reissued I believe, and will be available shortly from the Mary

Ferrell Foundation), I discuss the importance of the Mexican drug traffic as a

factor – which was 

1) connected to Jack Ruby;[30]

2) connected to the Mexican DFS, which taped Oswald in Mexico City;
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3) protected in effect by the CIA, which intervened at least once in an

American court to prevent a DFS smuggler from being indicted;[31]

4) connected to Richard Cain, this multifaceted mob and law enforcement

figure, who was the chief link between Sam Giancana and the Mexican

establishment. And he may have very well, as I say in Deep Politics II,

– his specialty was wiretapping, and it’s conceded publicly that he did

wiretapping in Mexico of foreign embassies in Mexico City for the

Mexican government, which certainly sounds pretty relevant to the

over hearing of the man identifying himself as Lee Oswald, and also

some of the Cubans, we’ll come back to them again, the Cuban

students, particularly Cubans students who were involved in drug

trafficking.[32] 

At that point, when I first wrote this I had not yet looked at the new version of

Ultimate Sacrifice; and realized that the Mexican drug connection is, if

anything, even more important in Waldron’s book than it is in mine, which may

explain my new partiality to want to take that book seriously. He brings in

people like, for example the French Connection, and whoever he was (Jean)

Souêtre or (Michael Victor) Mertz, who was reportedly in Dallas November 22,

1963.[33] He ties those people to Marcello, and to Trafficante and to Rosselli

and there are more people, I could give the rest of my talk on that theme, but I

won’t.  

Now the current position of the George W. Bush administration and how they

feel about drug traffickers. How many are following the case of Luis Posada

Carriles?  

Nobody denies he is a terrorist, he boasts to being a terrorist. He blew up an

airliner in 1976 and he once boasted of bombing a Cuban resort in 1998 which

resulted in the death of a tourist. He actually had an interview with an

American journalist to try to draw publicity to this fact; and he complained no

newspaper had covered it, and he said, in effect, “What’s the point of killing

tourists if the tourist traffic is going to continue?”[34]  
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Later he was ultimately picked up for trying to assassinate Castro in Panama

in the year 2000.  

Well we now know how tolerant the Reagan/Bush I administration was

towards him because Bush Sr. arranged for Felix Rodriguez to be running the

Ilopango Base in El Salvador, who turned around and gave a job to Luis

Posada Carriles, who was still wanted for these crimes, but was now on the

run. When that closed down in the 1990s, and now I am quoting from a

Mexican journalist for Por Esto, “Posada Carriles was protected in Guatemala,

Belize and Mexico by narco-traffickers in the Central American cartel headed

by Otto Herrera García, an associate of the major Mexican trafficker Ismael

Zambada.”[35] The State Dept website says of Otto Herrera García: “In 2001,

alone, his organization moved approximately 12 metric tons of cocaine, and

may have the ability to smuggle as much as 2 tons of cocaine into the United

States each month.”[36] 

Well you would think that Posada would be in the bad graces of the American

government, but No! He was smuggled into this country and the man who

smuggled him in, who clearly committed a crime, has not been arrested for any

crime. And when Posada once again called attention to himself, and got himself

detained, he once again asked for asylum, and I think he will get it. Because

the US government has either to extradite him, which I guarantee they won’t

do, or prosecute him, or release him. At this point the clock is ticking, and they

have three months left on how long they have to decide what to do with

him.[37]  

They know how long they have to decide on what do with him. The reason they

cannot prosecute him is because when he came back, the FBI in Miami decided

not to prosecute him and destroyed all of the Luis Posada Carriles files. The

man who did this is a Cuban-American whose father came out of that exile

network where they all knew each other and protect each other and such

protection exist. And I am in such a burn over this.[38]  

Orlando Bosch, who was a co-conspirator in blowing up the plane, and was

able to pay for an acquittal in Latin America, came back without a record, was
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sponsored for US citizenship and obtained it, championed by Jeb Bush.[39]  

And then shortly before, – and this gives me even more of a burn, shortly before

9/11 occurred, the two men who are confessed killers of former Chile

Ambassador to U.S. Orlando Letelier and Ronnie Moffitt right in Washington,

who it took years to get them convicted because of the interference from George

Bush, Sr., they were finally convicted. And after serving seven years for this

spectacular terrorist assassination, they were, I don’t know they were was

paroled or pardoned, but anyway they were let out of jail by the George W.

Bush administration, after serving only seven years.  

So those Cuban exiles still have their claws into the intelligence-security-

justice network that is so interwoven with them – and that is going to be the

theme of the second half of my talk.  

Well, so drugs are still a factor with intelligence, and the question is, now that

we are facing al Qaeda, what is the relationship of al Qaeda to Drugs? And is it

similar to what I think was drugs in being in the background of the John F.

Kennedy assassination?   

Well there are two takes on this. Let me give you first of all, what the British

Parliament was told on October 4, 2001 and that is that “al Qaeda’s activity

includes substantial exploitation of the drug trade from Afghanistan.”[40]    

Now let’s look at what the 9/11 Commission said on the same subject. They

didn’t have to say anything about drugs by the way, but they went out of their

way to say this: “While the drug trade was a source of income for the Taliban, it

did not serve the same purpose for al Qaeda, and there is no reliable evidence

that Bin Laden was involved in or made his money through drug

trafficking.”[41] 

And this was after the US Central Command reported that in December, 2003

a dhow (Arab sailing vessel) was intercepted near the straight of Hormuz

carrying almost two tons of hashish, valued at up to $10 million dollars. And

the CentCom statement said that there were, and I quote, “clear ties” between
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the shipment and al Qaeda.[42]  If that is true, then why did the 9/11 Report

go out of its way to say that there is no evidence of a connection between Bin

Laden and drug trafficking?  

I want to close this part of my talk with the allegations of Sibel Edmonds.

Unfortunately we don’t really know what they are because she is under a gag

order. For reasons of state she is not able to tell the public what she told the

FBI. She was a whistleblower, who naively did what a whistleblower should do

in the name of protecting the American public order, and got fired for it. And

she is still fighting to appeal her case. She can’t speak out, but she has talked

here and there. And my friend Daniel Ellsberg is very interested in her case;

and very recently he summed up what she is saying for KPFA, my local Pacifica

radio station. This is Ellsberg’s summary of what Sibel Edmonds is saying:  

Al Qaeda, she’s been saying to Congress, is financed 95% by drug money, drug

traffic to which the U.S. government shows a blind eye, has been ignoring

because it very heavily involves allies and assets of ours, such as Turkey,

Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Pakistan, Afghanistan – all of the Stans, in a drug

traffic where the opium originates in Afghanistan, is processed in Turkey and

delivered to Europe where it furnishes 96% of Europe’s heroin by Albanians,

either in Albania or Kosovo, Albanian Muslims in Kosovo, basically the KLA

Kosovo Liberation Army (which we backed heavily in that episode at the end of

the century, that’s last century) —–  

[I will interrupt at this point. In my book, I’m sure I think I quite adequately

document that:

A) That the KLA or its leaders were deeply involved in drug trafficking and

have used the NATO intervention as a way to consolidate a drug route

through Kosovo.[43]

B) That they were very heavily involved with al Qaeda. Al-Zawahiri’s

brother came to organize KLA matters and al-Zawahiri himself may

have come to Kosovo.[44]

Page 649 of  783 Table of Contents



C) At the same time key KLA leaders were allied with PMCs – Private

Military Corporations — notably MPRI. There are war crimes attributed

to KLA leaders who in Croatia worked hand in glove with MPRI.[45]  

I’m cutting out a lot here that is relevant. But to continue with Ellsberg’s

account of what Sibel Edmonds says:] “Suitcases of cash were delivered to the

Speaker of the House Dennis Hastert at his home near Chicago from Turkish

sources, knowing that a lot of that is drug money.”[46]

These are very serious charges that were aired to some extent in some in

Vanity Fair.[47] And they are so important that the media, predictably, ignored

them. And I’m drawing attention to what she is saying not because what she is

saying can be proven, but these charges are very serious and not just pertinent

to 9/11 alone, but to the whole fabric of how this country is run. 

I consider this a top priority for testing the honesty and credibility of the new

Democratic leadership in Congress. Will they pursue these matters? I hope that

by hook or by crook you will try and put pressure on the new Democratic

Congress to deal with these matters, so that we get a proper investigation of

them for the first time.  

And to close this section, whatever is the extent of what she is describing, it’s

not just her. There was another witness, Indira Singh, who was talking at a

9/11 conference up in Canada; and she said, “I was told that if I mentioned the

money to the drugs around 9/11 that would be the end of me.” [48]  

This is a woman who has nothing to do with Sibel Edmonds, but alluded to the

same thing in the background of 9/11.[49] And we need to learn more about

that. And I suspect that whatever the situation is, it’s something which goes

back to at least as far as 1963, and would  then explain the same background

for the Kennedy assassination. 

One thing we can say with confidence: the flow of Afghan heroin west through

Turkey is a problem that can be traced back to the CIA’s involvement with

Pakistan’s ISI intelligence service, with the drug-linked Bank of Credit and
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Commerce International (BCCI), and with Islamist Afghan mujahedeen like

Gulbuddin Hekmatyar in the 1980s.[50] 

In fact the web of influence she describes corresponds closely to BCCI’s

influence in the 1980s, when the head of BCCI used to boast to the leader of

Pakistan about BCCI’s role in getting aid for Pakistan approved by the US

Congress.[51] 

The ISI continued to be implicated in drug trafficking after the shutdown of

BCCI in July 1991.  

In an unusually frank interview in September 1994 – which he later denied –

the former Pakistani prime minister, Nawaz Sharif, disclosed that General

Aslam Beg, the army chief of staff, and the ISI boss [from 1990 to 1992],

Lieutenant-General Asad Durrani, had proposed raising money for covert

foreign operations through large-scale drug deals….The ISI’s involvement in the

Sikh separatist movement was recognized in a 1993 CIA report on Pakistan’s

drug trade, which stated the heroin was being used to fund its purchases of

arms.”[52] 

Prominent in ISI’s covert foreign operations at this time were Arab Afghan

terrorists supporting the drug trafficker Hekmatyar in Afghanistan, of whom I

am about to say much more. 

DOUBLE-AGENTS: 1) OSWALD  

This was all preliminary stuff – now I get to the real stuff – double-agents.  

In Deep Politics I explored at some length the possibility that Lee Harvey

Oswald was, as Silvia Odio had heard, a possible (and this is a quote) “double

agent…trying to infiltrate the Dallas Cuban refugee group.”[53]

I went back and looked to see what I had to say about this in Deep Politics, and

I must say in the light of 9/11, it blew my mind. I’m going to read from my own

book, something that I had forgotten.
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The preceding chapter considered the possibility that Oswald was associated

with anti-Kennedy Cubans in order to investigate them on behalf of a federal

agency. But we saw it alleged that Oswald was a double agent collaborating

with some of these groups, either (as I suspect) because he or his handlers

shared their goals [that is, anti-Kennedy goals], or possibly because he or his

handlers had been “turned” by those they were supposed to investigate. Such a

possibility was particularly likely with targets, like Alpha 66, about which the

government itself was conflicted, of two minds.[54]

Remember that Alpha 66 in early 1963 conducted a series of raids, not just

against Cuba, but against Soviet ships in Cuba. It was obviously trying to

shipwreck the US – Soviet understanding on Cuba, and really, in a sense was

trying to torpedo the whole Kennedy policy of détente with the Soviet Union.

And so there is no ambiguity about the total disapproval of the Justice

Department (which cracked down on them and made a public announcement

that they had to cease), and also the continuing support for Alpha 66 from the

CIA.[55]

Now Waldron says David Atlee Phillips – and I don’t know if there really is any

evidence on David Phillips in 1963 — had an Alpha 66 connection at some

point.[56] I don’t know it was Phillips, but it was certainly a group that was

close to Phillips, and may I add, extremely important in this book, the

paperback edition of Ultimate Sacrifice.

Let me read one more paragraph from my book Deep Politics:  

Here it is relevant that Alpha 66, although anti-Kennedy, was being used

operationally by military intelligence. There are signs, though complex and

inconclusive, that Oswald’s strange and self-incriminating behavior in New

Orleans and Dallas was staged to be documented in the secret files of military

intelligence.[57] 

And here I will summarize this very briefly. I go into how when he was arrested

he volunteered – he asked for an FBI agent. (This is an experiment we could all

do – get ourselves arrested for a misdemeanor, and then say we’d like the FBI
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to come and interview us. This is what Oswald did. How many of us are going

to get the FBI to come down on Saturday morning to talk to us?)  

Well anyway, Oswald had no trouble doing this, and he also talked to the

police. In both cases he was talking about A. J. Hidell, and in both cases that

information ended up somehow, via the FBI agent with Army Intelligence, and

via Police Captain Martello with Naval Intelligence. So Oswald was enriching

the files on himself in a way that would contribute to his death in Dallas in

November 1963.[58]  

Well, what is so arresting about the connection here to 9/11?  

DOUBLE-AGENTS: 2) ALI MOHAMED

Because I want to talk about another double-agent – an unmistakable and very

important one: Ali Mohammad. How many people have heard of the name Ali

Mohammad before today? Almost nobody. Well listen to this, as it is important.

There is a quite a lot about him on now on my web site because I’ve been

talking about him. 

It is striking that he was undeniably working for US Army Special Forces,

working with the CIA, almost certainly admitted to this country on a CIA visa,

and in his last years certainly working with the FBI. He was actually detained

in Canada by the RCMP, and he said, phone this number and you will release

me; and they phoned the San Francisco office of the FBI, and sure enough they

released him immediately.[59] 

And that meant he was able to go to Kenya, photograph the Kenyan embassy,

and deliver the photographs personally to Bin Laden, who told Ali Mohammad

where to plant the bomb.[60]  

And there is this new book: in fact it arrived the day before I caught a plane to

come to Dallas, so I haven’t had a very good read of it, but I’ve been following

Peter Lance. It is Peter Lance’s book, Triple Cross – How Bin Laden’s Master

Spy [that’s Ali Mohammad] Penetrated the CIA, the Green Berets and the FBI
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and Why Patrick Fitzgerald Failed to Stop Him. 

This is a very interesting story and there’s quite a lot more on my web site.[61]

What is particularly important here is that Ali Mohamed was not only protected

under the George W. Bush administration –  but from as early as 1989 when

the FBI SOG (Special Operations Group) in New York photographed him

training terrorists in terrorist activities – sharpshooting, etc.[62]  

I’m going to name the names of some of his disciples,[63] and you can

remember them for sixty seconds and then you can forget them: 

El Sayyid Nosair, who went on to murder Meir Kahane, the Jewish racist,

almost immediately, was trained in sharp shooting by Ali Mohammad;  

Mohammed Salameh, who went on to participate in the first WTC bombing in

1993;  

and finally there’s a man called (Clement) Rodney Hampton-El, who is the one

American-born black Muslim in the group, who at one point clearly had US

Army backing. He was allowed to go to Fort Belvoir, where an Army major gave

him a list of Muslims in the US Army whom he could recruit to go to

Bosnia.[64]  

Ali Mohamed was training these Islamists to fight in Afghanistan. So you might

say: Well of course we were fighting the Soviets in Afghanistan, so it makes

sense that it was okay for them to approve this kind of activity. The problem is

the Soviets had totally withdrawn from Afghanistan by February 1989, and all

of this training was going on in late 1989, at a time when the U.S. government,

to paraphrase what I just said about 1963, was of two minds about what to do

in Afghanistan.  

Remember that Gorbachev was now the President of Russia, and that the State

Department, and I believe the White House, attached a lot of importance from

Reagan’s last years on to working with the Soviet Union.  
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The man the Soviets left in charge of Kabul, his name was Najibullah,[65] said

in effect, “You may not like me in the West, but I’m the best you are going to

get, and if you get rid of me you will have a nation of drug traffickers,” which is

essentially what we now have de facto in Afghanistan. His prediction was

entirely correct. The CIA was way off base here.  

The CIA were backing Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, whom some people call the

leading heroin trafficker in the world, to get rid of this secular, anti-Islamist

government in Kabul, which we would I think, we would pay an awful lot of

money to get back at this stage as preferable to what we have.[66] 

Meanwhile a State Department official, Edmund McWilliams, objected that

“Pakistani intelligence and Hekmatyar were dangerous allies,” and that the

United States was making an important mistake by endorsing ISI’s puppet

Afghan interim government.[67] But Ali Mohamed’s training, both in

Afghanistan and later around New York, was precisely designed to strengthen

the Arab Afghans in Brooklyn who intended to go support Hekmatyar.[68]  

So this was a conflicted program and the fact that Ali Mohammad was part of it

earned him protection. And there is so much I’m not telling you about how he

was actually flying to Afghanistan and fighting while he was on the US Army

payroll, which is a definite no-no. And his commanding officer didn’t like it, but

there was nothing he could do about it because Ali Mohammad was apparently

being directed by another agency.[69] And you can only guess what that other

agency would have been. 

Well anyway, the new book by Peter Lance confirms that Ali Mohammed was

one of al Qaeda’s top trainers in terrorism –yes, top trainers in terrorism,

including top training in hijacking: how to bring on box cutters, where to sit in

the plane.[70] (And that’s not against the Soviets, because you couldn’t hijack a

Soviet plane, because no civilians ever got on a Soviet plane in Afghanistan.) 

Mohamed has also been called one of the primary sources for the infamous

August 6, 2001, Presidential Daily Brief (PDB) entitled `Bin Laden Determined

To Strike In U.S.’”[71] At the heart of that August 6 PDB was unmistakably a
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disguised double reference to Mohamed himself.[72] 

To sum up: Mohamed was a top trainer. He was an operative for the CIA and

the Army, and in my book I write that in 1990 his trainees intended to help the

CIA support the drug trafficker Hekmatyar in Afghanistan, even after the

Soviets withdrew.  

Back in 1990 the FBI knew these people were involved in conspiratorial

activity. As I said, they photographed, they videotaped Ali Mohamed training

these people. Then very shortly afterwards, Nosair went out and shot Meir

Kahane, and because of his own lack of cool, ended up being shot himself and

arrested.[73]  

The police and the FBI told the public that he was, and we’ve heard this kind of

language before, a “lone, deranged gunman.”[74] who, and this is the FBI

speaking, “acted alone.”[75]  

Here you have a guy who was part of a tolerated conspiracy, and when it went

public (I don’t think they anticipated the killing of Kahane) that is the

government response. 

First of all they knew he wasn’t alone because they had film of him training

these other people. All of his trainees were members of the al-Kifah Center in

Brooklyn, which served as the main American recruitment center for the

network, which after the Afghanistan war, became known as al Qaeda. And it

has been said that the murder of Kahane was the first al Qaeda attack in

America.  

The al-Kifah Center was headed at the time, by the Blind Sheikh Omar Abdel

Rahman, who like Ali Mohamed, had been admitted to the US on a CIA visa,

despite being on a State Department watch list.[76] And as he had done earlier

in Egypt, he issued a fatwa that permitted his followers to rob banks and kill

Jews.[77]  
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Now in November 1990, three of Mohamed’s trainees conspired together to kill

Meir Kahane, the racist founder of the Jewish Defense League. The actual

killer, El Sayyid Nosair, was caught by accident almost immediately; and by

luck the police soon found his two co-conspirators, Mahamud Abouhalima and

Mohammed Salameh, waiting at Nosair’s apartment.  

So they had the other two conspirators, and this is also what they found at

Nosair’s house, and I am quoting,  

There were formulas for bomb making, 1,440 rounds of ammunition, and

manuals from the John F. Kennedy Special Warfare Center at Fort Bragg

marked ‘Top Secret for Training’ [May I say those manuals were supplied by Ali

Mohamed – the double-agent, and became the basis for the al Qaeda’s own

manual, which was mostly written by double-agent Mohamed] along with

classified documents belonging to the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff. The police

found maps and drawings of New York City landmarks like the Statue of

Liberty, Times Square – and the World Trade Center. The forty-seven boxes of

evidence they collected also included the collected sermons of blind Sheikh

Omar, in which he exhorted his followers to “destroy the edifices of

capitalism.”[78] 

So all three – Nosair, Abouhalima and Salameh — had been trained by

Mohamed. The FBI had photographed them, and if they had moved on and

seized all three of them we probably would not have had the first World Trade

Center bombing. And we almost certainly would not have had the so called

Landmarks Conspiracy, where there was a plot to blow up other landmarks

you just heard mentioned, like the Statue of Liberty.  

The police on the case thought at the beginning that they were facing a

conspiracy.[79] And yet only hours after the killing, Joseph Borelli, Chief of

NYPD detectives, struck a familiar American note and pronounced Nosair a

“lone deranged gunman.”  And some time later, he actually told the press – and

this is the real giveaway, that “There was nothing at Nosair’s house, nothing

that would stir your imagination. Nothing has transpired that changes our

opinion that he acted alone.”[80] 
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So if 47 boxes of incriminating evidence is remembered by this man as

“nothing,” then he either has an astonishingly bad memory, or perhaps this is

how the US law enforcement system treats people who are marginally attached

to intelligence operations, covert operations, even controversial operations

which are opposed by other elements of the US government.[81]  

Now Borelli himself was not acting alone in this matter. His position was also

that of the FBI, who said they too believed “that Mr. Nosair had acted alone in

shooting Rabbi Kahane.” “The bottom line is that we can’t connect anyone else

to the Kahane shooting,” an FBI agent said.[82]  

So there is an MO here. And I want to go back to what I was saying at the very

beginning. To end up having an unsolvable crime, somebody has pre-selected a

candidate or candidates. And the ideal pre-selected candidate will be one about

whom the truth will never emerge, because of the candidate’s controversial

involvement in previous covered-up operations. This will ensure that an

institutional cover-up, already in place, will be extended to cover the new

crime, even if it is a major one. 

Oswald was one such pre-selected candidate. Those conspiratorially involved

with Ali Mohamed and with 9/11 would also seem to fit the same description.

That is what struck me most when I went back to compare the two events, or

meta-events: the killings of Kennedy and of Meir Kahane. Both Oswald and

Nosair were quickly declared “lone” assassins, to protect someone or something

else. 

I should make clear that with respect to 9/11, I have certain knowledge of only

one fact: that there has been and continues to be a massive cover-up. I have

not yet assimilated the earlier cover-up of Ali Mohamed in 1990 into my theory

of what happened in 2001. But I commend this to you as something which

merits further investigation. 

In this talk I’m not getting into the question of conspiracy. But of course there

has to be a conspiracy theory about 9/11.You cannot say 9/11 was someone

acting alone. To avoid a serious “conspiracy theory,” the best you can come up
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with is something like “19 lone nuts acting together.” 

Just in case you don’t remember it, the FBI identified these names before 10

o’clock on that morning. And within two weeks there were five, six or seven

people, in various places (nearly all turned out to be pilots, by the way) who

said, “That’s my name;” “Yes, I went to that flight school;” two or three even

said “That’s my photograph that was published.” But they also said “It’s not

me,” — and you had to sympathize with their logic — “It’s not me because I’m

still here and I’m still alive.” And it was bad enough that the Saudi government

raised the issue with the United States government.[83] In response to these

problems, FBI Director Robert Mueller acknowledged on September 20, 2001,

that the identity of some of the suicide hijackers was in doubt.[84] 

How many of you have looked at the 9/11 Report? You’re a virgin audience

here. The 9/11 Report has a great deal to say about the 19 hijackers, but it’s

never hinted that there had ever been a shadow of suspicion as to who they

really are. Which is just one of the many indications this was not a very

profound investigation.  

And like the Warren Commission Report, they already knew were they had to

end up; because it had been pre-defined for them. They already knew. But it is

the combination I want you to think about. The truth about the predesignated

culprit or culprits is  unpursuable because he/they were part of an operation

too embarrassing to disclose. Which in the case of 9/11 is a scandal. I mean

these people could have been stopped back in 1990, and they weren’t.  

And I haven’t gone into the Patrick Fitzgerald part of it. This is a very important

book, Triple Cross. And Lance has another book, A Thousand Years for

Revenge, which is almost as important. 

My final words are words that I have said I think on many occasions, and are a

propos on many subjects:  

That when we look at something like the JFK Assassination, or 9/11, throw in

Iran-Contra – or the bombing of Letelier, we are looking at meta-events.
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Meta-events, unlike most events, are not treated normally in the US press; but

are what John [Judge] called this morning a hidden history. And they are

reserved for a special kind of treatment, and that requires, among other things,

a special kind of audience, people like you.  

Because we stumble upon it somewhere, in this case with JFK, we are open to

the fact that it happens elsewhere. And like I said before and will say so again,

and my final words to you is to understand any of these events in real depth,

you have to go beyond bullet angles at Dealey Plaza, and films from the same

place, and look at what is on-going in this country.  

And I’ll remind you again of the possible involvement of the drug traffic. And to

get to any kind of level where we can cope and deal with these kinds of

problems in our country, we have to see the continuity and deal with it every

time it surfaces.  

Because if we don’t deal with it this time, and we probably won’t, it will surface

again. 

Thank you very much. 

Peter Dale Scott, a former Canadian diplomat and English Professor at the

University of California, Berkeley, is a poet, writer, and researcher. His chief

poetry books are the three volumes of his trilogy Seculum: Coming to Jakarta:

A Poem About Terror (1989), Listening to the Candle: A Poem on Impulse

(1992), and Minding the Darkness: A Poem for the Year 2000. In addition he

has published Crossing Borders: Selected Shorter Poems (1994). In November

2002 he was awarded the Lannan Poetry Award.

An anti-war speaker during the Vietnam and Gulf Wars, he was a co-founder of

the Peace and Conflict Studies Program at UC Berkeley, and of the Coalition on

Political Assassinations (COPA).

His poetry has dealt with both his experience and his research, the latter of

which has centered on U.S. covert operations, their impact on democracy at
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home and abroad, and their relations to the John F. Kennedy assassination

and the global drug traffic. The poet-critic Robert Hass has written (Agni,

31/32, p. 335) that “Coming to Jakarta is the most important political poem to

appear in the English language in a very long time.”

Peter Dale Scott’s website is http://www.peterdalescott.net.
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[Edit Point]

Able Danger adds twist to 9/11

By Dr. Daniele Ganser - Global Research, August 27, 2005

9/11 Ringleader connected to secret Pentagon operation

We bring to the attention of our readers this important analysis of

Dr. Daniele Ganser of the Zurich Polytechnic published by the

International Relations and Security Network (ISN). Dr Ganser’s

study is based on official US documents and reports. It  identifies

the role of  9/11 ringleader Mohammed Atta and 3 other

hijackers in a secret Pentagon operation. It largely refutes the

official US government narrative as presented by the  9/11 Commission.

Four years after the 11 September 2001 attacks on the US, the revelation of a top

secret Pentagon operation adds a new twist to a story about which we still know

very little.

For the past four years, we have been told by the administration of George

Bush and by the official 9/11 Commission report of Chairman Thomas Kean

and Executive Director Philip Zelikow that Egyptian extremist Mohammed Atta
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was the key player in the 11 September 2001 terrorist attacks. Atta, according

to the Kean report, was the “tactical leader of the 9/11 plot”. He was the pilot

who on that dreadful morning flew the first plane, American Airlines 11, into

the North Tower of the World Trade Center in New York. It was Atta’s face, on

television and in newspapers across the world, that became the symbol of

Islamic terrorism. And it was Atta’s name – not the names of any of the 18

other hijackers allegedly lead by Atta on that day – that was cited by

international security researchers. Atta was, as the Kean report stresses, “the

tactical commander of the operation in the United States”. According to both

the Bush administration and the official 9/11 Commission report, he was

working on the orders of Osama Bin Laden who, from remote Afghanistan,

controlled the entire operation.

Now, almost exactly four years after 9/11, the facts appear to have been turned

upside down. We now learn that Atta was also connected to a top secret

operation of the Pentagon’s Special Operations Command (SOCOM) in the US.

According to Army reserve Lieutenant-Colonel Anthony Shaffer, a top secret

Pentagon project code-named Able Danger had identified Atta and three other

9/11 hijackers as members of an al-Qaida cell more than a year before the

attacks.

Able Danger was an 18-month highly classified operation tasked, according to

Shaffer, with “developing targeting information for al-Qaida on a global scale”,

and used data-mining techniques to look for “patterns, associations, and

linkages”. He said he himself had first encountered the names of the four

hijackers in mid-2000.

Schaffer himself was fully aware of the delicacy of his revelations. As such, he

chose to first speak to US lawmaker and Speaker of the House Dennis Hastert

(Republican, Illinois) and House Intelligence Committee Chairman Peter

Hoekstra (Republican, Michigan). Schaffer said the two had assured him that

exposing the secret “was the right thing to do”. “I was given assurances we

would not suffer any adverse consequences for bringing this to the attention of

the public,” he said.

Page 672 of  783 Table of Contents



The conversations with Hastert and Hoekstra took place before Schaffer

anonymously leaked the information to the media on 8 August in the offices of

Republican Curt Weldon of Pennsylvania, the vice chairman of the House

Armed Services and Homeland Security committees who also supported the

exposure of this secret.

Schaffer’s decision to expose Operation Able Danger has given rise to some

difficult questions, not the least of which concerns the role of Atta in the top

secret operation. It also raises the question of whether anyone in the Pentagon

knew in advance what Atta was planning on 9/11.

For now, though, the questions are likely to go unanswered, as the Pentagon

claims there is no evidence to support allegations that it had had military

intelligence on a 9/11 bomber a year before the attack. The Pentagon has

acknowledged the existence of Operation Able Danger, but denies claims that it

had identified Atta and three others as early as 1999.

When the “official” facts are turned upside down, we need to go back to the

sources and ask: What do we really know about 9/11? Our most important

source, Atta himself, is dead. So for now, there is only Schaffer, a 42-year-old

native of Kansas City, who worked for the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) in

Washington at the time of the 9/11 attacks and had insights into the

Pentagon’s top secret operation. According to Schaffer, when he informed the

FBI and urged them to arrest Atta, the Pentagon’s lawyers intervened and

protected Atta for reasons that remain unclear.

The official 9/11 Commission report, which according to its own declaration

aimed “to provide the fullest possible account of the events surrounding 9/11”

in its 567-page report, fails to mention Operation Able Danger or any other

US-based SOCOM operations. On the contrary, in its recommendations as to

how the US could be better protected from “terrorists” in the future, the Kean

report on page 415 suggests that SOCOM be given larger powers to carry out

covert action operations, previously a domain controlled by the CIA.
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The Kean commission also recommended better oversight in order “to combat

the secrecy and complexity”. Yet, at the same time, we learn from Schaffer that

the Kean commission did not provide the full story on 9/11, and specifically on

Able Danger. Schaffer, according to his own testimony, had personally

informed Zelikow about Able Danger. Yet Zelikow covered up this piece of the

puzzle and, to Schaffer’s frustration and disbelief, decided not to include this

data on the pretext that it was “not historically relevant”.

If it is true that Zelikow declined to include the information on Able Danger in

the Kean report, and if it is true, as Zelikow wrote, that Atta was the “tactical

leader of the 9/11 plot”, and if it is furthermore true, as Schaffer publicly

explained, that SOCOM protected Atta prior to his deadly attack on the US,

which claimed 3,000 lives, then the account as provided by the official 9/11

report is discredited, and we are faced with a sea of lies and cover-ups.

Four years after 9/11, we are presented with facts that are diametrically

opposed to the official narrative. While the biggest questions remain

unanswered and there is a possibility that they will never be answered, the

media would do well by the public to be diligent enough to keep the issue alive

and not allow it to be swept under the rug in the face of confusion and

complexity.

Dr. Daniele Ganser specializes in secret warfare and is a Senior Researcher at

the Center for Security Studies. The opinions contained in this commentary do

not necessarily reflect those of the International Relations and Security

Network (ISN).

The opinions contained in this commentary do not necessarily reflect those of

the ISN.

The original source of this article is ISN Security Watch

Copyright © Dr. Daniele Ganser, ISN Security Watch, 2005

[Edit Point]
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9/11, Deep State Violence and the Hope of Internet Politics

By Prof Peter Dale Scott - Global Research, November 21, 2013

The Deep State and 9/11

The unthinkable – that elements inside the state

would conspire with criminals to kill innocent

civilians – has become not only thinkable but

commonplace in the last century. A seminal example

was in French Algeria, where dissident elements of

the French armed forces, resisting General de Gaulle’s

plans for Algerian independence, organized as the

Secret Army Organization and bombed civilians

indiscriminately, with targets including hospitals and

schools.1 Critics like Alexander Litvinenko, who was

subsequently murdered in London in November 2006,

have charged that the 1999 bombings of apartment buildings around Moscow,

attributed to Chechen separatists, were in fact the work of the Russian secret

service (FSB).2

Similar attacks in Turkey have given rise to the notion there of an extra-legal

“deep state” – a combination of forces, ranging from former members of the

CIA-organized Gladio organization, to “a vast matrix of security and intelligence

officials, ultranationalist members of the Turkish underworld and renegade

former members of the [Kurdish separatist] PKK.”3 The deep state, financed in

part by Turkey’s substantial heroin traffic, has been accused of killing

thousands of civilians, in incidents such as the lethal bomb attack in

November 2005 on a bookshop in Semdinli. This attack, initially attributed to

the Kurdish separatist PKK, turned out to have been committed by members of

Turkey’s paramilitary police intelligence service, together with a former PKK

member turned informer.4 On April 23, 2008, the former Interior Minister

Mehmet Agar was ordered to stand trial for his role in this dirty war during the

1990s.5
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In my book The Road to 9/11, I have argued that there has existed, at least

since World War Two if not earlier, an analogous American deep state, also

combining intelligence officials with elements from the drug-trafficking

underworld.6 I also pointed to recent decades of collaboration between the U.S.

deep state and al-Qaeda, a terrorist underworld whose drug-trafficking

activities have been played down in the 9/11 Commission Report and the

mainstream U.S. media.7

Still to be explained is the suppressed anomalous fact that al-Qaeda’s top

trainer on airplane hijackings, Ali Mohamed, was simultaneously a

double-agent reporting to the FBI, and almost certainly still maintained a

connection to the CIA which had used him as an agent and helped bring him to

this country in the 1980s.8 It is not disputed that Ali Mohamed organized the

Embassy bombing in Kenya; and that he did so after the RCMP, who had

detained him in Vancouver in the presence of another known terrorist, released

Mohamed on instructions from the FBI.9

From this historic background of collaboration, I would offer a hypothesis for

further investigation: that the American deep state is somehow implicated with

al-Qaeda in the atrocity of 9/11; and that this helps explain the conspicuous

involvement of the CIA and other U.S. agencies in the ensuing cover-up.

Sibel Edmonds, the Turkish-American who was formerly an FBI translator, has

publicly linked both al-Qaeda and American officials to the Turkish heroin

trafficking that underlies the Turkish deep state. Although she has been

prevented from speaking directly by an extraordinary court order,10 her

allegations have been summarized by Daniel Ellsberg:

Al Qaeda, she’s been saying to congress, according to these interviews, is

financed 95% by drug money – drug traffic to which the US government

shows a blind eye, has been ignoring, because it very heavily involves

allies and assets of ours – such as Turkey, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan,

Pakistan, Afghanistan – all the ‘Stans – in a drug traffic where the opium

originates in Afghanistan, is processed in Turkey, and delivered to Europe

where it furnishes 96% of Europe’s heroin, by Albanians, either in Albania
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or Kosovo – Albanian Muslims in Kosovo – basically the KLA, the Kosovo

Liberation Army which we backed heavily in that episode at the end of the

century….Sibel says that suitcases of cash have been delivered to the

Speaker of the House, Dennis Hastert, at his home, near Chicago, from

Turkish sources, knowing that a lot of that is drug money.11

In 2005 Sibel Edmonds’ charges were partly aired in Vanity Fair. There it was

revealed that she had had access to FBI wiretaps of conversations among

members of the American-Turkish Council (ATC), about bribing elected US

officials, and about “what sounded like references to large-scale drug

shipments and other crimes.”12

9/11: Not a Coup d’Etat, but One of a Series of American Deep Events

In 2003 Italian journalist Maurizio Blondet published a book entitled 11

settembre: colpo di stato (September 11th: A Coup d’Etat, [Milan, Effedieffe,

2002]).13 Over the years the view of 9/11 as a “coup d’état” has been endorsed

by a number of observers, including Gore Vidal.14 In May 2008 a Google

search for “coup d’état + 9/11” yielded 297,000 hits. One of the most recent

hits, from Ed Encho, has suggested that the heart of the coup may have been

the introduction on 9/11, without debate or even notice, of so-called

“Continuity of Government” (COG) orders – secret orders still unknown but

with constitutional implications.15 Unquestionably, as the 9/11 Commission

Report states, COG, the fruit of two decades of secret Cheney-Rumsfeld

collaboration, was implemented on 9/11.16 As we shall see, it is not clear just

what this implied, either then or today. But journalists have claimed that

earlier versions of COG plans involved suspension of the constitution.17

However to call 9/11 a coup d’état exaggerates the difference between the

current weakened condition of the public state, and the prior state of affairs

that has been building for years, indeed for decades, towards just such a

dénouement. For half a century the constitution and laws of the open or public

state have been first evaded, then eroded, then increasingly challenged and

subverted, by the forces of the deep state. I wish to suggest that this erosion

has been achieved in part through a series of important deep events in
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post-war American history – events aspects of which (it is clear from the outset)

will be ignored or suppressed in the mainstream media.

Recent history has seen a number of such events, such as the assassination of

John F. Kennedy, that are so inexplicable by the public notions of American

politics that most Americans tend not even to think of them. Instead most

accept the official surface explanations for them, even if they suspect these are

not true. Or if others say they believe that “Oswald acted alone,” they may do

so in the same comforting but irrational state of mind that believes God will

reward the righteous and punish the wicked.

Thus on the one hand we must see that America has reached a condition

where traditional civil rights are flagrantly restricted as never before – as when

former Attorney General Gonzalez told a shocked congressional committee that

“There is no expressed grant of habeas corpus in the Constitution.”18 At the

same time, we must see that 9/11, as an unexplained or deep event nudging

us away from constitutional normalcy and into an unnecessary permanent

state of war, is not unprecedented. It is one of a series of similar unexplained

events, all of which have had similar results, reaching back to the second

Tonkin Gulf incident, the Kennedy assassination, even the misremembered

outset of the Korean War.

The simulated “surprise” of the Bush administration to the 9/11 attack is

indeed analogous to the simulated “surprise” of the Truman administration to

the outbreak of war in Korea on June 25, 1950. The historian Bruce Cumings,

in a volume of 957 pages, has recalled the curious behavior in previous weeks

of high levels in Washington:

The CIA predicts, on June 14, a capability for invasion [of South Korea] at

any time. No one disputes that. Five days later, it predicts an impending

invasion. . . . Now, Corson … says that the June 14 report leaked out to

“informed circles,” and thus “it was feared that administration critics in

Congress might publicly raise the issue. In consequence, a White House

decision of sorts was made to brief Congress that all was well in Korea.” . .

. Would it not be the expectation that Congress would be told that all was
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not well in Korea? That is, unless a surprised and outraged Congress is

one’s goal.19

In his exhaustive analysis of the war’s origins, Cumings sees this U.S.

deception by high level officials as a response to manipulated events, which in

turn were the response to the threat of an imminent expulsion of the Chinese

Nationalist KMT from Taiwan, together with a peaceful reunification of Korea.

The details are complex, but of relevance to 9/11, not least because of the

involvement of the opium-financed KMT:

By late June, [U.S. Secretary of State Dean] Acheson and Truman were the

only high officials still balking at a defense of the ROC [the “Republic of

China,” the KMT Chinese Nationalist remnant on Taiwan]….Sir John Pratt,

an Englishman with four decades of experience in the China consular

service and the Far Eastern Office, wrote the following in 1951: “The

Peking Government planned to liberate Formosa on July 15 and, in the

middle of June, news reached the State Department that the Syngman

Rhee government in South Korea was disintegrating. The politicians on

both sides of the thirty-eighth parallel were preparing a plan to throw

Syngman Rhee out of office and set up a unified government for all

Korea.”….Thus the only way out, for Chiang [Kai-shek, the KMT leader],

was for Rhee to attack the North, which ultimately made Acheson yield

and defend Nationalist China [on Taiwan].20

Meanwhile, in South Korea, an Australian embassy representative sent in

daily reports in late June, saying that “patrols were going in from the

South to the North, endeavouring to attract the North back in pursuit.

Plimsoll warned that this could lead to war and it was clear that there was

some degree of American involvement as well.” [According to former

Australian prime minister Gough Whitlam,] “The evidence was sufficiently

strong for the Australian Prime Minister to authorize a cable to

Washington urging that no encouragement be given to the South Korean

government.”21
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Cumings also notes the warning in late April from an American diplomat,

Robert Strong, that “desperate measures may be attempted by [the Chinese]

Nationalist Government to involve [U.S.] in [a] shooting war as [a] means of

saving its own skin.”22 In chapters too complex to summarize here, he

chronicles the intrigues of a number of Chiang’s backers, including the China

Lobby in Washington, General Claire Chennault and his then nearly defunct

airline CAT (later Air America), former OSS chief General William Donovan, and

in Japan General MacArthur and his intelligence chief Charles Willoughby. He

notes the visit of two of Chiang’s generals to Seoul, one of them on a U.S.

military plane from MacArthur’s headquarters. And he concludes that “Chiang

may have found …on the Korean peninsula, the provocation of a war that

saved his regime [on Taiwan] for two more decades:”

Anyone who has read this text closely to this point, and does not believe

that Willoughby, Chiang, [Chiang’s emissary to Seoul, General] Wu Tieh

Cheng, Yi Pom-sok, [Syngman] Rhee, Kim Sok-won, Tiger Kim, and their

ilk were capable of a conspiracy to provoke a war, cannot be convinced by

any evidence.

He adds that anti-conspiratorialist Americans “are prey to what might be called

the fallacy of insufficient cynicism” — a charge that may be revived, if it can

ever be shown that 9/11 also was “a conspiracy to provoke a war.”23

9/11, Tonkin Gulf, and the JFK Assassination

In 1964 Congress passed the Tonkin Gulf Resolution, in response to Secretary

of Defense McNamara’s assurances that there was “unequivocal proof” of a

second “unprovoked attack” on U.S. destroyers. Today we know not only that

there was no such second attack, but that the combined harassments of

CIA-controlled PT boats and US destroyers in North Vietnamese waters were so

provocative as to invite one. George Ball, who at the time was an

Undersecretary of State, later commented in a 1977 BBC radio interview that...

Many of the people who were associated with the war were looking for any

excuse to initiate bombing. The sending of a destroyer up the Tonkin Gulf
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was primarily for provocation. … There was a feeling that if the destroyer

got into some trouble, that it would provide the provocation we needed.24

The Tonkin Gulf deep event presents a number of similarities to the Korean

deep event in 1950. Tonkin Gulf also can be analyzed into three different

phases: the deception of Congress by high level officials, preceded by

provocative intrigues in Asia, and reinforced by deceptive manipulation of

reports inside the NSA. (All three phases can also be discerned in the

provocative maneuvers in 1968 of the U.S.S. Pueblo, in an incident or deep

event that did not lead, as some clearly wished, to a military response against

North Korea.)25

We now know from a recently declassified in-house NSA history that on August

4, 1964, NSA possessed 122 pieces of SIGINT (signals intelligence) which taken

together indicated clearly that there was no second North Vietnamese attack on

August 4: “Hanoi’s navy was engaged in nothing that night but the salvage of

two of the boats damaged on 2 August.” But of these 122 pieces, the White

House was supplied with only fifteen – “only SIGINT that supported the claim

that the communists had attacked the two destroyers.”26

Meanwhile, over at CIA, “By the afternoon of Aug. 4, the CIA’s expert analyst on

North Vietnam … had concluded that probably no one had fired on the U.S.

ships. He included a paragraph to that effect in the item he wrote for the

Current Intelligence Bulletin, which would be wired to the White House and

other key agencies and appear in print the next morning. And then something

unique happened. The Director of the Office of Current Intelligence, a very

senior officer …, descended into the bowels of the agency to order the

paragraph deleted. He explained: `We’re not going to tell LBJ that now. He has

already decided to bomb North Vietnam’”27

The parallel events in NSA and CIA illustrate how a shared bureaucratic

mindset, or propensity for military escalation, can generate synergistic

responses in diverse milieus, without there having necessarily been any

conspiratorial collusion between the two agencies.
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Of more than passing interest is the fact that the CIA in the 1960s still had

senior officers who believed that sooner or later a showdown with the Chinese

Communists was inevitable, and had renewed General Chennault’s old

proposal for a large-scale landing by Chiang on the Chinese mainland.28 This

seems to explain a series of manipulative escalatory moves in Laos, shortly

before the Tonkin Gulf incidents, with a similar momentum towards expanding

the U.S. war beyond South Vietnam. In 1963-64 one notes again, as in 1950,

the intriguing of local KMT elements, in this case forces directly involved in the

opium traffic.29

As for 9/11, the paradox between surface tranquility and alarming warnings is

as evident as it was in 1950. Even the 9/11 Commission Report acknowledges

that in the summer of 2001 “the system was blinking red” for an al-Qaeda

attack. Its record amply refutes Condoleezza Rice’s claim in May 2002 that “I

don’t think anybody could have predicted that these people would … try to use

an airplane as a missile, a hijacked airplane as a missile.”30 Yet in the midst of

this crisis the CIA in August 2001 was flagrantly withholding crucial evidence

from the FBI that, if shared, would have assisted the FBI in its current efforts

to locate one of the alleged hijackers, Khaled al-Mihdar. This withholding

provoked an FBI agent to predict at that time, accurately, that “someday

someone will die.”31

As I describe in the forthcoming expanded reissue of my book The War

Conspiracy, this culpable withholding of crucial evidence from the FBI by the

CIA closely parallels the CIA’s withholding from the FBI of important

information about Lee Harvey Oswald in October 1963. Former FBI Director

Clarence Kelley in his memoir later complained that this withholding was the

major reason why Oswald was not put under surveillance on November 22,

1963.32 Without these withholdings, in other words, neither the Kennedy

assassination nor 9/11 could have unfolded in the manner in which they did.

And without understanding the details, we can safely conclude that operations

of the CIA – the deep state — were somehow implicated, whether innocently or

conspiratorially, in the background of both the JFK assassination and 9/11.

With respect to the CIA’s withholding of information from the FBI about
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Oswald, even a former CIA officer, Jane Roman, has agreed that this indicates

“some sort of [CIA] operational interest in Oswald’s file.”33 Lawrence Wright,

commenting in The New Yorker about the CIA’s analogous withholding of

information about al-Mihdar, has reached the similar conclusion that “The CIA

may also have been protecting an overseas operation and was afraid that the

F.B.I. would expose it.”34

In short, from this perspective, 9/11 is not wholly without precedent in U.S.

history. It should be seen not as a unique departure from orderly constitutional

government – a coup d’état – but as yet another unexplained deep event of the

sort that has continued to erode the American constitutional system of open

politics and civil liberties.

9/11: Not Just Another Deep Event, But a Constitutional Deep Event

It is however a deep event of a new and unprecedented order. Deep events

related to political control of this country are far more frequent than most of us

like to recognize. Since the conspicuous assassinations of the 1960s and early

1970s – all deep events — at least six politicians have also died in single-plane

crashes. Although many of these crashes were probably accidental, it is

striking that only one Republican has died in this fashion, as opposed to five

Democrats.35 Official accounts of the deaths of three of these Democrats –

Senator Paul Wellstone, and Congressmen Hale Boggs and Nick Begich, have

been challenged, as has the very suspicious “accidental” death in a 1970

single-plane crash of UAW labor leader Walter Reuther.36

Of these deep events, some – notably the JFK assassination — stand out as

having had structural impact on American political society. America’s three

major wars since World War Two – Korea, Vietnam, and now Iraq – have all

been preceded by deep events that have cumulatively contributed to America’s

current war-based economy. Looked at in this way, 9/11 falls into a sequence

in which it is preceded by the Second Tonkin Gulf Incident and by the intrigues

and lies in June 1950 concerning Korea.
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But of all these deep events, 9/11 can be seen as the first to have had not only

structural but constitutional implications. For with the introduction of COG

before 10:00 AM on September 11, 2001, the status of the U.S. constitution in

American society has changed, in ways that still prevail. What COG means in

practice is still largely unknown to us. It is clear though that in abridging

habeas corpus and the Fourth Amendment, the innovations after COG and

9/11 made the U.S. constitutional situation more like the situation in Britain,

where written statutes are explicitly restricted supplemented by an undefined

royal prerogative: a collection of powers belonging to the Sovereign which have

no statutory basis.37

Abuse of the British royal prerogative was one of the explicit grievances which

ultimately led to the American Revolution. Then as now it was linked to

imperial arrangements for standing armies to wage war. It could be said that in

America today, the powers needed for imposing U.S. global dominance in the

world have again come to restrict the scope of the constitutional public state.

The extent to which presidential power is limited by congressional statute has

been and will be continuously and extensively debated. It is clear however that

the George W. Bush administration has revived the extreme or monarchical

view expressed, for the first time in American political history, by former

president Richard Nixon: that “when the president does it, that means that it is

not illegal.”38

Jack Goldsmith, a former Assistant Attorney General in George W. Bush’s

Justice Department, has reported that, inside the White House, Cheney’s legal

advisor David Addington frequently argued that “the Constitution empowers

the President to exercise prerogative powers to do what is necessary in an

emergency to save the country.”39 Goldsmith concluded that “The presidency

in the age of terrorism – the Terror Presidency – suffers from many of the vices

of [Nixon’s] Imperial Presidency.”40

Cheney, supported by Addington, made clear in his Iran-Contra Minority

Report of 1987 his belief that “the Chief Executive will on occasion feel duty

bound to assert monarchical notions of prerogative that will permit him to
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exceed the law.” Cheney supported this claim by pointing to Jefferson’s

Louisiana Purchase, which Jefferson, without using the word “prerogative,”

justified by “the laws of necessity, of self-preservation, of serving our country

when in danger.”41 But the Cheney-Addington defense of an on-going

prerogative in an on-going war on terror has far more in common with

17th-century British monarchical legal theory, than with Jefferson’s single

resort to such action, after a lifetime of attacking the notion of prerogative

power.42

As part of the case for an unrestrained or monarchical view of executive power,

we have seen the contention that the President may disregard or marginalize

treaty obligations prohibiting torture. Before COG was declared on September

11, 2001, a network of laws, developed through checks and balances by all

three branches of federal government, prohibited torture. “It was not to last.”43

In keeping with Cheney’s COG planning in the 1980s, the Bush administration

has made similar inroads on habeas corpus, a right conferred by Magna Carta,

reaffirmed by the English parliament in a statute of 1679, and mentioned in

the U.S. constitution. Nevertheless, in defining the constitutional crisis we now

face, it is important to see that it is not an unprecedented and anomalous

event, but rooted in developments over decades.

9/11, Deep Events, and the Global Dominance Mindset in American

Society

The continuity of past deep events is part of the problem facing those who wish

to understand and correct what underlies them. For the mainstream U.S.

media (as we now clearly see them) have become so implicated in past

protective lies about Korea, Tonkin Gulf, and the JFK assassination that they,

as well as the government, have now a demonstrated interest in preventing the

truth about any of these events from coming out.44

This means that the current threat to constitutional rights does not derive from

the deep state alone. As I have written elsewhere, the problem is a global

dominance mindset that prevails not only inside the Washington Beltway but
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also in the mainstream media and even in the universities, one which has come

to accept recent inroads on constitutional liberties, and stigmatizes, or at least

responds with silence to, those who are alarmed by them.45 Just as

acceptance of bureaucratic groupthink is a necessary condition for

advancement within the state, so acceptance of this mindset’s notions of

decorum has increasingly become a condition for participation in mainstream

public life.

In saying this, I mean something more narrow than the pervasive

“business-defined consensus” which Gabriel Kolko once asserted was “a central

reality,” underlying how “a ruling class makes its policies operate.”46 I would

agree that, at least since the Reagan era, the mindset I am describing has

become more and more clearly identified with the mentality of an overworld

determined to protect its privileges and even enlarge them at the expense of the

rest of society.

But the mindset I mean is narrower in focus – originally concerned with

defending and now increasingly concerned with enlarging America’s dominance

in the world, in an era of finite and increasingly scarcer resources. And it is

also, increasingly, less a consensus than an arena of serious division and

debate.

It is clear that the mindset is not monolithic. There have been recurring notable

dissents within it, such as when James Risen and Eric Lichtblau revealed in

the New York Times that the Bush administration, in defiance of the FISA Act,

was engaged in warrantless electronic surveillance of telephone calls inside the

United States.47 But on other issues, notably the Iraq War, the Times has

conspicuously failed to play the judicious critical role that it did with respect to

the U.S. war in Vietnam. In general, as Kristina Borjesson reports in her

devastating book, “Investigative reporting is dwindling…because it is expensive,

attracts lawsuits, and can be hostile to the corporate interests and/or

government connections of a news division’s parent company.”48 And as to

critical thinking about 9/11, as before about the Kennedy assassination, the

Post has predictably gone out of its way to depict the 9/11 truth movement as

a “cacophonous and free-range…bunch of conspiracists.”49
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According to a survey of Lexis Nexis, the New York Times did not report

Attorney General Gonzalez’ newsworthy claim that “There is no expressed grant

of habeas corpus in the Constitution.” (The Washington Post reported it,

without comment, in a story of 197 words.)50 And on the question of torture

even a liberal Harvard University professor, Michael Ignatieff, has argued in a

University Press book from an even-handed starting point – “A democracy is

committed to both the security of the majority and the rights of the individual”

— to an alarming defense of “coercive questioning.”51

In this state of affairs, I shall argue, the Internet provides an opportunity for

opposition, of potentially immense political importance.

Deep Events as Intrigues within the Global Dominance Consensus

Many critics of American foreign policy on the left tend to stress its substantial

coherence over time, from the War-Peace Studies for post-war planning of the

Council on Foreign Relations in the 1940s, to Defense Secretary Charles

Wilson’s plans in the 1950s for a “permanent war economy,” to Clinton’s

declaration to the United Nations in 1993 that the U.S. will act “multilaterally

when possible, but unilaterally when necessary.”52

This view of America’s policies has persuaded some, notably Alexander

Cockburn, to lament the displacement of coherent Marxist analysis by the

“fundamental idiocy” and “foolishness” of “9/11 conspiracism.”53 But it is

quite possible to acknowledge both that there are ongoing continuities in

American policy and also important, hidden, and recurring internal divisions,

which have given rise to America’s structural deep events. These events have

always involved friction between Wall Street and the Council on Foreign

Relations, on the one hand, and the increasingly powerful oil- and

military-dominated economic centers of the Midwest and the Texas Sunbelt on

the other.

At the time that General MacArthur, drawing on his Midwest and Texas

support, threatened to challenge Truman and the State Department, the

opposition was seen as one between the traditional Europe-Firsters of the
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Northeast and new-wealth Asia-Firsters. In the 1952 election, the foreign policy

debate was between Democratic “containment” and Republican “rollback.”

Bruce Cumings, following Franz Schurmann, wrote later of the split, even

within the CIA, between “Wall Street internationalism” on the one hand and

“cowboy-style expansionism” on the other.54

Many have followed Michael Klare in defining the conflict as one, even within

the Council on Foreign Relations, between “traders” and warrior “Prussians.”55

Since the rise to eminence of the so-called “Vulcans” – notably Donald

Rumsfeld, Dick Cheney, and Paul Wolfowitz, backed by the Project for the New

American Century (PNAC) – the struggle has frequently been described as a

struggle between the multilateralists of the status quo and the unilateralists

seeking indisputable American hegemony.56

Underlying every one of the deep events I have mentioned, and others such as

the U-2 incident, can be seen this contest between traderly (multilateralist) and

warriorly (unilateralist) approaches to the maintenance of U.S. global

dominance. For decades the warriorly faction was clearly a minority; but it was

also an activist and well-funded minority, in marked contrast to the relatively

passive and disorganized traderly majority. Hence the warriorly preference for

war, thanks to ample funding from the military-industrial complex and also to

a series of deep events, was able time after time to prevail.

The 1970s can be seen as a turning-point, when a minority CFR faction, led by

Paul Nitze, united with corporate executives from the military-industrial

complex like David Packard and pro-Zionist future neocons like Richard Perle

to forge a succession of militant political coalitions, such as the Committee on

the Present Danger (CPD). Cheney and Rumsfeld, then in the Ford White

House, participated in this onslaught on the multilateral foreign policy of Henry

Kissinger.57 In the late 1990s Cheney and Rumsfeld, even while secretly

refining the COG provisions put into force on 9/11, also participated openly in

the successor organization to the CPD, the Project for the New American

Century (PNAC).
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From his office interfacing between CIA and the U.S. Air Force, Col. L. Fletcher

Prouty deduced that there was a single Secret Team, within the CIA but not

confined to it, responsible for not only the Tonkin Gulf incidents (timed to

enable already planned military action against North Vietnam) but other deep

events, such as the U-2 incident of 1960 (which in Prouty’s opinion was

planned and timed to frustrate the projected summit conference between

Eisenhower and Khrushchev) and even the assassination of President Kennedy

(after which the Secret Team “moved to take over the whole direction of the war

and to dominate the activity of the United States of America”).58

In language applicable to both Korea in 1950 and Tonkin Gulf in 1964, Prouty

argued that CIA actions followed a pattern of actions which “went completely

out of control in Southeast Asia:”

The clandestine operator… prepares the stage by launching a very minor

and very secret, provocative attack of a kind that is bound to bring open

reprisal. These secret attacks, which may have been made by third parties

or by stateless mercenaries whose materials were supplied secretly by the

CIA, will undoubtedly create reaction which in turn is observed in the

United States…. It is not a new game. [but] it was raised to a high state of

art under Walt Rostow and McGeorge Bundy against North Vietnam, to set

the pattern for the Gulf of Tonkin attacks.59

I mention Prouty’s thesis here in order to record my partial dissent from it. In

my view his notion of a “team” localizes what I call the global dominance

mindset too narrowly in a restricted group who are not only like-minded but in

conspiratorial communication over a long term. He exhibits the kind of

conspiratorialist mentality once criticized by G. William Domhoff:

We all have a tremendous tendency to want to get caught up in believing

that there’s some secret evil cause for all of the obvious ills of the world ….

[Conspiracy theories] encourage a belief that if we get rid of a few bad

people, everything will be well in the world.60
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My own position is still that which I articulated years ago in response to

Domhoff:

I have always believed, and argued, that a true understanding of the

Kennedy assassination will lead not to `a few bad people,’ but to the

institutional and parapolitical arrangements which constitute the way we

are systematically governed.61

Quoting what I had written, Michael Parenti added, “In sum, national security

state conspiracies [or what I would call deep events] are components of our

political structure, not deviations from it.”62

The outcome of the deep events I have mentioned so far has been chiefly a

series of victories for the warriors.63 But there have been other structural deep

events, notably Watergate in 1972-74 and Iran-Contra in 1986-87, which can

be interpreted, if not as victories for the traders, at least as temporary setbacks

for the warriors. In The Road to 9/11 I have tried to show that Cheney and

Rumsfeld, while in the Ford White House, bitterly resented the setback

represented by the post-Watergate reforms, and immediately set in motion a

series of moves to reverse them. I argue there that the climax of these moves

was the imposition after 9/11 of their long-planned provisions for COG,

formulated under their supervision since the early 1980s.

Thus since World War Two the warriorly position, initially that of a marginal

but conspiratorial minority, has moved since the Reagan and Bush

presidencies into a more and more central position. This is well symbolized by

the rise in influence since 1981 of the Council for National Policy, originally

funded by Texas oil billionaire Nelson Bunker Hunt and explicitly designed to

offset the influence of the Council on Foreign Relations.64 Comparing the

1950s with the present decade, it is striking how much the status of the State

Department has declined vis-à-vis the Pentagon. With the accelerated

militarization of the U.S. economy, the question arises whether a more traderly

foreign policy can ever again prevail.
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And since 9/11, especially with the institution of unknown COG procedures,

some have talked of the overall subversion of democracy, by a new Imperial

Presidency in the Bush White House.65

9/11, the Threat to Constitutional Rights, and Congress

A skeptic might observe that there is still a Congress, with constitutional

powers to review and restrict what the executive does. And it is true that a joint

congressional committee, in 2002, did investigate CIA and FBI activities before

and after 9/11.66 The powers of Congress have been weakened, however. A

crucial section of this report, dealing precisely with the CIA’s and Saudi

government’s relationship to the alleged hijacker al-Mihdar, was classified and

withheld by the administration. When some of the explosive information was

leaked to Newsweek, the committee members and staff (rather than the Saudi

government) became the focus of a criminal leak investigation by the FBI.67

The chairman, Senator Bob Graham...

thought the leak investigation was an obvious effort by the administration

to intimidate Congress. And if that was the intention, it worked. Members

of the joint committee and their staffs were frightened into silence about

the investigation.68

It would appear that the election of Democratic majorities in both houses of

Congress has done little to change this state of affairs. Warrantless electronic

surveillance (which the President has referred to as a COG provision)69 was

endorsed by the new 110th Congress in the Protect America Act of 2007, an act

which restricted FISA Court supervision as the President had wished. This

same 110th Congress failed to undo the Military Commissions Act of 2006,

which (as Robert Parry wrote in the Baltimore Chronicle) “effectively eliminated

habeas corpus for non-citizens, including legal resident aliens.”70

Just as alarmingly, Congress has shown little or no desire to challenge, or even

question, the over-arching assumptions of the war on terror. We are still in a

proclaimed national emergency that was first proclaimed by President Bush on

September 14, 2001.71 As the Washington Times wrote on September 18,
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2001, “Simply by proclaiming a national emergency on Friday, President Bush

activated some 500 dormant legal provisions, including those allowing him to

impose censorship and martial law.” The Washington Times was referring to

presidential Proclamation 7463 of September 14, 2001, “Declaration of

National Emergency by Reason of Certain Terrorist Attacks.” The state of

emergency that was subsequently declared on September 23, 2001, by

Executive Order 13224, was again formally extended by the president on

September 20, 2007.72

COG, NSPD-51, and the Challenge to Congressional Checks and Balances

The constitutional implications of this state of emergency were aggravated by

the President’s “National Security and Homeland Security Presidential

Directive” (NSPD)-51, of May 9, 2007, which decreed (without even a press

release) that

When the president determines a catastrophic emergency has occurred,

the president can take over all government functions and direct all private

sector activities to ensure we will emerge from the emergency with an

“enduring constitutional government.”73

The Directive, without explicitly saying so, appeared to override the

post-Watergate statutory provisions for congressional regulation enacted in

1977 by the National Emergencies Act.74

Among major newspapers, only the Washington Post reported NSPD-51 at all,

noting that the “directive formalizes a shift of authority away from the

Department of Homeland Security to the White House.”75 It added that

After the 2001 attacks, Bush assigned about 100 senior civilian managers

to rotate secretly to locations outside of Washington for weeks or months

at a time to ensure the nation’s survival, a shadow government that

evolved based on long-standing “continuity of operations plans.”
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However the Post failed to note that these continuity of operations (COG) plans,

which reportedly involve suspension of the Constitution and possibly Congress,

were secret — the fruit of secret planning over two decades by Dick Cheney and

Donald Rumsfeld, even during periods of time when neither of the two men

held a government position.76

After urging from constituents, including many members of the 911truth

movement, Congressman Peter deFazio did attempt to see the Continuity of

Government (COG) plans in the classified Appendices of NSPD-51. Both he,

and eventually the entire House Committee on Homeland Security, were denied

the opportunity to see these appendices, on the grounds that the Committee

did not possess the requisite clearances. This should have been a line in the

sand for Congress to assert its constitutional rights and duties. As I have

reported elsewhere,

The story, ignored by the mainstream press, involved more than the usual

tussle between the legislative and executive branches of the U.S.

Government. What was at stake was a contest between Congress’s

constitutional powers of oversight, and a set of policy plans that could be

used to suspend or modify the constitution.77

But it appears that the current Congress will do nothing to support

Congressman deFazio’s efforts at congressional oversight of COG.

Congress and the On-Going Cover-Up of 9/11

Furthermore, the 110th Congress took no action to ensure that all government

agencies will collaborate with the National Archives, in fulfillment of the 9/11

Commission’s commitment to release its supporting records to the public in

2009.78 A law to ensure this is badly needed.

The FBI has been declassifying documents cooperatively with respect to this

commitment, and recently the CIA has begun to cooperate as well.79 But some

federal agencies, notably the FAA and Pentagon, are not collaborating with the

9/11 Commission’s commitment at all. It may take a law to get them to do so.
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Both the FAA and the Pentagon declined to release important records to the

9/11 Commission, despite its statutory powers, until required to do so by

judicial subpoena.80 But the law which created the 9/11 Commission in 2002

made no legal determination for the future of its records.81

This is a matter of concern, because 9/11 has clearly initiated a major

readjustment of our traditional constitutional balances and civil rights. I

submit that a vigorous defense of the constitutional traditions of this country

requires vigorous pressure for the release of the 9/11 Commission’s records, so

that we can begin to resolve the mysteries of how this constitutional crisis

arose.

In short, we are living in an on-going state of emergency whose exact limits are

unknown, on the basis of a controversial deep event – 9/11 — that is still

largely a mystery. Without endorsing the notion that a coup d’état has

occurred, I would categorically assert that a radically hegemonic mindset,

located primarily in Vice-President Cheney’s office, is currently using 9/11, the

war on terror, and secret COG rules to assert prerogative limitations on the

checks and balances of the U.S. constitution, without any significant challenge

from a compliant Congress and media.

9/11, the Public, and Internet Politics

This raises the question whether the public, about to vote in the 2008 election,

can exercise the constitutional restraints that Congress and the media have

failed to supply. The answer, I submit, lies in what I would call Internet

Politics, the mobilization of nationwide pressures on candidates in the next

election through internet coordination.

There is I believe a latent majority of Americans who could agree to ask all

candidates to

a) review and revise the Military Commissions Act of 2006, to

unequivocally restore habeas corpus, within the limitations of the U.S.

Constitution, Article One, Section 9;

Page 694 of  783 Table of Contents



b) unequivocally outlaw torture;

c) review and restrict the provisions for warrantless electronic

surveillance in the Protect America Act of 2007.

d) vote for The American Freedom Agenda Act of 2007 (H.R. 3835), which

addresses these and other issues. This bill was introduced by U.S.

Rep. Ron Paul on October 15, 2007, and is supported by both the

Republican American Freedom Agenda, and the Democratic American

Freedom Campaign.82

Those in the 911truth movement could ask candidates to take two further

steps:

d.1) insist on the right of the Homeland Security Committees in

Congress to review the COG appendices to National Security

Presidential Directive (NSPD)-51;

d.2) support a law to force all government agencies to collaborate with

the National Archives, in fulfillment of the 9/11 Commission’s

commitment to release its supporting records to the public in

2009.83

But social thought is socially fashioned. For it to be effective it must be

mobilized, and become more than a chorus of bloggers croaking from our

backwater lilypads in the blogomarsh. Clearly it would take a strenuous

concerted effort to create or persuade a movement, such as MoveOn, to take on

all these issues.

Is it possible that some organization can be persuaded to accept this challenge,

and take the first steps in mobilizing such a force?
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Al Qaeda: The Data Base

By Pierre-Henri Bunel - Global Research, September 11, 2016

Osama bin Laden with Zbigniew

Brzezinski, 1979 (source unconfirmed)

Global Research Editor’s Note

This article originally published by

Global Research in 2005 sheds light on

the nature of Al Qaeda, an intelligence

construct used by Washington to

destabilize and destroy sovereign

countries, while sustaining the illusion

of  an outside enemy, which threatens

the security of the Western World.

In recent developments, the Obama administration has intimated that it will be

supporting “moderate al Qaeda rebels” in Syria in its “counter-terrorism” 

campaign (i.e. bombing raids) allegedly against the ISIS,  formerly known as al

Qaeda in Iraq (AQI).

The state sponsor of Al Qaeda goes after Al Qaeda? The fact of the matter is that

both Al Nusra and the Islamic State (ISIS) are supported by Washington and its

allies. And in recent developments, Washington has asked Moscow not to bomb

the Al Nusra Front, which is categorized as part of the moderate opposition.  The

article below describes the origins of Al Qaeda: The Base, by Pierre-Henry Bunel,

a former agent for French military intelligence.

Michel Chossudovsky, September 11,  2016

*       *       *

Shortly before his untimely death, former British Foreign Secretary Robin Cook

told the House of Commons that “Al Qaeda” is not really a terrorist group but a
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database of international mujaheddin and arms smugglers used by the CIA and

Saudis to funnel guerrillas, arms, and money into Soviet-occupied Afghanistan.

Courtesy of World Affairs, a journal based in New Delhi, WMR can bring you an

important excerpt from an Apr.-Jun. 2004 article by Pierre-Henry Bunel, a former

agent for French military intelligence.

“I first heard about Al-Qaida while I was attending the Command and Staff

course in Jordan. I was a French officer at that time and the French

Armed Forces had close contacts and cooperation with Jordan . . .

“Two of my Jordanian colleagues were experts in computers. They were air

defense officers. Using computer science slang, they introduced a series of

jokes about students’ punishment.

“For example, when one of us was late at the bus stop to leave the Staff

College, the two officers used to tell us: ‘You’ll be noted in ‘Q eidat

il-Maaloomaat’ which meant ‘You’ll be logged in the information database.’

Meaning ‘You will receive a warning . . .’ If the case was more severe, they

would used to talk about ‘Q eidat i-Taaleemaat.’ Meaning ‘the decision

database.’ It meant ‘you will be punished.’ For the worst cases they used

to speak of logging in ‘Al Qaida.’

“In the early 1980s the Islamic Bank for Development, which is located in

Jeddah, Saudi Arabia, like the Permanent Secretariat of the Islamic

Conference Organization, bought a new computerized system to cope with

its accounting and communication requirements. At the time the system

was more sophisticated than necessary for their actual needs.

“It was decided to use a part of the system’s memory to host the Islamic

Conference’s database. It was possible for the countries attending to

access the database by telephone: an Intranet, in modern language. The

governments of the member-countries as well as some of their embassies

in the world were connected to that network.
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“[According to a Pakistani major] the database was divided into two parts,

the information file where the participants in the meetings could pick up

and send information they needed, and the decision file where the

decisions made during the previous sessions were recorded and stored. In

Arabic, the files were called, ‘Q eidat il-Maaloomaat’ and ‘Q eidat

i-Taaleemaat.’ Those two files were kept in one file called in Arabic ‘Q eidat

ilmu’ti’aat’ which is the exact translation of the English word database.

But the Arabs commonly used the short word Al Qaida which is the Arabic

word for “base.” The military air base of Riyadh, Saudi Arabia is called ‘q

eidat ‘riyadh al ‘askariya.’ Q eida means “a base” and “Al Qaida” means

“the base.”

“In the mid-1980s, Al Qaida was a database located in computer and

dedicated to the communications of the Islamic Conference’s secretariat.

“In the early 1990s, I was a military intelligence officer in the

Headquarters of the French Rapid Action Force. Because of my skills in

Arabic my job was also to translate a lot of faxes and letters seized or

intercepted by our intelligence services . . . We often got intercepted

material sent by Islamic networks operating from the UK or from Belgium.

“These documents contained directions sent to Islamic armed groups in

Algeria or in France. The messages quoted the sources of statements to be

exploited in the redaction of the tracts or leaflets, or to be introduced in

video or tapes to be sent to the media. The most commonly quoted sources

were the United Nations, the non-aligned countries, the UNHCR and . . . Al

Qaida.

“Al Qaida remained the data base of the Islamic Conference. Not all

member countries of the Islamic Conference are ‘rogue states’ and many

Islamic groups could pick up information from the databases. It was but

natural for Osama Bin Laden to be connected to this network. He is a

member of an important family in the banking and business world.
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“Because of the presence of ‘rogue states,’ it became easy for terrorist

groups to use the email of the database. Hence, the email of Al Qaida was

used, with some interface system, providing secrecy, for the families of the

mujaheddin to keep links with their children undergoing training in

Afghanistan, or in Libya or in the Beqaa valley, Lebanon. Or in action

anywhere in the battlefields where the extremists sponsored by all the

‘rogue states’ used to fight. And the ‘rogue states’ included Saudi Arabia.

When Osama bin Laden was an American agent in Afghanistan, the Al

Qaida Intranet was a good communication system through coded or covert

messages.

Meet “Al Qaeda”

“Al Qaida was neither a terrorist group nor Osama bin Laden’s personal

property . . . The terrorist actions in Turkey in 2003 were carried out by

Turks and the motives were local and not international, unified, or joint.

These crimes put the Turkish government in a difficult position vis-a-vis

the British and the Israelis. But the attacks certainly intended to ‘punish’

Prime Minister Erdogan for being a ‘toot tepid’ Islamic politician.

“ . . . In the Third World the general opinion is that the countries using

weapons of mass destruction for economic purposes in the service of

imperialism are in fact ‘rogue states,” specially the US and other NATO

countries.

“Some Islamic economic lobbies are conducting a war against the ‘liberal”

economic lobbies. They use local terrorist groups claiming to act on behalf

of Al Qaida. On the other hand, national armies invade independent

countries under the aegis of the UN Security Council and carry out

pre-emptive wars. And the real sponsors of these wars are not

governments but the lobbies concealed behind them.

“The truth is, there is no Islamic army or terrorist group called Al Qaida.

And any informed intelligence officer knows this. But there is a

propaganda campaign to make the public believe in the presence of an

Page 712 of  783 Table of Contents



identified entity representing the ‘devil’ only in order to drive the ‘TV

watcher’ to accept a unified international leadership for a war against

terrorism. The country behind this propaganda is the US and the lobbyists

for the US war on terrorism are only interested in making money.”

In yet another example of what happens to those who challenge the system, in

December 2001, Maj. Pierre-Henri Bunel was convicted by a secret French

military court of passing classified documents that identified potential NATO

bombing targets in Serbia to a Serbian agent during the Kosovo war in 1998.

Bunel’s case was transferred from a civilian court to keep the details of the case

classified. Bunel’s character witnesses and psychologists notwithstanding, the

system “got him” for telling the truth about Al Qaeda and who has actually been

behind the terrorist attacks commonly blamed on that group.

It is noteworthy that the Yugoslav government, the government with whom Bunel

was asserted by the French government to have shared information, claimed that

Albanian and Bosnian guerrillas in the Balkans were being backed by elements

of “Al Qaeda.” We now know that these guerrillas were being backed by money

provided by the Bosnian Defense Fund, an entity established as a special fund at

Bush-influenced Riggs Bank and directed by Richard Perle and Douglas Feith.

French officer Maj. Pierre-Henri Bunel, who knew the truth about “Al Qaeda”, the

CIA’s data base.  

The original source of this article is Wayne Madsen Report and Global Research

Copyright © Pierre-Henri Bunel, Wayne Madsen Report and Global Research,

2016

[Edit Point]
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PART XI - Propaganda: Creating and Perpetuating the 9/11 Legend

September 11, 2001: The Propaganda Preparation for 9/11: Creating the

Osama bin Laden “Legend”

By Chaim Kupferberg - Global Research, September 11, 2011

This incisive and carefully researched article was first

published more than nine years ago by Global Research on

June 13, 2002 (revised 19 September 2002).  The original URL

of this article was 

http://globalresearch.ca/articles/KUP206A.html

“My hypothesis: that the events of September 11 were planned by those who not

only had the motive, means, and opportunity to carry out the plan, but also were

best placed to manage the consequences stemming from it, as well as managing

the flow of information. If this were an “inside job”, the first thing to do was to

look at who conveyed specific information on bin Laden before – and I stress,

before – 9/11, for they were most likely involved wittingly or not with those who

masterminded it.

“Read for yourself, and decide, at the end of the day, how much credibility you

will continue to accord to those who claim to be the proper trustees of your fate

and well-being.” (Chaim Kupferberg, June 2002) 

The mystery surrounding the death of John O’Neill

In the immediate aftermath of the destruction of the World Trade Center, the

finger of guilt was directed toward the only plausible author for such a

sophisticated and ruthless act of terror – Osama bin Laden.

Throughout the late ’90’s, we were informed that bin Laden had declared war

on America by reason of the American military presence on Saudi soil in the

wake of the Persian Gulf War. We were told how bin Laden, ensconced in

Afghanistan, headed up a world-wide terror franchise whose sophistication and
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global reach dwarfed that of the Iranian-financed Hizballah or Islamic Jihad

(previously, the most widely known of the terror organizations among the

masses in the Middle East). Bin Laden’s organization, al-Qaida, was presented

to us as something entirely new in the annals of terrorism – a far-flung,

sophisticated empire of terror, possessing – possibly – weapons of mass

destruction, while having no clear or viable state sponsor behind it (as the

Afghani Taliban were merely its resident protectors). In short, by September 11,

the United States now had a bona fide enemy – and, as they say in criminal

justice parlance, a suspect with motive, means, and opportunity.

And while I was a bit taken at how quickly – and confidently – the fingers were

pointing only hours after the 9/11 bombings, I was positively shaken by the

first red flag that popped up. His name was John O’Neill – or more precisely, he

is the seam that shows. Dated September 12, in a Washington Post article by

Vernon Loeb, it was revealed that O’Neill, who died in his capacity as head of

security for the World Trade Center, was also formerly the New York FBI

Counterterror chief responsible for the investigation into Osama bin Laden.

That could perhaps be written off as one of those freak synchronicities. There

were the other items – reported quite blandly, in that “there’s nothing to see

here, folks” tone – that gave me that sinking feeling. Apparently, O’Neill had a

falling-out with the Ambassador to Yemen over his investigative style and was

banned from returning there. But then there was that other nugget that I had

trouble digesting – that O’Neill had resigned from a thirty-year career in the FBI

“under a cloud” over an incident in Tampa – and then left to take up the

security position at the WTC (only two weeks before!).

The seam that shows…

For the bulk of his career, like most of his FBI colleagues, John O’Neill was

largely unknown to the public at large – respected in his circle, to be sure, yet

scarcely meriting much mention in the media – beyond being referenced now

and then as an expert on counterterrorism. Yet in the few months leading up to

September 11, O’Neill was now suddenly the subject of a series of seemingly

unrelated controversies – the first, in July, involving his dispute with the State

Department over the conduct of the bin Laden investigation in Yemen; and the

Page 715 of  783 Table of Contents



second, in August, in which he was reported to be under an FBI probe for

misplacing a briefcase of classified documents during an FBI convention in

Tampa.

In the light of the aftermath of this second controversy – the documents were

found, “untouched”, a few hours later – one wonders why this seemingly minor

news would merit such lengthy coverage in the Washington Post and New York

Times. Keeping in mind the fact that these latter articles on O’Neill appeared a

mere three weeks before he was to die in the rubble of the Twin Towers, one

wonders if this wasn’t a well-orchestrated smear campaign against O’Neill, with

a bit of unintended “blowback” – as this now-discredited counterterror chief in

charge of all bin Laden bombings would finally make the news as a fatal

casualty of bin Laden’s final bombing. Coincidence? Or was there something

more here that would bear investigating?

My gut told me that, in the months preceding September 11, somebody was out

to either discredit John O’Neill or, alternatively, to plant disinformation that

could later be used to divert any investigator from a fruitful reconstruction of

the forces behind 9/11. Or, quite possibly, was a mistake made – one pointing

the way toward a plan whose scope goes well beyond the designs of Osama bin

Laden? In other words, could we spot the telltale fingerprints of a propaganda

campaign preceding 9/11?

Well, as they say, a hypothesis is only as good as its usefulness in ferreting out

reality. My hypothesis: that the events of September 11 were planned by those

who not only had the motive, means, and opportunity to carry out the plan,

but also were best placed to manage the consequences stemming from it, as

well as managing the flow of information. If this were an “inside job”, the first

thing to do was to look at who conveyed specific information on bin Laden

before – and I stress, before – 9/11, for they were most likely involved wittingly

or not with those who masterminded it.

Virtually the first “smoking gun” was presented the day after 9/11, when

Vernon Loeb and Dan Eggen reported in the Post that Abdel Bari Atwan, editor

of the Al-Quds al Arabi newspaper in London, “received information that he
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[bin Laden] planned very, very big attacks against American interests” only

three weeks before 9/11. Moreover, the article reported that Atwan “was

convinced that Islamic fundamentalists aligned with bin Laden were ‘almost

certainly’ behind the attacks.” Incidentally, Atwan had personally interviewed

bin Laden in Afghanistan in 1996 – among the very few to do so. As reported by

Michael Evans in the August 24, 1998 issue of The Times, Atwan “is trusted by

bin Laden.”

Curious, perhaps, that Atwan seemed to be one of the major “point men” used

in elaborating the Osama bin Laden “legend”, as they say in intelligence

parlance. In a U.S. News article dated August 31, 1998, Atwan informs us that

bin Laden “is a humble man who lives simply, eating fried eggs, tasteless

low-fat cheese, and bread gritty with sand. He hates America.” No flash in the

pan, this interviewer. Apparently, bin Laden kept Atwan’s business card tucked

away in his toga pocket. “Bin Laden phoned this newspaper, phoned me last

Friday,” Atwan revealed in an ABC News LateLine Transcript dated August 25,

1998. We’ll come back to ABC News shortly.

While solidly implicating bin Laden the day after 9/11, Atwan was also the

media’s “go-to” guy back in 1998 when he informed us, after President Clinton

bombed tool sheds in Afghanistan, that bin Laden issued this threat against

the United States: “The battle has not started yet. The response will be with

action and not words.” In the same article (which I took from Nando Times),

ABC News is the source for an additional threat called in by Ayman

al-Zawahiri, a senior bin Laden aide: “The war has just started. The Americans

should wait for the answer.” Only a few months before that, ABC had

conducted its televised interview of bin Laden. By the summer of 1998, primed

by Atwan, ABC NEWS, and a surprisingly small clique of well-worn sources, we

had come to know bin Laden as America’s latest “Saddam”, “Qaddafi”,

“Noriega” – take your pick and set your bomb sites.

By October 2000, when the U.S.S. Cole was bombed in Yemen, in case there

was any doubt, Atwan offered Reuters his helpful analysis with regards to the

source of blame: “I do not rule out that this was undertaken by Osama bin

Laden. Yemeni groups don’t have the experience to carry out this kind of
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operation.” Atwan informed Reuters that bin Laden “was unlikely to claim

direct responsibility for Thursday’s attack for fear of U.S. reprisals.” One can

imagine, then, that Atwan gave his trusting phone mate cause for many a

sleepless night. With friends like these…

Leading up to 9/11, by the Spring of 2001, an incriminating wedding

videotape, apparently implicating bin Laden in the Yemen bombing, was

circulating around the Middle East after being broadcast on the ubiquitous

al-Jazeera television station (reconstituted from the BBC TV Arabic Service –

more on them later). In the video, bin Laden, according to the Saudi-owned

al-Hayat newspaper (more on them later, too), recited a poem celebrating the

bombing of the U.S.S. Cole (shades of deja vu here?) This from the

ABCNEWS.com site dated March 1: “Al-Hayat, which carried a photo of bin

Laden and his son at the wedding, said its correspondent was the only

journalist at the ceremony, also attended by bin Laden’s mother, two brothers

and sister who flew to Kandahar from Saudi Arabia.”

And yes, here, too, Atwan offers his thoughtful review of the bin Laden video,

courtesy of PTI, datelined London June 22, 2001: “[Atwan] said the video was

proof that the fugitive Saudi millionaire [the Bruce Wayne of terrorists] was fit,

well equipped and confident enough to send out a call to arms.” Why this

sudden need for proof? According to Atwan in the same article: “There have

been rumours that [bin Laden] is ill and that he is being contained by the

Taliban in Afghanistan. It is quite clear from the film that he is in good health

to the point where he can fire a rifle, and is free to operate as he chooses.” In

other words, limber enough for his starring role in the months ahead.

So who is Abdel Bari Atwan and why is he anxious to tell us so much?

According to the Winter 1999 issue of INEAS (Institute of Near Eastern and

African Studies), Abdel Bari Atwan, a Palestinian, was born in a refugee camp

in the Gaza Strip in 1950. Educated at the American University of Cairo, Atwan

moved to Saudi Arabia and worked as a writer for the al-Madina newspaper. In

1978, he moved to London, where he became a correspondent for the

Saudi-owned Asharq Al-Awsat newspaper. In 1988, after shuffling around

between Saudi-owned papers, Atwan was offered a position as editor of al-Quds
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al-Arabi. By his account, he was offered a position as the executive editor of the

Saudi-owned al-Hayat (of the bin Laden wedding video coup), yet turned it

down to produce a more independent newspaper as a challenge to the

“empires” of the Saudi-dominated dailies.

Al-Quds began production in April 1989. A little more than a year later,

Saddam invaded Kuwait and al-Quds stood alone as the only Arab newspaper

opposed to the Persian Gulf War – at least by Atwan’s account. According to

Atwan: “Without the Gulf War, we wouldn’t have taken such political lines,

which made us well recognized and well respected.” In November 1996,

Bari-Atwan braved a twelve-hour car ride through muddy roads, attired in

shabby Afghani rags in below-zero weather, and gave us the early scoop on bin

Laden, conducting a one-on-one interview in bin Laden’s [bat]cave. From then

on, the mainstream media – CNN, ABC, BBC, Sky News – looked to Bari-Atwan

and al-Quds as the “independent” voice of the Arab street.

Incidentally, in a discussion concerning the matter of Saudi domination of the

Arabic media, taken from the Carryon.oneworld.org site, Atwan, as editor of his

struggling independent, was facing off against Jihad Khazen, the editor of the

Saudi-owned al-Hayat. As Atwan proudly related in support of his

independence: “One day I was called by the BBC-TV Arabic service [whose staff

later reconstituted itself as al-Jazeera television]: ‘There’s a story on your front

page today, saying such and such. Is it true?’ I asked why he should doubt it

and he replied: ‘It’s not published in al-Hayat [his job offer] or al-Sharq

al-Awsat [his alma mater].’ ” Atwan boasts: “At least I can say we are 95 to 96

per cent independent” – leaving out the 4 to 5 per cent spent on bin Laden, I

presume. Whether or not al-Quds truly is independent, this is the cover story

the mainstream media buys into when they come trolling for their

“independent” evidence.

So, to elaborate further on this (so far) fruitful hypothesis, it is my contention

that al-Qaida and bin Laden are elaborate “legends” set up to promote a

plausibly sophisticated and ferocious enemy to stand against American

interests. I am not, however, implying that bin Laden himself is a total

fabrication. Rather, it is my contention that confederates, believing themselves
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to act on behalf of bin Laden, are being set up in a “false flag operation” to

perform operations as their controllers see fit. And who are these controllers? If

they’re anything resembling the folks who brought you Hizbullah and Hamas,

you wouldn’t be sweating the suitcase nukes (made in America), the Ames

strain anthrax (made in America), the MI5-like “sleeper agents” and coded “go”

messages. Instead, you would be dodging primitive nail bombs and road mines

– and not needing Abdel Bari Atwan to feed you the lowdown on the blame.

In view of the fact that bin Laden is of Saudi origin, that much of the “evidence”

on the Arab side initially originated from Saudi-owned or Gulf Anglo-client

state sources, and that Saudi Arabia is the major financial sponsor of the

Taliban brand of fundamentalism in Afghanistan (as a counter-point to Iran), I

believe it is fair to say that Saudi Arabia might possibly be implicated. ” Most

likely, the Saudis performed their roles as subservient proxies. We’ll get to the

ultimate controllers soon enough (if you haven’t already guessed where this is

going). And now, to fill out the picture further, it is necessary to name an

equally essential partner as proxy – Pakistan, or, more specifically, Pakistan’s

version of the CIA – the ISI (Interservices Intelligence Directorate).

And this is where we begin to “close the circle” of our close-knit pre-9/11

propaganda clique. Returning again to the above-mentioned Dan Eggen and

Vernon Loeb Post article of September 12, we’re offered – in a powerful little

side-bar – more critical evidence implicating bin Laden for the attacks the day

before. This time, the bombshell is offered by Palestinian journalist Jamal

Ismail, Abu Dhabi Television’s bureau chief in Islamabad. According to Ismail,

a bin Laden aide called him “early Wednesday on a satellite telephone from a

hide-out in Afghanistan,” praising the attack yet denying any responsibility for

it. As it turns out, Ismail was also among the select few to conduct his very

own bin Laden interview, published by Newsweek in its April 1, 1999 issue.

Here is how Newsweek described Ismail’s good fortune: “Palestinian journalist

Jamal Ismail’s mobile phone rang just before prayers on December 18. ‘Peace

be upon you, ‘ said the voice on the line. ‘You may not recognize me, but I

know you.’ ” And thus was Jamal Ismail invited on his own mud-soaked

incursion to the bin Laden [bat]cave.
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Searching deeper, I found an interesting obscure article penned by respected

Pakistani journalist Rahimullah Yusufszai in The News Jang, and dated May 3,

2000. It details the detention of two men of Kurdish origin, accused by the

Taliban of spying for American and Israeli intelligence. As Yusufszai relates it,

he spoke to the only journalists allowed by the Taliban to interview the

detained men – Jamal Ismail and his cameraman. Apparently, Ismail had a

special relationship with the Taliban, allowing him this rare privilege above

other journalists. And, as we shall shortly see, so does Yusufszai. One wonders

who debriefs them at the end of a workday. But more interestingly, by May 5,

as reported by Kathy Gannon for the Associated Press, the story acquires – as

they say – “new legs.” Not only are the basic elements of the Yusufszai story

mentioned, but the article leads off with the bombshell that one of the detained

men revealed that he was recruited by the United States to find Osama bin

Laden. It finishes with a little coda implicating bin Laden in the 1998 embassy

bombings. Thus, in the space of two days, Yusufszai’s Pakistani “spy” article

sprouts a bin Laden addition when fertilized by the American Associated Press

– and nicely provides a plausible explanation as to why a Kurd would be

prowling around Afghanistan on behalf of the United States.

Yusufszai, incidentally, moonlighted as an ABC News producer, charged with

guiding ABC News correspondent John Miller through the Afghani marshes to

the bin Laden [bat]cave – one of the very few American journalists to be

accorded such an honour (and also, as it happens, a good friend of bin Laden

arch-foe John O’Neill. But not chummy enough to direct O’Neill on to bin

Laden’s hideaway). Moreover, Ismail and Yusufszai are mentioned together in a

CNN article posted January 4, 1999 – the former for his Newsweek interview,

the latter for his own bin Laden dialogue for TIME Magazine the day later.

Rahimullah Yusufszai, regarded by New York Times reporters John Burns and

Steve LeVine as “one man who has seen more of the Taliban than any other

outsider,” is also named by The Nation, in its article of January 27, 1997, as

“one of the favourite journalists of [Pakistan’s] ISI…one of the organizations

funding and arming the Taliban. ”
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It’s a small world after all. In the September 29, 2001 article of PressPlus,

Yusufszai’s ABC colleague, John Miller, mused about running into his buddy

John O’Neill in Yemen while reporting on the U.S.S. Cole bombing the year

before. “He said, ‘So this is the Elaine’s of Yemen.’ ”

“There is a terrible irony to all this,” Miller said. I’ll say: Miller, one of the very

few Americans who can give a first-hand account of bin Laden, bumps into his

friend, bin Laden’s chief investigator, while both are investigating a bombing in

Yemen that will later be tagged onto bin Laden – and only a year before O’Neill

dies at the hands of… allegedly …bin Laden.

Now, following the logic of my hypothesis, if the bin Laden threat was,

pre-9/11, a close-knit propaganda campaign, one would expect to find the

same names showing up repeatedly in combination with one another. This, too,

applies to the American commentators. Let us return to the August 1998

American bombings of bin Laden’s tool sheds as an example. The night of the

bombing, Rahimullah Yusufszai received a call from bin Laden aide Ayman

al-Zawahiri, in a report from the Associated Press. Later, Yusufszai obtained for

ABC News exclusive photos of the damage to bin Laden’s camp. Further

commentary describing the layout of the bin Laden camp was furnished to the

Washington Post by former CIA analyst and terrorism expert Kenneth

Katzman, as well as Harvey Kushner of Long Island University. Only little more

than a week before that, Katzman and Kushner were offering their assessment

of bin Laden’s culpability for the embassy bombings in Africa in a Washington

Post article penned by Vernon Loeb and Walter Pincus. They were joined in this

effort by Vincent Cannistraro, the ABC news analyst who also escorted John

Miller to his bin Laden interview, as well as provided running commentary in

the days immediately following 9/11. Cannistraro, a former CIA

counterterrorism chief, provided covert aid to the Afghani mujaheddin in the

late ’80’s, as well as supervised CIA operations with the contras. He was also

one of the point men in the notoriously circumspect investigation at Lockerbie.

In the above-noted Loeb and Pincus article – in which bin Laden is quoted from

the ABC News Miller and Yusufszai interview – Cannistraro weighs in with his

assessment of the embassy bombings: “I believe Osama bin Laden is the

sponsor of this operation, and I think all of the indications are pointing that
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way.”

Soon after the bombing of the U.S.S. Cole in Yemen, a Vernon Loeb Post article,

dated October 13, 2000, proceeded to implicate bin Laden through the detailed

information provided by Kushner, Katzman, and Cannistraro. Earlier, in a

Vernon Loeb Post article dated July 3, 2000, Yusufszai, Kushner, and

Cannistraro unveiled bin Laden aides Ayman al-Zawahiri and Muhammed Atef

as the men to watch as bin Laden’s likely successors, with a helpful tidbit on

the Zawahiri biography thrown in by the Saudi-owned al-Sharq al-Awsat.

None of the above, of course, is offered as the “smoking gun” pointing the way

to a propaganda conspiracy, nor are my chosen examples meant to be

exhaustive in evidencing this point. According to Felicity Barringer, in a New

York Times article dated September 24, 2001: “A good deal of the public

information on bin Laden comes from the journalists who went to Afghanistan

to interview him, including [Peter] Bergen, … Peter Arnett, John Miller,

Rahimullah Yusufzai, and Jamal Ismail.” The article further makes reference to

Vernon Loeb, Al Quds al-Arabi (Atwan), Judith Miller, Al Jazeera, and Brian

Jenkins (formerly of Kroll Associates – the security firm that obtained the WTC

position for John O’Neill by way of Jerry Hauer). Clearly, I have also not

heretofore made mention of the other experts who have worked assiduously

toward building our knowledge base on bin Laden – Steven Emerson, Daniel

Pipes, Yossef Bodansky, and various British and EU elites. However, the above

examples do show how the information flow on bin Laden could be plausibly

managed by the skilfully placed revelations of a relatively insular clique of

“experts” called upon repeatedly by the mainstream media.

Here is how it would work: A relatively few well-connected correspondents

provide the “scoops” that get the coverage in the relatively few mainstream

news sources – the four TV networks, TIME, Newsweek, CNN – where the

parameters of debate are set and the “official reality” is consecrated for the

bottom feeders in the news chain. In other countries, this is what is known as

propaganda – or, put less politely, psychological warfare.
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But before I leave this topic, I would like to provide an example of “news

management” that is revealing for what is omitted – that is, the “smoking gun”

of Pakistani ISI involvement in the events of 9/11. On October 9, 2001, the

Times of India dropped this little bombshell: “Top sources confirmed here on

Tuesday that [ISI Chief Mahmud Ahmad] lost his job because of the “evidence”

India produced to show his links to one of the suicide bombers that wrecked

the World Trade Centre. The US authorities sought his removal after

confirming the fact that $100,000 were wired to WTC hijacker Mohammed Atta

from Pakistan by Ahmad Umar Sheikh at the instance of Gen. Mahmud.”

What makes this particular piece so devastating is that only days before, much

of the mainstream American media was touting the news of a “key link” in the

chain of evidence linking bin Laden to the events of September 11 – namely, a

$100,000 wire transfer to the hijackers from a shadowy operative linked to bin

Laden. Yet once this operative was “outed” as being linked instead to the

Pakistani ISI Chief, any propaganda gains initially made through this evidence

would now crumble. One possible reason might stem from this Karachi News

item, released only two days before September 11:

“[Pakistani] ISI Chief Lt-Gen Mahmood’s week-long presence in

Washington has triggered speculation about the agenda of his mysterious

meetings at the Pentagon and National Security Council. Officially, State

Department sources say he is on a routine visit in return to [sic] CIA

Director George Tenet’s earlier visit to Islamabad…What added interest to

his visit is the history of such visits. Last time Ziauddin Butt, Mahmood’s

predecessor, was here during Nawaz Sharif’s government the domestic

politics turned topsy-turvy within days. That this is not the first visit by

Mahmood in the last three months shows the urgency of the ongoing

parleys…”

In other words, this was a propaganda piece that went disastrously wrong.

After October 9, bin Laden’s alleged paymaster could now be linked to a U.S.

“ally” who spent the days before 9/11 in deep consultation at the Pentagon.

The US authorities immediately went into damage control mode by insisting on

the quiet retirement of the “outed” ISI chief. Thus removed from the public eye,
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the ISI Chief’s role in all this could be effectively ignored, and an American

media black-out could be safely assumed.

Such a scenario certainly fits in snugly with my hypothesis, which I will now

proceed to elaborate completely. The events of September 11 were

masterminded by those who were in the best position to manage the

consequences – namely, those most able to manage the flow of information,

those most able to coordinate all the elements necessary for the perpetration of

a successful operation (subverting airport security, guiding the planes to their

specific targets), and most significantly, those who stood to reasonably benefit

in the aftermath. Conspiracies, by their very nature, are not crimes of passion.

They may involve rational, albeit cold-blooded, attempts to achieve a desired

end by employing the most effective means available. It is for this reason that

“mainstream” terror groups like Hamas and Hizbullah largely avoid attacking

American interests where such attacks would serve no practical interest. For

all their talk of Jihad, these terror groups tend to plan their specific attacks

with an eye to the consequences that could reasonably be expected to follow.

Thus, knowing the moral and political constraints of Israeli deterrent

strategies, they calibrate their attacks to elicit consequences that are most

tolerable for them – and hence, manageable. Yet surely, in the light of the cult

of suicidal martyrdom, such considerations no longer hold sway. Perhaps. But

then, in the case of such a far-flung anti-Zionist movement as al-Qaida, one

would expect at least a little more exertion against Israeli interests than has

heretofore prevailed – unless, of course, the “point” of al-Qaida was to provide a

plausible dire threat to American interests where none had then existed. In any

case, as nobody has noticed this particular anomaly, there was no need for any

needless exertion of resources in order to bolster a credibility that needed no

bolstering in this one particular sector.

Motive, means, and opportunity. While I presented the Saudis and Pakistani

intelligence as clear-cut proxies, the only motive these elements would have to

benefit from a crime of this nature is an assurance that no punishment would

be forthcoming but rather, they would be on the right side of power and wealth

among those in a position to determine the booty.
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Another anomaly: on the very day that the ISI Chief was in deep consultation

at the Pentagon, Ahmed Shah Massoud, the head of the Afghani Northern

Alliance – a cultishly popular figure within that group, and a mortal foe of

Pakistan’s ISI – was assassinated by two terrorists posing as cameramen.

Keeping in mind the fact that, throughout the ’90’s, American leaders such as

Clinton, and American companies such as Unocal, were largely throwing their

support over to the Taliban in opposition to the Northern Alliance (or United

Front), it seems rather convenient that, in the aftermath of 9/11, the way was

now cleared for the Northern Alliance to be co-opted as an instrument for

setting up a more pliant Afghani government (now headed, incidentally, by a

former consultant to Unocal).

So who are the ultimate controllers? To begin with, the circumstantial evidence

seems to point to an operative clique primarily based out of New York City and

the State of Florida. I stress the word “operative”, as this clique appears to

consist of subservient agents involved in laying the preparations. Once again,

John O’Neill serves as an effective Rosetta Stone in interpreting the raw

outlines of this operative clique (which is by no means a “rogue” clique). The

FBI and CIA elements involved in counterterrorism have a checkered past. For

one, Oliver North in the 1980’s served as Counterterrorism Chief while he used

his office as a cover to deal with such narco-terrorists as Monzar al-Kassar

(who figures in the crash at Lockerbie – also investigated by Cannistraro). In

the late ’90’s, O’Neill was transferred from the federal office of Counterrorism to

the New York Counterrorism Office of the FBI – and it was the New York

branch which was then designated as the primary investigator of all overseas

investigations involving bin Laden. Moreover, this branch was also involved in

the somewhat suspect investigation of TWA 800 – investigated by O’Neill and

reported upon by ABC’s John Miller, who was formerly the Deputy Police

Commissioner of Public Relations for the NYPD before he joined up with ABC.

As regards New York, there is another element involved in germ warfare

operations. Actually, a multi-million dollar bunker – serving as a command and

control center in the event of a biological attack – was set up at 7 World Trade

Center at the direction of Rudolph Giuliani, who also oversaw the mass

spraying of malathion over the boroughs of New York City when the West Nile
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Virus hit town a few summers previously. The man Giuliani placed in charge of

that operation, Jerry Hauer, also happened to be the man who found John

O’Neill the position at the World Trade Center, as well as being the one who –

by his own admission – identified O’Neill’s body.

Moreover, there has been a widespread campaign on to link the threat of

al-Qaida with that of a mass biological attack. At least the day after September

11, the link – as the Anthrax mailings had yet to arise – was not so apparent.

Yet on PBS’ Frontline, the New York Times’ Judith Miller (no apparent relation

to John Miller, as far as I’m aware), accompanied by the New York Times’

James Risen, was interviewed as an expert on al-Qaida. Several weeks later,

Judith Miller would once more make the headlines as the apparent recipient of

an anthrax mailing which turned out to be a false alarm – yet was all the same

conveniently timed with the well-publicized launching of her book on…germ

warfare. As was later discovered, the anthrax mailings petered out once the

news leaked that a DNA test revealed the material to be of the Ames strain of

anthrax, an agent synthesized out of a CIA laboratory in Fort Detrick,

Maryland. Nevertheless, this was sufficient to fast-track Bioport’s exclusive

license for the anthrax vaccine toward FDA approval. Formerly, Bioport’s

experimental anthrax vaccine was being forcibly administered – under threat of

court-martial – to hundreds of thousands of American servicemen (in

conformity with Bioport’s exclusive and lucrative contract with the Department

of Defense).

Incidentally, Judith Miller, along with Jerry Hauer, was among 17 “key”

participants in a biowarfare exercise known as “Dark Winter” – a think

tank-funded scenario that aimed to study the nationwide effects of a

hypothetical smallpox outbreak. One of the sponsors of that exercise was the

Anser Institute of Homeland Security, an organization established before

September 11, 2001. Interestingly enough, the curious phrase “homeland

security” was starting to creep up with increasing frequency in the vocabularies

of certain political cliques (Dick Cheney, the Hart-Rudman Commission, et al.)

in the year or two leading up to 9/11.
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The point of the above-noted information is to draw attention to an apparent

propaganda campaign to prepare the public for a catastrophic biological attack.

As with the Twin Towers, the blame for any coming attack may be duly and

plausibly assigned by those who carefully laid the groundwork in preparing us

for this eventuality.

As for Florida, the connection with this state is obvious, for not only was the

first anthrax mailing directed to the Florida offices of the National Enquirer,

but many of the accused hijackers were also reported to receive their pilot

training from flight schools in Venice and Tampa. Notably, it was a Florida

bank account to which hijacker Mohamed Atta allegedly deposited his 9/11

pay cheque. Moreover, Florida, by way of the MacDill Air Force Base, is also

Central Command for the war in Afghanistan. In addition to its function as

Central Command for the war on terrorism, MacDill is -outside of Langley –

also a major base of the CIA. Thus, in the CIA’s own backyard, we find the

infrastructure and financial support that went into the planning for the events

of 9/11. And, as we so often find with events surrounding 9/11, another

synchronicity – for coincidentally enough, the woman who reportedly happened

to find an apartment for one of the alleged hijackers was the wife of the senior

editor of the National Enquirer. Moreover, her husband, Michael Irish, also

happened to make use of an airfield that reportedly served as flight training for

some of the hijackers. I emphasize the word “reportedly,” as the possibility

always exists that this “reported fact” may be nothing more than

disinformation, strategically placed to divert attention from a possibly more

subtle truth. In intelligence operations, foreign assets are often placed with

resident “controllers” whose job it is to supervise the asset as well as provide

accommodations as the need arises. Who are Michael and Gloria Irish? Or,

perhaps more revealingly, what kind of social circles do they run with? This is

certainly an avenue worth exploring – by reason of its many synchrocities if for

nothing else. Again, the seam that shows.

As a little side-note, Tampa experienced its own mass spraying of malathion, a

mutagenic pesticide, when it encountered a med fly outbreak the year before

New York’s West Nile outbreak. In the end, the flies were contained through a

sterile med fly program administered out of MacDill Air Force base.
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So, to sum up, it appears that the events of September 11 were planned years

in advance, with the groundwork being carefully laid by a propaganda

campaign orchestrated to convince the public that the United States has a

plausibly sophisticated nemesis with the motive, means, and opportunity to

perpetrate a devastating act of terror against Americans. Toward that end,

Saudi Arabia and Pakistan have been used as the primary proxy agents to run

a “false flag” operation, setting up and financing the infrastructure of al-Qaida

in Afghanistan. Through madrassas based in Pakistan, Saudi and Yemenite

militants were instructed in the Saudi brand of Wahabbi Islam, and

subsequently “graduated” to the camps that were set up in Afghanistan –

again, under Saudi and Pakistani sponsorship. Stateside, the operative agents

were mostly based out of New York City and Florida. In the aftermath of 9/11,

elements in the American government are now widely disseminating

information in vast quantities, overwhelming the populace and lending

credibility to the government’s version of events. Thus, post-9/11, the actions

of this formerly insular propaganda clique are no longer perceptible.

Information is now being doled out in generous portions to credulous reporters

who are outside the loop, yet perform their unwitting service as “bottom

feeders” in the downward flow of information.

In all cases, the actions of these proxy agents and operative planners are

sufficiently distanced and compartmentalized from the true masterminds to

create a condition of “plausible deniability”. In short, the proxies have also

been set up as possible patsies with evidence that has been carefully laid to

incriminate them should cracks in the “official story” become too discernible.

Moreover, the groundwork has already been carefully laid to cast aspersions on

another convenient patsy – the Jews, by way of the State of Israel and its

supporters. Already, for those prone to perceive Jewish conspiracies, the

reliable vein of anti-Semitism – combined with anti-Zionism – has been mined

to distract the masses and to create a modern version of the ritual blood libel,

thereby further “muddying the waters” should the true masterminds be

threatened with exposure. In other words, the present difficulties in the Middle

East work perfectly to set up the State of Israel as a plausible alternative

suspect with motive, means, and opportunity. Toward that end, a low-level

“buzz” has been circulating over the Internet (and especially in Europe) of an
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Israeli spy ring that was rounded up in the days after September 11. Whether

or not these reports are credible is not the point. Most likely, there was a spy

ring operating, and various Israelis were unwittingly set up as patsies, to be

exposed should the need arise. Thus, while evidence may be marshaled to taint

the Saudis, Pakistanis, or Israelis, the real guilt must inevitably lie with those

in the best position to manage the flow of information as well as reliably benefit

from the new order created, primarily, the political and corporate elites of the

United States, the United Kingdom, and the European Union – also, as it

happens, the very parties orchestrating the global war on terrorism. In this

respect, the Saudis, Pakistanis, or Israelis have far less to gain (other than the

benefits of going along with the designs of the rich and mighty).

I could go on and further highlight the obvious geostrategic gains of those who

are clearly managing the flow of information – the proverbial pipelines, oil,

wealth, and so forth. But I think those purported benefits are a bit of a “red

herring” – more of a side benefit than the main motivating factor. Americans

and their allies would have easily supported a thrust into Afghanistan for a

provocation far less costly and bloody than this (such as Kuwait in the early

’90’s). It is no small act to intentionally take down such an overarching symbol

of financial stability as the Twin Towers, and chance killing thousands in the

process. Such a conspiracy, if in fact perpetrated from within, would by its

nature necessitate a huge structural, cultural, and demographic change. The

very brazenness of the act, the naked aggression, would necessitate a

tenacious determination to achieve the ends for which these actions were

perpetrated. There is no going back now. An infrastructure is being laid out –

one that will, finally, provide a dissident-proof totalitarian oligarchy composed

of like-minded elites served by an under-class kept under constant

surveillance. The edifice of this regime is being constructed, brick by brick,

with the mortar of the Office of Homeland Security (to centralize and coordinate

an effective police state), the Freedom Corps (to indoctrinate the most idealist –

and therefore activist – elements of the populace toward service to the state),

and the Patriot Act (to provide the legal basis for subverting long-held rights

under the screen of national security). If all of this sounds strangely familiar, if

it is redolent of Huxley and Orwell, that is perhaps because Huxley and Orwell

were both intimately involved with the elites of their time – in fact, were fully
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subsumed among them – in ways that made their future projections

abundantly prescient, and, in their minds, inevitable. With further refinements

in mind control technologies – yes, they do exist – as well as the monopolization

of the food supply by way of sterile seed “terminator technology” – the approval

for which was granted in the months following 9/11 – the masses may be

perpetually culled and exploited by those who hold the keys to this fully

managed society.

If this notion of reality strikes you as somewhat dissonant, at odds with your

own personal experience, it may be perhaps that we have not quite arrived

there yet, and that you have personally not felt the corrosive lash of political

corruption and governmental malfeasance. In all likelihood, you have not read

the mountain of evidence detailing political and elite deviant behaviour in this

country. You may even be dismissive of “conspiracy theories”, yet wholly

unaware of the well-documented attempts by the CIA and FBI to subvert,

surveil, and propagandize the populace through programs such as Project

Mockingbird (media infiltration) and MK-Ultra (mind control through chemical,

hypnotic, or electro-magnetic means). These programs are effected primarily

through “think tanks” that are set up across the United States for the purpose

of disseminating information and propaganda under the rubric of “expertise”.

Moreover, various foundations, such as the Rockefeller or Ford Foundations,

are often used as funnels to finance and feed the arteries of these propaganda

networks. In the 1970’s, a good deal of this structural corruption was officially

exposed – in a “limited hang-out” – by way of the Church Commission, as well

as the House Select Committee on Assassinations. Thereafter, much of the

most damaging revelations were played down or ignored by the mainstream

media, and the waters were then muddied by a stream of outlandish

conspiracy theories – aliens, Elvis, etc. – that merely served to discredit the

information that was most credible. “Muddying the waters”, incidentally, is a

tried and true staple of the intelligence craft.

It is really just a matter of familiarizing yourself with all the documented

anomalies that do not accord with the received, mainstream reality put forth to

you by the mainstream media. As a practical guide to begin, you might want to

confine your search to strictly “mainstream” sources, as I have sought to do in
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attempting to construct my case on 9/11. My evidence is by no means

exhaustive. In fact, it is merely the proverbial tip of the iceberg. Yet proceeding

in this direction, under my hypothesis, has been most fruitful in analyzing the

various anomalies that pop up now and then.

Any simple keyword search of the following terms may be helpful in pointing

toward a more substantive understanding of the elites who ultimately guide

your fortunes: “Iran-Contra” , “Mena”, “BCCI”, “Project Paperclip”, “Michael

Aquino”, “Paul Bonacci”, “Operation Northwoods”, “MK-Ultra”. Much of the

information on these topics is credible and well-documented. More

disturbingly, it highlights behavior committed by the very same elites who are

now interpreting the events of 9/11 for you. Read for yourself, and decide, at

the end of the day, how much credibility you will continue to accord to those

who claim to be the proper trustees of your fate and well-being.

Chaim Kupferberg is a freelance researcher and writer. 

The original source of this article is Global Research

Copyright © Chaim Kupferberg, Global Research, 2011

[Edit Point]

THE 9/11 MYTH: State Propaganda, Historical Revisionism, and the

Perpetuation of the 9/11 Myth

By James F. Tracy - Global Research, May 06, 2012

In the immediate wake of President Obama’s May 1, 2011

announcement of the alleged extrajudicial killing of Osama bin

Laden by US military forces, a struggle reemerged over the official

9/11 myth that major journalistic outlets have been complicit in

perpetuating over the past decade. The corporate media’s reaction to

the robust skepticism over bin Laden’s assumed execution

suggested a great deal about the extent to which they are locked in to upholding

the broader 9/11 parable and serving the Anglo-American political-economic

establishment and status quo.
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After Obama’s statement on bin Laden’s fate citizen journalists and activists

employing blogs and social media posed questions that should have been asked

by professional journalists—specifically pointing to the need for further

evidence supporting the president’s claims and the Obama administration’s

curiously inconsistent description of events. Many cited reports and

commentary by mainstream news outlets, such as CBS, CNN, and The New

York Times, quoting government sources that bin Laden was in failing health

and likely died in December 2001. Nevertheless, once a lie has been put in to

motion and accepted as truth by the intellectual class it often becomes a de

facto reality the broader society is obliged to endure, for better or worse.

In 2005 author and media critic Normon Solomon contacted the Washington

Post to inquire whether its reporting of the 1964 Tonkin Gulf incident alleging

the North Vietnamese attacked US ships was ever retracted. Though later

proven false, the reports were carried as front page news in US papers and

figured centrally in the Congressional passage of the Tonkin Gulf Resolution

formally initiating the Vietnam War. Solomon eventually caught up with one

especially pertinent Post staffer. “’I can assure you that there was never any

retraction,’ said Murrey Marder, a reporter who wrote much of the Washington

Post‘s coverage of August 1964 events in the Gulf of Tonkin. He added: ‘If you

were making a retraction, you’d have to make a retraction of virtually

everyone’s entire coverage of the Vietnam War.’”

A similar dynamic is at play in defending the 9/11 myth. Yet today public

skepticism more forcefully presents itself as an unmanageable chorus of

disbelief through the internet. Nevertheless, following the lead of official

spokespersons when such sources should be vigorously scrutinized, the

so-called free press continues its willful immersion in a false historical reality.

In so doing it condemns much of society to a constant forgetting and continued

existence in a government-devised milieu impervious to conventional reason

and logic.

Journalistic outlets exercising true independence and not beholden to

maintaining the official 9/11 story would have likewise exhibited skepticism at

Barack Obama’s claims, especially in light of the administration’s clearly
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contrived attempts at selling the event, such as photos of cabinet members

allegedly watching it via satellite. Instead, journalists became part of the dutiful

cheering section, attacking detractors’ assertions as “conspiracy theories”.

In keeping with a tradition of largely superficial reportage of 9/11 and its

aftermath, many stories derided what professional journalists themselves

should have been forcefully demanding: more proof of the operation’s

authenticity and outcome. In fact, this skepticism is exactly what a variety of

bloggers and like alternative news outlets offered.

When such assertions can’t be easily suppressed they must be ridiculed. A

LexisNexis search yields over 100 stories and opinion pieces appearing in major

newspapers and wire services for the week of May 2, 2011 dismissing criticisms

and calls for further evidence as “conspiracy theories”. In light of the following

one must ponder whether the national media’s output would differ significantly

if the US government exercised direct control over them.

“The White House was facing mounting pressure Monday night to release

concrete evidence that Osama bin Laden had been assassinated, after

conspiracy theories began to circulate suggesting he may have survived

the attack.” –Canwest News Service, May 2, 2011.

“[W]hile the watery grave may help diminish bin Laden’s status as a

martyr to his followers, it was already fueling conspiracy theories; as the

administration resisted releasing even photographs of the slain terrorist

leader on Monday, a predictable haze of myth and rumor has already,

inevitably, begun to rise around him.” –Politico.com, May 2, 2011.

“While much of America celebrated the dramatic killing of Osama bin

Laden, the Sept. 11 conspiracy theorists still had questions. For them and

a growing number of skeptics, the plot only thickened.”—Washington Post,

May 2, 2011.

“Osama bin Laden had scarcely drawn his last breath when the conspiracy

theories sprouted: Where’s the body? Where are the photos of the corpse?
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Why didn’t they take him alive? The theorists demanded.”—Atlanta

Journal Constitution, May 3, 2011.

“Less than 48 hours after the White House announced the killing of

Osama bin Laden in Pakistan and his burial at sea, ‘conspiracy theories’

are racing across the planet.”—Christian Science Monitor, May 3, 2011.

“As blogs hummed with allegations that the Obama administration had

faked the middle-of-the-night raid, the Bin Laden ‘death hoax’ threatened

to replace questions about President Obama’s citizenship as the latest

Internet rumor to go viral.”—Los Angeles Times, May 3, 2011.

“The news that Osama bin Laden was killed by an American military raid

ordered by President Obama is too far from the narrative of those who

desperately cling to the twisted notion that our president is a passive,

hate-America-first, subversive Al-Qaeda sympathizer, if not

operative.”—Palm Beach Post, May 3, 2011.

“The White House says Osama bin Laden is dead and buried deep under

the Arabian Sea. But conspiracy theorists in Pakistan, the United States

and other countries insist that like Elvis, he’s still in the room.”—Toronto

Star, May 4, 2011.

“Like clockwork, the death of Osama bin Laden has ushered in another

round of conspiracy theories. The al-Qaida leader’s body may be beyond

the reach of his followers’ veneration as it rests on the sea floor, but the

lack of a corpse in custody has offered proof of a conspiracy to those

inclined to doubt the official narrative.”—Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, May 4,

2011.

“The decision not to release photographs of Osama bin Laden’s corpse and

the way the White House has changed its account of how he died has

prompted conspiracy theories about his death. Perhaps unsurprisingly,

these theories have proliferated across the web.”—UK Guardian, May 6,

2011.
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When the world’s most powerful journalistic institutions resort to name calling

there is something seriously amiss in the broader intellectual climate. Much

like 1964, it involves a conscious betrayal of the historical record and the

attendant consequences of such.

The conspiracy theory/theorist soubriquet is reflexively feared by professional

journalists and academics alike who believe (with some justification) their

reputations will be undermined by such thought crimes against the state.

Thus, like an instrument that would easily be at home in the most extreme

totalitarian regimes, intellectual workers self-discipline themselves as the

“conspiracy theory” mechanism determines the trajectory and parameters of

public discourse, dissent, and recollection.

Intellectual cowardice is reinforced by a set of circumstances whereby even if

alternative accounts questioning the official line are exhaustively researched

and documented with credible information and sources, mobilization of the

“conspiracy theory” label by state censors and their journalistic accomplices

will render the counter-arguments suspect. And, in an on-the-go culture where

citizens are heavily reliant for information on headlines and sound-bites versus

deliberate analysis, such lines of reasoning are destined for the memory hole.

James F. Tracy is Associate Professor of Media Studies at Florida Atlantic

University

The original source of this article is

http://memorygap.org/2012/05/06/state-propaganda-historical-revisionism-a

nd-perpetuation-of-the-911-myth/

Copyright © James F. Tracy,

http://memorygap.org/2012/05/06/state-propaganda-historical-revisionism-a

nd-perpetuation-of-the-911-myth/, 2012

[Edit Point]
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Al Qaeda and the Human Mindset: The Threat of the Islamic State (ISIS),

… An Incessant and Repetitive Public Discourse

Part I

First published by Global Research in March 2012. Edits to the title, ISIS and terminology updates.

Al Qaeda-ISIS concepts, repeated ad nauseam have potentially

traumatic impacts on the human mind and the ability of normal

human beings to analyze and comprehend the “real outside World”

of war, politics and the economic crisis. Al Qaeda constitutes a

stylized, fake and almost folkloric abstraction of terrorism, which

permeates the inner consciousness of millions of people around the World.

*      *      *

There is something disturbing in the nature of post 9/11 public discourse.

Incessantly, on a daily basis, Al Qaeda is referred to by the Western media,

government officials, members of the US Congress, Wall Street analysts, etc. as

an underlying cause of numerous World events. Occurences of a significant

political, social or strategic nature –including the US presidential elections

campaign– are routinely categorized by referring to Al Qaeda, the alleged architect

of the September 11 2001 attacks.

What is striking is the extent of media coverage of  “Al Qaeda related events”, not

to mention the mountains of op eds and  authoritative “analysis” pertaining to

“terror events” in different part of the World.

America’s War on Terrorism, by Michel Chossudovsky (click image to order

book from Global Research)

Routine mention of Al Qaeda [ISIS] “fanatics”, “jihadists”, etc. has become

–from a news standpoint– trendy and fashionable. A Worldwide ritual of

authoritative media reporting has unfolded. At the time of writing (March 24,

2012), “Al Qaeda events” had 183 million entries on Google and 18,200 news

entries.
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[UPDATE: On May 20, 2016, ISIS had 225 million entries, the “Islamic State”

has 46 million entries, Daesh 18 million on Google]

A panoply of Al Qaeda [and ISIS/ISIL Daesh] related events and circumstances

is presented to public opinion on a daily basis. These include terrorist threats,

warnings and attacks, police investigations, insurgencies and

counter-insurgencies, country-level regime change, social conflict, sectarian

violence, racism, religious divisions, Islamic thought, Western values, etc.

In turn, Al Qaeda – War on Terrorism rhetoric permeates political discourse at

all levels of government, including bipartisan debate on Capitol Hill, in

committees of the House and the Senate, at the British House of Commons,

and, lest we forget, at the United Nations Security Council.

All of these complex Al Qaeda related occurrences are explained –by politicians,

the corporate media, Hollywood and the Washington think tanks under a single

blanket “bad guys” heading, in which Al Qaeda is casually and repeatedly

pinpointed as “the cause” of numerous terror events around the World.

Human Consciousness: Al Qaeda and the Human Mindset

How does the daily bombardment of Al Qaeda related concepts and images,

funnelled into the Western news chain and on network TV, affect the human

mindset?

Al Qaeda concepts, repeated ad nauseam have potentially traumatic impacts

on the human mind and the ability of normal human beings to analyze and

comprehend the “real outside World” of war, politics and the economic crisis.

What is at stake is human consciousness and comprehension based on

concepts and facts.

With Al Qaeda, however, there are no verifiable “facts” and “concepts”, because

Al Qaeda has evolved into a media mythology, a legend, an invented ideological

construct, used as an unsubtle tool of media disinformation and war
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propaganda.

Al Qaeda constitutes a stylized, fake and almost folkloric abstraction of

terrorism, which permeates the inner consciousness of millions of people

around the World.

Reference to Al Qaeda has become a dogma, a belief, which most people

espouse unconditionally.

Is this political indoctrination? Is it brain-washing? If so what is the underlying

objective?

People’s capacity to independently analyse World events, as well as address

causal relationships pertaining to politics and society, is significantly impaired.

That is the objective!

The routine use of Al Qaeda to generate blanket explanations of complex

political events is meant to create confusion. It prevents people from thinking.

The American Inquisition

The notion of Al Qaeda [ISIS]  –“the outside enemy” which threatens Western

civilization– is predicated on “an inquisitorial doctrine”. The Homeland Security

State personifies what might be described as the “American Inquisition”.

As in the case of the Spanish Inquisition, the “Global War on Terrorism”

(GWOT) consensus cannot be challenged.

Reference to  Al Qaeda as a central paradigm used to understand the world we

live in is ultimately intended to instil fear and insecurity. In the words of

Britain’s comedy group Monty Python:  “Nobody expects the Spanish Inquisition!

Our chief weapon is surprise…surprise and fear…fear and surprise…. Our two

weapons are fear and surprise…and ruthless efficiency…. Our three weapons

are fear, surprise, and ruthless efficiency…and an almost fanatical devotion to

the Pope….”
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Unconditional submission to the Homeland Security State in today’s America is

not dissimilar from the process of “fanatical devotion” prevailing under the

Spanish feudal order. What is at stake in our contemporary World, in the

words of Monty Python, is “fear and surprise” and the unconditional

compliance to the “ruthless efficiency” of a dominant political, economic and

military order.

The American Inquisition redefines the entire legal and judicial framework.

Torture and political assassinations are no longer a covert activity as in the

heyday of the CIA, removed from the public eye. They are “legal”, they are the

object of extensive news coverage, they are sanctioned by the White House and

the US Congress. Conversely, those who dare confront the “War on Terrorism”

consensus are branded as “terrorists”. Upholding true justice by challenging

America’s “holy crusade” against Al Qaeda becomes an outright criminal act.

A new threshold in US legal history has unfolded. High ranking officials within

the State and the Military no longer need to camouflage their crimes. In fact,

quite the opposite. Torture of Al Qaeda suspects is a public policy with a

humanitarian mandate:

“Yes we did order torture, but it isn’t really torture, its not really war,

because these people are terrorists and “we must fight evil”. And the way

to uphold democracy and freedom is to “go after the bad guys”, “wage war

on the terrorists”. “Its in the public interest.”

Moreover, anybody who questions our definition of “fighting evil” (which of

course includes torture, political assassination and concentration camps

directed against “the bad guys”) is by our definition also “evil” and can be

arrested, tortured and sent to concentration camps. (Michel

Chossudovsky, The Spanish Inquisition, Made in America, Global

Research, 2004,

Al Qaeda is presented to public opinion as the terror instrument of “radical

Islam”, which threatens the Homeland, undermining Western civilization and

moral values. Everybody must comply; nobody dares to question “the American
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Inquisition”.

Al Qaeda and the “Big Lie”

The Al Qaeda Legend sustains the “Big Lie”. It turns realities upside down. It

creates both a perception and a belief which cannot be questioned. It

permeates US foreign policy and the conduct of international diplomacy. Al

Qaeda and the “Global War on Terrorism” (GWOT) constitute a central

component of US military doctrine.

“Al Qaeda did this”, “Al Qaeda did that” statements provide a simple and

trouble-free elucidation of complex events, while disguising and concealing “the

real reasons”, namely the unspoken and forbidden truth behind these events.

Nobody seems to take the time to examine “who is this elusive enemy Al

Qaeda”, which has succeeded, with limited military means, in confronting

America’s multibillion dollar war machine.

The Al Qaeda blanket explanation not only overshadows the normal channels

of human comprehension, it also precludes a move to the next step of rational

explanation, which consists in saying: if Al Qaeda is “the cause” as stated in

numerous press reports, then: “What is Al Qaeda?” and “Who is behind Al

Qaeda?”

But these are questions which in the post 9/11 era are rarely addressed. To

investigate “Who is behind the terrorists” has become unmentionable, a

political taboo, despite evidence pertaining to the historical role of  US

intelligence in creating and promoting the Islamic jihad.

Today, if Al Qaeda were to be revealed for what it really is, –e.g  in the context

of a specific false flag terrorist attack– the legitimacy of the “war on terrorism”

and those officials in high office who support it, would collapse like a deck of

cards.
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While the identity of Al Qaeda is fully documented, including its links to US

intelligence, the truth has not trickled down to the mainstay of public opinion.

In the above picture, Ronald Reagan meets Afghan Mujahideen Commanders at

the White House in 1985 (Reagan Archives) 

Al Qaeda and the Role of Western Intelligence

Acknowledged by the CIA, the Islamic jihad  “was” a US sponsored “intelligence

asset” going back to the heyday of the Soviet-Afghan war (1979-1989).

The intelligence community admits, yes we created the Mujahideen, we set up

the training camps and the koranic schools together with Pakistan’s Inter

Services Intelligence (ISI). Acting on behalf of the CIA, the ISI was involved in

the recruitment, training and religious indoctrination of the “jihadists”

described by President Ronald Reagan as “Freedom Fighters”.

From the outset of the Soviet-Afghan war in 1979 to the present, various

Islamic fundamentalist organizations became de facto instruments of US
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intelligence and more generally of the US-NATO-Israel military alliance.

Unknown to the American public, the US spread the teachings of the Islamic

jihad in textbooks “Made in America”, developed at the University of Nebraska:

… the United States spent millions of dollars to supply Afghan

schoolchildren with textbooks filled with violent images and militant

Islamic teachings, part of covert attempts to spur resistance to the Soviet

occupation.

The primers, which were filled with talk of jihad and featured drawings of

guns, bullets, soldiers and mines, have served since then as the Afghan

school system’s core curriculum. Even the Taliban used the

American-produced books,..

The White House defends the religious content, saying that Islamic

principles permeate Afghan culture and that the books “are fully in

compliance with U.S. law and policy.” Legal experts, however, question

whether the books violate a constitutional ban on using tax dollars to

promote religion.

… AID officials said in interviews that they left the Islamic materials intact

because they feared Afghan educators would reject books lacking a strong

dose of Muslim thought. The agency removed its logo and any mention of

the U.S. government from the religious texts, AID spokeswoman Kathryn

Stratos said.

“It’s not AID’s policy to support religious instruction,” Stratos said. “But

we went ahead with this project because the primary purpose . . . is to

educate children, which is predominantly a secular activity.”

… Published in the dominant Afghan languages of Dari and Pashtun, the

textbooks were developed in the early 1980s under an AID grant to the

University of Nebraska - Omaha and its Center for Afghanistan Studies.

The agency spent $ 51 million on the university’s education programs in
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Afghanistan from 1984 to 1994.” (Washington Post, 23 March 2002)

The original source of this article is Global Research

Copyright © Prof Michel Chossudovsky, Global Research, 2016

[Edit Point]

9/11 Truth, Inner Consciousness and the “Public Mind”

By James F. Tracy - Global Research, March 18, 2012

With few exceptions the news that will shape public discourse

is subject to a de facto censorial process of powerful

government and corporate elites beyond accountability to the

public. It is here that Sigmund Freud’s notion of repression is

especially helpful for assessing the decrepit state of media and

public discourse in the United States. In Freud’s view, one’s

collective life experiences are registered in the subconscious, with those

particularly disturbing or socially impermissible experiences being involuntarily

suppressed, only later to emerge as neuroses. Whereas suppression is conscious

and voluntary, repression takes place apart from individual volition.

With opinion polls indicating at least half of the public distrusting the official

account of September 11th, the foremost basis for the “war on terror”, no

public event has been more repressed in public consciousness via the mass

media than 9/11. The enduring usefulness of Freud’s theory is suggested in

repeated manifestations of the repressed episode to haunt the public mind for

which a surrogate reality has been crafted.

Peter Dale Scott describes occasions such as the assassination of President

John Kennedy and September 11th as “deep events” because of their historical

complexity and linkages with the many facets of “deep government”—the

country’s military and intelligence communities and their undertakings. The

failure to adequately explain and acknowledge deep events and pursue their

appropriate preventative remedies leads to continued deceptions where

unpleasant experiences are contained and a new “reality” is imposed on the

public mind.  Together with the notion of repression, the term is also applicable
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for considering how instances of such historical import are dealt with in mass

psychological terms, or, more specifically, by ostensibly independent alternative

news media capable of recollecting the real.

For example, on May 1, 2011 President Obama announced the assassination of

Osama bin Laden, the mythic mastermind of the 9/11 attacks, to an

apparently ecstatic nation. Most conventional news outlets reported Obama’s

announcement unquestioningly because it fit the scheme of their overall

erroneous reportage on September 11th. When alternative news media and

bloggers almost immediately pointed to various contradictions in the story—the

observations of eye witnesses to the raid, doctored photos of bin Laden’s

alleged corpse, and international press reports that Bin Laden died many years

prior—corporate news outlets acted swiftly to repress the well-reasoned

critiques as “conspiracy theories” with a barrage of swiftly-produced editorials

and op-eds. Indeed, the announcement of Bin Laden’s supposed demise came

just four days after the Obama administration released the president’s

purportedly authentic long-form birth certificate, an event at once uncannily

amplified and repressed by the proclamation of bin Laden’s fate; where the

vocabulary of repression produced another term, “deather”.

Again, the life of a lie is predicated on the success of subsequent deceit and the

strength of the alternate experience created to stand in for the truth. Nowhere

is the repression and revision of the memory of September 11th more acute

than in progressive news media claiming to offer an alternative to

corporate-controlled journalism. Some of these media themselves have

multi-million dollar annual budgets and are especially open to manipulation by

elite interests, often through self-censorship, via corporate underwriters and

grants from powerful, tax-exempt foundations.

The Democracy Now! news hour is a case in point. A markedly persuasive

program with a highly-educated and influential audience, Democracy Now! has

substantial credibility, much of which was earned through its scrutiny of the

George W. Bush administration and the US invasion and occupation of Iraq. It

is through the use of this credibility that Goodman and Democracy Now! have

consciously suppressed serious questions pertaining to September 11th,
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thereby playing an important role in dividing the 9/11 Truth movement from

its antiwar counterpart and cultivating the latter, with its inevitable confused

detachment from history.

The success of Democracy Now! in this regard lies in its adherents’ belief that it

represents an authentically radical alternative to mainstream news—a claim

that has some validity given the program’s willingness to address race and

gender-related issues and its copious attention to acts of social protest. In

terms of analysis, however, Democracy Now’s coverage is at best lacking and at

worst outright misleading, bearing more of a resemblance to its mainstream

equivalents than real alternative news outlets. This phenomenon has only

increased despite the Obama administration’s intensification of many policies

begun under its predecessor.

A working example is Democracy Now’s coverage of the so-called “Arab spring”

over the past several months. While reports from alternative and international

news outlets have pointed to the ties between the Libyan and Syrian

“opposition” and the intelligence and military apparatuses of NATO’s leading

countries—Britain and the United States—Democracy Now! has fallen into

lockstep with corporate news outlets that have valorized such forces as fighting

against the tyrannical Gaddafi and Saad regimes. In the case of Syria there are

conflicting reports on whether the Saad regime or death squads run out of

Turkey by NATO are in fact responsible for the many deaths that have occurred

over the past year. The Al Jazeera and Al Arabiya networks along with allegedly

independent human rights groups have depicted the Saad regime as

responsible for much of the Syrian bloodshed. Democracy Now! parrots and

reinforces such reports without question, even though genuinely alternative

media have scrutinized these claims.

In November 2011 the independent journalist Webster Tarpley journeyed to

Syria to conduct a firsthand investigation of the Saad regime’s alleged brutality.

His findings utterly diverge with those many western audiences had become

used to. After interviewing Syrian officials and embarking on unescorted tours

of Syria over a two week period, where he spoke to dozens of Syrian

commoners, Tarpley reported that almost all of the violence was chiefly
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attributable to the same forces involved in the overthrow of Gaddafi in Libya.

While innocent pedestrians have been subject to bombings and being targeted

by snipers and death squads—recognized techniques of US forces from El

Salvador to Iraq to provoke ethnic division and civil war—the Syrians Tarpley

spoke to held the Saad regime in high regard and wanted an increased Syrian

army presence to prevent such attacks.

Tarpley broadcast from Syria on his own weekly World Crisis Radio program

and proceeded to report his findings on alternative outlets, including Russia

Today, Iran’s Press TV, Alex Jones, and Jeff Rense. Despite the notoriety

Tarpley was absent from Democracy Now! and like avenues, in all probability

not just because of his unorthodox conclusions on the “Arab spring”, but also

an intellectual honesty that steered him toward, among other endeavors, a

rigorous and unadorned interrogation of September 11th, thus placing him

beyond the pale of the Left’s permissible discussion and dissent.

The repression and revised imposition of September 11th and the attendant

“war on terror” on the public mind have important implications not only for the

integrity of public discourse, but also for the collective sanity of western culture

and civilization. As crafted by dominant news media 9/11 has become the

cracked lens through which we view and conceive of our own history, identity,

and purpose. Each act of subverting or evading factual accounts of actually

existing events manifests itself as a small fissure in the broader edifice of truth

and rationality. So does it also contribute to furthering the designs of broader

forces seeking to build a once seemingly pretend brave new world.

The original source of this article is memorygapdotorg.wordpress.com

Copyright © James F. Tracy, memorygapdotorg.wordpress.com, 2012

[Edit Point]
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PART XII - Post 9/11 “Justice”

Iran Accused of Being Behind the 9/11 Attacks

By Julie Lévesque - Global Research, September 10, 2012

Global Research Editor’s Note

We bring to the attention of  our readers a

carefully documented study by Global

Research’s Julie Levesque published in May

2012 pertaining to a high profile Manhattan

lawsuit launched in 2004 against the Islamic

Republic of Iran.

The Havlish v. Iran lawsuit accuses Iran of

having supported the 9/11 hijackers.

At this historical  juncture, with Iran being the object of numerous threats both

byTel Aviv and Washington, The Havlish v. Iran judgment could be used as a

justification for a waging a preemptive attack on Iran.

In the context of the commemoration of 9/11, the issue of Iran’s alleged role as a

“state sponsor” of terrorism is likely to surface in media coverage as well as in the

commemoration speeches off both Barack Obama and Mitt Romney.

The investigation into Tehran’s alleged role in the 9/11 attacks was launched by

the Havlish lawyers in 2004, pursuant to a recommendation of the 9/11

Commission “regarding an apparent link between Iran, Hezbollah, and the 9/11

hijackers”. The 91/11 Commission’s recommendation was that the this “apparent

link” required  “further investigation by the U.S. government.” (9/11 Commission

Report , p. 241). (See Iran 911 Case ).

The Havlish lawyers built their case against Iran using the testimonies of  “expert

witnesses”  as well as “evidence”, which was in large part fabricated.  In the

December 2011 court judgment (Havlish v. Iran)  “U.S. District Judge George B.

Daniels ruled  that Iran and Hezbollah materially and directly supported al
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Qaeda in the September 11, 2001 attacks and are legally responsible for

damages to hundreds of family members of 9/11 victims who are plaintiffs in the

case”.

According to the plaintiffs attorneys “Iran, Hezbollah, and al Qaeda formed a

terror alliance in the early 1990s. Citing their national security and intelligence

experts, the attorneys explained “how the pragmatic terror leaders overcame the

Sunni-Shi’a divide in order to confront the U.S. (the “Great Satan”) and Israel (the

“Lesser Satan”)”. Iran and Hezbollah allegedly provided “training to members of

al Qaeda in, among other things, the use of explosives to destroy large buildings.”

(See Iran 911 Case ).

Michel Chossudovsky, Global Research,  September 10, 2012

*      *     *

Iran Accused of Being Behind the 9/11 Attacks

U.S. Court Judgment, December 2011 (Havlish v. Iran)

by Julie Levesque

May 11, 2012

*      *      *

The Havlish v. Iran 2004 lawsuit pertained to the alleged role of Iran in the

9/11 attacks.

This judicial procedure is nothing more than another vicious weapon in the

fabricated “War on Terror” to be used against another Muslim country, with a

view to destabilizing Iran as well as justifying ongoing military threats. It also

says a lot more about the people behind the lawsuit than about the accused.

The expert witnesses who testified against Iran are very active in warmongering

neocon circles. They belong to a web of architects of the 21st century

Middle-Eastern wars, ranging from high profile propagandists to intelligence and

military officers, including former U.S. officials.
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But what makes this case absurd is that in September 2011, a few months before

the judgment, Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, who has questioned the

official 9/11 narrative, was accused by Al-Qaeda leaders of  “spreading

conspiracy theories about the 9/11 attacks”. The semi-official media outlet of Al

Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula, insisted that al-Qaeda “had been behind the

attacks and criticised the Iranian president for discrediting the terrorist group.”

The U.S.court judgment issued in December 2011 (Havlish v. Iran) which blames

the Iran government for the 9/11 attacks is part of the propaganda ploy, which

consists in demonizing the Islamic Republic of Iran. It is part and parcel of

America’s ongoing war against Iran since the overthrow of its U.S.-backed

monarchy in 1979.

Like many similar lawsuits in America, this legal procedure’s ultimate goal is to

draw off important sums of money from the Iranian government leading to the

possible confiscation of assets, thereby further strangling the country’s

economy, already targeted by U.S. sanctions, while simultaneously reinforcing

Iran’s image of  a “state sponsor of terrorism”.

This ruling allows the families involved to claim damages from the Iranian

government as well from a number of Iranian State corporations, the amount of

which is still unknown, but could reach billions, like last December’s judgement

which found Iran liable for the 1983 Beirut bombings.

This judicial procedure is nothing more than another vicious weapon in the

fabricated “War on Terror” to be used against another Muslim country, with a

view to destabilizing Iran as well as justifying ongoing military threats. It also

says a lot more about the people behind the lawsuit than about the accused. The

expert witnesses who testified against Iran are very active in warmongering

neocon circles. They belong to a web of architects of the 21st century

Middle-Eastern wars, ranging from high profile propagandists to intelligence and

military officers, including former U.S. officials.

In addition, all three branches of the U.S. government, under both Republicans

and Democrats, contributed to make this and other legal attacks against Iran
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possible, while preventing comparable cases against the Saudi monarchy, most

notably a case accusing Saudi Arabia for the 9/11 attacks. Although the evidence

pertaining to the role of Saudi Arabia in 9/11 remains classified, the available

evidence in the public domaine indicates more connections between Al Qaeda and

the Saudi monarchy than those allegedly pertaining to Iran.

But what makes this case absurd is that in September 2011, a few months before

the judgment, Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, who has questioned the

official 9/11 narrative, was accused by Al-Qaeda leaders of  “spreading

conspiracy theories about the 9/11 attacks”. The semi-official media outlet of Al

Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula, insisted that al-Qaeda “had been behind the

attacks and criticised the Iranian president for discrediting the terrorist group.”

Part I of this analysis (below) will focus on the evidence on which the judgment

is based.

Part II (forthcoming) examines  the profile of the expert witnesses and their

links to the U.S government, various anti-Iran lobbies and think tanks. Part III

centers on the role of various branches of the US government in facilitating

judicial procedures against Iran. Part IV explores how the U.S. authorities have

been protecting Saudi Arabia from similar legal suits.

Part I

The “War on Terror” Rests on Kangaroo Courts

Osama bin Laden, allegedly responsible for 9/11, was apparently killed over a

year ago by a U.S. Special Operations Team in violation of international law.

Khalid Sheik Mohammed (KSM) detained in Guantanamo and four others have

recently been accused of orchestrating the 9/11 attacks. Their detention,

mistreatment and accusations before a military tribunal also violate

international law. According to this court judgement, Iran is also to blame for

9/11.
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Osama bin Laden and al-Qaeda are accused as well in Havlish v. Iran, but we

will focus on Hezbollah and the Iranian defendants, including many entities

such as the Ministries of Finance and Energy. Since it is a default judgment,

the defendants were not present in court and no cross-examination took place.

Considering the fact that bin Laden has never been formally accused of the

9/11 attacks, due to lack of evidence, and that the evidence against KSM and

the other accused has been obtained through torture and is classified, it is no

surprise that the case against Iran also relies on “shaky evidence”. In fact, it

seems that in logic of America’s “Global War on Terror” anybody can be

accused of the 9/11 attacks with trumped up charges.

Havlish v. Iran reads like a typical kangaroo court case. Iran’s responsibility for

9/11 is mostly based on previous attacks and foiled attempts in the U.S. and

other countries and all the so-called evidence is actually a collection of

assumptions which are turned into facts from one sentence to another without

any addition of factual evidence to support it. Some claims are inconsistent,

purely subjective and what is said to be the strongest evidence is a clumsy

distortion of facts, which can be easily refuted by sound factual evidence.

Ironically, this attempt to link Iran to 9/11 demonstrates a notoriously twisted

legal procedure, not to mention a cruel lack of corroborating evidence.

To set the stage, numerous attacks unrelated to 9/11 are presented with

alleged financial or material backing from Iran and/or Hezbollah, the Shia

Muslim militant group. We can see a pattern and key people emerge: very often

the U.S. and Israel accuse Iran of those attacks which have either not been

resolved, or have been blamed on other governments and terrorist groups, or

other organisations are said to have claimed responsibility for them.

[THIS SPACE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK]

Page 752 of  783 Table of Contents



Here are some examples:

– The Israeli embassy bombing in Buenos Aires in 1992:

The US and Israel have accused Iran and Hezbollah of those attacks,

without providing corroborating evidence. The Department of State blamed

a suicide bomber from Hezbollah driving a truck, but according to a report

ordered by Argentina’s Supreme Court, the bomb was in the building: “The

engineers established, with 99 percent certainty, the exact location where

the explosives were and the quantity that was used.” The case has not

been solved. (March 17, 1992: Israeli Embassy in Buenos Aires Is Bombed,

Hezbollah and Iran Accused Despite Lack of Evidence.)

– The 1993 WTC bombing:

Former CIA Director James Woolsey tried to prove Iraq was responsible for

the 1993 bombing and hinted at possible links with Iran in an interview

from October 2001. (Gunning for Saddam. Interview R. James Woolsey,

Frontline, PBS, October 2001.)

An internal CIA report concluded however that the CIA was partly

responsible for the bombing since “Several of the bombers were trained by

the CIA to fight in the Afghan war.” (February 26, 1993: WTC Is Bombed

but Does Not Collapse, as Bombers Had Hoped, History Commons.)
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– The foiled Eiffel tower attack with a hijacked French airliner:

The Algerian group GIA (Groupe islamique armé) claimed responsibility for the

hijacking. According to the famous U.S. think tank Council on Foreign

Relations the origins of the GIA are the same as al-Qaeda:

Like lots of violent Islamic movements around the world, many militants in

the GIA appear to trace their radicalization to Afghanistan, where they

fought as mujahadeen, or Islamic guerillas, against the Soviet army from

1979 to 1989. (Lauren Vriens, Armed Islamic Group (Algeria, Islamists),

Council on Foreign Relations, May 27, 2009.)

It is worth mentioning the creation of al-Qaeda by the U.S. government is

well documented and has been admitted by Robert Gates and Zbignew

Brzezinski:

According to the official version of history, CIA aid to the Mujahadeen

began during 1980, that is to say, after the Soviet army invaded

Afghanistan, 24 Dec 1979. But the reality, secretly guarded until now,

is completely otherwise: Indeed, it was July 3, 1979 that President

Carter signed the first directive for secret aid to the opponents of the

pro-Soviet regime in Kabul. (Le Nouvel Observateur, January 15-21,

1998, p. 76. Translation taken from Counterpunch Zbigniew

Brzezinski: How Jimmy Carter and I Started the Mujahideen.)

 – The 1995 assassination attempt on Mubarak:

Conducted by the Egyptian Islamic Jihad, a group led by Ayman

Al-Zawahiri, and closely affiliated with Osama bin Laden and al-Qaeda.

(Nate Jones, Document Friday: Mubarak, al-Bashir, al-Zawahiri, and bin

Laden. The 1995 Assassination Attempt in Addis Ababa, The National

Security Archives, February 4, 2011.)

– The Saudi ArabiaKhobarTowers attack in 1996:
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The Saudis blamed Hezbollah for the attacks, “but US investigators still

believe bin Laden was involved”.

In June 2001, a US grand jury will indict 13 Saudis for the bombing.

According to the indictment, Iran and Hezbollah were also involved in

the attack. [US CONGRESS, 7/24/2003] (June 25, 1996: Khobar

Towers Are Bombed; Unclear Who Culprit Is, History Commons.)

Former US officials will later claim that even after the bombing, the

CIA instructed officials at its Saudi station not to collect information

on Islamic extremists in Saudi Arabia. (After June 25, 1996: CIA

Agents Told Not to Track Militants in Saudi Arabia, History Commons.)

– The 2000 attack on the USS Cole in Yemen:

An American judge found Sudan guilty of those attacks through its support for

al-Qaeda.

Four experts on terrorism, including former CIA Director R. James

Woolsey, testified in person or by deposition Tuesday to support the

families’ contention that al-Qaeda needed the African nation’s help to carry

out the attack. (Associated Press, Federal judge rules Sudan responsible

for USSCole bombing in 2000, NBC News, March 14, 2007.)

Clearly, this series of attacks by no means constitutes “evidence” of Iran’s

involvement in 9/11.

In addition to the absence of links between Iran and 9/11, the nature of the

assumptions and presumptons in the judgment is striking. The terms “proof”

or “evidence” are simply nowhere to be found. Instead, formulations such as

“Iran must have”, “would have” “it is likely that Iran”, are numerous. In the

end, all these suspicions and beliefs are put together and presented as solid

evidence of Iran’s participation in the 9/11 attacks. Yet, even in abundance,

assumptions can not become facts. Here are some examples:

Page 755 of  783 Table of Contents



(41) “Ministry of Economic Affairs and Finance […] had to have been

involved in Iran’s […] financial support for terrorists […] al-Qaeda in

particular”

(42) “Iranian Ministry of Commerce and Ministry of Petroleum must have

been aware of weapons shipments bound for terrorist groups.”

(252) Lopez and Tefft “state it is their expert opinion to a reasonable degree

of professional certainty that the Iranian Regime’s use of terror, and

specifically, its material support of al-Qaeda and terrorist attacks,

including 9/11, is beyond question.”

(259) Bergman “asserts that the authorities in the Israeli and American

intelligence services believe that Hizballah’s Imad Mughniyah conceived,

designed, planned commanded and/or carried out terrorist operations […]

in Syria in February 2008.”

(269) “[…] document dated May 14, 2001 from Ali Akbar Nateq Nouri and

concludes it appears to be authentic. […] reveals both high level links

between the Iran Supreme leader’s intelligence apparatus and al-Qaeda

[…]”

(274) Timmerman “states he was told by the 9/11 commission staff

members that the Iranians were fully aware they were helping operatives

[…] of an organization preparing attacks against the United States.”

Other “evidence” of Iran’s link to 9/11 includes “Iranians travelling to

Afghanistan” and al-Qaeda and Hezbollah operatives being on the same flight

to Beirut. Again that proves nothing. Another issue raised to prove Iran was

behind the attacks is Iran’s financial support to Hezbollah, which in turn

supported and trained al-Qaeda. If such a link is admitted, then the U.S.

should be the first to blame for 9/11 since al-Qaeda is a U.S. creation, “an

intelligence asset” as acknowledged above by Brzezinski as well as Secretary of

State Hillary Clinton.
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But the “strongest” evidence brought up in this case against the Islamic

republic relates to the stamping of Saudi passports by Iranian immigration.

Iran is accused of being a “state sponsor of terrorist travel because it did not

stamp the Saudi terrorists’ passports”. That is a half truth. It is true that Iran

did not stamp the “Saudi terrorists’ passports”, but not because they were

known to be terrorists, but simply because Iran does not stamp ANY Saudi

passport.

If that, according to “expert” testimonies, is the strongest evidence proving

Iran’s links to the 9/11 attacks, then the whole case has absolutely no

grounds. Moreover, if one follows this logic, the U.S. should be found guilty of

the attacks, since the alleged hijackers were delivered U.S. visas and the

intelligence agencies were aware of their presence on American soil. Most

importantly, they did nothing about it.

Lieutenant Colonel Anthony Shaffer was part of a secret military unit called

“Able Danger”, which collaborated with international intelligence agencies and

the Defense Intelligence Agency. The unit had identified and tracked terrorists

allegedly involved in 9/11, including Mohamed Atta, more than a year before

the attacks.(Pentagon opens doors to 9/11 attacks, Brasschecktv.com; 9 11

Prior Knowledge Able Danger Hearing for Lt Col Anthony Shaffer in Congress C

SPAN, CoreofCorruption.com, September 24, 2009)

Lt Col Shaffer testified at the 9/11 Commission.

Navy Captain Scott Phillpott also testified to the

9/11 Commission staff about Able Danger and the

identification of Mohammed Atta in January and

February of 2000. Not only were their testimonies,

as well as any other information relating to Able

Danger, completely ignored in the report, but the

latter states that “American intelligence agencies

were unaware of Mr. Atta until the day of the

attacks”. (Philip Shenon, Navy Officer Affirms

Assertions About Pre-9/11 Data on Atta, August

22, 2005.)Lt Col Anthony Shaffer
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Needless to say, the 9/11 Commission Report is a collection of “omissions and

distortions”, a very well orchestrated cover-up, a reality to which even the

Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Commission, Thomas H. Kean and Lee H.

Hamilton adhere, claiming it was “set up to fail”.

The case against Iran is largely based on the 9/11 Commission Report, and

three of the “expert witnesses” who testified were part of that commission.

Among them is Dietrich Snell, one of the lead investigators and the man

Captain Phillpott testified to about Able Danger. (Douglas Jehl and Philip

Shenon, 9/11 Commission’s Staff Rejected Report on Early Identification of

Chief Hijacker, The New York Times, August 11, 2005.)

Part II of this article (forthcoming) will focus on the expert witnesses who

testified against Iran in the court case.

The original source of this article is Global Research

Copyright © Julie Lévesque, Global Research, 2012
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distortions”, a very well orchestrated cover-up, a reality to which even the

Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Commission, Thomas H. Kean and Lee H.

Hamilton adhere, claiming it was “set up to fail”.

The case against Iran is largely based on the 9/11 Commission Report, and

three of the “expert witnesses” who testified were part of that commission.

Among them is Dietrich Snell, one of the lead investigators and the man

Captain Phillpott testified to about Able Danger. (Douglas Jehl and Philip
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Shenon, 9/11 Commission’s Staff Rejected Report on Early Identification of

Chief Hijacker, The New York Times, August 11, 2005.)

Part II of this article (forthcoming) will focus on the expert witnesses who

testified against Iran in the court case.

The original source of this article is Global Research

Copyright © Julie Lévesque, Global Research, 2012

[Edit Point]

“American Justice”: The Targeted Assassination of Osama Bin Laden

By Marjorie Cohn - Global Research, May 10, 2011

When he announced that Osama bin Laden had been killed

by a Navy Seal team in Pakistan, President Barack Obama

said, “Justice has been done.” Mr. Obama misused the word

“justice” when he made that statement. He should have

said, “Retaliation has been accomplished.” A former

professor of constitutional law should know the difference

between those two concepts. The word “justice” implies an

act of applying or upholding the law.

Targeted assassinations violate well-established principles of international law.

Also called political assassinations, they are extrajudicial executions. These are

unlawful and deliberate killings carried out by order of, or with the

acquiescence of, a government, outside any judicial framework.

Extrajudicial executions are unlawful, even in armed conflict. In a 1998 report,

the United Nations Special Rapporteur on extrajudicial, summary or arbitrary

executions noted that “extrajudicial executions can never be justified under

any circumstances, not even in time of war.” The U.N. General Assembly and

Human Rights Commission, as well as Amnesty International, have all

condemned extrajudicial executions.

In spite of its illegality, the Obama administration frequently uses targeted

assassinations to accomplish its goals. Five days after executing Osama bin
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Laden, Mr. Obama tried to bring “justice” to U.S. citizen Anwar al-Awlaki, who

has not been charged with any crime in the United States. The unmanned

drone attack in Yemen missed al-Awlaki and killed two people “believed to be al

Qaeda militants,” according to a CBS/AP bulletin.

Two days before the Yemen attack, U.S. drones killed 15 people in Pakistan

and wounded four. Since the March 17 drone attack that killed 44 people, also

in Pakistan, there have been four drone strikes. In 2010, American drones

carried out 111 strikes. The Human Rights Commission of Pakistan says that

957 civilians were killed in 2010.

The United States disavowed the use of extrajudicial killings under President

Gerald Ford. After the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence disclosed in

1975 that the CIA had been involved in several murders or attempted murders

of foreign leaders, President Ford issued an executive order banning

assassinations. Every succeeding president until George W. Bush renewed that

order. However, the Clinton administration targeted Osama bin Laden in

Afghanistan, but narrowly missed him.

In July 2001, the U.S. Ambassador to Israel denounced Israel’s policy of

targeted killings, or “preemptive operations.” He said “the United States

government is very clearly on the record as against targeted assassinations.

They are extrajudicial killings, and we do not support that.”

Yet after September 11, 2001, former White House press secretary Ari Fleischer

invited the killing of Saddam Hussein: “The cost of one bullet, if the Iraqi

people take it on themselves, is substantially less” than the cost of war. Shortly

thereafter, Bush issued a secret directive, which authorized the CIA to target

suspected terrorists for assassination when it would be impractical to capture

them and when large-scale civilian casualties could be avoided.

In November 2002, Bush reportedly authorized the CIA to assassinate a

suspected Al Qaeda leader in Yemen. He and five traveling companions were

killed in the hit, which Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz described as a

“very successful tactical operation.”
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After the Holocaust, Winston Churchill wanted to execute the Nazi leaders

without trials. But the U.S. government opposed the extrajudicial executions of

Nazi officials who had committed genocide against millions of people. U.S.

Supreme Court Justice Robert H. Jackson, who served as chief prosecutor at

the Nuremberg War Crimes Tribunal, told President Harry Truman: “We could

execute or otherwise punish [the Nazi leaders] without a hearing. But

undiscriminating executions or punishments without definite findings of guilt,

fairly arrived at, would . . . not set easily on the American conscience or be

remembered by children with pride.”

Osama bin Laden and the “suspected militants” targeted in drone attacks

should have been arrested and tried in U.S. courts or an international tribunal.

Obama cannot serve as judge, jury and executioner. These assassinations are

not only illegal; they create a dangerous precedent, which could be used to

justify the targeted killings of U.S. leaders.

Marjorie Cohn is a professor at Thomas Jefferson School of Law and past

president of the National Lawyers Guild. She is deputy secretary general of the

International Association of Democratic Lawyers. Her latest book, “The United

States and Torture: Interrogation, Incarceration and Abuse” was published

earlier this year by NYU Press. See www.marjoriecohn.com

The original source of this article is Global Research

Copyright © Marjorie Cohn, Global Research, 2011

[Edit Point]

ALLEGED “MASTERMIND” OF 9/11 ON TRIAL IN GUANTANAMO: Military

Tribunals proceed Despite Evidence of Torture

By Tom Carter - Global Research, May 30, 2012

At Guantanamo Bay, the Obama administration continues to

prosecute five alleged September 11 conspirators before a

military commission over objections from defense attorneys

regarding torture and challenges to the legitimacy of the

proceedings.
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The five prisoners are Khalid Sheik Mohammed, the reputed “mastermind” of

the September 11, 2001 attacks; his nephew Ramzi Binalshibh, accused of

playing a major role in Al Qaeda operations in Germany; and three men alleged

to be lower level Al Qaeda figures: Mustafa Ahmed Hawsawi, Ammar al Baluchi

and Walid bin Attash.

All five men have been held for years without trial or charge and have been

subjected to brutal and illegal forms of torture at Guantanamo Bay and at

secret CIA “black sites.” Khalid Sheik Mohammed was subjected to

waterboarding (near-drowning by asphyxiation) 183 times in a single month in

2003.

All five are charged with murder, hijacking and terrorism, among other

charges, and the Obama administration is seeking the death penalty.

At an arraignment that lasted more than thirteen hours earlier this month,

lawyers appointed for the five men directly challenged the legitimacy of the

military commissions and repeatedly sought to direct attention to the fact that

the five men had been tortured. (See: Guantanamo military commission

arraigns 9/11 defendants.) The proceedings frequently ground to a halt as the

tribunal sought to defend its legitimacy and to prevent a discussion of torture.

At one point during the arraignment, bin Attash took off his shirt in an attempt

to show the tribunal the scars that resulted from torture. “No, no, no,” said

Colonel James Pohl, the presiding judge. “You will put your shirt on.”

In the weeks following the arraignment, defense attorneys have sought to use

certain provisions of the Military Commissions Act, which prohibit any person

from unduly influencing or coercing the commission, to challenge the actions

and statements of top government and military officials with respect to the

proceedings.

The defense attorneys have demanded that Obama, former president George W.

Bush, Attorney General Eric Holder, Pentagon attorney Jeh Johnson, Senator

Lindsey Graham, and others appear to testify before the commission.
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Prosecutors have rejected the request for witnesses.

Defense attorneys are also opposing a joint trial of the five detainees, given that

the government has accused each of them with a substantially different level of

involvement in the September 11 attacks.

The ongoing proceedings are developing into a source of embarrassment for the

Obama administration. The New Yorker magazine opined, “What should be the

most important trial of our time is being improvised in a newly

cobbled-together fake court, in which no side seems to have figured out the

most basic rules.” Even the New York Times conceded that the tribunal “got off

to a slow and rocky start…”

During his 2008 election campaign, Obama denounced military tribunals and

vowed to close the infamous detention facility at Guantanamo Bay. Four years

later, the prison remains open and military commissions are codified in law as

permanent features of the American judicial landscape.

The entrenchment of the system of military commissions is not due primarily to

Obama’s moral failings, but reflects the concern within the American ruling

class that the US court system, even in its present form, affords the accused

too many rights.

As with all measures enacted under the guise of the so-called “war on terror,”

the primary purpose of military tribunals is not to prosecute the alleged

participants in the September 11, 2001 attacks. There is no legitimate reason

such people cannot be prosecuted in regular US courts. Rather, the use of

military commissions against Khalid Sheikh Mohammed and others constitutes

a test case for the more widespread implementation of military tribunals,

including against US citizens.

The prosecution of the five Guantanamo detainees takes on special significance

in light of the recent frame-up on terror charges of Chicago anti-war protesters,

utilizing undercover police spies. (See: Chicago police frame antiwar activists

on “terrorism” charges.) Since these anti-war protesters are charged with
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“terrorism,” there is nothing in principle preventing the Obama administration

from prosecuting them in the Guantanamo military tribunals.

The military commissions, codified into law by the Obama administration in

the Military Commissions Act of 2009, make a mockery of the Bill of Rights. In

these proceedings virtually every basic right afforded to a criminal defendant by

the US Constitution is either curtailed or ignored.

The proceedings violate the right to a speedy and public trial by an impartial

jury (the Sixth Amendment), the right to an attorney (the Sixth Amendment),

the right to exclude evidence obtained through torture or other unlawful means

(the Fourth and Fifth Amendments), and the right of the accused to confront

his accusers (the Sixth Amendment), among other rights.

It goes without saying that a warrant was never issued by a neutral magistrate

for the arrest of the Guantanamo detainees, in violation of the Fourth

Amendment, and their torture and the conditions of their confinement certainly

violate the Eighth Amendment (prohibiting cruel and unusual punishment).

In the administration’s military tribunals, as was the case with the medieval

inquisition, the prosecution can introduce into evidence confessions obtained

through torture. Moreover, “secret evidence,” which the accused has no right to

examine or refute, can be considered by the commission.

For all practical purposes, the accused has no right to an attorney. Under

current rules, the military may appoint an attorney for the accused, but the

military also has the power to monitor and record every conversation between

the detainee and his attorney. The attorneys are subject to countless

restrictions, including the provision that nothing the accused says to the

attorney can be repeated in public.

“We’re barred and restricted and constrained in everything we do,” Attorney

Cheryl Borman, who represents bin Attash, told reporters after the

arraignment earlier this month. “I can’t tell you what my client says because

everything is presumptively top secret. So if my client wanted a tuna fish
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sandwich for lunch, I couldn’t tell you that.”

The trials themselves are broadcast to the media with a 40-second delay,

ostensibly so that the government can bleep out with white noise any remarks

that might constitute “state secrets.” In practice, it is already clear that this

mechanism will be used to censor any remarks that might be embarrassing to

the government.

At the arraignment earlier this month, defense attorney Air Force Capt. Michael

Schwartz declared that “the torture that my client was subjected to by the men

and women wearing the big boy pants down at the CIA makes it impossible…”

The military censored the rest of his remarks.

“Big boy pants” is a reference to a recent interview on the “60 Minutes”

television program in which former CIA official Jose Rodriguez defended torture

in the crudest terms. “We needed everybody in government to put their big boy

pants on and provide the authorities that we needed,” Rodriguez said.

The military later acknowledged that Schwartz’ statement did not contain any

confidential information.

The jury in proceedings before a military commission consists of military

officers, and only two thirds of a jury (instead of a unanimous jury) is needed to

convict a suspect. But the military has the authority to continue to imprison

the accused even if he or she is acquitted by the jury.

Detainees do not even have a right to a trial before the tribunals. Of the

roughly 170 detainees currently being held at Guantanamo, the Obama

administration’s Guantanamo Review Task Force has recommended

prosecution of only 36, whether in federal court or before military commissions.

The overwhelming majority of Guantanamo detainees are being held

indefinitely without the right to appear even before the kangaroo commissions.

If the military tribunals presently convened in Guantanamo Bay had been

convened by Syria or Iran, the US government would have leapt to its feet to
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denounce human rights violations and authoritarian rule. The American media

would have dutifully followed suit. What little coverage the mainstream media

provides regarding the Guantanamo Bay proceedings, on the other hand, treats

the drumhead tribunals as though they were entirely legitimate.

The next hearing in the case of the five alleged September 11 conspirators is

set for June 12.

The original source of this article is World Socialist Web Site

Copyright © Tom Carter, World Socialist Web Site, 2012

U.S. Military Drugged Detainees to Obtain FALSE Confessions

By Tom Carter - Global Research, May 30, 2012

U.S. Drugged Detainees, Which Interfered with their Ability to Tell the Truth

The Inspector General for the the U.S. Department of Defense

reports that the military heavily drugged some detainees in a

way which impaired their ability to provide accurate

information:

Detainees in custody of the US military were interrogated while drugged with

powerful antipsychotic and other medications that “could impair an

individual’s ability to provide accurate information,” according to a

declassified Department of Defense (DoD) inspector general’s report.

Over the past decade, dozens of current and former detainees and their civilian

and military attorneys have alleged in news reports and in court documents

that prisoners held by the US government in Guantanamo, Iraq and

Afghanistan were forcibly injected with unknown medications and pills during

or immediately prior to marathon interrogation sessions in an attempt to

compel them to confess to terrorist-related crimes of which they were

accused.
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Leonard Rubenstein, a medical ethicist at Johns Hopkins Center for Public

Health and Human Rights and the former president of Physicians for Human

Rights, said … “The problem is not simply what the report implies, that good

information is unlikely to be obtained when someone shows psychotic

symptoms….”

Shayana Kadidal, the senior managing attorney of the Guantanamo Project at

the Center for Constitutional Rights, said what struck him after he read the

report is “under the system set up by the [US Court of Appeals for the

District of Columbia], any statements detainees made during these

interrogations would be presumed accurate even if detainees took

medication that could produce unreliable information.”

When the inspector general sought to interview the attorney representing one

detainee who claimed he was given mind-altering drugs during interrogations,

the attorney responded, “at this state of his incarceration, [redacted] memory is

severely compromised and, unfortunately, we are skeptical that he can provide

you with any further details …”

Al-Nusairi claimed he was injected with an unknown medication that made

him extremely sleepy just before he was interrogated in 2002. When his captors

awakened him, he fabricated a confession for US interrogators in hopes they

would leave him alone so he could sleep.

“I was completely gone,” al-Nusairi told his attorney, Anant Raut. “I said, ‘Let

me go. I want to go to sleep. If it takes saying I’m a member of al-Qaeda, I will.’”

“I think any rational person would agree that confessions of terrorism while

under the influence of mind-altering drugs are about credible as professions of

love while under the influence of alcohol,” Raut, al-Nusairi’s attorney, told

Truthout.

Part of a Systemic Effort to Produce False Confessions

These revelations only make sense when taken in context.
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We’ve previously noted that the entire purpose behind the U.S. torture program

was to obtain false confessions.

For example, the torture techniques used were Communist techniques

specifically designed to produce false confessions:

As I noted in 2009:

Senator Levin, in commenting on the Senate Armed Services Committee report

on torture declassified today, drops the following bombshell:

With last week’s release of the Department of Justice Office of Legal

Counsel (OLC) opinions, it is now widely known that Bush administration

officials distorted Survival Evasion Resistance and Escape “SERE” training

– a legitimate program used by the military to train our troops to resist

abusive enemy interrogations – by authorizing abusive techniques from

SERE for use in detainee interrogations. Those decisions conveyed the

message that abusive treatment was appropriate for detainees in U.S.

custody. They were also an affront to the values articulated by General

Petraeus.

In SERE training, U.S. troops are briefly exposed, in a highly controlled

setting, to abusive interrogation techniques used by enemies that refuse to

follow the Geneva Conventions. The techniques are based on tactics used

by Chinese Communists against American soldiers during the Korean War

for the purpose of eliciting false confessions for propaganda purposes.

Techniques used in SERE training include stripping trainees of their

clothing, placing them in stress positions, putting hoods over their heads,

subjecting them to face and body slaps, depriving them of sleep, throwing

them up against a wall, confining them in a small box, treating them like

animals, subjecting them to loud music and flashing lights, and exposing

them to extreme temperatures. Until recently, the Navy SERE school also

used waterboarding. The purpose of the SERE program is to provide U.S.

troops who might be captured a taste of the treatment they might face so

that they might have a better chance of surviving captivity and resisting
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abusive and coercive interrogations.

Senator Levin then documents that SERE techniques were deployed as part of

an official policy on detainees, and that SERE instructors helped to implement

the interrogation programs.

The senior Army SERE psychologist warned in 2002 against using SERE

training techniques during interrogations in an email to personnel at

Guantanamo Bay, because:

[T]he use of physical pressures brings with it a large number of potential

negative side effects… When individuals are gradually exposed to

increasing levels of discomfort, it is more common for them to resist

harder… If individuals are put under enough discomfort, i.e. pain, they

will eventually do whatever it takes to stop the pain. This will increase the

amount of information they tell the interrogator, but it does not mean the

information is accurate. In fact, it usually decreases the reliability of the

information because the person will say whatever he believes will stop the

pain… Bottom line: the likelihood that the use of physical pressures will

increase the delivery of accurate information from a detainee is very low.

The likelihood that the use of physical pressures will increase the level of

resistance in a detainee is very high… (p. 53).

I also pointed out:

    McClatchy fills in some of the details:

Former senior U.S. intelligence official familiar with the interrogation

issue said that Cheney and former Defense Secretary Donald H.

Rumsfeld demanded that the interrogators find evidence of al

Qaida-Iraq collaboration…

For most of 2002 and into 2003, Cheney and Rumsfeld, especially,

were also demanding proof of the links between al Qaida and Iraq that

(former Iraqi exile leader Ahmed) Chalabi and others had told them
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were there.”

It was during this period that CIA interrogators waterboarded two

alleged top al Qaida detainees repeatedly — Abu Zubaydah at least 83

times in August 2002 and Khalid Sheik Muhammed 183 times in

March 2003 — according to a newly released Justice Department

document…

When people kept coming up empty, they were told by Cheney’s and

Rumsfeld’s people to push harder,” he continued.”Cheney’s and

Rumsfeld’s people were told repeatedly, by CIA . . . and by others, that

there wasn’t any reliable intelligence that pointed to operational ties

between bin Laden and Saddam . . .

A former U.S. Army psychiatrist, Maj. Charles Burney, told Army

investigators in 2006 that interrogators at the Guantanamo Bay,

Cuba, detention facility were under “pressure” to produce evidence of

ties between al Qaida and Iraq.

“While we were there a large part of the time we were focused on trying

to establish a link between al Qaida and Iraq and we were not

successful in establishing a link between al Qaida and Iraq,” Burney

told staff of the Army Inspector General. “The more frustrated people

got in not being able to establish that link . . . there was more and

more pressure to resort to measures that might produce more

immediate results.”

“I think it’s obvious that the administration was scrambling then to try

to find a connection, a link (between al Qaida and Iraq),” [Senator]

Levin said in a conference call with reporters. “They made out links

where they didn’t exist.”

Levin recalled Cheney’s assertions that a senior Iraqi intelligence

officer had met Mohammad Atta, the leader of the 9/11 hijackers, in

the Czech Republic capital of Prague just months before the attacks on
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the World Trade Center and the Pentagon.

The FBI and CIA found that no such meeting occurred.

In other words, top Bush administration officials not only knowingly lied about

a non-existent connection between Al Qaida and Iraq, but they pushed and

insisted that interrogators use special torture methods aimed at extracting

false confessions to attempt to create such a false linkage.

Writing about this today, Paul Krugman says:

Let’s say this slowly: the Bush administration wanted to use 9/11 as a

pretext to invade Iraq, even though Iraq had nothing to do with 9/11.

So it tortured people to make them confess to the nonexistent link.

There’s a word for this: it’s evil.

The Washington Post reported the same year:

Despite what you’ve seen on TV, torture is really only good at one

thing: eliciting false confessions. Indeed, Bush-era torture

techniques, we now know, were cold-bloodedly modeled after methods

used by Chinese Communists to extract confessions from captured

U.S. servicemen that they could then use for propaganda during the

Korean War.

So as shocking as the latest revelation in a new Senate Armed Services

Committee report may be, it actually makes sense — in a nauseating

way. The White House started pushing the use of torture not when

faced with a “ticking time bomb” scenario from terrorists, but when

officials in 2002 were desperately casting about for ways to tie Iraq to

the 9/11 attacks — in order to strengthen their public case for

invading a country that had nothing to do with 9/11 at all.

    ***
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Gordon Trowbridge writes for the Detroit News: “Senior Bush

administration officials pushed for the use of abusive interrogations of

terrorism detainees in part to seek evidence to justify the invasion of

Iraq, according to newly declassified information discovered in a

congressional probe.

I wrote last month:

One of the two senior instructors from the Air Force team which taught

U.S. servicemen how to resist torture by foreign governments when

used to extract false confessions has blown the whistle on the true

purpose behind the U.S. torture program.

Truth Out reported yesterday:

Jessen’s notes were provided to Truthout by retired Air Force Capt.

Michael Kearns, a “master” SERE instructor and decorated veteran

who has previously held high-ranking positions within the Air Force

Headquarters Staff and Department of Defense (DoD).

Kearns and his boss, Roger Aldrich, the head of the Air Force

Intelligence’s Special Survial Training Program (SSTP), based out of

Fairchild Air Force Base in Spokane, Washington, hired Jessen in May

1989. Kearns, who was head of operations at SSTP and trained

thousands of service members, said Jessen was brought into the

program due to an increase in the number of new SERE courses being

taught and “the fact that it required psychological expertise on hand in

a full-time basis.”

Jessen, then the chief of Psychology Service at the US Air Force

Survival School, immediately started to work directly with Kearns on

“a new course for special mission units (SMUs), which had as its goal

individual resistance to terrorist exploitation.”
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The course, known as SV-91, was developed for the Survival Evasion

Resistance Escape (SERE) branch of the US Air Force Intelligence

Agency, which acted as the Executive Agent Action Office for the Joint

Chiefs of Staff. Jessen’s notes formed the basis for one part of SV-91,

“Psychological Aspects of Detention.”

    ***

Kearns was one of only two officers within DoD qualified to teach all three

SERE-related courses within SSTP on a worldwide basis, according to a

copy of a 1989 letter written Aldrich, who nominated him officer of the

year.

    ***

The Jessen notes clearly state the totality of what was being

reverse-engineered – not just ‘enhanced interrogation techniques,’ but an

entire program of exploitation of prisoners using torture as a central

pillar,” he said. “What I think is important to note, as an ex-SERE

Resistance to Interrogation instructor, is the focus of Jessen’s instruction.

It is exploitation, not specifically interrogation. And this is not a picayune

issue, because if one were to ‘reverse-engineer’ a course on resistance to

exploitation then what one would get is a plan to exploit prisoners, not

interrogate them. The CIA/DoD torture program appears to have the same

goals as the terrorist organizations or enemy governments for which SV-91

and other SERE courses were created to defend against: the full

exploitation of the prisoner in his intelligence, propaganda, or other needs

held by the detaining power, such as the recruitment of informers and

double agents. Those aspects of the US detainee program have not

generally been discussed as part of the torture story in the American

press.”

    ***
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Jessen wrote that cooperation is the “end goal” of the detainer, who wants

the detainee “to see that [the detainer] has ‘total’ control of you because

you are completely dependent on him, and thus you must comply with his

wishes. Therefore, it is absolutely inevitable that you must cooperate with

him in some way (propaganda, special favors, confession, etc.).”

    ***

Kearns said, based on what he has read in declassified government

documents and news reports about the role SERE played in the Bush

administration’s torture program, Jessen clearly “reverse-engineered”

his lesson plan and used resistance methods to abuse “war on terror”

detainees.

So we have the two main Air Force insiders concerning the genesis of the

torture program confirming – with original notes – that the whole purpose of

the torture program was to extract false confessions.

Torture Program Produced False Confessions Regarding Terrorism

You might assume that torture was necessary or justified after 9/11.

Indeed, most of the information in the 9/11 Commission Report came from

suspects who were tortured. Specifically, most of the 9/11 Commission Report

was based on 3rd hand reports of what people said while being tortured.

But remember that communist torture techniques specifically crafted to

produce false confessions were used. Remember also:

    The FBI interrogators who actually interviewed some of the 9/11 suspects

say torture didn’t work

Another FBI interrogator of 9/11 suspects said:

        I was in the middle of this, and it’s not true that these [aggressive]

techniques were effective
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One of the Main Sources for the 9/11 Commission Report was Tortured Until

He Agreed to Sign a Confession that He Was NOT EVEN ALLOWED TO READ

The so-called 9/11 mastermind said: “During … My Interrogation I Gave A Lot

Of False Information In Order To Satisfy What I Believed The Interrogators

Wished To Hear”

The self-confessed 9/11 “mastermind” falsely confessed to crimes he didn’t

commit

The Senior Counsel to the 9/11 Commission (John Farmer) – who led the 9/11

staff’s inquiry – recently said: “The CIA tapes of the interrogations were

destroyed. The story of 9/11 itself, to put it mildly, was distorted and was

completely different from the way things happened“

A humanitarian aid worker said: torture only stopped when I pretended I was

in al 1aeda [sic]

Under torture, Ibn al-Sheikh al-Libi claimed there was a link between Saddam

Hussein, al-Qaida and WMD

Torture Is ONLY Good For One Thing … Producing False Confessions

Indeed, the top interrogation experts from U.S. military and intelligence

services say that all torture is lousy at producing actionable intelligence … and

the only thing it is good for is to produce false confessions. For example:

The C.I.A.’s 1963 interrogation manual stated:

Intense pain is quite likely to produce false confessions, concocted as a

means of escaping from distress. A time-consuming delay results, while

investigation is conducted and the admissions are proven untrue. During this

respite the interrogatee can pull himself together. He may even use the time to

think up new, more complex ‘admissions’ that take still longer to disprove.
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An Army psychologist – Major Paul Burney, Army’s Behavior Science

Consulting Team psychologist – said (page 78 & 83):

[It] was stressed to me time and time again that psychological investigations

have proven that harsh interrogations do not work. At best it will get you

information that a prisoner thinks you want to hear to make the interrogation

stop, but that information is strongly likely to be false.

***

Interrogation techniques that rely on physical or adverse consequences are

likely to garner inaccurate information ….

The original source of this article is Washington's Blog

Copyright © Washington's Blog, Washington's Blog, 2012

[Edit Point]

911 MILITARY TRIAL: Pentagon Clears Way for Military Trial of Five

charged in 9/11 Attacks

By Bill Van Auken - Global Research, April 06, 2012

The Pentagon formally charged Khalid Sheikh Mohammed

and four other detainees held at the Guantanamo Bay prison

camp in Cuba Wednesday in connection with the September

11 terrorist attacks on New York City and Washington.

The presentation of the charges, which carry a maximum sentence of death,

sets the stage for a military tribunal excluding elementary rights that exist in a

civilian court, or even in a traditional court martial.

From the standpoint of the US state and its intelligence apparatus, this

pseudo-legal forum holds obvious attractions. It will allow the authorities, first,

to quash any dispute over the decade of illegal detention and prolonged torture

to which the defendants have been subjected and, second, to control testimony

and evidence so as to prevent any inconvenient revelations surrounding the
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September 11 events themselves and the longstanding connections between Al

Qaeda and the CIA.

It has been publicly acknowledged that Khalid Sheikh Mohammed was

water-boarded 183 times and subjected to other forms of torture and brutality

while held in a secret CIA “black site,” leading to his confessions not only to

9/11 but a large number of other crimes, some of which never took place and

others that he could not have committed.

A glimpse into the mechanics of the tight control the military will exercise over

the tribunal was provided in a report Thursday by Carol Rosenberg of the

Miami Herald on arrangements that have been made for relatives of 9/11

victims to watch the proceedings via closed-circuit broadcasts.

“The broadcasts are on a 40-second delay in case someone in court divulges

classified information, time enough for an intelligence center to muffle the

proceedings behind white noise,” Rosenberg reports.

In addition to Mohammed, who was accused by the US 9/11 commission of

being “the principal architect of the 9/11 attacks” and who confessed in a

Combatant Review Tribunal at Guantanamo to being “responsible for the 9/11

operation from A to Z,” the other defendants include Walid bin Atash, Ramzi

Binalshibh, Ali Abdul Aziz Ali and Mustafa Ahmed al Hansawi.

The five are to be tried jointly, with all of them facing the death penalty. A

civilian lawyer for Ali Abdul Aziz Ali issued a statement denouncing this

procedure, noting that his client is charged neither with killing anyone nor

plotting to kill anyone, but only with wiring money to the 9/11 hijackers.

“Mr. Ali would not be eligible for the death penalty if this case were tried in

federal court,” said Connell. “This attempt to expand the reach of the death

penalty to people who neither killed nor planned to kill is another example of

the second-class justice of the military commissions.”
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There is nothing new about either the names or the charges. Rather than the

initiation of a capital military tribunal, Wednesday’s announcement signaled

the resumption of a procedure that was temporarily interrupted by the election

of the Obama administration in November 2008.

On February 11, 2008, the Department of Defense handed down charges

virtually identical to those issued Wednesday. These allege that the five are

“responsible for the planning and execution of the attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, in

New York, Washington, D.C., and Shanksville, Pa., resulting in the killing of

2,976 people” and committed the crimes of “terrorism, hijacking aircraft,

conspiracy, murder in violation of the law of war, attacking civilians, attacking

civilian objects, intentionally causing serious bodily injury, and destruction of

property in violation of the law of war.”

The move toward prosecution by one of the military tribunals created under

Bush’s Military Commissions Act was halted by the Obama administration,

which came into office vowing to scrap the act and to close down Guantanamo,

either releasing those held there or bringing them before civilian courts in the

United States. This shift was supposed to change the image of the US as a

rogue state internationally, as well as appease the broad sections of the

American electorate who voted for Obama with the expectation that he would

put an end to the illegality, torture and aggressive war associated with the

Bush administration.

Faced with an uproar from the Republican right as well as significant sections

of Democrats, however, Obama steadily retreated from this election promise

and ultimately bowed to congressional legislation barring the use of any federal

funds to transfer detainees from Guantanamo to the United States for trial.

In March of last year, Obama lifted his 25-month stay on military tribunals at

Guantanamo, effectively scrapping his vow to close the infamous facility. He

also signed an executive order creating a process for holding some

Guantanamo detainees without charges or trial, making the gross violation of

due process and habeas corpus with which the detention camp is identified the

official policy of his administration.
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And a year ago, on April 4, 2011, Attorney General Eric Holder formally

renounced the administration’s earlier vow to try Khalid Sheik Mohammed and

the four others in a civilian court, acknowledging that they would be

prosecuted at Guantanamo under the Military Commissions Act.

Wednesday’s announcement met with condemnation from civil liberties groups.

The American Civil Liberties Union issued a statement warning the Obama

administration that it “is making a terrible mistake by prosecuting the most

important terrorism trials of our time in a second-tier system of justice.” The

military commissions, it charged, “were set up to achieve easy convictions and

hide the reality of torture, not to provide a fair trial.” Any verdict would be

“tainted”, the ACLU said, adding that the use of the military tribunals “means

that justice will never truly be achieved, in the eyes of our nation or the rest of

the world.”

The Obama administration’s support for military commissions is not a “terrible

mistake,” but rather represents one more step in its relentless assault on

democratic rights that has gone hand in hand with the unchecked growth of

militarism. Most recently, this has included the Democratic president’s signing

into law legislation (the National Defense Authorization Act—NDAA) asserting

his “right” to condemn American citizens to indefinite military detention on his

sole say-so that they are enemies of the state, and his arrogation to himself of

the power to order the assassination of US citizens anywhere in the world on

the same basis.

The attacks of September 11 and the killing of nearly 3,000 was an appalling

crime. The proceedings that are being initiated at the Guantanamo detention

camp, however, are not about justice for the victims or uncovering the truth of

an event that still remains shrouded in mysteries and cover-ups.

The crimes carried out by the US government in the decade since the attacks,

including the illegal abduction, torture and detention of not only those charged

with the crime, but thousands of people who had nothing to do with it, ensure

that the military tribunal will represent a mockery of justice.
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Its task is to render the pre-ordained verdict, while ensuring that nothing

comes out of the drumhead proceedings in Cuba that might cast light on the

unanswered questions about how these attacks were allowed to take place and

complicity between US intelligence agencies and Al Qaeda.

The original source of this article is World Socialist Web Site

Copyright © Bill Van Auken, World Socialist Web Site, 2012

[Edit Point]

Khalid Sheikh Mohammed’s trial will convict us all

By Dr. Paul Craig Roberts - Global Research, November 25, 2009

Republican members of Congress

and what masquerades as a

“conservative” media are outraged

that the Obama administration

intends to try in federal court

Khalid Shaikh Mohammed, the

alleged mastermind of 9/11, and

four alleged co-conspirators.

The Republican and right-wing rant

that a trial is too good for these

people proves what I have written for a number of years: Republicans and

many Americans who think of themselves as conservatives have no regard for

the US Constitution or for civil liberties.

They have no appreciation for the point made by Thomas Paine in his

Dissertations on First Principles of Government (1790):

“An avidity to punish is always dangerous to liberty. It leads men to

stretch, to misinterpret, and to misapply even the best of laws. He that

would make his own liberty secure must guard even his enemy from

oppression; for if he violates this duty he establishes a precedent that will

reach to himself.”
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Republicans and American conservatives regard civil liberties as coddling

devices for criminals and terrorists. They assume that police and prosecutors

are morally pure and, in addition, never make mistakes. An accused person is

guilty or government wouldn’t have accused him. All of my life I have heard

self-described conservatives disparage lawyers who defend criminals. Such

“conservatives” live in an ideal, not real, world.

Even some of those, such as Stuart Taylor in the National Journal, who defend

giving Mohammed a court trial do so on the grounds that there are no risks as

Mohammed is certain to be convicted and that “a civilian trial will show

Americans and the rest of the world that our government is sure it can prove

the 9/11 defendants guilty in the fairest of all courts.”

Taylor agrees that Mohammed deserves “summary execution,” but that it is a

good Machiavellian ploy to try Mohammed in civilian court, while dealing with

cases that have “trickier evidentiary problems” in “more flexible military

commissions, away from the brightest spotlights.”

In other words, Stuart Taylor and the National Journal endorse Mohammed’s

trial as a show trial that will prove both America’s honorable respect for fair

trials and Muslim guilt for 9/11.

If, as Taylor writes, “the government’s evidence is so strong,” why wasn’t

Mohammed tried years ago? Why was he held for years and

tortured–apparently water boarded 183 times–in violation of US law and the

Geneva Conventions? How can the US government put a defendant on trial

when its treatment of him violates US statutory law, international law, and

every precept of the US legal code? Mohammed has been treated as if he were a

captive of Hitler’s Gestapo or Stalin’s KGB. And now we are going to finish him

off in a show trial.

If the barbaric treatment Mohammed has received during his captivity hasn’t

driven him insane, how do we know he hasn’t decided to confess in order to

obtain for himself for evermore the glory of the deed? How many people can

claim to have outwitted the CIA, the National Security Agency and all 16 US
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intelligence agencies, NORAD, the Pentagon, the National Security Council,

airport security (four times on one morning), US air traffic control, the US Air

Force, the military Joint Chiefs of Staff, all the neocons, Mossad, and even the

supposedly formidable Dick Cheney?

Considering that some Muslims will blow themselves up in order to take out a

handful of Israelis or US and NATO occupation troops, the payoff that

Mohammed will get out of a guilty verdict is enormous. Are we really sure we

want to create a Muslim Superhero of such stature?

Originally, according to the US government, Osama bin Laden was the

mastermind of 9/11. To get bin Laden is the excuse given for the US invasion

of Afghanistan, which set up the invasion of Iraq. But after eight years of total

failure to catch Osama bin Laden, it became absolutely necessary to convict

some culprit.

Unfortunately, there will be no such sensible outcome. David Feige has told us

what the outcome will be (Slate, Nov. 19). The prosecution doesn’t need any

evidence, because no judge and no jury is going to let the demonized

“mastermind of 9/11” off. No judge or juror wants to be forever damned by the

brainwashed American public or assassinated by right-wing crazies. Keep in

mind that the kid, John Walker Lindh, termed “the American Taliban” by an

ignorant and propagandistic US media, was guilty of nothing except being in

the wrong place at the wrong time. Despite the complete trampling of his every

right, he got 20 years on a coerced plea bargain.

The price that Mohammed will pay will be small compared to the price we

Americans will pay. The outcome of Mohammed’s trial will complete the

transformation of the US legal system from a shield of the people into a weapon

in the hands of the state. Feige writes that Mohammed’s statements obtained

by torture will not be suppressed, that witnesses against him will not be

produced (“national security”), that documents that compromise the

prosecution will be redacted. At each stage of Mohammed’s appeals process,

higher courts will enshrine into legal precedents the denial of the

Constitutional right to a speedy trial, thus enshrining indefinite detention, the
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denial of the right against damning pretrial publicity, thus allowing

demonization prior to trial, and the denial of the right to have witnesses and

documents produced, thus eviscerating a defendant’s rights to exculpatory

evidence and to confront adverse witnesses, The twisted logic necessary to

disentangle Mohammed’s torture from his confession will also be upheld and

will “provide a blueprint for the government, giving them the prize they’ve been

after all this time–a legal way both to torture and to prosecute.”

It took Hitler a while to corrupt the German courts. Hitler first had to create

new courts, like President George W. Bush’s military tribunals, that did not

require evidence, using in place of evidence hearsay, secret charges, and

self-incrimination obtained by torture.

Every American should be concerned that the Obama administration has

decided to use Mohammed’s trial to complete the corruption of the American

court system. When Mohammed’s trial is over, an American Joe Stalin or Adolf

Hitler will be able to convict America’s Founding Fathers on charges of treason

and terrorism. No one will be safe.

Paul Craig Roberts was Assistant Secretary of the Treasury in the Reagan

administration. He is coauthor of The Tyranny of Good Intentions. He can be

reached at: PaulCraigRoberts@yahoo.com  

The original source of this article is Counterpunch

Copyright © Dr. Paul Craig Roberts, Counterpunch, 2009
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