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Introduction


As debate rages over the justness and tactics of the war in Iraq, another issue is all too frequently ignored: the justness and tactics of the “war on terror”. Some opponents of the Iraq war even seem to believe the best way to put the case for getting out of Iraq is to swear allegiance to this greater war.


The attack on Iraq was based on the false allegation that it was developing weapons of mass destruction (WMD), but this allegation would not have been enough. The real danger, explained the pro-war lobby, was that Saddam Hussein might give his weapons to “terrorists”, that 9/11 had – in a phrase uttered many thousands of times – “changed everything”.


Any war must have its driving philosophy of “them and us”, “with us or against us”. Despite protestations by those on the liberal wing of the war on terror, the official philosophy underlying this war is the “clash of civilizations”. If the old empires justified themselves through the ideal of imposing civilization on heathens, the extension of the US and NATO into vast swathes of other peoples’ territory is proclaimed as supporting human rights and the reform of Islam. The war on terror lobby is a coalition of “liberals” who snarl about Shari’a law but turn a blind eye to torture, and “conservatives” who say all means necessary must be used in self-defence against terrorism. The cement binding this unholy enterprise is the belief that we face a threat from people in the Islamic world so massive that we must go there and change them. The 9/11 attacks are the crown jewels of this war on terror.


It is therefore astonishing, and suspicious, that the official story of 9/11 has never been validated by anything more than the discredited report of Washington’s 9/11 Commission. For all we know, the official story of 9/11 may be, like the WMD story, a baseless, officially sanctioned conspiracy theory. If Al-Qaeda was involved, we need to be sure it was not acting in its historical role as an ally (if not a tool) of the CIA. And if Al-Qaeda was acting autonomously, we need to be sure it was not helped by plotters in Washington fully aware of the impending attacks, who decided to clear a path for the terrorists because they wanted a war. The issue is not whether, in a world with billions of inhabitants, some people hate “us”. Of course, some do, and a few always will. The issue is whether they have the capability to do great harm.


But five years of official investigations have drawn out little more than morsels of information from a contemptuous executive that believes it is above the law. As Los Angeles Times columnist Robert Sheer put it a few months before he was sacked in 2005:




Let’s be clear: The failure to fully disclose what is known about the 9/11 tragedy is not some minor bureaucratic transgression. Not since the Soviets first detonated an atomic bomb more than half a century ago has a single event so affected decision-making in this country, yet the main questions as to how and why it happened remain mostly unanswered.





We live in a corporate world ruled by an arrogant and increasingly integrated political class. Perhaps there is not so much a clash of civilizations as a clash between civilization as a whole and this global plutocracy manipulating the “war on terror” as a distraction from its own unpopular activities – accumulating ever more power and wealth, hollowing out democracy, nobbling the media and stealing centuries-old democratic rights. Scrutinizing the official story of 9/11 is a test of these rival theories.


This book does not try to offer a detailed account of what exactly happened, though an ominous outline takes shape. Its intention is to assess evidence that has become public and evaluate the feasibility of various scenarios. This is an investigation, not an indictment. Some reports will turn out to be false; much has yet to come to light. Readers may determine that the full complicity of plotters in Washington is inescapable; others will feel that not very much has been proven. But some conclusions can be drawn, most importantly that the truth can be discovered, despite the possibility of a wide-ranging cover-up. It is for a well-resourced legal enquiry to take the matter further and decide whether individuals participated in the 9/11 attacks through wilful negligence, obstructing investigations after the event or worse.


Just about any enquiry that can protect witnesses would likely produce bombshells, providing the momentum for what is really needed: a well-funded, extensive criminal investigation run by a team of prosecutors with no connections to Washington or London, closely supervised by the relatives of the 9/11 victims, with unfettered access to all public or privately held files. Were such files accessed, we might discover quite a lot more about the ways of the plutocracy; in the end, perhaps we could even get democracy back.


Certain officials are named here because they appear to be in a position to answer the many questions such an enquiry would pose, not because there is any assumption of guilt. It would be unwise to jump to conclusions at this stage. If there is a tone of hostility towards people like Dick Cheney, Condoleezza Rice and George Tenet, it is because of what the record shows clearly already: that the 9/11 attacks could have been stopped had officials been more vigilant; that the same officials used 9/11 as part of a fraudulent case for launching a war in the Middle East, sheltering behind language like “pre-emptive attack” and “harsh interrogation”.


A book like this is only as good as its sources; most of the sources seem to believe in the official 9/11 story, which if anything gives more weight to the evidence they have produced. In addition to openly sourced reports, I have made use of a few books by Washington journalists based on briefings by senior officials. This is dangerous, however; it is precisely how the media is fed false information. Nevertheless, in these cases it is clear who the sources are, or at least where in the apparatus they are. They reveal information that contradicts the line they try to promote.


Information presented here known for years by Internet sleuths will be brand-new for those unfortunates relying on the BBC or CNN. To make it accessible to all, I have told the whole story from scratch, giving less emphasis than in 9/11 Revealed to the continuing vast gaps in the official story and more to the new information.


The two big omissions are the details of the Flight 93 story and the insider trades. Flight 93 is covered very well in Rowland Morgan’s book Flight 93 Revealed. The insider trades look highly suspicious, but official stonewalling has rendered the issue impenetrable.









Key Figures


MAHMUD AHMED. Pakistani spy boss accused of sending cash to hijackers, resigned soon after.


MOHAMED ATTA. Alleged lead hijacker and terrorist organiser.


OSAMA BIN LADEN. Initially described as Al-Qaeda boss and architect of the attacks.


COFER BLACK. CIA chief in Sudan when it was Al-Qaeda HQ, head of CIA Counter Terror Centre on 9/11, advisor to President Bush.


GEORGE BUSH. President 2001–2009 and son of George Bush, President 1989–1993.


DICK CHENEY. Vice President, tried to stop any inquiry.


MICHAEL CHERTOFF. Put in charge of FBI criminal division shortly before 9/11 and then in charge of the subsequent investigations.


RICHARD A. CLARKE. White House anti-terrorism co-ordinator.


RUDOLPH GIULIANI. New York Mayor on 9/11, recently seen as disgraced Trump supporter.


JAMIE GORELICK. 9/11 Commissioner, previously wrote DoJ memo creating the “Wall”.


DAVID RAY GRIFFIN. Academic, author and leading 9/11 skeptic.


HANI HANJOUR. Alleged Flight 77 pilot; instructors said he was hopeless.


ZIAD JARRAH. Alleged pilot of Flight 93; most unlikely of the hijackers according to the Commission.


THOMAS KEAN. 9/11 Commission Chairman.


CHARLES J. LEIDIG. In charge of NMCC (National Military Command Centre).


ALI MOHAMED. CIA-linked terrorist trainer and double, possibly triple agent.


KHALID SHEIKH MOHAMMED. Credited by 9/11 Commission as key 9/11 organiser.


ZACARIAS MOUSSAOUI. Only alleged hijacker to face trial in a normal court.


PERVEZ MUSHARRAF. President of Pakistan at time of attacks.


JOHN P. O’NEILL. Chief FBI terrorist hunter, disliked by CIA, died in 9/11attacks.


CONDOLEEZZA RICE. Bush’s national security advisor, gave Commission false information on oath.


COLEEN ROWLEY. FBI supervisor in charge of Moussaoui case, complained she was blocked.


DONALD RUMSFELD. Secretary of Defence, supposed to be in charge of military response.


MIKE RUPPERT. Ex-detective, journalist, early 9/11 skeptic.


ANTHONY SHAFFER. His Pentagon team was closed down after they identified Atta pre-9/11.


GEORGE TENET. CIA Chief at the time of the attacks.


PHILIP D. ZELIKOW. In effective control of 9/11 Commission, reported secretly to Bush team.


ABU ZUBAYDAH. Al-Qaeda leader tortured by CIA, reportedly incriminated Saudi officials.









Part 1


The Background









1


The First Draft
of History


It is a commonplace that journalism is the first draft of history but, more precisely, the first draft is the flow of news reports coming in. What media people call “the story” is already the second draft. However, in the case of 9/11 the story was proclaimed before most of the reports: CNN reported that “a White House source” told it Al-Qaeda was responsible for the attacks even before the South Tower of the World Trade Center had collapsed and the Pentagon had been struck.


This chapter outlines the key developments in note form, starting from the morning of the attacks, and showing how the official story and skeptic views developed. (All unreferenced details are from the 9/11 Commission or referenced later.)


THE ATTACKS: 7.30 A.M.-10.30 A.M. HIJACK TIMELINE
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Source: 9/11 Commission. Last contact times were established from air traffic control tapes but what happened on the planes, when the Federal Aviation Authority (FAA) knew and when the military knew have never been clarified.


7.30 a.m.


Presumed hijackers Mohamed Atta and Abdulaziz al-Omari arrive in Boston on connecting flight; their bags are not put on Flight 11. Other presumed hijackers ready for embarkation.


8.14-8.17


Flight 11 apparently hijacked.


8.30


Brigadier-General Montague Winfield transfers command of Pentagon’s National Military Control Center (NMCC) Operations Room to Captain Charles Leidig; North American Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD) exercises proceed, including hijacking exercise.


8.55 (approximately)


President George W. Bush informed of first crash (later claims he had seen it, which according to official story cannot be true), concludes pilot error; by 8.55 media helicopters filming events, but NORAD aircraft have yet to arrive in New York.


9.03


In the most spectacular live political event in history, South Tower hit; Bush informed but remains seated in schoolroom; press secretary Ari Fleischer holds up sign: “Don’t say anything yet”.


9.06-9.35 (times still disputed)


Vice President Dick Cheney rushed to White House basement; National Security Council (NSC) counterterrorism boss Richard Clarke chairs key White House videoconference; Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld hears news, returns to non-urgent briefing; White House evacuated.


9.37 (some say earlier, citing clocks stopped at 9.34)


Pentagon hit, first reports say car bomb, truck bomb, explosion.


9.40-10.00


Pentagon press briefing says Rumsfeld walked to crash site to help.1


9.58


Media reports say South Tower collapses after explosions.


10.00 (approximately)


General Winfield returns to NMCC.


10.03 (some say 10.06)


Plane presumed to be Flight 93 crashes in Pennsylvania.


10.28


North Tower collapses.


OTHER EVENTS THAT DAY


9.20 a.m.


Most experts, including firefighters, believe total building collapses are impossible, but New York firefighters get message from Mayor Rudolph Giuliani’s office that collapse is expected.


9.25


Bush makes short speech denouncing terrorist attack; multiple reports say warning received that Air Force One will be attacked. Bush flies to Barksdale Airbase, Louisiana; FAA orders all aircraft over mainland US grounded immediately; order carried out successfully. (9/11 Commission will later judge FAA too incompetent to inform Pentagon that hijackings had taken place.)


9.30 (approximately)


Evacuation of a third building, World Trade Center 7, ordered.


9.50


CNN reports that at around 9.30 it was told by an official: “The initial assumption … was that this had something to do, or … possible connection with Osama Bin Laden.”


1.30 p.m.


Bush sets off for US Strategic Command Headquarters, Offutt Airbase, Nebraska – military nerve centre. Bush leaves at 4.30 for Washington.


All Day


Orgy of repetition as iconic photos of collapsing towers plays repeatedly on TV, often next to footage from Palestine allegedly depicting Palestinians celebrating the events. Phrase “The world has changed” uttered ceaselessly on TV worldwide.
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CREDIT: Eric Draper, White House


Bush returning to Washington on Air Force One. The 9/11 Commission later said phone communications with Air Force One were poor. Multiple reports from Bush officials said the extent of the attacks was unclear, and Air Force One received anonymous threats that included secret codes. Skeptics see this as evidence that 9/11 was a “palace coup”; anti-Bush journalists dismissed the reports as a lie to cover up indecision.


3.00


CIA Chief George Tenet already communicating with key nations, “lining up the forces for the counterstrike” against Al-Qaeda;2 Bush returns to Washington in the evening.


Afternoon


CNN reports correspondent and Flight 77 passenger Barbara Olson called her husband twice, reaching him at the Justice Department; also, CNN witness Tim Timmerman, described as a pilot, declares certainty in seeing a 757 hit the Pentagon. Other witnesses who ID a 737 are ignored.


5.20


World Trade Center Building 7 reported expected to collapse, as though routine event; indeed it does, falling neatly into its own footprint late in the afternoon.


Evening


In the White House, Richard Clarke walks into “a series of discussions about Iraq”: “I realized with almost a sharp physical pain that Rumsfeld and [Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul] Wolfowitz were going to try to take advantage of this national tragedy to promote their agenda … my friends in the Pentagon had been telling me … we would be invading Iraq sometime in 2002.”3


THE NEXT FORTY-EIGHT HOURS


Wednesday 12 September


Bush to Clarke: “See if Saddam did this. See if he’s linked in any way. I want to know any shred.”4 Official story takes form; experts and officials make the following assertions, later deemed wrong or in doubt:




■attacks came as a complete surprise;


■what happened was previously unthinkable;


■collapse of the Towers was due to fiery heat melting steel frames;


■it would not have been difficult for barely competent pilots to fly planes into the buildings;


■Al-Qaeda has many sleeper cells in America and billions of dollars at its disposal;


■more attacks are likely.
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Officials were quick to claim that nobody could have foreseen the 9/11 attacks, but this image appeared on many official publications in the months before 9/11. This version is taken from a US Department of Justice publication.5


CREDIT: United States Department of Justice


Evidence produced to support official theory; passport from one of the hijackers found at Ground Zero (many assume it is Atta’s; in fact, it was Satam al-Suqami’s). Photo of Atta boarding plane in Portland flashed around the world (many think they have seen a hijacker getting on a hijacked plane). Documents described as will and confession found in Atta’s bags, which for some reason did not get onto Flight 11.


Asked about 9/11’s effect on US-Israel relations, former Israeli prime minister Benjamin Netanyahu says: “It’s very good … well, not very good, but it will generate immediate sympathy.”6 Pro-Israel lobby will become particularly hostile to 9/11 skeptics.


Wednesday 13 September


At a meeting, CIA counterterrorism chief Cofer Black makes presentation to NSC principals and Bush outlining CIA plan to invade Afghanistan. Bush gives approval in principle to “take off the shackles” from CIA and its “Worldwide Attack Matrix”.7


THE FIRST FEW WEEKS


Wave of grief and sympathy engulfs mainstream media in most parts of the world. No one doubts Washington’s version of events. Bush regime announces war on terror, but precise meaning unclear. Main issue is extradition of bin Laden from Afghanistan; dossier promised by Secretary of State Colin Powell proving culpability. Later, responsibility for the dossier is shifted to British Prime Minister Tony Blair. Dossier finally evolves into oral presentation delivered in secret to NATO.


Friday 14 September


According to insiders, well before the attacks, White House lawyers – “seeded” by Cheney – have been secretly “incubating theories about how to expand Presidential power”. Draft Congressional resolution allowing President to exercise “all necessary and appropriate force in the United States”, arguably making him de facto dictator, is narrowly headed off – but applies to rest of the world. Bush will use this resolution as legal basis for arbitrary imprisonment and torture by CIA abroad. He will assume he has right to override Constitution as a “war president” from now on at home, too.8


Sunday 16 September


Cheney on Meet the Press: the government needs to “work through sort of the dark side … it’s vital for us to use any means at our disposal.” The road to Abu Ghraib is now open. Skeptics wonder if Cheney has already embarked on “dark side” prior to 9/11.


Pittsburgh Post-Gazette breaks “Let’s roll” story of passenger Todd Beamer and resistance on Flight 93, told to reporter by wife Lisa Beamer, who has been briefed by phone supervisor Lisa Jefferson. Jefferson took call from Todd but somehow failed to record it. “We know he’s in Heaven. He was saved,” says Lisa. Slogan “Let’s roll” later used to sell invasion of Iraq.


Monday 17 September


Bush secretly authorizes Worldwide Attack Matrix (probably a subject of Tenet’s calls to foreign governments on 11 September).9 Programme will grow into “largest CIA covert action program since the height of the Cold War”.10


During interview in Pakistan, bin Laden denies responsibility and repeats his 1998 fatwa making killing innocent women and children unacceptable. Bin Laden’s position will shift slowly until, in 2004 election video, a fuzzy figure takes full responsibility.


Thursday 20 September


Bush, Lisa Beamer beside him, addresses Congress with “war on terror” speech. “War” appears twelve times. Bush:




Our grief has turned to anger, and anger to resolution … We will direct … every necessary weapon of war to the disruption and to the defeat of the global terror network … Every nation, in every region, now has a decision to make. Either you are with us, or you are with the terrorists.11





Bush also says: “We’ll remember the moment the news came – where we were and what we were doing.”12 But his own officials produce major conflicts of evidence in their accounts of 9/11 events. Bush also claims: “The terrorists’ directive commands them to kill Christians and Jews, to kill all Americans, and make no distinction among military and civilians, including women and children.”13 In reference to bin Laden’s 1998 fatwa, it is false in several respects. (Fatwa to be discussed later.)
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Ten days after the attacks, Bush melded grief with aggression as he addressed Congress.


CREDIT: Eric Draper, White House


“War on terror” seems to involve little more than intense pressure on foreign countries to stop harbouring terrorists; on Taliban in Afghanistan to close down Al-Qaeda camps and deliver its leaders to the US; and reversion to CIA activities abandoned during Cold War. The phrase “every necessary weapon of war” tucked in after list of diplomatic and other solutions.


Meanwhile, in Middle East, many take bin Laden’s statement at face value. Taliban refuse to extradite him in the absence of evidence. Bin Laden will still not be cited for 9/11 on FBI’s “most wanted” list years later; FBI spokesman Rex Tomb says in 2006: “The FBI has no hard evidence connecting Usama Bin Laden to 9/11.”14


Media news reports, mostly foreign, raise doubts about the official story, particularly that the attacks were unthinkable and no warnings had been received. Sources in Israel, Germany, Russia and Egypt all claim to have warned of an attack within the US.


Threats against Afghanistan mount. The Taliban offers to extradite bin Laden but not to the US. Offer rejected, forfeiting best chance of bringing him to justice; after the invasion he will escape capture.


Al Gore, having lost election to Bush only months earlier after vote-rigging allegations, nonetheless supports Bush on TV as commander-in-chief. At the UN, Bush declares: “Let us never tolerate outrageous conspiracy theories concerning the attacks of September the 11th, malicious lies that attempt to shift the blame away from the terrorists themselves, away from the guilty.”15 (However, conspiracy theories are fostered by FBI’s refusal to release basic evidence even following terror suspect Zacarias Moussaoui’s 2006 trial.)


French newspaper Le Figaro reports bin Laden had clandestine meetings with CIA in Dubai a few weeks before 9/11. Diplomats also recall US threatening invasion of Afghanistan before attacks.
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Both the strain and the highly weaponized quality of the anthrax supposedly sent by Islamic extremists later led the FBI to assume the source was in US military or industry. Some letters were posted before the 9/11 attacks.16


15 October


Anthrax letter arrives at Senate leader Tom Daschle’s offices on Capitol Hill, claiming to be from Islamic radicals. Letters target key senators in position to demand proper investigation into 9/11 attacks or obstruct planned US Patriot Act. Senate Judiciary Committee chair, Democrat Patrick Leahy, receives one on 16 November. New media panic starts. Americans far from New York and Washington now feel vulnerable to Al-Qaeda. Neocons blame Iraq.17


23 October


US Patriot Act introduced and passed by Congress in about forty-eight hours; some Congressmen say afterwards they did not read it. Skeptics suspect long, detailed bill drafted before 9/11. Only about four members vote against or abstain.


Shock at the enormity of Constitution-busting Patriot Act breeds suspicion, reminds libertarians of Hitler’s Enabling Act, passed in panic following Reichstag Fire. Skeptical questions spread on Internet: Why did the Pentagon fail to scramble jets to intercept hijacked aircraft? Why was Bush not removed immediately by Secret Service from Florida schoolroom? Why were alleged hijackers having drinking sessions and visiting strip clubs? How could pilots trained only on small planes pull off the attacks?


Cheney strenuously opposes any investigation by Congress. Eventually, compromise is reached: Congress intelligence committees will investigate jointly but secretly and with limited access to documents. No one in the US is to be blamed, limiting this and all future investigations. How can there be certainty there were no other Al-Qaeda moles like Ali Mohamed (discussed later) in the CIA or FBI?


FBI names “person of interest” in anthrax case as Dr Stephen Hatfill, one-time arms inspector and worker in US government bio-warfare laboratory. Hatfill is innocent; skeptics say officials have ignored the real culprit, named on popular website. Discovery that elements in the US were behind anthrax attacks does not prompt media to take another look at official 9/11 story.19


Afghanistan is invaded.


Subsequent Years: 2002-03


Skeptical attitudes spread to doubts over physical issues like what hit the Pentagon and how the Towers collapsed. Over five million “Deception Dollars” – initially among few publicity tools available to skeptics – circulated. Videos appear highlighting spectacular collapse of Towers based on TV footage that media has long stopped showing.


News of blocked FBI investigations pre-9/11 breaks into mainstream media. New York Post proclaims “Bush knew” about attacks. Attention focuses on Bush’s then-secret 6 August briefing from CIA. Things go briefly into freefall; the storm combines with pressure from victims’ relatives and leads to formation of 9/11 Commission.
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“Deception Dollar”.


CREDIT: Blaine Machan
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Few TV viewers saw pictures of the Pentagon before collapse of wall. When they circulated on the Internet, many thought there was suspiciously little debris and began to doubt the official story.


CREDIT: US Department of Defense/Jason Ingersol


French authors Jean-Charles Brisard and Guillaume Dasquie write – based on interview with FBI counterterrorism expert John O’Neill, who died in collapse of the South Tower – that O’Neill resigned from FBI because White House had stopped investigations of Al-Qaeda to avoid embarrassment to Bush’s Saudi friends. Skeptics see more evidence here of deliberate inaction prior to attacks.


Another French citizen, Thierry Meyssan, grabs Internet attention by challenging world to find any visual evidence that Pentagon was hit by a plane. Countered by rare release of information: five frames from a Pentagon CCTV camera (see later chapter on Pentagon); but plane-like object is obscured, almost invisible and, say some skeptics, seems too small. Some skeptics say it appears to have a contrail indicating a missile.


Invasion of Iraq dominates 2003; 9/11 skeptics active in anti-war movement. Failure to find Iraq’s alleged WMD undermines trust in media and government, provides long-term boost to 9/11 truth movement – though mainstream media yet again fails to re-examine official 9/11 story.


2004-Present


Skeptics find plenty of interest in 9/11 Commission testimony, but whistleblowers like FBI translator Sibel Edmonds, WTC building manager William Rodriguez and FBI special agent Coleen Rowley are ignored. Richard Clarke releases controversial book criticizing Bush for negligence, but otherwise underpins official story.


9/11 Commission’s report released in summer 2004 amidst atmosphere of bonhomie; media announces the matter closed. Why the Towers collapsed is barely discussed, though other buildings logically now at risk. WTC 7 unmentioned. Skeptics point out that Commission’s story of hijackers based almost entirely on evidence from the torture of people the Commission is barred from meeting.


Bush 2004 re-election campaign damaged by Michael Moore’s film Fahrenheit 9/11; though many skeptics disappointed on details, film conveys the big skeptical picture well, with Bush portrayed hobnobbing with rich Saudis and exploiting 9/11 attacks for Iraq war.


Bush pushed ahead in polls by November video from “Osama bin Laden”, helpfully released three days before election. Bin Laden cites Moore by name, has somewhat different nose and looks hardly older than three years earlier. CIA analysts decide video is aimed to secure Bush election victory.20


In 2005, “Able Danger” affair becomes biggest mainstream media disaster for official story since 2002 “Bush Knew” crisis. Republican congressman Curt Weldon and Pentagon’s Colonel Anthony Shaffer reveal that Pentagon intelligence team identified presumed hijackers Atta and Marwan al-Shehhi in 2000. The 9/11 Commission, informed of this, nevertheless falsely concluded Atta not identified by US authorities before attacks.


Actor Charlie Sheen dominates CNN entertainment programme for three days in March 2006, expressing doubts about official 9/11 story; senior executives order further coverage stopped. Release of Loose Change, radical film criticized by many skeptics as too speculative; described as “first Internet Blockbuster”.


Trial in Spring 2006 of Moussaoui, said to be twentieth hijacker. Unlike alleged ringleader Khalid Sheikh Mohammed, Moussaoui was not held by CIA and tortured; nevertheless he appears highly deranged. Reports of behaviour leading to his arrest suggest he was no professional terrorist. FBI agents testify and repeat original Rowley allegations that FBI blocked investigations that might have foiled attacks.


Bombshell confirmation (long suspected by skeptics) arrives in August that hijacking exercise proceeded at time of 9/11 attacks; leaked by trusted Vanity Fair journalist given exclusive access to Pentagon tapes discovered by Commission. Pentagon officials, it emerges, were considered for criminal charges for knowingly giving false information.


Fifth anniversary of 9/11 sees mainstream media breakthrough: long, sympathetic articles in New York Times, Time and Washington Post. However, backlash comes from the left. In hysterical spring 2007 Guardian article, George Monbiot describes 9/11 skepticism as “virus” and skeptics as “morons”. Letters page sees massive outpouring of protest.


October New York Times poll finds only 16 per cent of Americans believe government is telling truth about 9/11; 53 per cent believe it is mostly telling truth but hiding something; 28 per cent believe it is mostly lying.21


Newly Democratic Congress cautiously begins to re-establish accountability in January 2007, but strong pro-Israel lobby still very reluctant to question 9/11 attacks. Outside US/UK, debate surges forward. Venezuelan President Hugo Chávez says notion that Twin Towers were brought down by explosives not absurd. In countries from Malaysia to Holland permitting free debate, 9/11 skepticism booms.


Khalid Sheikh Mohammed appears in Guantánamo Bay in March; long confession released incriminating him for extraordinary litany of events real and planned. Unlikely mastermind to skeptics; others say he has been destroyed by prolonged CIA torture (now known as “harsh interrogation methods”).
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The Skeptical
View Develops


In December 2006, BBC Newsnight editor Peter Barron wrote in his blog:




Last night an amateur film-maker spoke to me about his belief that there’s been a huge cover-up in the official reporting of both 9/11 and 7/7. Why, he asked, doesn’t the BBC report the many discrepancies and oddities surrounding the accounts of these hugely significant events? In fact, on Newsnight we have briefly examined some of these questions … The reason we haven’t gone deeper is that there’s surely no rational explanation for the attacks other than that they were carried out by two groups of Islamist terrorists, however puzzling some of [the] apparent inconsistencies.22





Nevertheless, even for many believers of the official story, the possible motive is pretty clear.


9/11 solved strategic problems worrying policymakers in Washington and other Western capitals; it enabled little-noticed plans by the Bush White House for a massive expansion of the US military and the invasion of Iraq; and it neutralized several major domestic problems threatening an already unpopular president.


THE OLD AMERICAN CENTURY


The 1999 manifesto for the Project for a New American Century (PNAC) was barely noticed. “Rebuilding America’s Defenses” hardly seemed the stuff of high political drama. However, this was not a project defending anything, but a plan for a global military empire. The PNAC was the latest and most virulent manifestation of an evolving faction of Washington hawks whose resurgence would come with the Bush presidency.


After the invasion of Iraq, conservatives and liberals alike started looking more closely at the teachings of the University of Chicago’s Leo Strauss, a German émigré under whom many PNAC advocates – the neoconservatives – studied. Neocons argue that it is a travesty to describe Strauss as a closet Nazi, despite his close relationship to top Nazi lawyer Carl Schmitt, who wrote the emergency clauses into the Weimar Republic constitution, enabling the Nazis to seize power.23


Stanley Hilton, longtime Republican stalwart and former senior aide to presidential contender Robert Dole, was already suspicious when the 9/11 attacks occurred:




At the University of Chicago in the late sixties with Wolfowitz and [Undersecretary of Defense Douglas] Feith and several of the others … we used to talk about this stuff all of the time … how to turn the US into a presidential dictatorship by manufacturing a bogus Pearl Harbor event.





Eminent law professor Francis Boyle, who helped draw up treaties on bioweapons and alert the FBI to the domestic origins of the anthrax attacks, told radio listeners in 2006:




Well, you have to understand the Neo-conservative mentality. I went to the University of Chicago with these people … the Department of Political Science run by the Neocon founder Leo Strauss. His mentor in Germany before he came to the United States was Carl Schmitt, who went on to become the most notorious Nazi law professor … They are extremely dangerous, very bright, cunning and ruthless.24
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9/11 was the Pearl Harbor-type event Bush’s people had dreamed of before coming to power. Their plans for global military supremacy could now proceed.


Washington hawks in power have always used the CIA, not as intended under the 1947 National Security Act but through the Directorate of Operations, as a proactive instrument of foreign policy, recruiting local militias and destabilizing governments refusing to embed themselves in the US military network or yield up their natural resources.


The highest-placed CIA whistleblower, John Stockwell, saw service in Vietnam, Angola and eventually Washington as an NSC official. As Ronald Reagan’s White House developed its plans for state-sponsored terrorism in Central America in the 1980s, Stockwell protested:




It is the function, I suggest, of the CIA, with its 50 de-stabilization programs going around the world today, to keep the world unstable, and to propagandize the American people to hate, so we will let the establishment spend any amount of money on arms …25





The Cold War’s ebb, the failure of the Vietnam War and Richard Nixon’s policy of détente with the USSR put the hawks on the defensive. The counterattack came when Reagan replaced Jimmy Carter in 1980. People like Rumsfeld and Cheney returned to power, and embarked on a new arms race with the Soviets along with a proxy war against Soviet-occupied Afghanistan.


The USSR tried to liberalize, but instead collapsed into near-anarchy. This was hailed as a victory. The relative peace and lowered military budgets under Bill Clinton saw the neocons sulking in opposition and plotting a comeback. Their most visible success was helping to derail the peace process in Israel/Palestine. They wrote a public letter to then-Prime Minister Netanyahu denouncing the Oslo accords underwritten by Washington and Moscow, encouraging him to block implementation.


With communism gone, opposition movements in various countries began to gain the sympathy of middle classes disturbed by the exponential growth of the new super-rich. By the end of the 1990s the anti-globalization movement was becoming a serious problem for the West’s strategy of using “trade liberalization” to extend its economic and political influence.


THE NEW AMERICAN CENTURY


In 2000, Republican candidate George Bush declared himself a “compassionate conservative” opposed to nation-building abroad, and assuaged any worries created by the presence of Cheney on the ticket, designating relative moderate Colin Powell as eventual Secretary of State. But Cheney-overseen appointees were PNAC signatories, including Powell’s deputy Richard Armitage and National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice. (Powell’s influence went into terminal decline with Bush’s declaration of war immediately after 9/11.)


Bush got off to a bad start by losing the popular vote, falling back on the Supreme Court’s Republican majority to secure him the presidency. Freedom of information laws in Florida allowed newspapers to count the disputed votes themselves. The unofficial Florida results would be released in the autumn.26


The “compassionate conservative” took office with an economy headed for recession. The stock market was headed for a major readjustment, and industry needed to lose hundreds of thousands of jobs. In the oil industry, Cheney and others worried about scarce new oilfields, while in Afghanistan the Taliban was becoming ever less cooperative as its hold on the country increased. Plans for a new energy route from Central Asia to the Indian subcontinent were floundering.


Whether by accident or design, 9/11 solved all of this. The stock market slumped, the jobs were lost and Al-Qaeda got the blame. Globally, the solution would be a new war. Samuel Huntington, another Chicago/Strauss graduate, put forward his “Clash of Civilizations” theory, suggesting that, post-Cold War, cultural identity would be the source of conflict between states. The replacement for the Red Menace was to be radical Islam; the new Cold War would be the War on Terror, sidelining the global justice movement; distracting from the recession; enabling huge increases in military spending; achieving the invasion of Iraq; overthrowing the Taliban; and casting Israel and the US together in the role of victims.


THE PRECEDENTS


How far would people in Washington go, if they have decided to operate on what Cheney called “the dark side”? Few allege that Bush gave a direct order for the murder of his own people, but could he have given approval for “something” to be done? Even if Bush and/or Cheney knew little or nothing about a Washington 9/11 plot, could they have decided to go along with it after the event? What are the precedents?


The legal authorization for America’s decade-long involvement in Vietnam was Congress’s Gulf of Tonkin resolution, based on President Lyndon Johnson’s assurance that North Vietnam had attacked US vessels. It is now generally agreed that the incident never took place, but the ensuing war saw tens of thousands of Americans dead. There were similar disputes over Pearl Harbor, which brought the US into World War Two.27


Nor did presidential deception end with Vietnam. The Iran-Contra scandal in the 1980s, involving many people now in the Bush White House, saw the illegal funding of a violent insurrection against the new Nicaraguan government in defiance of a Congressional ban, via arms sold to Iran – a scam that proceeded for years, refuting arguments that such complex operations cannot be kept secret.


OPERATION NORTHWOODS


Operation Northwoods, a 1962 Pentagon plan to garner support for an invasion of Cuba, was made public through freedom of information legislation in 1997. Proposals included having 300 bogus “students” (Special Forces personnel under “carefully prepared aliases”) depart from a US airport on a flight ostensibly taking them over Cuba but landing at a nearby airbase instead, to be replaced by an empty drone aircraft using the same transponder to fool air traffic controllers. Once over Cuba, a tape-recording in the drone would issue an emergency call claiming the plane was under attack by Cuba; it would then be blown up. Foreign air traffic controllers would confirm that 300 Americans had just been murdered by Fidel Castro. The Joint Chiefs of Staff concluded that the media could be fooled by bogus “relatives” produced to match the fake victims.28


So far, the proposal did not involve the murder of Americans. But the Pentagon planned to go further: the second part of the scheme contained various options. One was to attack a US warship; another was to create a bogus terrorist bombing campaign in Florida. The Chiefs did not absolutely specify in writing any intentions to murder people, but the proposals leave little to the imagination. Perhaps the plan was rejected because Attorney General Robert Kennedy realized that, once complicit, the White House would become a prisoner of the military – as might have happened to the Bush White House.


Some skeptics think 9/11 was similar to Operation Northwoods, but others argue there is a crucial difference: an entirely fake event would be needed to frame Cuba because Castro would never have been fool enough to be drawn into a sting operation. Osama bin Laden, on the other hand, by all accounts vain and by some accounts a stupid man, would be far more open to manipulation.
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Operation Northwoods would have manufactured a fake airline tragedy over Cuba, complete with 300 bogus “victims”.


FALSE-FLAG TERRORISM IN EUROPE


In Europe during the Cold War, there were many instances of terrorism eventually linked with covert state involvement. Well-known examples include the 1980 railway bombing in Bologna, Italy, killing eighty-five people, and a series of random killing sprees in Belgian supermarkets in the 1980s known as the “Brabant massacres”.


As the Cold War wound down, various right-wing groups confessed and, in some cases, boasted publicly that they had been behind many terrorist attacks. It emerged that, fearing a Soviet invasion, NATO had organized a series of so-called “stay-behind” networks recruited from the extreme right, as covert forces ready to fight a potential communist occupation. These groups were responsible for some or all of the terrorism, much of which was blamed on the left at the time.29


The hidden hand was exposed in Italy when magistrates investigated Licio Gelli, who turned out to be the grandmaster of the “Propaganda 2 Masonic Lodge” (official Freemasons disavowed any connections). Its membership included senior politicians, key figures in the military and intelligence services and suspected participants in the Bologna bombing. A committee of Italian MPs concluded in 2000 that “those massacres, those bombs, those military actions, had been organized, or promoted, or supported … [by Italians and] … by men linked to the structures of United States intelligence.”30 The enquiry also cited the US Army Field Manual, which seemed to advocate the use of this sort of false flag terrorism as a policy.31


A Belgian Senate enquiry in 1991 found that US Special Forces and Belgian secret services had attacked police barracks in the town of Vielsalm in 1984, killing a policeman and stealing guns. The incident was blamed on terrorists.


NORTHERN IRELAND


Shortly after the 1998 Good Friday Agreement promising peace in Northern Ireland, the process was threatened by the Omagh bombing, a slaughter of innocent people by a group called “The Real IRA”. The Sunday Herald concluded that the bombing could have been stopped, citing three different sources: “Both republican and intelligence sources say the [Royal Ulster Constabulary] did not act on the information as one of the Omagh bombing team was a British informer.”32


A fourteen-year-long police enquiry led by Sir John Stevens reported in 2003, after years of obstruction, that British security forces had colluded with Loyalist paramilitaries.33 Stevens’s report should have been a bombshell, but the Blair government and the media virtually ignored it. Kevin McNamara, formerly Labour’s official spokesman on Northern Ireland, made the following comments to Parliament:




The Stevens report’s stark message is that successive British Governments have sanctioned murder – that they have employed agents and given them a licence to kill. Agents have acted above the law, without the law and with impunity … there was collusion in both murders and the circumstances surrounding them. [Stevens] says: “The unlawful involvement of agents in murder implies that the security forces sanction killings.”34





Later, double agent Kevin Fulton explained the logic of the situation: “How can you pretend to be a terrorist and not act like one? You can’t. The only way to beat the enemy was to penetrate the enemy and be the enemy.” His handlers told him: “This goes the whole way to the Prime Minister. The Prime Minister knows what you are doing.”


The problem with the “be the enemy” strategy is that perhaps the enemy would not exist at all without the help of powerful security forces infiltrating it. Suppose Fulton’s handlers had simply arrested his fellow terrorists instead of “monitoring” them?35


9/11 SCENARIOS


The official 9/11 story was adopted within an hour or two of the attacks on the word of officials who professed to have had no warnings, by a media asking few questions and by senior Washington politicians who already shared the perception that the US was at war with Al-Qaeda. Precedents point to many possibilities, from a cold-blooded Operation Northwoods-type mass murder plot to an intelligence sting gone terribly wrong.


For most scenarios conspirators will fall into four subgroups: A, B, C and X Teams. The A-Team comprises the ringleaders, who know the general scope of the plot. There are very few of them, but they are in key positions – perhaps political, perhaps operational. Their main weapon is the paralysis of US defences, principally the CIA, FBI and Pentagon. If things go wrong, their basic defence is incompetence (“intelligence failures”) or naiveté (“nobody could have imagined such attacks”).
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Four possible categories of teams in a 9/11 plot scenario.


The X-Team’s task is to take the necessary steps to ensure the success of the attacks, say, tracking genuine hijackers and clearing their path, possibly also tailing them with aircraft to shoot them down should they go off course. In an outright fakery operation like Northwoods, the X-Team would be rather large, encompassing fake relatives, controllers of drone aircraft, etc.


The B-Team, mostly senior officials, have played a major part in one or other segment of the plot but are one step away from the plotters. B team members might suspect something dishonest is afoot and decide to keep silent, either out of military discipline or political loyalty, or because they are fully supportive but outside the narrow “need to know” circle. Or they may be involved in only an apparently innocent component of the plot (e.g. organising CIA surveillance of the future hijackers and cutting out the FBI). The C-Team is on the periphery, suspecting a plot only after the event, and unable to do much then. It does not possess evidence, and is bound by rules obliging it to secrecy.


A-Team members are the plot’s beneficiaries; they would only betray it late in an investigation, to save themselves. X-Team members would be fiercely policed and would risk being murdered if they started to talk (there are precedents36). The B- and C-Teams are the vulnerable points. If enough people bring forth their small shreds of evidence, investigators could fit them together and solve the case.


As time passes, the C-Team would grow considerably. Since 9/11, many people who fit the C-Team profile have spoken out – they are the core of the truth movement – but they have little effect, with the media and the FBI in lockdown (as we shall see later). C-Team members lack anything like a smoking gun, so can also rationalise doing nothing.


The A-Team can use routine systems of secrecy within government to protect the X-Team, which would be given a high-security classification and compartmentalized.


When it comes to protecting the plot from discovery after the event, the A-Team would be aware of the key psychological factors at play: shock, fear and tribal loyalty. Shock increases suggestibility, while fear and tribal loyalty propel people towards leaders. Bush’s approval ratings rose to over 90 per cent after 9/11. Knowledge of social psychology and perhaps expertise gained from CIA operations abroad could help plotters confidently predict public reaction. So long as the media can be co-opted, the public will buy virtually any story. One oft-heard basis for doubting that 9/11 was a plot – that it was on too big a scale – is precisely the reason that it would be more likely to succeed.


Humans are tribal animals. We are disturbed but not altogether surprised to hear that our leaders have connived in the torture and murder of those designated as enemies in faraway Iraq, but are vastly more reluctant to believe that the familiar figures we see daily on TV could be complicit in a plot to murder us.


THE THEORIES EVOLVE


The theories have evolved over time. At first the authorities gave the false impression that, in the words of Condoleezza Rice, “no one could have imagined” the nature of the attacks, while the vast majority of US skeptics raised the issue of foreknowledge, wondering whether Washington had allowed the attacks to happen. As it became clear that many warnings had been ignored, skeptics began suspecting greater US control over the attacks: a blank cheque to Al-Qaeda might have meant planes diving into nuclear power stations.


Skepticism also mounted over the collapse of the towers. Photos circulated showing the very limited damage to the Pentagon wall before it collapsed. Radical suspicions were fed by authorities’ refusal to take normal investigative steps like checking the plane part numbers, unlikely claims that the black boxes were not recovered from Ground Zero (witnesses said they were) and threats against air traffic controllers if they talked to anyone about the hijackings. Some skeptics, aware of Operation Northwoods, suspected the fakery possibility.


For others, the subsequent Al-Qaeda attacks in Bali, Madrid, London and Iraq, and the Moussaoui trial in 2006, seemed to confirm that there were indeed people prepared to sacrifice their lives in suicide attacks. However, Moussaoui’s deranged personality seemed to confirm that the other presumed 9/11 hijackers were not highly trained operatives. These other Al-Qaeda bombings seemed to have the same confusing aspects as the 9/11 attacks, with obviously inexperienced terrorists supposedly displaying professional skills and elusive ringleaders with links to intelligence services.
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9/11: Five key phases and crucial questions never fully resolved.


Hence the theory that intelligence-agency moles manipulated the hijackers, who might have either been genuinely suicidal, intending to take the planes back to the airports, or some sort of double agents.37


Skeptics have also raised the possibility that the collapse of the Towers and of WTC 7 were add-ons to the attacks, not spontaneous occurrences.


The official line that the post-9/11 anthrax attacks were perpetrated by persons unknown in the US has also generated skepticism: the anthrax letters were made to appear to come from Muslim extremists, and Democratic senators objecting to Bush’s post-9/11 plans were the targets. (Operation Northwoods also called for a follow-on, low-level terrorist campaign.)


The essential questions, given the authorities’ refusal to release even the most basic evidence, are: Who were the people who boarded the planes? What were their intentions? Why did the planes crash? Were suicide pilots in full control of the planes? The details seem to contradict this assumption, but even if it is accurate, there are still important issues: Who usurped the identity of the incompetent Hani Hanjour, who allegedly flew Flight 77 into the Pentagon? How did the terrorists escape detection and arrest? Were they patsies?


There are three approaches to the 9/11 attacks:


The Official Story, As Reported


The attacks were entirely the work of Al-Qaeda. Due to institutional failure, officials failed to respond to warnings at all stages from FBI field offices to planes flying off-course on the day. The only help Al-Qaeda received from Washington was incompetence or negligence. (Many Bush-haters hold to this theory).


The Official Story, Partly True


Planes with real passengers and crew hit the buildings/crashed/were shot down, but plotters in Washington either made this happen or made sure it did. (As skepticism has mounted and received media attention, this widely held approach is nonetheless ignored. Many skeptics suspect a disinformation ploy.) There are several possibilities:




■Wilful paralysis. One or more defences, from the FBI to NORAD, were paralysed by the A-Team, but only with the vague hope something would happen. No cover story would be needed beyond gross incompetence.


■Complicity. An X-Team cleared a path for the hijackers and monitored them closely (perhaps through a double agent/ ringleader); X-Team planes may have trailed the jets ready to shoot them down if plans went awry. Some judge that this is what happened to Flight 93 which crashed following the attempted passenger takeover.


■Active manipulation. This approach accepts that most of the hijackers (described by the 9/11 Commission as muscle hijackers) were from Saudi Al Qaeda circles and were likely genuine. But the ringleaders, one on each plane, seem to be very different types, as confirmed by the 9/11 Commission. Ziad Jarrah for instance, from Lebanon, was soon to marry his German girlfriend, and seemed more like a playboy than a candidate for suicide.


Based on this, skeptics have suggested two sets of possibilities: either those named as ringleaders were not on the planes or they meant to take the planes back to the airports for a spectacular hostage taking. In these scenarios the planes might have been taken over by the hijackers but they are steered by doctored flight computers or remote control take overs, turning the planes into drones. In the days after 9/11 officials told the media this technology could be developed in the future but in fact it was already available.
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