The Anerican Enpire and 9/11
(full-length Version with Notes)

David Ray Giffin

| nt roducti on

After the attacks of 9/11, | accepted the bl owback thesis,
according to which the attacks were revenge for U S. foreign
policy. This view |l ed nme to undertake an extensive study of
the American enpire, the very reality of which had been an
enbattl ed issue.

The American Enpire

In his 2002 book Anmerican Enpire, Andrew Bacevich pointed
out that it had | ong been a “cherished Arerican tradition
[that] the United States is not and cannot be an enpire.”
The words “Anerican enpire” were “fighting words,” so that
uttering themwas an al nost sure sign that the speaker was a
left-wing critic of Arerica's foreign policy.1

As Bacevi ch al so pointed out, however, this had all
recently changed, so that even right-wing conmentators were
freely acknow edgi ng the existence of the Anerican enpire.
As columi st Charles Krauthanmrer put it in 2002: “People are

conming out of the closet on the word ‘enpire.’”2
G ven this consensus about the reality of the Anerican
enpire, the only remaining issue concerned its nature. This

landrew J. Bacevich, Anerican Enpire: The Realities and Consequences of
U S. Diplonmacy (Canbridge: Harvard University Press, 2002), 30, 218-19.

2QJot ed in Enily Eakin, “All Roads Lead To D.C.,” New York Tinmes, Wek
In Review, March 31, 2002.



enpire was generally portrayed, especially by
neoconservatives, as benign. Robert Kagan spoke of “The

Benevol ent Enpire.”3 Dinesh D Souza, after witing that
“America has beconme an enpire,” added that happily it is

“t he npst magnani mous i nperial power ever.”4
Commentators fromthe left, however, presented a
radically different view A 2003 book by Noam Chonsky was

subtitled America’ s Quest for @ obal Doninance.® Richard
Fal k wote of the Bush admi nistration’s “global dom nation

proj ect,” which posed the threat of “global fascism"”6

Chal ners Johnson, once a conservative who believed Anmerican
foreign policy ained at pronoting freedom and denocracy,
described the United States as “a mlitary juggernaut intent

on world domination.””

Bacevi ch, although still a conservative, had cone to
accept the left’s assessnment of this enpire. He ridicul ed
the claim*®“that the pronotion of peace, denocracy, and human
rights and the punishment of evil-doers--not the pursuit of
self-interest--[has] defined the essence of Anerican

di pl omacy.”8 Pointing out that the aimof the US military
has been “to achi eve sonet hi ng approachi ng ommi pot ence, ”

3Robert Kagan, “The Benevolent Enpire,” Foreign Policy, Sunmer 1998: 24-
35.

4 Dinesh D Souza, “In Praise of an American Enmpire,” Christian Science
Monitor, April 26, 2002.

5 Noam Chonmsky, Hegenony or Survival: America’'s Quest for d obal
Dom nance (New York: Metropolitan Books, 2003).

6Ri chard Falk, “WI| the Enpire Be Fascist?” dobal Dial ogues, 2003;
“Resisting the @ obal Dom nation Project: An Interview with Prof.
Ri chard Falk,” Frontline, 20/8 (April 12-25, 2003).

’Chal ners Johnson, The Sorrows of Enpire: Mlitarism Secrecy, and the
End of the Republic (New York: Metropolitan Books, 2004), 33, 4.

8Bacevi ch, Anerican Enpire, 7, 46.



Bacevi ch nocked the idea that such power in America s hands
“is by definition benign.”9

The historical evidence clearly supports this non-
beni gn view of the Anerican enpire. Part of this evidence is
the fact that U S. political and mlitary | eaders have
arranged “fal se-flag operations” as pretexts for war. W did
this to begin the wars with Mexi co and the Philippines and

to begin the full-out attack on Vietnam 10

Al so inportant is Operation Northwoods, a plan
subm tted by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to President Kennedy
contai ning “pretexts which would provide justification for
US mlitary intervention in Cuba.” Sonme of the ideas, such
as the proposal to “blow up a U S. ship in Guantdnano Bay

and bl ame Cuba, "1l woul d have required killing Americans.
This history shows that U S. mlitary and politi cal

| eaders have not been averse to using the sane tricks as

mlitary and political leaders in other countries with

i nperial anbitions, such as Japan, which in 1931

manuf act ured the Miukden incident as a pretext for taking

control of Manchuria, 12 and Nazi |eaders, who in 1933 set
the Reichstag Fire as a pretext for rounding up leftists and

annul ling civil rights, 13 then in 1939 had German troops

9bid., 133, 52.

10 on Mexico, see Richard Van Al styne, The Rising Anerican Enpire (1960;
New York, Norton, 1974), 143. On the Philippines, see Stuart Creighton
M1l er, Benevolent Assimlation: The American Conquest of the

Phi | i ppi nes, 1899-1903 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1982), 11, 57-
66, 237, 245-47. On Vietnam see Marilyn B. Young, The Vi etnam Wars
1945-1990 (New York: HarperCollins, 1991), 116-21, and George MT.

Kahi n, Intervention: How Anerican Becane Involved in Vietnam (Garden
Cty: Anchor Press/Doubl eday, 1987), 220-23.

11 see James Banford, Body of Secrets: Anatony of the U tra-Secret
Nati onal Security Agency (2001: New York: Anchor Books, 2002), 82-91.

12 gee valter LaFeber, The Cash: U.S. -Japanese Reli gi ons throughout
Hi story (New York: Norton, 1997), 164-66.

13 see Wlliam Shirer, The Rise and Fall of the Third Reich (New Yor k:
Si ron and Schuster, 1990), 191-93, whose position has been substanti ated
i n Al exander Bahar and WI fried Kugel, Der Reichstagbrand: We
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dressed as Pol es stage attacks on German posts at the Polish
border, allowing Hitler to present his attack on Pol and the

next day as a “defensive necessity.”14 In each case,
evi dence was planted to inplicate the people these
governments wanted to attack

9/11: A Fal se-Flag Operation?

G ven this background information, | mght have inmediately
concluded that the 9/11 attacks were fal se-flag attacks
orchestrated by the Bush adm nistration to enlarge the U S.
enpi re under the cover of the “war on terror.” But when
first heard this allegation, about a year after 9/11,
replied that | did not think even the Bush adm nistration
woul d do such a heinous thing. | checked out some proffered
websites but found the evidence unconvincing. (I tell this
story because of the wi despread allegation that those who
call 9/11 an inside job do so because of antagonismto Bush
and Cheney and/or their policies.)

A few nonths | ater, however, another coll eague
suggested that | |look at a website containing the nmassive

9/11 timeline created by Paul Thompson.15 | found that it
cont ai ned an enornous nunber of reports, all from mai nstream

CGeschichte Gemacht Wrd (Berlin, Edition Q 2001); reviewed in WIhelm
Klein, “The Reichstag Fire, 68 Years On,” Wrld Socialist Wbsite, July
5, 2001 (http://ww. wsws.org/articles/2001/jul2001/reic-j05.shtm).

14 see “Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression, Vol. Il: Crimnality of G oups
and Organi zations” (http://ww.nizkor.org/hweb/im/ncal/nca-02/ nca-02-15-
crimnality-06-05.html); lan Kershaw, Hitler: 1936-45: Nenesis (New
York: Norton, 2001), 221; and “deiwitz Incident,” WKkipedia
(http://en.w kipedia.org/wiki/deiwitz incident#References).

15 Thonpson's tineline was originally published at

WWw. cooper ati veresearch. org. Mich of it has now been published as The
Terror Tineline: Year by Year, Day by Day, Mnute by Mnute: A

Conpr ehensive Chronicle of the Road to 9/11--and Anerica’ s Response (New
Yor k: ReganBooks, 2004). The online version continues to be up-dated and
is the nost conplete source of information about 9/11 based on

mai nst r eam sour ces.



sources, that contradicted the official account. This
di scovery started a process that led nme to publish The New

Pear| Harbor, 16 which sunmarized nuch of the evidence that
had been di scovered by previous researchers---evidence,
concl uded, that provided a “strong prinma facie case for

official complicity.”17 | will sunmarize some of this
evidence in ternms of six questions.

|. How Could Hijacked Airliners Have Struck the WIC and t he
Pent agon?

| f standard operating procedures of the FAA and the U. S.
mlitary had been carried out on 9/11, AA Flight 11 and UA
Flight 175 woul d have been intercepted before they reached
Manhattan, and Flight 77 woul d have been intercepted | ong
before it could have reached the Pentagon. Such
interceptions are routine, being carried out about 100 tines
a year. A nonth after 9/11, the Calgary Herald reported that
in the year 2000, NORAD had scranbled fighters 129 tines.
Just a few days after 9/11, Major Mke Snyder, a NORAD
spokesperson, told the Boston d obe that “[NORAD s] fighters

routinely intercept aircraft.”18 wy did such interceptions
not occur on 9/11? W have never been given a plausible
expl anation. | ndeed, we have received three nmutually
i nconsi stent stories.

In the first few days, mlitary officials said that no
fighter jets were sent up by NORAD until after the strike on
t he Pentagon at 9:38, even though signs that Flight 11 was

16 pavid Ray Griffin, The New Pearl Harbor: Disturbing Questions about
the Bush Admi nistration and 9/11 (Northanpton, Mass.: dive Branch,
2004) .

17 1pid., xxiii.

18 cal gary Herald, Cct. 13, 2001; den Johnson, “CQis Fighter Jets
Scranmbl ed Too Late to Halt the Attacks,” Boston d obe, Sept. 15, 2001
[http://nl.newsbank. com nl - search/we/ Archi ves?p_action=print]).




in trouble had been observed at 8:15. That woul d nean that
al t hough interceptions usually occur within 15 mnutes, in
this case over 80 m nutes had el apsed before any fighters
were even airborne. This story suggested that a “stand-down”
order had been issued.

Wthin a few days, a second story was put out,
according to which NORAD had ordered fighters aloft but they
did not arrive in time, because FAA notification had
unaccountably cone very late. Critics showed, however, that
even if the FAA notifications had cone as |ate as NORAD s
tinmeline indicated, there was sufficient tinme for

interceptions.19 This second story did not, therefore,

remove the suspicion that a stand-down order had been given
The 9/ 11 Comm ssion Report, issued in 2004, gave a

third account, according to which, contrary to NORAD s

timeline of Septenber 18, 2001, the FAA did not notify NORAD

about Flights 175, 77, and 93 until after they had crashed.

As | showed in books published in 2005 and 2006, however,

this new story contains many probl ems. 20

I n August 2006, M chael Bronner, who was an associ ate
producer for the filmUnited 93, published an essay, “9/11
Li ve: The NORAD Tapes,” which popul arized the 9/11
Comm ssion’s new story and enphasi zed tapes supplied by
NORAD, purportedly from9/11, on which it is based. This new
story was further publicized by the sinultaneous publication
of Wthout Precedent by Thomas Kean and Lee Hamilton, the
chair and vice chair, respectively, of the 9/11 Conm ssion.
Thi s book and Bronner’s essay caused a m nor sensation with
their suggestion that the account given by the mlitary
bet ween 2001 and 2004, which only partly absol ved the

19 pavid Ray Giffin, The 9/11 Conm ssion Report: Om ssions and
Distortions (Northanpton: dive Branch, 2005), 139-48.

20 | pjd., 155-226. For a briefer account, see “Flights of Fancy: The

9/ 11 Conmi ssion’s Incredible Tales about Flights 11, 175, 77, and 93" in
David Ray Griffin, Christian Faith and the Truth Behind 9/11: A Call to
Refl ecti on and Action (Louisville: Westninster John Knox Press, 2006).



mlitary fromresponsibility for failing to prevent the
attacks, had been a lie. The new story puts all the blane on
t he FAA, except for a little confusion on the mlitary's
part, thereby | essening the grounds for suspicion that the
mlitary had been given a stand-down order. This new story
has been wi dely accepted.

However, in ny nost recent book, Debunking 9/11

Debunki ng, 21 | show even nmore fully than | had before that
this new story is incredible. Besides contradicting nmany
wel | -docunented reports, it is inherently inplausible,
because it clains that mlitary leaders lied in a way that
made them | ook worse than does the truth (as described by
the 9/11 Commi ssion). This new story does not, accordingly,
remove grounds for suspicion that a stand-down order had
been i ssued.

1. Why Did the Twin Towers and Building 7 of the WIC
Col | apse?

The Bush- Cheney administration has also failed to provide a
credi bl e explanation for the destruction of the Wrld Trade
Center buildings. According to the official explanation, the
Twin Towers (WIC 1 and 2) col |l apsed because of the inpact of
the airplanes and the heat of the ensuing fires. But this
expl anation faces several form dable problens.

First, WIC 7 also col |l apsed, and in roughly the sane
way. This simlarity inplies that all three buil dings
col | apsed fromthe sane causes. However, unlike the Twin
Towers, WIC 7 was not hit by an airplane.

Second, the fires in these buildings were not as big,
hot, or long-lasting as fires in steel-frane high-rises that
have not induced collapses. In 1991, a fire in Philadel phia

21 pavid Ray Giffin, Debunking 9/11 Debunking: An Answer to Popul ar
Mechani cs and Ot her Defenders of the Oficial Conspiracy Theory
(Nort hanpton, Mass.: dive Branch, 2007).



burned for 18 hours; in 2004, a fire in Caracas burned for
17 hours. But neither fire produced even a parti al

col | apse. 22 The Wrld Trade Center’s north and south towers
burned only 102 and 56 m nutes, respectively, before they
col | apsed. WIC 7, noreover, had fires on only a few fl oors,

according to several witnesses23 and all the photographic

evi dence. 24

Third, total collapses of steel-franme high-rise
bui | di ngs have never been brought about by fire and
externally caused structural damage. Al such col |l apses have
been caused by explosives in the procedure known as
“controlled denmolition.”

Fourth, the coll apses of these three buildings al
mani f ested many standard features of the kind of controlled
dernolition known as “inplosion,” such as: sudden onset
(whereas steel, if weakened by fire, would gradually begin

22 “Hgh-Rise Office Building Fire One Meridian Plaza Phil adel phi a,
Pennsyl vani a,” FEMA (http://usfa.fema. gov/fire-
service/techreports/tr049.shtm; “Fire Practically Destroys Venezuela's
Tal | est Bui |l di ng”

(http://ww. whatreal |l yhappened. com venezuela fire. htm).

23 New York Magazi ne reporter Mark Jacobson, referring to the building a
few mi nutes before it collapsed, said: “It wasn't a 47-story buil ding
that was engulfed in flanes. The whole building wasn't on fire. . . .
There was a lot of fire comng out of a few floors” (Jacobson can be
seen making this statenent in Mchael Berger’'s film “Ilnprobable
Col | apse: The Denolition of Qur Republic”). "Chief Thomas MCarthy of
the FDNY said that while the firefighters “were waiting for 7 Wrld
Trade to cone down,” there was “fire on three separate floors” (9/11
Oral History of Thomas McCarthy, 10-11). Enmergency nedical technician
Decosta Wight said: “lI think the fourth floor was on fire. . . . [We
were |ike, are you guys going to put that fire out?” (9/11 Oral History
of Decosta Wight, 11). These quotations are fromthe 9/11 ora
histories recorded by the New York Fire Departnent at the end of 2001
but released to the public (after a court battle) in August 2005, then
made avail able on a New York Tines website
(http://graphics8. nytinmes. com packages/ htm / nyregi on/ 20050812 WIC GRAPH
C et WIC histories full 01.htm).

24 A phot ograph taken by Terry Schnidt can be seen on page 63 of Eric
Huf schmi d’s Painful Questions: An Analysis of the Septenber 11" Attack
(CGoleta, Calif.: Endpoint Software, 2002). According to Schmdt, this
photo was taken between 3:09 and 3:16 PM hence only a little over 2
hours before Building 7 collapsed. It shows that on the north side of
the building, fires were visible only on floors 7 and 12. Therefore, if
there were nore fires on the south side, as sone wi tnesses have cl ai nmed,
they were not big enough to be seen fromthe north side.



to sag); straight-down coll apse (as opposed to falling
over); collapse at virtually free-fall speed (indicating
that the lower floors, with all their steel and concrete,
were offering no resistance); total collapse (indicating

t hat the massive steel columms in the core of each building
had been broken into many pieces---which is what expl osives
do in controlled denolitions); the production of nolten
nmetal ; and the occurrence of multiple explosions. Although
none of these six features can be explained by the official
theory, let us focus on only the |ast two.

To begin with the nolten netal: Many peopl e have been
led to believe, by msleading TV docunentaries, that the
Twi n Towers col | apsed because their steel nelted. But steel
does not begin to nelt until it reaches 2800°F, whereas open
fires based on hydrocarbons such as kerosene---which i s what
jet fuel is---cannot get nmuch above 1700°F (even with an
i deal m xture of fuel and oxygen, which sel dom occurs in
building fires). Nevertheless, nolten nmetal was produced,
according to many w tnesses. For exanple, Peter Tully,
presi dent of Tully Construction, which was involved in the
cl ean-up operation, said that he saw pools of “literally

nol ten steel” at the site.?25

That woul d be no surprise only if the buildings’ steel
colums had been sliced by the use of high-tenperature
expl osives, such as thermte, thernmate, or RDX, which are
regularly used to cut steel. That this is what happened is
supported by reports that sonetines when steel beans were

lifted fromthe rubble, they were dripping nolten netal .26

25 Quoted in Christopher Bollyn, “New Seismc Data Refutes Oficia

Expl anation,” Anerican Free Press, Updated April 12, 2004
(http://ww.thetrut hseeker.co.uk/article.asp?l D=2580). For several nore
exanpl es, see the subsection |abeled “Molten Steel” in nmy chapter, “The
Destruction of the Wrld Trade Center: Wiy the O ficial Account Cannot
Be True,” in Christian Faith and the Truth Behind 9/11, or the

di scussion of nmolten netal in Chap. 3 of Debunking 9/11 Debunki ng.

26 For exanpl e, Joe “Toolie” O Toole, a Bronx firefighter who worked for
many nonths on the rescue and clean-up efforts, said with regard to a
beam t hat had been lifted by a crane fromdeep within the cataconbs at
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Wth regard to explosions, literally dozens of people--
-including journalists, police officers, WIC enpl oyees,
enmergency nedi cal workers, and firefighters---reported
hearing explosions in the Twin Towers, with sonme of them
explicitly saying that the coll apses appeared to be

i nstances of controlled denolition.27 One fire captain said:
"I hear an explosion and I ook up. It is as if the building
is being inploded, fromthe top floor down, one after

anot her, boom boom boom "28 (One paranedic said: “[I]t was
[I1ke a] professional denolition where they set the charges
on certain floors and then you hear 'Pop, pop, pop, pop,
pop.’” One firefighter said: “It seenmed |ike on television
[ when] they blow up these buildings. It seened like it was
going all the way around |ike a belt, all these

expl osi ons. " 29

St even Jones, a physicist who |ong taught at Bri gham
Young University, has pointed out that to believe the
official account is to believe that sone very basic | aws of

physi cs were viol at ed. 30

Ground Zero: “It was dripping fromthe nolten steel” (Jennifer Lin,
“Recovery Worker Reflects on Months Spent at G ound Zero,” Knight
Ri dder, May 29, 2002 [http://ww. messenger -

i nquirer.com news/ attacks/ 4522011. htny).

27 see nmy “Expl osive Testinony: Revel ati ons about the Twin Towers in the
9/11 Oral Histories” in Christian Faith and the Truth Behind 9/11. See
al so Graene MacQueen, “118 Wtnesses: The Firefighters’ Testinobny to
Expl osions in the Twin Towers,” Journal of 9/11 Studies
((http://ww.journal of 911st udi es. com), Vol. 2/ August 2006: 49-123.

28 Captain Dennis Tardio as quoted in Dennis Smth, Report from G ound
Zero: The Story of the Rescue Efforts at the Wrld Trade Center (New
Yor k: Penguin, 2002), 18.

29 9/11 Oral Hi story of Daniel Rivera, 9, and 9/11 Oal H story of
Ri chard Banaci ski, 3-4.

30 steven E. Jones, “Wiy Indeed Did the WIC Buil di ngs Col | apse?” In
David Ray Giffin and Peter Dale Scott, eds., 9/11 and Anerican Enpire:
Intell ectuals Speak Qut (Northanpton: Qive Branch, 2006), 33-62. The
online version, to which Jones refers for photographs, is nowin the
Journal of 9/11 Studies, Vol. 3/Septenber 2006.
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G ven all the features that indicate controlled
denmolition, it is not surprising that when a controlled
denolition expert in Holland was shown vi deos of the

col | apse of WIC 7,31 without being told what the building
was (he had previously thought that only the Twin Towers had
col | apsed on 9/11), he said: “They have sinply bl own away
colums. . . . Ateamof experts did this. . . . This is

controlled demolition.”32 |t is also not surprising that two
eneritus professors of structural analysis and construction

at Zurich's prestigious ETH Institute of Technol ogy say that
WC 7 was “with the highest probability brought down by

expl osi ves. " 33

Al'l evidence suggesting controlled denolition is
ignored in The 9/11 Comm ssion Report, which sinply assuned
the truth of the official story. Indeed, after FEMA, the
first agency given the task of explaining the coll apse of
the WIC, said that its best explanation for the collapse of

WIC 7 had “only a | ow probability of occurrence,”34 the 9/11
Comm ssi on avoi ded the problem by sinply not finding roomto

mention this collapse in its 571-page report. 3%

31 For videos of all the WIC col | apses, see “9/11/01 WIC Vi deos”
(http://911research. wc7. net/wtc/evidence/videos/index.htm) and “9/11
Vi deos: The Control |l ed Col |l apse of WIC 7"

(http://ww. whatreall yhappened. comwtc7. htm).

32 This interview can be seen at “Denp Expert Confirns WIC-7 Was
‘“Controlled Denolition” (http://ww.911bl ogger.com node/ 2807).

33 See Daniele Ganser, “Der erbitterte Streit umden 11. Septenber,”
Tages- Anzei ger, Septenmber 9, 2006
(http://tagesanzei ger.ch/ dyn/ news/ ausl and/ 663864. ht M ). The st at enent
gquoted in the text is fromJodrg Schnei der. Hugo Bachmann is quoted as
saying: "In my opinion WIC 7 was with the utnost probability brought
down by controlled denolition done by experts."

345ee FEMA, World Trade Center Bui | di ng Perfornmance Study, Ch. 5, Sect.
6.2, “Probable Collapse Sequence,” which | discussed in The New Pearl
Har bor, 22.

35 This is only one of the nost egregious of the 115 lies of om ssion
and distortion that | discuss in The 9/11 Commi ssion Report: Om ssions
and Distortions, which are summarized in “The 9/11 Comm ssion Report: A
571-Page Lie,” dobal Qutlook, April 2006: 100-106; originally posted at
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This behavior is no surprise given the fact that the
Conmi ssion was run by its executive director, Philip
Zel i kow, who was virtually a menber of the Bush-Cheney
adm ni stration: He had worked with Condol eezza Rice on the
Nat i onal Security Council in the adm nistration of the first
Presi dent Bush; when the Republicans were out of office
during the dinton adm nistration, Zelikow and Ri ce co-
aut hored a book; Rice then, as National Security Advisor for
t he second President Bush, asked Zelikow to hel p nmake the
transition to the new National Security Council, after which
he was appointed to the President’s Foreign Intelligence

Advi sory Board; 36 Rice l|ater brought in Zelikowto be the
primary author of the 2002 National Security Strategy of the
United States of Anmerica, which used 9/11 to justify a new
doctrine of preenptive warfare, according to which the
United States can attack other nations even if they pose no

i minent threat.37 The idea that the 9/11 Conmi ssion was
i ndependent and inpartial is, therefore, |udicrous.

If the first two reports on the WIC col | apses (FEMA' s
and the 9/11 Comm ssion’s) were carried out by investigative
bodi es that were closely tied to the Bush-Cheney Wite
House, the sanme is true of the supposedly definitive report
produced by the National Institute for Standards and

Technol ogy (NIST).38 |t is an agency of the U S. Commerce
Department, headed by Bush’s secretary of conmerce. It could
hardly publish a report that contradicted the official

story. In any case, NI ST's explanation of the coll apses of

911Trut h.org, My 22, 2005
(http://ww. 911truth.org/article. php?story=20050523112738404).

36 See The 9/11 Commi ssion Report: Qmissions and Distortions, 7-12, 282-
85.

37 | discuss the full significance of Zelikow s dual role in “Inperial
Motives for a New Pearl Harbor,” chap. 6 of Christian Faith and the
Truth Behind 9/11.

38 NIST, Final Report on the Collapse of the Wrld Trade Center Towers
(http://wtc.nist.gov/N STNCSTARLCol | apseof Tower s. pdf).

12



the Twin Towers---at this witing it still has not published
a report on WIC 7---itself collapses when scrutinized froma

scientific point of view 39 As | show in Debunking 9/11
Debunki ng, for exanple, the N ST scientists, who knew nolten
nmetal coul d not have been produced by the fires, handl ed the
probl em by casting doubt on its existence, in spite of the

abundant evi dence for it.40

I11. Could the Oficial Account of the Pentagon
Possi bly Be True?

According to the official account, the Pentagon was struck
by AA Flight 77 under the control of al-Qaeda hijacker Han
Hanj our. This account is chall enged by many facts.
First, Flight 77 allegedly, after making a U-turn in
the md-west, flew back to Washi ngton undetected for 40
m nutes, even though it was then known that hijacked
airliners were being used as weapons and even though the
US mlitary has the best radar systenms in the world.
Second, in order to get into position to hit Wdge 1 of
t he Pentagon, the aircraft had to execute an amazing
downward spiral and conme in at ground | evel, which according

39 see Steven Jones, “Why I ndeed Did the World Trade Center Coll apse?”;
Judy Whod, “A Refutation of the Oficial Collapse Theory,” Schol ars for
9/11 Truth (http://ww. st911.0org); JimHoffnan, “Building a Better
Mrage: N ST's 3-Year $20, 000,000 Cover-Up of the Crime of the Century,”
911 Research, Version 1.0, Dec. 8, 2005

(http://911research. wc7. net/essays/nist/index.htm); and Kevin Ryan,
“What is 9/11 Truth? The First Steps,” Journal of 9/11 Studi es August
2006/ Vol une 2: 1-6 (http://ww. j ournal of 911st udi es. comj, and “Proppi ng
Up the War on Terror: Lies about the WIC by NI ST and Underwiters
Laboratories,” in Giffin and Scott, eds., 9/11 and American Enpire, 63-
71. | discuss these and other critiques in Debunking 9/11 Debunki ng,
chap. 3, “The Disintegration of the Wrld Trade Center: Has N ST
Debunked the Theory of Controlled Denolition?”

40 john Gross, one of the 13 scientists listed at the beginning of

NI ST's Fi nal Report, has been recorded naking this denial during a
public presentation. See “N ST Engi neer, John Gross, Denies the

Exi stance [sic] of Mdlten Steel”

(http://video.googl e. conl vi deopl ay?doci d=- 7180303712325092501&hl =en) .
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to sonme pilots would have been inpossible for a Boeing 757,
even under the control of an expert. Hanjour, noreover, was
known as “a terrible pilot,” who could barely fly a single-

engi ne airplane. 4l Russ Wttenberg, who flew |large
commercial airliners for 35 years after serving in Vietnam
as a fighter pilot, has said that it would have been

i mpossi ble for Flight 77 to have “descended 7,000 feet in
two mnutes, all the while performng a steep 270 degree
banked turn before crashing into the Pentagon’s first fl oor
wal I wi thout touching the lawn.” It woul d, he added, have
been “totally inpossible for an anmateur who coul dn’t even
fly a Cessna to maneuver the jetliner in such a highly

pr of essi onal manner.”42 Ral ph Otholt, a captain-qualified
757 pilot, agrees: “The idea that an unskilled pilot could
have flown this trajectory,” says Orholt, “is sinply too

ridicul ous to consider.”43

Third, terrorists brilliant enough to outfox the U S.
mlitary s defense system woul d not have struck Wedge 1, for
many reasons: |t had been reinforced, so the danmage was | ess
severe than a stri ke anywhere el se woul d have been; it was

still being renovated, so relatively few people were there;
the secretary of defense and all the top brass, whom
terrorists would presumably have wanted to kill, were on the

opposite side of the building;, and hitting Wdge 1 required
a difficult maneuver, whereas crashing into the roof—of,
say, the area with the offices of Runsfeld and the top
brass---woul d have been much easi er and deadlier.

41 see New York Times, May 4, 2002, CBS News, May 10, 2002. The fact

t hat Hanj our was known as a “terrible pilot” was even acknow edged by
The 9/ 11 Conmi ssion Report (New York: W W Norton, 2004), 225-26, 242,
but it failed to explain how, then, he could have perforned the all eged
feats.

42 Greg Szymanski, “Forner Vietnam Conbat and Commercial Pilot Firm
Bel i ever 9/11 Was Inside Governnent Job,” Lewis News, Sunday, January 8,
2006 (http://ww | ewi snews. comarticle.asp?l D=106623).

43 Ral ph Onholt, e-mmil letter, October 27, 2006.
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Fourth, there is considerabl e evidence that the
aircraft that struck the Pentagon was not even a Boeing 757.
Unlike the strikes on the Twin Towers, the Pentagon strike

did not create a detectable seisnic signal.44 Al so,
accordi ng to phot ographs and eyew t nesses, the kind of
damage and debris that woul d have been produced by the
i npact of a Boeing 757 was not produced by the strike on the
Pent agon.

Wth regard to the debris, the eyew tnesses include
Karen Kw at kowski, who was then an Air Force Lieutenant
Col onel enpl oyed at the Pentagon. She wites of “a strange
| ack of visible debris on the Pentagon |awn, where | stood
only nonments after the inpact. . . . | saw nothing of any
significance at the point of inpact---no airplane netal or

cargo debris.”45 Another eyewi tness was CNN' s Jami e
Mclntyre, who said during a live report fromthe Pentagon on
9/11: “The only pieces left that you can see are snal

enough that you pick up in your hand.”46

The |l ack of the expected debris inside the Pentagon has
been reported by April Gllop, who, along with her two-
nont h-ol d son, was seriously injured. She says:

| was located at the Ering. . . . [We had to escape

the building before the floors . . . collapsed on us.

And | don't recall at any tine seeing any plane debris.
If I wasn't inforned [at the hospital that it was

44 won-Young Kim and Gerald R Baum “Seisnmic Observations during
Septenber 11, 2001, Terrorist Attack”
(http://ww. ngs. nd. gov/ esi ¢/ publ i cati ons/ downl oad/ 911pent agon. pdf).

45 Karen Kwi at kowski, “Assessing the Official 9/11 Conspiracy Theory,”
in Giffin and Scott, eds., 9/11 and Anerican Enpire. See al so “The

M ssing Wngs” (http://ww.physics911. net/ i ssingw ngs. htn), in which A
K. Dewdney and G W Longspaugh argue that the absence of w ng debris
alone is sufficient to disprove the claimthat the aircraft was a huge
airliner.

46 Text and video available at http://ww. gl obal -
conspiraci es.conmicnn reported no plane hit pentagon. htm

15



a plane] I would have never believed it. | wal ked
through that place to try to get out before everything
collapsed on us . . . . [Slurely we should have seen

somet hi ng. 47

Wth regard to danage, Orholt, discussing the

phot ogr aphi ¢ evi dence, 48 writes: “There is no hole big

enough to swallow a 757. . . . There is no viable evidence
of burning jet fuel. . . . The expected ‘crash’ danmage
doesn’'t exist. . . . Even the Pentagon | awn was undanmaged!

The geonetry of the day certifies the *official’ account as

a blatant lie.”49 Significant testinony is also provided by
Arny Reservist Isabelle Slifer, whose fourth-floor office
was directly above the strike zone between the first and
second floors. Even though a 757 has a very large tail fin,

her office was not damaged by the inpact. 90

Fifth, the Pentagon is surely the best defended
building on the planet. It is within an ultra-restricted
zone. It is only a fewmles fromAndrews Air Force Base,
whi ch, assigned to protect this zone, has at |east three
squadrons with fighter jets on alert at all tinmes. (The
claimby The 9/11 Comm ssion Report that no fighters were on
alert the norning of 9/11 is wholly inplausible and

47 “Interviewwith April Gallop,” George Washington's Blog, July 13,
2006

(http://georgewashi ngt on. bl ogspot . coni 2006/ 07/interviewwi th-april -
gallop.htm). Also, Ed Plaugher, the county fire chief, and Lee Evey,
the head of the renovation project, reported seeing no big pieces from
an airplane (DoD news briefings, Septenber 12 and 15, 2001).

48 For phot ogr aphi ¢ evi dence, see Eric Hufschnid, Painful Questions,
chap. 9, and Dave McGowan, “Septenber 11, 2001 Revisited: The Seri es:
Act I1,” Center for an Inforned Anerica

(www. davesweb. cnchost . comf nwsl tr68. htmi ).

49 Ra| ph Orholt, “9-11 and the Inpossible: The Pentagon”
(http://ww. physi cs911. net/onholt. htn).

50 Ni kki Lowe, “Pent agon Survivor Donates $500 in Lieu of a Retirenent
Party: Isabelle Slifer Shares Her Story,” Pentagon Menorial Fund Site
(http://ww. pent agonnmenorial . net/site/ News2?page=NewsArticl e& d=5773).
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contradicted by the military’'s own website.91l) Also, the
Pentagon is reportedly protected by batteries of surface-to-

air nmissiles,©2 so if any aircraft without a U S. nilitary
transponder---a mlitary transponder radiates a “friendly”
signal ---had entered the Pentagon’ s airspace, it would have
been automatically shot down---unless officials in the
Pent agon had deactivated its anti-aircraft defenses.
Accordi ngly, whether the Pentagon was struck by a mlitary
or a nonmlitary aircraft, the strike had to be an inside
j ob.

A sixth reason to be dubious of the official story is
that, as at the Wrld Trade Center, evidence was quickly
destroyed. Shortly after the strike, officials picked up

debris in front of the inpact site and carried it off.53
Shortly thereafter the entire Ilawm was covered with dirt and
gravel, so that any remai ning forensic evidence was

literally covered up. 94
FBI agents, noreover, quickly confiscated videos from

security cameras on nearby buil di ngs. 3 The Justice
Departnent, after long refusing to rel ease any of them

51 The 9/11 Commi ssion Report: Qmissions and Distortions, 159-64. See ny
further discussion in Debunking 9/11 Debunking, chap. 4, “Debunking 9/11
Myths: A Failed Attenpt by Popul ar Mechanics.”

52 Thierry Meyssan, who has referred to these anti-mssile batteries
(Pent agate [London: Carnot, 2002], 112, 116), has witten: “The presence
of these anti-missile batteries was testified to ne by French officers
to whom they were shown during an official visit to the Pentagon. This
was |later confirned to me by a Saudi officer” (e-mail comrunication).
See al so John Judge, “Pentagon and P-56 Preparations and Defenses and
the Stand-Down on 9/11,“ Ratville Times, Jan. 11, 2006

[ww. ratical.org/ratville/JFK/ JohnJudge/ PS6A. htm ] .

53 Phot ogr aphi ¢ evidence of this renoval can be seen in Eric Hufschmd's
vi deo, “Painful Deceptions” (available at wwv Eri cHuf schimi d. Net).

54 A phot ograph showing this literal cover-up can be seen in Orholt, “9-
11 and the | npossible: The Pentagon.”

S5 see Bill MKelway “Three Months On, Tension Lingers Near the
Pent agon,” Ri chnond Ti mes-Di spatch, Dec. 11, 2001
(http://news. nati onal geogr aphi c. conl news/ 2001/ 12/1211 wi repentagon. htmi)

, and Bill CGertz and Rowan Scarborough, “Inside the Ring,” Wshi ngton
Times, Sept. 21, 2001
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finally in May 2006 rel eased one purporting to show ng a
Boeing 757 striking the Pentagon. But it did not. Even Bil
OReilly of Fox News had to say: “I can’'t see a plane

there.”96 |f there were any videos giving clear support to
the official story, would we not have seen them as often as
we have seen the strikes on the Wrld Trade Center?

These si x probl ens, besides conflicting with the
of ficial account, collectively indicate that the strike on
t he Pentagon was orchestrated by forces within our own
gover nnent .

In the light of these first three challenges to the official
account, we can reflect on President Bush’'s advice not to
tol erate “outrageous conspiracy theories about the attacks

of 11 Septenber.”S7 This is excellent advice. But it
deflects attention fromthe fact that the truly outrageous
conspiracy theory is the official theory, according to which
a band of Arab Muslins conspired to defeat not only the nost
sophi sticated defense systemin history but also, in the
attacks in both New York and Washi ngton, sone basic |aws of
physics. The problens in the official account, noreover, do
not end there. A fourth question is:

V. Why Did the President and Hi s Secret Service Agents
Remai n at the School ?

Upon hearing that a plane had struck one of the Twin Towers,
President Bush reportedly believed that it was an accident.

56 see Ted Twi et meyer, “Judicial Watch Caught Pulling a 180 on Pent agon
Foot age,” Rense.com My 21, 2006

(http://ww.rense. com general 71/jw. htm), and “Pentagon Vi deos a Fi asco,
Schol ars Concl ude,” Scholars for 9/11 Truth, My 22, 2006

(http://ww. schol arsfor911truth. org/ PressRel ease22May2006. htm ).

57 President CGeorge W Bush, Address to the General Assenbly of the
United Nations, Novenber 10, 2001
(http://ww. sept ember 11news. com Presi dent BushUN. ht m) .
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It was not terribly strange, therefore, that he decided to
go ahead with the photo-op at the school in Sarasota. Wrd
of the second strike, however, should have indicated to his
Secret Service agents---assumng that these strikes were
unexpected---that the country was undergoi ng an
unprecedented terrorist attack. And yet he was allowed to
remain at the school for another half hour.

Thi s behavior was very strange. The president’s
| ocati on had been highly publicized. If the attacks were
i ndeed unexpected, the Secret Service, having no idea how
many pl anes had been hijacked, woul d have suspected that the
president hinself was one of the targets: Wat could be nore
satisfying to foreign terrorists attacking high-val ue
targets than to kill the president? For all the Secret
Servi ce woul d have known, a hijacked airliner m ght have
been bearing down on the school at that very m nute, ready
to crash into it, killing the president and everyone el se
there---including the Secret Service agents thenselves. It
is, in any case, standard procedure for the Secret Service
to rush the president to a safe |ocation whenever there is
any sign that he may be in danger. And yet these agents,
after allow ng the president to remain in the classroom
another 10 m nutes, permtted himto deliver his regularly
schedul ed TV address, thereby announcing to the world that
he was still at the school.

Wul d not this behavior be explainable only if the head
of the Secret Service detail knew that the targets did not
i nclude the president? And how could this have been known
unl ess the attacks were being carried out by people within
our own government? The 9/11 Commi ssion, far from asking
t hese questions, said only: “The Secret Service told us they

did not think it inperative for [the president] to run

out the door.”98 A serious inquiry into this natter,
therefore, remains to be nmade.

58 The 9/11 Commi ssion Report, 39.
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V. Why Did the 9/11 Comm ssion Lie about Vice President
Cheney’s Activities?

One sign of the conplicity of Vice President Cheney is the
fact that the 9/11 Conmi ssion evidently felt a need to lie
about the tinme of two of his activities: his entry into the
Presidential Enmergency Operations Center (PEOC) under the
Wi te House and authorization to shoot down any hijacked
airliners.

It had been widely reported that the vice president had
gone down to the PECC shortly after the second strike on the

WIC, hence about 9:15.99 The nost conpel ling witness was
Secretary of Transportation Nornman M neta, who testified to
the 9/ 11 Comm ssion that when he entered the PECC at 9: 20,
Cheney was already there. The 9/11 Comm ssi on Report,
however, clainmed that Cheney did not enter the PEOCC until

“shortly before 10:00, perhaps at 9:58."60 Mneta's
testinmony was sinply omtted fromthe final report of the
Zel i kow1ed 9/11 Comm ssion. Wiy would the Conmission go to
such lengths---telling an obvious lie and omtting publicly
avai |l abl e evi dence---to conceal the true tine of Cheney’'s
entry into the PECC?

One possi bl e reason would involve the testinony of
M neta, who said:

During the tine that the airplane was comng in to the
Pent agon, there was a young man who would cone in and
say to the Vice President, “The plane is 50 mles out.”

59 Giffin, The 9/11 Commi ssion Report: Qmi ssions and Distortions, 241-
44,

60 The 9/11 Conmi ssion Report, 40.
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“The plane is 30 mles out.” And when it got down to
“the plane is 10 mles out,” the young man also said to

the Vice President, “Do the orders still stand?” And
the Vice President . . . said, “O course the orders
still stand. Have you heard anything to the

contrary?” 61

M neta reported that this conversation occurred at about
9:25 or 9:26

This testinony creates a problemfor the official
story. Secretary of Defense Runsfeld s spokesnman, in
expl ai ni ng why the Pentagon was not evacuated before it was
struck, clained that “[t] he Pentagon was sinply not aware

that this aircraft was coning our way.”62 The 9/11

Conmi ssion supported this claim alleging that there was no
war ni ng about an unidentified aircraft headi ng towards
Washi ngton until 9:36 and hence only “one or two m nutes”

before the Pentagon was struck at 9:38.63 Mneta s account,
however, says that Cheney knew about an approachi ng aircraft
nore than 10 minutes earlier. There would have been over 12
m nutes for the Pentagon to be evacuated; 125 lives could
have been saved.

M neta’s account also inplies that Cheney had issued
stand-down orders. Mneta hinmself did not make this
al l egation, saying instead that he assumed that “the orders”
were to have the plane shot down. But that interpretation
does not fit what actually happened--the aircraft was not

61 9/11 Conmission, Public Heari ng, May 23, 2003 (http://ww. 9-
11commi ssi on. gov/ ar chi ve/ heari ng2/ 9- 11Conmm ssi on_Hear i ng_2003- 05-
23.htnm). YouTube has M neta's exchanges with Ham | ton
(http://ww. yout ube. com wat ch?v=V7Vs7Knl pXU) and Roermer
(http://ww. yout ube. com wat ch?v=672c8l kemyl ), during which these
statenents were made.

62« pir Attack on Pent agon | ndi cates Weaknesses,” Newsday, Septenber 23,
2001.

63 The 9/11 Conmi ssion Report, 34.
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shot down. It would al so make the story unintelligible: The
young man’ s question whether the orders still stood would
not make sense unless they were orders to do sonething
unexpected---not to shoot the aircraft down. By omtting
Mneta's testinony and stating that Cheney did not enter the
PEOCC until al nost 10: 00, the 9/11 Conmmission inplied that
Cheney could not have given a stand-down order to allow an
aircraft to strike the Pentagon.

The full brazenness of the Commssion’s lie is
illustrated by the fact that it contradicts Cheney’ s own
account, which can still be read on the White House website.
Speaking on NBC s “Meet the Press” five days after 9/11,
Cheney said: “[A]fter | talked to the president, . . . |
went down into . . . the Presidential Enmergency Operations
Center. . . . [When | arrived there within a short order,

we had word the Pentagon's been hit.”64 So he got there, as
M neta said, sone tine before the Pentagon was struck, not
20 m nutes afterwards.

The lie about Cheney’s entry into the PEOCC was al so
important to the controversy over whether the US mlitary
shot down Flight 93. The 9/ 11 Conmi ssion, sinply ignoring a

vast ampunt of evidence that the plane had been shot down, 65
supported the official claimthat it was not shot down by
clai m ng that Cheney, having not arrived at the PECC until
al nost 10:00, did not issue the shoot-down order until after
10: 10---whi ch woul d have been seven or nore minutes after
Fli ght 93 had crashed (at 10:03, according to the offici al

64 “The Vice President appears on Meet the Press with Tim Russert,” Canp
Davi d, Septenber 16, 2001 (http://ww. whitehouse. gov/vi cepresident/news-
speeches/ speeches/ vp20010916. ht mi ).

65 see Griffin, The 9/11 Conmission Report: Qmi ssions and Distortions,
238-39. Additional evidence cane from Paul Cellucci, Washington’s envoy
to Canada in February of 2005. Seeking the convince Canada to support
the missile defense shield, he told his Toronto audi ence that a Canadi an
general [Captain M chael Jellinek] was in charge of NORAD on 9/11 when
it scranbled nmilitary jets to shoot down a hijacked aircraft headed for
Washi ngton (Colin Perkel and Beth Gorham “M ssile Rejection Perplexes

U S.,” Canadi an Press, Feb. 23, 2005 [avail able at

http://ww. curevents. com vb/ showpost . php?p=51773&post count =1]).
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account). But in addition to the evidence that Cheney had
been in the PEOCC since about 9:15, we al so have evi dence---
including statenments from Ri chard C arke, who was the

nati onal coordinator for security and counterterrorism and
Col onel Robert Marr, the head of NORAD s northeast sector

(NEADS) 66- - -t hat Cheney’s shoot-down order was issued well

bef ore 10: 00. 67

The 9/ 11 Comm ssion’s obvious |ies about Cheney’s
activities give reason to suspect that it, under the
| eadership of Philip Zelikow, was trying to conceal Cheney’s
responsibility for the Pentagon strike and the downi ng of

Fl i ght 93.68

I nci dental ly, although M chael Bronner’s aforenentioned
article and the novie United 93, on which he worked, were
obviously intended to bolster the official account about
this flight, they do not refute the conclusion that this
account is false. For one thing, the cell phone calls, which
play a central role in the drama, were technologically

i mpossi bl e in 2001.69 Moreover, Major General Larry Arnold,

66 g arke reports that he received the authorization from Cheney shortly
after 9:45, when the evacuation of the Wite House began (Agai nst Al
Enem es: Inside Arerica’s War on Terror [New York: Free Press, 2004], 7-
8). According to Janes Banford and an ABC News programentitled “9/11"
(Septenmber 11, 2002), Col onel Marr, after receiving Cheney’s shoot-down
order, “sent out word to air traffic controllers to instruct fighter
pilots to destroy the United jetliner” (Banford, A Pretext for War [ New
Yor k: Doubl eday, 2004], 65-66).

67 see Griffin, The 9/11 Conmi ssion Report: Qm ssions and Distortions,
237-40.

68 Wiy exactly the nilitary and the White House deni ed shooti ng down
Flight 93, rather than taking credit for preventing a second attack on
Washi ngton, is unclear. But the very fact that they have steadfastly
deni ed shooting down Flight 93 suggests that this was a crininal act,
whi ch needed to be covered up.

69 see M chel Chossudovsky, “More Holes in the Oficial Story: The 9/11
Cell Phone Calls,” Aug. 10, 2004

[http://global research.cal/articles/CHMO08B. htm]) and A. K Dewdney,
“The Cel |l phone and Airfone Calls from Flight UA93,” Physics 911
(http://physics911. net/cell phoneflight93.htnm). However, the technol ogy
of “voi ce norphing,” through which the calls could have been faked, was
sufficiently devel oped at the tine, as explained in a 1999 article by
WIlliam Arkin (“Wen Seeing and Hearing Isn't Believing,” Washi ngton
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who was the commandi ng general of NORAD s Continental Region
at the time, said after seeing United 93: “The novie trailer
said the mlitary was not notified of UAL 93 until 4 m nutes
after it had crashed. That is not true as we were notified a
short tinme before it crashed. . . . | advised Col. Marr to

i ntercept UAL 93.”70

VI. Did the Bush-Cheney Adm nistration Have Mtives for
Orchestrating the 9/11 Attacks?

When prosecuting attorneys seek to prove the defendant to be
guilty as charged, they have to show “neans, notive, and
opportunity.” It is clear that the Bush-Cheney

adm nistration, including its Pentagon under the | eadership
of Donald Rumsfeld, had---unlike al -Qaeda---the nmeans and
the opportunity to orchestrate the events of 9/11. O the
several notives that high officials in the adm nistration
woul d have had, | will nention three:

Af ghani st an: Zbi gni ew Brzezinski’s 1997 book, The G and
Chessboard, said that establishing mlitary bases in Centra
Asia woul d be crucial for nmintaining “Arerican primcy,”
partly because of the huge oil reserves around the Caspian
Sea. But American denocracy, he added, “is inimcal to

whi ch requires “economn c sel f-deni al
(that is, defense spending) and . . . hunman sacrifice
Expl ai ni ng
that the public had “supported Anerica’ s engagenent in Wrld
War |1 largely because of the shock effect of the Japanese

i nperial nobilization,

(casual ti es even anong professional soldiers).’

Post, Feb. 1, 1999 [http://ww. washi ngt onpost. com wp-
srv/national /dotm |/arkin020199. htm{). | discuss this issue at
consi derabl e I ength in Debunking 9/11 Debunki ng.

70 Larry Arnold, “Ms Larry Arnold on UAL Flight 93,” NavySEALs.com June
8, 2006
(http://ww. navyseal s. comf community/articles/article.cfnfi d=9723).

24



attack on Pear|l Harbor,” Brzezinski suggested that Anmericans
today woul d support the needed mlitary operations in
Central Asia only “in the circunstance of a truly nassive

and widely perceived direct external threat.”71

Support for these operations was generated by the 9/11
attacks plus the claimby the Bush-Cheney admi nistration
that these attacks had been planned i n Afghanistan by GCsama
bin Laden—a claimfor which the adm nistration refused to

provi de any proof /2 and for which even the FBl admits that

it “has no hard evidence.” 73
A nore specific notivation was provided by the

“pi pel i ne war.” 74 The Bush- Cheney adni ni stration supported
UNOCAL' s plan to build an oil -and-gas pipeline through

Af ghani stan, but the Taliban, being unable to provide
sufficient security, had becone regarded as an obstacle. In
a July 2001 neeting in Berlin, representatives of the

adm nistration, trying to get the Taliban to share power
with other factions, reportedly said, “Either you accept our
offer of a carpet of gold, or we bury you under a carpet of

71Zbigniew Brzezi nski, The Grand Chesshoard: American Primacy and Its
Ceostrategic | nperatives (New York: Basic Books, 1997), 24-25, 35-36,
212.

72 Secretary of State Colin Powell prom sed to prepare a Wite Paper
presenting this proof but never did. And although the Taliban said that
it would hand bin Laden over if the United States presented evi dence of
his involvement in 9/11, Bush rejected the request (“Wite House \Warns
Taliban: ‘W WII| Defeat You,’” CNN.com Sept. 21, 2001).

73 Ed Haas of the Muckraker Report, being puzzled by the fact that the
FBI's list of the attacks for which bin Laden is wanted does not include
9/ 11 (http://ww. fbi.gov/wanted/terrorists/terbinladen. htn), asked Rex
Tonb, Chief of Investigative Publicity for the FBI, why not. Tonb,
reported Haas, said: “The reason why 9/11 is not nentioned on Usana Bin
Laden’s Most Wanted page is because the FBI has no hard evidence
connecting Bin Laden to 9/11" (“FBlI says, ‘No Hard Evi dence Connecti ng
Bin Laden to 9/11'” Miuckraker Report, June 6, 2006
[http://ww. team i berty.net/id267.htm]).

74 see Ahned Rashid, Taliban: Mlitant Islam O and Fundanentalismin
Central Asia (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2001), chaps. 12 and 13,
entitled “Romancing the Taliban: The Battle for Pipelines.”

25



borbs.” 7S When the Taliban refused, the Americans reportedly
said that “mlitary action agai nst Afghani stan would go
ahead . . . before the snows started falling in Afghanistan,

by the middle of Cctober at the latest.” 76
G ven the fact that the attacks on New York and
Washi ngton occurred on Septenber 11, the U S. mlitary had
time to get logistically ready to begin the attack on
Af ghani stan on COctober 7.

Irag: Sone key nenbers of the Bush-Cheney adm nistration---
i ncluding Paul Wlfowitz, Lewis “Scooter” Libby, Donald
Runsfel d, and D ck Cheney hinself---had in the |ate 1990s
been active nmenbers of an organization, the Project for the
New American Century (PNAC), that advocated attacking Iraq
to renove Saddam Hussein, establish a strong mlitary

presence, and control the oil.’7 PNAC s Rebuilding Arerica’s
Def enses, released late in 2000, reiterated the idea of a
permanent mlitary presence in the @ulf region, saying that
the “unresolved conflict with Irag provides the i medi ate
justification,” but “the need for a substantial American
force presence in the Gulf transcends the issue of the

regi ne of Saddam Hussein.” 78

Syulio CGodoy, “U. S. Taliban Policy Influenced by G1l,” Inter Press
Service, Nov. 16, 2001.

76Thi s accor di ng to Niaz Naik, the highly respected Paki stani
representative at the neeting, as reported in George Arney, “U. S

‘Pl anned Attack on Tal eban,’” BBC News, Sept. 18, 2001. According to a
story in the Guardian, “Threat of U S. Strikes Passed to Taliban Weks
Before NY Attack” (Sept. 22, 2001), one of the American representatives
confirmed that this discussion of mlitary action did occur.

77 see Paul D. Wlfowitz and Zal may M Khal il zad, “Saddam Must Go,”
Weekly Standard, Dec. 1997; PNAC, “Letter to President Clinton on Iraq,”
Jan. 26, 1998 (www. newanericancentury.org); and PNAC, “Letter to

G ngrich and Lott,” May 29, 1998 (www. newanericancentury.org). The
signers of the latter two letters included Wl fow tz and Runsfel d.

78 The Pr oj ect for the New American Century, Rebuilding Arerica’s
Def enses: Strategy, Forces and Resources for a New Century, Septenber
2000 (www. newaneri cancentury.org), 14.
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| medi ately upon taking office, both Paul 0" Neill and
Ri chard O arke have reveal ed, the Bush adm nistration was
intent on taking over Iraq. The only question was “finding a
way to do it,” as ONeill put it. “The terrorist attacks of
Septenber 11,” said Bob Wodward, “gave the U. S. a new
wi ndow to go after Hussein.” Although no Iraqgis were anong
t he all eged hijackers, the Bush adm nistration was able to
use 9/11 as a pretext to attack Iraq. Gven the state of
fear created of fear created in the American psyche by 9/11,
the adm ni stration needed only to fabricate evidence that
Saddam was acquiring nucl ear weapons whil e al so suggesting

that he had been involved in 9/11.79

I ncreased MIlitary Spending: A second possible notive was
provi ded by PNAC s nore general goal of increasing America’s
mlitary superiority sufficiently to establish a global Pax
Aneri cana. This goal had al ready been asserted in the 1992
draft of the “Defense Pl anning Gui dance,” witten by

Wl fowitz and Li bby under the gui dance of Cheney, who was
conpleting his tenure as secretary of defense.

In 2000, Wl fowitz and Libby were participants in
PNAC s project to produce Rebuil ding Arerica’ s Defenses, in
whi ch this goal showed up again. This docunent al so
cont ai ned an i dea perhaps derived from Brzezi nski’s book:
After saying that the desired Pax Anericana “nust have a
secure foundation on unquestioned U S. mlitary preem nence”

and that such preem nence will require a technol ogi cal
79 For Paul O Neill, who was secret ary of the treasury and hence a
menber of the National Security Council, see Ron Susskind, The Price of

Loyalty: CGeorge W Bush, the Wite House, and the Education of Paul

O Neill (New York: Sinmon & Schuster, 2004), and O Neill’'s interview on
CBS' s “60 M nutes”

(wwwv. cbsnews. coml st ori es/ 2004/ 01/ 09/ 60mi nut es/ mai n592330. shtm ). Richard
Clarke, confirmng ONeill's charge, said: “The adm nistration of the
second George Bush did begin with Iraq on its agenda” (Against All

Enem es, 264). Wodward' s statenent is in his Bush at War (New York:

Si non & Schuster, 2002), 83. | have discussed the way in which 9/11 was
norphed into a pretext to attack Iraqg in “lnperial Mtives for a New
Pearl Harbor” (in Christian Faith and the Truth behind 9/11).
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transformation of the US mlitary, it added that this

process of transformation will “likely be a | ong one, absent
sonme catastrophic and catal yzing event--1ike a new Pearl
Har bor . " 80

When 9/11 cane, it was imrediately treated as “the
Pear| Harbor of the 21% century,” as Bush reportedly called

it that very night.81 It was also characterized as, in

Bush’s words, “a great opportunity,”82 with Runsfel d adding
that 9/11 created “the kind of opportunities that Wrld War

Il offered, to refashion the world.”83 This idea then showed
up in the previously nentioned R ce-Zelikow docunent, The
National Security Strategy of the United States of America
for 2002, which brazenly said: “The events of Septenber 11

2001 opened vast, new opportunities.”84

A central dinension of the desired technol ogical
transformation of the mlitary was the weaponi zation of
space, euphem stically called “Mssile Defense.” (One
neocon, Law ence Kaplan, has candidly said: “Mssile defense
isnt really nmeant to protect Anerica. It's a tool for

gl obal donination.”85) |n January of 2001, the Commission to
Assess U.S. National Security Space Managenent and

Organi zati on, which was chaired by Runsfeld, published its
report. Speaking of the need for massive funding for the
U. S. Space Conmand, the Runsfeld Conm ssion asked whet her

80Rebui | di ng America’'s Defenses, 50-51.
81\ashi ngt on Post, January 27, 2002.
82Boh Wodward, Bush at War (New York: Sinon & Schuster, 2002), 32.

83 “gsecret ary Runsfeld Interview with the New York Tines,” Cctober 12,
2001. Condol eezza Rice nmade a simlar statenent (Chal mers Johnson, The
Sorrows of Enpire, 229).

84The National Securi ty Strategy of the United States of Anerica, Sept.
2002 (www. whi t ehouse. gov/ nsc/ nss. htm ).

85 Lawrence Kaplan, New Republic 224 (March 12, 2001), cover text;
guoted in Bacevich, American Enpire, 223.
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such funding woul d occur only after a “Space Pear

Har bor . " 86

On the evening of 9/11 itself, Runmsfeld held a press
conference. Senator Carl Levin, the chair of the Senate
Armed Services Conmittee, was asked: “Senator Levin, you and
ot her Denocrats in Congress have voiced fear that you sinply
don’t have enough noney for the |large increase in defense
that the Pentagon is seeking, especially for mssile
defense. . . . Does this sort of thing convince you that an
energency exists in this country to increase defense

spendi ng?” 87 Congress i mredi atel y appropriated an additi onal
$40 billion for the Pentagon and hundreds of billions nore
later, with few questions asked.

Concl usi on: The Preem nent |nportance of 9/11

The above evidence, plus the fact that all the “evidence”
that seens to inplicate the alleged hijackers, such as
cel | phone calls, airport photos, and discovered |uggage and
passports, appears to have been fabricated, |eads to the
conclusion that 9/11 was a fal se-flag operation orchestrated

by the Bush administration for primarily inperial reasons.88
If this conclusion is correct, then exposing the
falsity of the official account of 9/11 should be high on

86Report of the Commi ssion to Assess U S. National Security Space
Management and Organi zati on (ww. defenselink.m|/cgi-bin/dlprint.cgi).

87 Depart nent of Defense News Briefing on Pentagon Attack, 6:42 PM
Sept. 11, 2001 (avail abl e at
http://ww. yal e. edu/ | awweb/ aval on/ sept _11/dod_brief02. htm.

88 “Fal se- Fl ag Operations, 9/11, and the New Rone: A Christian
Perspective,” in Kevin Barrett, John B. Cobb Jr., and Sandra Lubarsky,
eds., 9/11 and American Enpire: Christians, Jews, and Muslins Speak Qut
(Nort hanpton: dive Branch, 2007).
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t he agenda of all people commtted to reversing the present
policies of the U S. governnent, for at |east four reasons.
First, 9/11 has provided the pretext for at |east nost
of the mal evol ent and destructive policies carried out by
t he Bush-Cheney adm nistration since that day. \Wen any
objection is raised to this admnistration's illicit
policies---fromillegal invasions to torture to illegal
spyi ng to weaponi zi ng space to talk of a nuclear first
strike---the answer is always the same: “The critics fail to
understand that the world changed on 9/11.” Until the truth
about 9/11 is exposed, it will remain a blank check for
virtually anything desired by this adm nistration.
Second, the truth about 9/11 is one truth that the
Anerican people would not tolerate. They have proven
remar kably, even disturbingly, tolerant of many ot her
t hi ngs---such as the clear indication fromthe Downi ng
Street meno that the Bush admi nistration planned to “fix”
the intelligence about Iraq’s WVDs---that should have led to

demands for inpeachnent.89 But the Anmerican people sinply
woul d not allow an administration to stay in power after
learning that it had orchestrated the attacks of 9/11.
Third, the orchestration of the attacks of 9/11 goes
far beyond any previous instance of “high crines and
m sdeneanors” that have previously been cited as cause for
i npeachnent. The attacks were---in the words of Bush,
Cheney, and Runsfeld thensel ves---heinous crinmes. Any U S.
citizens who participated in planning, carrying out, and/or
covering up these attacks are guilty of treason, as defined
by Article 3 of the U S. Constitution, because these attacks
were acts of war against the United States---again,
according to the assessnent of Bush, Cheney, and Runsfeld
t hensel ves. If this treason is not publicly uncovered and
prosecuted, there is little hope for the survival of the

89 For an anal ysis of the meno and the press coverage, see Mark Danner,
“Why the Menmo Matters,” New York Review of Books, July 14, 2005
(http://ww t ondi spat ch. cont i ndex. mht m ?enx=x&pi d=3602) .
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denocratic forns we still have. If we fail to have a serious
investigation of the prima facie evidence for such treason--
-especially given the fact that this evidence, once

exanmined, is overwhel ning90---we will in effect be telling
the perpetrators that they can get away with virtually
anyt hi ng.

Finally, to reverse the policies of the Bush-Cheney
adm nistration will require nore than sinply renoving this
adm nistration fromoffice---sonething that could be
legitimately done for any nunmber of reasons. The attacks of
9/11 were orchestrated to further the project of creating an
Anerican enpire of truly global scope and, as we saw
earlier, this has been a | ong and bi parti san project.

Di fferences have involved strategy, enphasis, and deneanor
nore than the goal itself. The replacenent of the Bush-
Cheney administration by a Denocratic admi nistration for
some reason other than 9/11 would probably sinply result in
a reversion to the subtler, nore sophisticated, and hence
nore effective formof inperialismthat the United States

previously exercised. 91

What needs to be publicly recognized is that the
bi parti san gl obal domi nation project is, as | have put it
el sewhere, “propelled by fanaticismbased on a deeply

perverted val ue system”92 Those who read books and

90 |n calling the evidence “overwhel ning,” | nean the total evidence now
avai |l abl e (rmuch of which is contained in ny five books on 9/11), not
nerely the brief sunmmary given here.

91 see David Ray Giffin, John B. Cobb, Jr., Richard Falk, and Catherine
Kel l er, The Anerican Enmpire and the Comonweal th of God (Louisville:
West mi nster John Knox, 2006).

92 “9/11 and the Anerican Enmpi re: How Shoul d Religi ous Peopl e Respond?”
Oiginally on BookTV (C Span 2), April 30, 2005; text published at 9/11
CitizensWatch, May 7, 2005

(http://ww. 911citi zenswat ch. or g/ nodul es. php?op=nodl cad&nane=News&fi | eza
rticle&sid=535). A somewhat revised version, entitled “9/11, the
American Enpire, and Common Moral Norns,” is in Giffin and Scott, eds.,
9/ 11 and American Enpire: Intellectuals Speak Qut. | have used the term
“demonic” for this value systemin “The Divine and the Denonic,” chap. 8
of Christian Faith and the Truth Behind 9/11.
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magazi nes about U.S. inperialismknow that there has | ong
been abundant evi dence for this assessnent. But the public
revelation of the truth about 9/11 coul d have an educative
val ue extending far beyond the circles of those who read
policy-oriented books and magazi nes. If Americans canme to
see that the attacks of 9/11 were, in the mnds of those who
pl anned them justified by the goal of creating an all-
enconpassing enpire, this realization could lead to

wi despread revul sion agai nst the goal itself and the val ues
inplicit init---values that are dianetrically opposed to
basi ¢ val ues enbedded in all the world s religions and
et hi cal systens.

Afterword

Prior to 2006, the 9/11 truth novenent, with its claimthat
9/11 was an inside job, was largely ignored by defenders of
the official conspiracy theory. In 2006, however, the fact
that this novenent spoke for a significant portion of the
Aneri can public becane wi dely known. A Zogby poll indicated
that 42 percent of the American people believe the
governnent and the 9/11 Conm ssion had covered up evidence

contradicting the official account.93 A Scripps/ Chio
University poll indicated that 36 percent think it likely
that “federal officials either participated in the attacks
on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon or took no action
to stop them ' because they wanted the United States to go to

war in the Mddle East.'”94 A story in Tine nagazi ne,

93 Zogby International, “A Wrd about Qur Poll of Anerican Thinking
toward the 9/11 Terrorist Attacks,” Zogby International, My 24, 2006
(http://ww. zogby. com f eatures/features. dbn?l D=231). For an
interpretation, see “Zogby Poll Finds Over 70 MI1lion Voting Age
Ameri cans Support New 9/ 11 Investigation,” 911Truth.org, May 21, 2006
(http://ww. 911truth.org/article.php?story=20060522022041421).

94 Thomas Hargrove and Guido H. Stenpel 11, "Anti-Governnent Anger
Spurs 9/11 Conspiracy Belief," NewsPolls.org, Scripps Survey Research
Center at Ohio University, August 2, 2006

32



reporting the latter result, wote: “Thirty-six percent adds
up to a lot of people. This is not a fringe phenonenon. It

is a mainstreampolitical reality.”99

Per haps not merely coincidentally, 2006 was a year of
unpr ecedent ed publications intended to undergird the
of ficial conspiracy theory and of unprecedented attacks in
the press intended to discredit the alternative theory. The
main efforts to reinforce the official theory---in addition
to the Bronner article and the Kean-Ham |ton book nentioned
earlier---were Debunking 9/11 Myths, put out by Popul ar

Mechani cs, 96 and NIST's “Answers to Frequently Asked
Questions,” in which N ST sought to rebut the claimthat the

Twi n Towers were brought down by explosives.97 | respond to
all four of these efforts in ny Debunking 9/11 Debunki ng,
showi ng that whereas these witings nay seeminpressive if
one has not studied the facts, they are conpletely
uni npressive if one has.

The attacks in the press canme not only fromthe
mai nstream but also fromthe left. Al though I discuss both
i n Debunking 9/11 Debunking, | will here sinply discuss two
of the nost prom nent attacks fromthe left, “The 9/11 Faith
Movenent” by Terry Allen (In These Tines) and “The 9/11

(http://newspolls.org/story. php?story id=55). The title of the story,
incidentally, is the pollster’s inference, not a conclusion supported by
t he answers.

95 Lev Grossnan, “Why the 9/11 Conspiracies Wn't Go Away,” Tine,
Sept ember 3, 2006.

96 pavid Dunbar and Brad Reagan, eds., Debunking 9/11 Mt hs: Wy
Conspiracy Theories Can't Stand Up to the Facts: An In-Depth

I nvestigati on by Popul ar Mechani cs, Foreword by Senator John MCain (New
Yor k: Hearst Books, 2006). This book is an expansion of an article,
“9/11: Debunking the Myths,” Popul ar Mechanics, March 2005.

97 NIST, “Answers to Frequently Asked Questions,” August 30, 2006
(http://wtc.nist.gov/pubs/factsheets/fags_8 2006. htm.
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Conspiracy Nuts” by Al exander Cockburn (The Nation), 98 both
of which attack ny witing in particular.

Al'len, citing the Zogby poll indicating 42 percent of
our popul ation believes there has been a cover-up, begins
her article by witing: “Americans | ove a conspiracy.

There is something conforting about a world where soneone is
in charge.” This psychol ogi zi ng expl anation ignores the fact
that the nost conforting belief is surely Allen’s own: that
our governnent did not attack its own peopl e.

As her title indicates, Allen’s main point is that the
9/ 11 novenent is based on faith rather than facts. (Indeed,
in response to I TT senior editor Salim Miwakkil’s questi on,
“what happened to Giffin?” she reportedly said: “part of it

is that he’'s a theol ogi an who operates on faith.”99) The
facts, she says, do not support “the conspiracists’ key
charge that World Trade Center buil dings were destroyed by
pre-positioned expl osives.” How does she know this?
“Structural engineers found the destruction consistent with
fires caused by the jet liner strike.” Wth this allusion to
the FEMA and NI ST reports, she takes on faith the public
claims of engineers working for agencies of the Bush

adm nistration (just as people many years ago took on faith
the clains by tobacco-conpany scientists that snoking does
not cause cancer).

Assuring us that, having studied the issues for nonths,
she found it “relatively easy” to underm ne the novenent’s
“facts,” she explains that WIC 7 col | apsed because “it was
damaged by debris, and suffered fires eventually fuel ed by
up to 42,000 gallons of diesel fuel stored near ground

98 Terry Allen, “The 9/11 Faith Movenent,” In These Times, July 11, 2006
(http://ww.inthesetines.comsite/main/article/2702); Al exander

Cockburn, “The 9/11 Conspiracy Nuts,” The Nation Septenber 25, 2006
(http://ww.thenation. conf doc/ 20060925/ cockburn).

99 salim Muwakkil, “What's the 411 on 9/11?" In These Tines, Decenber
21, 2005 (http://ww.inthesetines.conisite/min/articlel/2444). MiwakKki
evidently accepted her answer on faith.
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| evel .” These fires could not be put out, she adds, because
“the coll apse of the towers had broken the area’s water

mai n.” She takes on faith, in other words, the official
story that the buildings were brought down primarily by
raging fires. This is, however, faith in the sense of
“evidence of things unseen”: As nentioned earlier,

phot ograph show no raging fires in WIC 7. Even her claim
about the water is false: Fireboats were punping up great

quantities of water fromthe Hudson. 100

Andrew Cockburn’s main reason for calling nenbers of
the 9/ 11 novenent “nuts” is that we think the attacks
succeeded because of conspiracy rather than inconpetence.
But he fails to point out that in The New Pearl Harbor---the
one book that he nmentions---1 devoted an entire chapter to
this issue, showi ng that an i nconpetence theory becones a
huge coi nci dence theory entailing “that FAA agents, NMCC and
NCRAD of ficials, pilots, inmgration agents, U S mlitary
| eaders in Afghani stan, and numerous U.S. intelligence
agencies all coincidentally acted with extreme and unusual

i nconpet ence when dealing with matters related to 9/11."101
Wth regard to the failure to intercept, Cockburn's

position inplies that although our mlitary woul d not have

been efficient enough to pull off this operation (even

t hough it had engaged in exercises involving just such

attacks), al-Qaeda operatives would have. |Is that not the

nutty view?

Believing, like Allen, that it is easy to give answers
to our questions, Cockburn suggests that the Twin Towers
fell because “they were badly built . . . and because they

100 sharon Seitz, “The Little Fireboat That Did,” Time Qut New York, No.
313: Septenber 27-Cctober 4, 2001
(http://web. archi ve. or g/ web/ 20011031135350/ http: //ww. ti meout ny. conm ar ou

ndt own/ 313/ 313u. around. fireboat. box. htm ), and Huntley GII, “Retired
Fireboat Harvey Hel ps Wth World Trade Center Disaster,” NYFD. Com
(http://ww firehouse.comterrorist/17 Pharvey.htm).

101 Giffin, The New Pearl Harbor, 145
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were struck by huge planes |loaded with jet fuel.” The fact
that this theory violates |aws of physics and all historical
precedent does not prevent Cockburn fromendorsing it. Al so,
not shy about revealing his ignorance, he says: “People

i nside who survived the coll apse didn't hear a series of

expl osi ons. " 102

Besi des the fact that Cockburn di sm sses the novenent
wi t hout engaging the enpirical evidence, his charge that |
am a nut because | have witten nutty books inplies that
peopl e who have endorsed these books are also nuts. Wuld
readers of the Nation and Ti kkun want to use this termto
descri be John Cobb, WIIliam Sl oane Coffin, Richard Falk,
Wayne Madsen, Ray McGovern, John McMurtry, Mark Crispin
Ml ler, Rosemary Ruether, Marcus Raskin, Peter Dale Scott,
Gerry Spence, Howard Zinn, and British MP M chael

Meacher 2103

And if to believe that 9/11 was an inside job is ipso
facto to be a nut, the list nust now be enlarged to include
former ClI A analyst Bill Christison, who in explaining why he
wote an article entitled “Stop Belittling the Theories
About Septenber 11,” said: “l spent the first four and a
hal f years since Septenber 11 utterly unwilling to consider
seriously the conspiracy theories surrounding the attacks

102 Al exander Cockburn, “The 9/11 Conspiracy Nuts,” Septenber 25, 2006
(http://wwt henation. coni doc/ 20060925/ cockburn). This is an abbrevi at ed
version of “The 9/11 Conspiracy Nuts: How They Let the Guilty Parties of
9/11 Slip Of the Hook,” Counterpunch, Septenber 9/10, 2006

(http://ww. count erpunch. or g/ cockburn09092006. ht i ). Cockburn publ i shed
a sonewhat revised version as “US: The Conspiracy That Wasn't,” in Le
Monde Di pl omati que, Decenber 2006
(http://nmondedi pl 0. conl 2006/ 12/ 02conspiracy) to which | have witten a
response, “The Truly Distracting 9/11 Conspiracy Theory: A Reply to

Al exander Cockburn,” 9/11 Truth Europe

(http://ww. 911truth. eu/i ndex. php?i d=0,8,0,0,1,0).

103 1o see growing lists of scientists, professors, and governnent,

mlitary, and intelligence officials who question the official story
about 9/11, at least to sonme degree, see the Patriots Question 9/11
websi te.
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that day. . . . [I]n the last half year and after

consi der abl e agony, |’ve changed my nind.”104 As
Christison’s experience, like my own, illustrates, the
crucial issue is the willingness to confront the evidence.

Al'l en and Cockburn both conclude with the basic
conplaint found in leftist attacks on the 9/11 novenent: It
is a distraction fromthe government’s real crines.
Christison disagrees, saying that if the charge that 9/11
was a fraud is true,

[It] involves a much greater crinme against the Anerican
peopl e and people of the world than any other charges
of fraud connected to the run-up to the invasion of
Irag in March 2003. . . . [A]fter all, the events of

9/ 11 have been used by the admnistration to justify
every single aspect of U S. foreign policy in the

M ddl e East since Septenber 11. It is a charge that is
nore inportant al so because it affects the very core of

our entire political system 105

| call on readers of Tikkun who have not already done so to
follow Christison’s exanple by exam ning the evidence and
then, if you find it persuasive, add your voices to those
calling for a true investigation

David Ray Giffin is professor of philosophy of religion and
t heol ogy, emeritus, at O arenont School of Theol ogy. He has
publ i shed 32 books, the nobst recent of which include The
American Enpire and the Commonweal th of God (with John Cobb,

104 «|etter fromBill Christison to Fri ends,” email letter sent about
August 14, 2006.

105 Bi|| christison, “Stop Belittling the Theories About Septenber 11,”
www. di ssi dentvoi ce. org, August 14, 2006
(http://ww. di ssi dent voi ce. org/ Aug06/ Chri stisonld. htnj.
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Ri chard Fal k, and Catherine Keller), 9/11 and American
Enpire: Intellectuals Speak Qut (co-edited with Peter Dale
Scott), Christian Faith and the Truth Behind 9/11: A Call to
Refl ection and Action, and Debunking 9/11 Debunking: An
Answer to Popul ar Mechani cs and O her Defenders of the

O ficial Conspiracy Theory.
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